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Abstract

During recent decades, the arenas of political decisiemaking have increasingly shifted from
national governments to intergovernmentl and transnational political forums. At the same
time, the number and relevance of nosstate actors in international politics is steadily growing.
These trends have led political scientists to study and theorize about new forms of democracy
beyond the naional political arenas (Archibugi 2004, Bexell et al. 2010Nasstrdm 2010). How-
ever, democracy beyond the nation state is difficult to conceptualize with the idea of an instit
tionalized democracy within the borders of natioristates. Instead, many politial scientists en-
phasize the role of civil society actors as a cure for the democratic deficit in int@ational poli-
tics (Steffek & Nanz 2008). Yet, normative and empirical problems arise over the extent af-a
cess, selection and role of civil society acterin international organizations (Tallberg et al.
2013). Furthermore, the normative relevance of transnational civil society actors makes it ne

essary to study their own democratic legitimacy.

While international organizations are mostly institutionalized and hierarchical governing bal-
ies, the ever growing diffuse conglomerate of noestate actors is characterized by fluid stra-
tures, blurry boundaries and a multilevel setting of interaction (Keck & Sikkink 1998). Thus, in
studying democratic practice in tansnational civil society networks, we must ask: How instit-
tionalized do political practices have to be and how flexible can they be, to still be considered
democratic? Normative theorists reconceptualized democracy in the light of this changingrco
text (Bohman 2007). Recent concepts of participatory, deliberative and representative demaer
cy attempt to reconfigure existing democratic institutions through procedural elements (Fung &
Wright 2003, Dryzek 2006) or innovative forms of representation (Philliz 1998, Mansbridge
2003, Castiglione & Warren 2006). This emerging theoretical framework is well suited to an

lyze the extent, to which democratic practices exist within transnational civil society networks.

By applying the concept of practice (Giddens B, Schatzkiet al. 2005) as a bridging tool le-
tween the empirical reality of fluid, temporary and open transnational civil society networks on
the one hand and the institutiororiented democratic theory on the other hand, this study x
plores the extent towhich democratic practice develops in a field that lacks traditional instit-
tions to guarantee citizen participation. As innovative transnational actors, civil society me
works can bring up new forms of democratic practice (see Polletta 2006) that can pottially

inspire the debate about transnational democracy as such. This study, with its innovat@-a



proach, hopes to invigorate the debate about transnational democracy and transnational civil

society, which has stalled to some degree in recent years.

The dudy is divided into three parts; first, a conceptual part that clarifies the question of how
democracy as practice can be theoretically conceptualized in transnational civil society net
works, which is followed by an empirical exploration of political pratices in the transnational
civil society networks. In this second part, the main question is how participation, represeat
tion and deliberation practice develops in transnational civil society networks. Two cases of
transnational civil society networks, e Clean Clothes Campaign and Friends of the Earth, are
analyzed to provide insights into the democratic practice within transnational civil society. In
the final part, the empirical findings are evaluated in the light of the outlined concepts of dem

cratic theory in order to explore how democratic these political practices actually are.

The study identifies implicit and in-process practices of democratic horms in transnational civil
society networks. Political practice in transnational civil society netwoks can become demo
cratic through empowerment measures and trustful relationships. However, deliberate demo
cratic practice can be impeded by disembodied digital communication and complex decision
making. The study explores how new forms of democratic préice emerge in the interaction

between political actors and the structural environments of actors and networks.

Introduction

Two major transformations have taken place in global politics over the last two decades. First,
political decision-making power hasgradually shifted from representative institutions and dem-
ocratically elected parliaments innation states to intergovernmental forums and transnational?,
partly informal networks that consist of members of national executive organand mainly une-
lected private actors and (Chilton 1995; Dingwerth 2006; Tallberg et al. 2008) This develm-
ment led to a disempowerment of national parliaments and an empowerment of (national)»e
ecutive authorities, who are sitting together as ministers, prime ministers or presients at the
negotiation table of G8, World Eznomic Forum and other meetinggsee e.gZurn 2002). Second,
the number, power and range of global civil society actorsuch asGreenpeace, Friends of the
Earth or Amnesty International has increased as oneonsequence of this developmen{see e.g.
Steffek et al. 2008) These two transformations have led International Rlations (IR) scholars as

well as democratic theorigs to rethink democracyin the context of international and transra-

"4EA OAOI nOOAKEDNDAOEI T AEODOAOAAOEI T O OEAO AOi ©O0 1 AOGEI T,
ereign-to-O1 OAQAERDAAO OEA OAOI OET OAOT AGEI T AT 6 EO OOCAA OI
nation states. AsamoreC AT AOAT OAOI OCi T AAT 6 OAEAAOO O1I Al U OOOAT O,
DOl @EI AOAT UQq OEA (Adle@i®ldd2011H5).A OUOOAI 6
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tional affairs. Focusing on the first shift of political decisionmaking power, many conceptsof
transnational democracy conceptualizean institutional transfer of democratic institutions from
the nation state to the international system (Held 1995; Archibugi et al. 1998; Bohmaz007).
However, global governance scholars have also claimed that the different institutional precand
tions of the global order demand a distinct institutional architecture of global democracy (Ma
Donald & Macdonald 2010).

Democratic institutions of nation statesare not that easily adaptable ta global system that co-
sists of lessformalized relationships betweenorganizations andactors. Nation state democratic
institutions cannot democratically control the multiple forms of public power that are exered by
different state and nonstate actors (ibid.). While demacratic institutions were conceptualized for
centralized and hierarchically organized nation state contexts, transnational relations are cha
acterized by complex and overlapping spheres of influere and power.Practices and processes
that are conducted between the multiple actorglominate the sphere oftransnational relations
rather than institutions. An institution -oriented democratic theory is thus hardly applicable in
the context of transnationd relations. This study contributes to the debate about the second
major transformation that focusses on the democratic legitimation of transnational civil society
in global governance. The aim of this study is to examine the democratic quality of politigaac-
tices insidetransnational civil society networks (TCSNs) and to explore the potential of a tran
national democracy in one of the main areas of transnational relationeamely civil society nd-

works.

Consequently,civil society coalitions and netwoks as one group of main actors in the transa
tional sphere,actET AT O1T A1 AAO AT A /&El O E-fonstitide AcltiBal bodie® E | AT U
OOAE AO OEA 5TEOAA . AGEI 106 j $OUUVUAE pwwwt tuvuqg O
ners of civil socidy organizations. At the same time transnational non-governmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) and social movement organizations (SMCae seenas the cure for the democratic

deficit in international organizations (Steffek et al. 2008).

Civil society shall be @fined in empirical terms and divided into social movement groups and
non-governmental organizations. Social movements are investigated as a phenomenon since the
pwxmd Oh xIgovanindntal ofghnizations and research about them has emerged only in

thep wwnmd Oh xEOE OEA COI xET C ET OAOT AGET 1T Al EUAQET I
Both types of organizations still exist and play a part in the two TCSNs that will be examined in

this study. While social movement groups are seen as more grassots oriented and less instiu-

tionalized, nonC1T OAOT I AT OA1T 1T OCAT EUAOQEIT T O AOA Al O6i AAITA
(Kaldor 2003) because they are much more professionalized and institutionalized and often

focus on lobby activities rather than on pblic protest (Della Porta & Caiani 2009). Differentyt-

pologies of social movements were developed based on the assumptions that social movements
10



are historical phenomena, and as such, they cannot be generalized in abstract terms without
considering their historical contexts and historical developments. Furthermore, social mav

i AT OO AOA OOOOAOOOAA PEATTI AT Ah xEEAEhockdldc- AA OE
OEOAG | 2A0AEEA pwywud pxqQ ATA A EECEI U FZleo®i Al EUA
planation of social movement mobilization recent studies show that cultural aspects and egpl
TAGEITO #0711 O1TAEAT PDOUAEITITT CU AOA Al 01 OAI AOAI
i T OAT AT 0066 j $AU ¢mmounN "1TTAxET207AOPAOR AT A 01T 11A
Transnational civil society organizations are seen as the crucial mediators for transnationalan

bilization; they connect different public spheres and combine different local interests (Smith
cnnpdowwds8 4#3. 0 AOA OAT O1 AommbnCdscdirde OandAdenseGeE A OA A (
AEAT CAO T &£ ET &£ Oi AGETT AT A OAOOGEAAOGS | +AAE O 3E
been interacting with each other in ever more networked and dense settings. Networks gave a

more structured context in transnational reltions. These networks are also understood as
communicative structures and political spaces, where actors negotiate about the meanings of
OEAEO OETET O AT OAOPOEOASG | +AAE Q 3EEEETE pwwyd o
society actors hae started to receive much more attention, contacts and influence in decision

making processes. The traditional role of civil society as a third sector between market and state,

xEEAE T OCAT EUAO AEOEUAT 08 ET OAOAOOG ndlbnger heOT OE A A
only role of civil society. Members of transnational NGOs or SMOs have partly inherited thee r
sponsibilities of elected representatives in traditional democratic settings: they represent a ce

tain constituency, campaign for their norms ad interests, try to formulate and condense inte

ests of their constituency, and finally sit at the decisiomaking table in order to decide public

matters within a certain range. Many democratic theorists reacted to this development in ne

ceptualizing newforms of democratic governance and political representation (Held 1995; Ahe

ibugi et al. 1998; Bohman 2007).

While transnational NGOs and SMOs themselves are often seenpas sedemaocratic, there are
recent studies which show that civil society organizabns do not always represent their consti
uency adequately (Hahn & Holzscheiter 2013) or do not even claim to be accountable to the
beneficiaries of their political engagement (Steffek et a010). Furthermore, it is criticized that
transnational NGO campi C1 A@vé drawn disproportionally from middle-aged adults, po-
fessional and propertied classes, men, Northern countries, whites, Christian heritages and urban
AxAlT1 A0OOG806 j3AEI 1T OA ¢nmed cwoe(

Now, with illiteracy rates in some parts of the world exceedin@0 percent, with Internet

access virtually nonexistent in others, and with language skills, economic knowledge, and

political education distributed extremely unevenly across the globe, realizing transpa
ency and democracy in a meaningful normative sense indeed a farffetched dream. And
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what is more, hardly any global democracy activists are working to turn this particular
dream into reality. (Dingwerth & Hanrieder 2010: 94)

Although transnational civil societyseensto have a significant impact in the siing of rules and

the promotion of norms, they often lack democratic legithacy, e.g. the approval dieneficiaries.

The normative claims made in this literature are that civil society actors fromtifferent back-

grounds should participate equally in interrational institutions and transnational forums (Ben-

AATT ¢nmen 3AET 1 OA ¢nmxqs8 3AET 1 OA OEI El Aad U AOCC
tion to enabling public participation in global governance, then full recognitiory and effective

negotiation-1 £ OEA xT Ol A6O AOI OOOAI AEOAOOEOU mO OANOE
tion is especially crucial in relation to inclusion of underrepresented groups and the accessibility

of formation of opinion and decisiorrmaking for the general memlership as well,and not only

the active elite (Anheier & Themudo 2002). In a study on the participation patterns &friends of

the Earth (FoE)and Amnesty Internationalin Great Britain,Jordanand Maloney (1997) state that

the de factodecisionrmakinginOET OA AAI PAECT 1T OCAT EUAOQOET O AAT |
O1 OU 1 i@l Ae® Mméirbéds decide on behalf of the rest of the members anticipating their

wishes and what is popular enough to gain support. Those democratic shortcomings in civil-s

ciety networks become particularly apparent in the unequal participation of the different me-

bers and activists. Social inequalities for example are often rather reproduced than countered in

civil society networks (Roth 2001; Tallberg et al. 2008; Beauzamy 20107 his leads among other

things to the fact that global civil society engagement rests on a very narrow cultural base

(Scholte 2002)

This observed asymmetry in the transnational civil societyis particularly virulent in the context

of the global North-South divide and most often explained by the lack of capacities, sucls &
nancial resources, as well almnguage barriers and the campaigning focus on an affluent (Wes
ern) audience which is rather inclined todonate (Roth 2001). ParticularlyNGOs which arecon-
cerned with development and social change in the developing world are criticized for beingsdi
proportionately based in Western Europe and theJS. Although the number of Transnational
#EOEI  3dcrAt&idtOin\Wedtern Europe, Canada and the US deased from 92% in 1953
to 72% in 1993 there is still a great asymmetry between the OECD world and the rest of the
world including Eastern Europe (Smith and Sikkink 2002: 3487). This affects also the framing of
topics and problems which differs between noth and south NGOs, especially in issue areas such
as human rights, gender politics or biodiversity issues. If there is no mobilizing potential in the
Western world there will be no campaign about a certain topic (Roth 2001: 43). Furthermore, it
is criticized that Northern NGOs pick Southern NGOs as coalition partners according to a suitable

topic for donors and public attention and often it is not realistic that Southern NGOs are able to

4EEO OAOI OAZEAOO Oi OE Roncéphudliced byiRAbert Mickelsi(1og9)C AOAEEUAQET 1
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avail themselves of transnational networks and get prominent accordintp the urgency or rek-
vance of the isse. Due to its heterogeneity transnationativil society is easy toget co-opted in

particular by donors who fund selected projects or organizations (Fisher 1997).

The study identifiesa theoretical and an empiricalresearch gapFirst, the theoretical concept-
alization of democratic legitimation inside TCSN<as been neglected in the literature on denm
racy beyond the nation state as well as in the broad N@iferature . While an overall institution-

al framework for transnational democracy remains inapplicable due to the instable structural
contexts of transnational relations, the examination of practices on a medevel between ind-
vidual action and overall structure can give better insights on how democracy can devplan
temporary, fluid and complex transnational networks. Substantive and routinized practices are
not only empirically better observablein transnational civil society than institutionalized set-
tings, they are at the same time an interesting and innovatvconceptual perspective for norma-
tive democratic theory and the question of how to think of democracy in transnational relations.
Therefore, such transnational networks will be examined in the light of processand practice
oriented approaches to democrat theory, which has not been done so far to a great extent.
These approaches can be found in concepts of participatory democracy, deliberative democracy,
and more recently even in representativetheory. Thus, this studytranslates the theoretical
framework of the three strands of democratic theory (participatory, representative, and delilye
ative democracy) into practices that can be empirically observed in two selected casesT@SNs
The peculiarity and thus necessity for conceptualization of democracy iIRCSNsstems from the
specific characteristics ofTCSNs Theyneither function like nation states nor like a multilateral
international system. Therefore,concepts of democracy should be adapted to this specificreo
text. The conceptual question of transnabnal democracy in network contexts is relevant, but
under-theorized and will therefore be a major element in this study. The conceptual contni
tion of this study is the theoretical discussion and combination of concepts of democracy and
practice. Concepts of participatory, representative and deliberative democracy are adapted to
the network context with the help of practice theory The theoretical interest in transnational
network democracy is inspired by the debate on how transnational democracy, withgtspecific
characteristics, could be envisioneqHeld 1995, 2003; Keohane 2003; Dryzek 2006) and how
already existing transnational relationships between different types of actors can be evaluated
in terms of their democratic quality (Friedrich 2008; Tallberg et al. 2008; Nasstréom 2010; Sfe
fek et al. 2010; Dingwerth et al. 2011). In order to analytically graspansnational network de-
mocracy, the concept of practicds introduced and used as an analytical frame to detect demo
racy that is practiced ratherthan institutionalized in TCSNsIn this context,democracyis broadly
definedasOAT DT xAOAA ET Al OOEI 1T 1 & OEI OA AEEAAOAA EI
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2006: 386). Networks are defined as heterarchica&l fora of communication, interaction andded-
sion-making AAOx AAT OET OAOAADPAT AAT O ADO ($okedseniDdefi 1T AT 1 U
ing 2007: 9). Practicesare generally defined asshared courses of action that are cgonstituted

by actors and structure and can be modified by the agency of thetars (Giddens 1984)

Second, this study wants to fill arempirical research gap and open the black box of the most
growing type of actors in global politics, hamehtransnational civil society networks. Although
there are single studiesof social movemens observing the specific democratic practices of aeti
ists (Polletta 2002, 2006), the coalition building and participation within transnational moe-
ment networks in view of democratic norms is underresearchedl'he empirical research interest

of this stuly OAOCA OO 4#3. 06 AAPAAEI EOEAO AT A bi OAT OEATI «
function as democratically legitimate actors in global politics, which can serve as an external
control layer for international institutions and nation states by representingthe underrepre-
sented in the global system. Transnational activism and protest has been organized in network
like structures since it came into being (Tarrow 2006). Specifically the TCSNs examined in this
case study, are very concerned with democratic preclures and principles. Thus, the practices of
democracy that have emerged in these nestate network settings present an interesting and
needed area to be examined&mpirical research thus far has focused on the democratic legitian
tion of transnational civil society with standards that conceptualize legitimation as external ao
trol that runs vertically either between civil society actors and international organizations, such
as the United Nations (UN) or the World Trade Organization (WTQO) (upwards), or beeen civil
society actors and their constituency, namely the affected groups of individuals (downwards)
(Steffek et al. 2010; Tallberg & Uhlin 2011). However, this research perspective neglects the
internal and horizontal democratic legitimation that is atleast equally important for transna-
tional democracy. IfTCSNsfunction as external democratic control layers for international o-
ganizations or states, they should be themselves democratically legitimized. Otherwise, opaque
and possibly corrupted interestscould be the basis for a supposedly democratic legitimation of

global politics.

Starting from theseresearch gaps in a theoretical and empirical context, this study is structured

in a threefold division: At first, the theoretical conceptuatzation of denocracy as practiceis

done by combining practice theory with democratic concepts of participatory, representative

and deliberative democracy. In a second step, the empirical analysis focusses on politicalgara

tices in TCSNsthus openingDE A Al A AlIBoAEIA® UOARD@xT OE6 AlpdtionA@bl I OA

*Neyer (2003) dA £ET AO EAOAOAOAEEAO AO A 111 x0g O)T A EAOAOAOZ
is neither centralized (as under conditions of hierarchy) nor decentralized (as
under conditions of anarchy) but shared, which means that the units of a system
pool their sovereignties 6(Neyer 2003: 689).
14



representation and deliberation practices that are conduted inside such networks. In a last
step, these political practices that are conducted in theTCSNsare evaluated with regard to their

democratic quality. Thus, this study @search questions are:

(1) How can democracy as practice be theoretically conceptualized TCSN8
(2) How do participation, representation and deliberationpractices form inTCSN8

(3) How democratic are thesepolitical practices?

In order to evaluate the democratic quality of political practice insideTCSNs one needs to crit
cally investigate the normative foundations of criteria for democratic quality. These criteria that
are used in research on demaocracy at the global level often faNoan institutionalist logic and
adopt the criteria that are used to assess democracy withimation states. In this regard, transm-
tional democracyis often evaluated with standards that do only marginally take into account the
different preconditions in transnational relations. This study does not want t@ompletely re-
model the normative standards of democratic quality, but wants to shift the focus of analysis

away from formal institutions to substantive practices) 1 OOEOOOET T Al EOOthedAAAT

(@}
—_
)

role of institutions and institutionalization in the understandingof human actions within an @-

ganization, social order, or societp j - AOAE Q :dh1 @A8 PIwGQPBROOOE 1 O A0/
relatively stable collection of practices and rules déning appropriate behavior for specfic

groups of actors in spedic situations6 | EAEA8Q8 4EA DPOAAOEAA AAAT O1 O
According to practice theorists, he social world can only be understood through studying pra

tices, which are collectivelyshared courses of actiorthat are steered by structural contexts as

well as by individual action (Giddens 1984) and thus are placed between the macrtevel of

structure and the micro-level of individual action.

The two cases ofTCSNs namely Friends of tie Earth (FOE) and the Clean Clothes Campaign
(CCC) examined in this research study were chosen because they share the most commorrcha
acteristics of TCSNsand their relative power in global politics: Both are organized as networks
of semiautonomous membe groups in different countries and have communicate powet
through global campaigns as well as influence on international institutions or multinational
companie$. Most of the member organizations are situated in Europ&.he member groups are
independent organizations that also campaign in other contexts. Both networks claim to be

grassroots democratic. Therefore, the cases are motikely cases, since it is very likely that

‘@111 T xETC (AAAOIAOGS jpwweq AiT AADPOOAI EUAOGEIT 1 £ AI
scholars claim that NGOs can exert communicative power in convincing more powerful actors (most often
OOAOAOQ O OADAT ¢AR EOODAREQ ninkrd p w(d8
5 FoE has consultative status in different UN bodies; CCC successfully pressures many different companies
to implement a code of conduct in bilateral negotiations. Besides this, both networks lead publicnca
paigns that are widely talen up by the media. A detailed description of the influence and action repertoire
of both networks is to be found in the case chapters (7.1 & 7.2).
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democratic practices are found in those networks. Despite their shared charactstics of TCSNs
the two cases differ in their goals, internal relationships, targets, strategy and collective identity
and thus provide a certain range off CSNs An interview analysis of qualitative interviews with
activists in the respective networks wasused to examine these two cases. The qualitative semi
structured interviews with activists of the two TCSNsn Europe were analyzed and interpreted
with a reconstructive method of text interpretation. The interview analysis was guidé by a hai-
ristics of political practices, divided into participation practices, representationpractices and
deliberation practices. These three kinds of politicalpractices together with inductively recan-
structed findings about political practices in the two networks werefirst described andthen

evaluatedand discussedn terms of their democratic quality.

Structure of theDissertation

The following part | of this dissertation delineatesthe conceptual foundations of this study. First,
the three subsequent chapters (chapl-3) review the relevant literature on participatory, repre-
sentative and deliberative demaocracy respectively. These three chapters are all organized in two
parts: (1) a general overview and discussion of relevant concepts and (2) a discussion on the
applicability of these approaches to the context 6f CSNsWhile all three variants of democracy
are presented and discussed in the light of the researcfuestions, the concretetranslation of the
theoretical accounts into anevaluation framework is done in chapter4. In order to bridge the
gap between normative democratic theory and empirical reality of TCSNs, the practice theory
functions as a connecting link. Blevant approaches of practice theory are outlined in order to
conceptuaize democracy as practiceThis conceptualization leads into the formulation of deno-

cratic criteria for participation, representation and deliberation practice.

Part Il of this dissertationis divided into four chapters. Chapter 5 outlines the research design of
the empirical study. Chager 6 is devoted to the exploration of the political practice in the two
cases of Clean Clothes Campaign and Friends of the Earth. After the analytical heuristics fer e
ploring the political practice of participation, representation and deliberation are presented, the
cases are generally introduced (chapters 6.1 & 6.Z2Jhe results of the reconstructive qualitative
analysis are then presented in chapter 6.3, which is further subdivided into general perceptions
in the networks, participation practices, deliteration practice and representation practices. After
this descriptive part of the analysis, the evaluation and discussion of the political practicessdi
covered is done in chapter 7. This chapter links back to the theoretical considéians of the first
part of this study and attemptsto combine normative democratic theory and the empirical e-
sults in a fruitful discussion of the democratic quality of political practices in TCSN$his study
ends with general comlusions about the usefulness of the practicapproach for transnational

democracy and the implications of the findings for research oRCSNs
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Part | Conceptual Foundations of Democratic Practice in Transn a-

tional Civil Society Networks

In the field of global governance, many scholars applied normagvdemocratic theory originally

AT1T AAPDOOGAT EUAA &£ O TAOGETT OOAOA AT 1 OA@OO8 "AgAill
ITTu T £ OAPOAOGAT OACEOA AAiI T AOAAUh DPAOOEAEDPAOI OU A
et al. 2010: 83), which defineghe three main strands of democratic theory. Taking these three

main models of democratic theory into account, the selection of authors and approaches for this

study was guided by the need for an adaptation of normativéemocratic theory to the empirical

research object, namelyTCSNs Since these networks are more loosely bound together, less hie

archically structured and not limited by clearly defined boundaries compared to nation states,

normative democratic theory that is conceptualized for the context fohierarchically structured,

sovereign nation states is not suitable. As a result, normative democratic theory such as partic

patory democratic theory that is concerned with democracy in spheres beside the state, fox-e

ample in civil society associations Kdirst 1994), in the work place (Pateman 1970; Bachrach &

Botwinick 1992) or even in private spheres such as the family(Phillips 1991) is of specific value

for this study. Similarly, more recent theories in the field of representation that aim at conceyt

alizing representation without the formal institution of elections and focus more on horizontal

control of representatives (Castiglione & Warren 2006) or on the performative variants of

resentation (Saward 2010) are suitable for this study due to their wader horizon of possible

forms of representation. Deliberative democracy as a third strand within normative democratic

theories was selected because of its procedural conceptualization of democracy that furthers an
understanding of democracy that is not ggregative and is thus not that tightly bound to clearly

defined electorates.Deliberative democracy wasby some theoristsspecifically conceptualized

for the context of transnational relations as well as network governance (Dryzek 1999, 2006,

2007; Esmark¢ mmx @ AT A AAT OEAOA&Z OA AA Al AAOI U 1 ETEA
TCSNs. Howeverdifficulties remain in overcoming the boundaries between normative demm

racy and practical, empirically observable democracy in these networks. Therefore, thegatice

lens serves as a conceptual bridge between normative democratic theory and empirical obser

ability. Before turning to the three strands of democratic theory that will be further outlined in

the following chapters, | will first briefly review the debate about democracy in international

theory and afterwards discussthe specific relationship between civil society and democracy in

IR.

For a long timelIR scholars were not concerned about any kind of global democracy. In the imte
national system, norms, ach as democratic norms, seemed not to matter in the eyes of realist

and rational-institutionalist IR -scholars (Steffek 2006: 1613). The international system mainly
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consisted of nation states, which acted under conditions of anarchy through power threatsal-
ist) or negotiations (rational-institutionalist). This empirical reality has changed in the last 20
years and so has the I[Research expanded scholarly interest into fields such as the role of
norms (Jepperson et al. 1996; Checkel 1998; Risse 1999)dademocracy (Held 1995; Bienen et
al. 1998; Archibugi 2004).

, ACEOEI AAU AAEZET AA AO OEA OOOAAT A AAIEAZEZ ET OEA
authoritative decision-l AEET ¢ OEAO OEEO 1T OAAO A1 OAEI Géal j 7TAAAOD
especially inglobal politicsh x EAOA OO1 AO AOA OO1I OEi AGAT U OT AT A&
emphasis on a procedural dimension of legitimacy in global governance shifts the focus of tegi
imacy as an attribute to legitimation as a process (Hualmann et al. 2007) because only the acts
of legitimation are what we can observe (Barker cited by Hurrelmann et al. 2007: 9) coming into
AAET ¢ OEOI OCE ObPi |1l EOEAAI DOl AAOOGAO OEOI OGE xEEA
DOAOOGAA 1 O xrEelnEnA €1 AIx200Y: 9). Ko@ this legitimation can be democratic in

global governance is what was debated for more than two decadés IR and political science.

Drawing on different schools of democratic theory, cholars conceptualized variousapproaches

of a transnational democracy. McGrew identifies four different conceptual strands: (1) liberal
internationalism, (2) radical pluralist democracy, (3) cosmopolitan democracy and (4) delibex-

tive democracy (McGrew 2004). As the designation of liberal institionalism and radical plural-

ist democracy already suggest, the concepts draw from different theoretical strands, namely

liberal democratic theory and radical democracy. Cosmopolitan democracy is a rather eclectic

and ambitious approach, which makes use dfifferent elements of democratic theory, whereas

deliberative democracy is a rather recent theoretical strand that is concerned with the discu

sive forms of democratic legitimation (ibid.). Transnational civil society plays an important role

in each of theconcepts of transnational democracy.

Liberal internationalism, advocated above all by Robert Keohane, envisions transnationa¢-d
mocracy as a pluralized and transparent international system with multilateral institutions held
accountable by states and NG&(Keohane 2003). In general, liberal theorists see transnational
democracy as a reconstruction of liberal democracy in nation states, without elections. Thus,
instead of parties civil society actorsare engaging in democratizing the international system®) 1
place of parties competing for votes, a vibrant transnational civil society channels its demands to
the decision makers whilst in turn, also making them accountable for their actions. Accordingly,
‘accountability will be enhanced not only by chains obfficial responsibility but by the require-
i ATO T &£# OOAT OPAOAT AUBG j-A"OAx ¢nmtq 1498 (1 xAOA
Western world and a stateAAT OOEA DPAOODPAAOEOA ET O1 ZAO KO EO E
OET T Al OEIT E AcCeBHar@® trasparericyOahdh d&@countability of international instit-
tions vis-a-vis national governments (ibid.).
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Radical pluralist democracy as a bottorup theory of democratization mainly works through the
AOEOGEAAT OI AEAT 11 OAIT Athofxpdt stafes &né iAteérnatforalstricthrésCA  OE A
AO xAl1 AO OEA EACGCAITTU T £ PAOOEAOI AO j1 EAAOAI Q
Stemming from theories of participatory democracy, particularly radical democracy, the rege

tion of concepts sich as sovereignty and the rule of law, which arseen asbasic conditions of

the functioning of democracy, is a main critique of this approach (ibid.). Radical pluralist dermo

OAAU AT AOT 80 A1 OEOEI T OAAI AAI T AOA Adlpoltds, bit AOET 1
rather in the self-governance of communities (ibid.). The ideas of radical democracy are also a

relevant part of participatory democracy and will thus be outlined more extensively in theea-

spective chapter.

Cosmopolitan democracy centersio OEA OAEZEZAAOEOA AAI 1T AOAGEA <cCi OA
AAOT 6O OOAOAOGS j-A" OAx ¢mntd ¢oqQq8 /1 OEA AAOGEO 1 /
order should be based on a rule of law, Held argues that such constitutional rights guarantee the
appropriate participation of affected individuals in decisionrmaking (Dingwerth et al. 2011: 51).

Following this argumentation, the principle of autonomy is a corner stone of cosmopolitaned

mocracy. Held states that individual autonomy is characterized 30O EA AAPAAEOQOU 1T £ EOI
to reason selfconsciously, to be seffeflective and to be seHdetermining. It involves the ability

to deliberate, judge, choose and act upon different possible courses of action in private as well as

ET DOAI EAcniE@gRs8doogqdl AAT AGO AT TAAPO 1T &£ AAITAO
AAT T AOAAUSO ~£EOT AGETT EO O1 #Z£O0O0OOEAO OEA AEI 1T &
Blauberger 2011: 51). The principle of autonomy can also be transferred to thdase levd,

AA

mh

where autonomy erodes due to globalization processes (Archibugi 2004: 439). Held disti
COEOEAO OOAOA AOGOITTIU A&EOT I OOAOA O1 OAOAECT Ous
authority within a community which has the right to determine the frameawvork of rules, regula-

OEITO AT A PiI1EAEAO xEOEET A CEOAT OAOOEOI OU AT A
AT 1T OOAOGO EO AAEET AA AO OOEA AAOOAT DI xAO A 1 AOQOEI
Cil Al O ET AADPAT AAT Qdreiyity defited End éntitlemen o Eule AverGilterritory,

autonomy defines the freedom of the state to democratic decisiemaking without international

and transnational constraints (ibid.). In this regard, autonomy, thought of as individual, colte

tive and state autonomy is the major principle of justification for democracy. If governance

modes guarantee or enable the conduct of collective autonomy in the form of collective paitic

pation, they can be seen as democratically legitimate (Friedrich 2013:48) ! © ( AT A OOAOQA(
world of ET OAT OEAUET ¢ OAcCEIT AT AT A cii AAl OAI AOET 1T Oh
AAOASHh OEA POETAEDPIA T &£ AOGOITII U OANOGEOAOG Al OOAT
A0 ET TAOEITTAI AT A2:BdgAAT Hi 1 EOEAOG j (AT A ¢nmn
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Although cosmopolitan democracy focusses on the international state system, advocates of this

approach argue that the system of international democracy among states should be embedded

in transnational associations and communities (McGrew 2004: 6T .his is necessary because the

principle of autonomy causes a congruency problem in global politics: the ones who take dec

sions are not necessarily the same that are ficted by the decisions. fiected communities can

be communities that span across statéorders, scA A1 1 AA O OAOI APPET ¢ AT i1
i (AT AR pwwuvd poeq 10 OEAU AAT AA AT OEOAI & CI 1T AA]
sarily fit in state borders (Archibugi 2004: 443). While many environmental causes affect all

individuals globally, communities of fate can be identiéid for example as the workers ofliffer-

ent countries affected by human rights abuses in the global garmeimdustry. As a result of this

effect oftransnational affected communities, advocates of cosmopolitan deramacy assume that

Or CYl T AAT EUAGET T AT CAT AAOO 1T Ax OI AEAT 11 &A1l A1 6O
uals and communities, even when these are geographically and culturally very distant from their
I xT DI 1EOEAAI ATii 61 EOU8B86j! OAEEAOCE ¢mnntd tow(

Proponents of deliberative democracy go one step further and do not aim at reforming the glo
Al Pi 1 EOUh AOO AO AAI T AOAOEUEIT ¢ AQGEOOEIT C OCIi OAC
beyond the liberal vision of institutional reform of global governanceand also the cosmopolitan
EAAA T &£ A AAT T AOAOEA ET OOEOOOEIT j-A" OAxscmmtd
O1l AEAOGETT xET OA AEEAEOO AOA cCci OAOT AA AU OEA bpOA
67). Thisis completely different to the other concepts.Hencethe procedural conception of cb-
mocracy will be outlined in more detail inchapter 3 on deliberative democracyand will thus be

not that extensively treated here.

All democratic theorists concerned with transnational affairs and global @vernance must take a
OOATA 171 OEA NOAOGOEIT 1T /&£ OEA AAIiT O ET OO&AT O1 AOE
longs to this group is difficult to define even in nation states where individuals are categorized in
citizens, residents, migrants or refugeesThis resonates with the congruency problem (Zirn
2004). Political decisions are not always legitimized by the people who are affected by them.
OAT BT A ET TAOGEIT OOAOAAB ORDA EIl TAGA hAITOK AlUT AL ACTODRAC
institutions, governance bodies and agencies that they cannot control anymoréN@sstrom
2011). The concurrence of the people as source and subject of democratic legitimacy is notvwre
alent in transnational relations. Transnational democracy is not divided in geographietms, but
in issue areas. All affected individuals and groups of a specific political decision constitute the
people that should have a say in this particular policy issue. The -@ffected principle suggests a
solution for the boundary problems in transndional democracy. Not every individual on this
planet needs to be represented ira certain political decision, but only those that are directly
affected by a decision. But how can we define who will be affected? If there is a decision to be
20



made about theoperating times of nuclear power plants worldwide, who knows who will be to

what degree affected by the next nuclear catastrophe? Besides the difficulty of drawing lines

between affected and not affected people, there is another problem with the alffected princi-

piAdg O0)O0 001 O OEA OEOE 1 £ | AEET ¢ AO0O0dnekstidl | EOEA.
o1 Z£AO AO OEAU x1 OI A AA AAOGAA EIT Q&&rdnAIDA OOAE/
124). Thus, the direct representation of concrete gnaps of individuals is hardly practicable in

transnational relations. Therefore either a discursive, subjectless mode of representation

(Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008) or the implementation of indirect accountability through proxies

(Koenig-Archibugi & Macdonald D13) is suggested.

Proxies are one part of the roles civil society actors assume in transnational relations. However,
in much of the research on civil society, the difficulty of defining the relationship between civil
society and democracy arises. Civil stety is often defined according to its boundaries it is a
sphere apart from the state and, by some theorists also distinguished from the market economy
(Arato & Cohen 1999). Civil society is a term that is strongly connected to Western liberag¢-d
mocracies and in this context understood as associational life that is voluntary and pluralistic:
O#EOEI OI AEAOU 1T OCATEUAOQGEITO ¢#8Y AOA 1TAEOGEAO I A
EOT I OEA AOAOQUAAU 1 EOAO AT A Avodng 2nE0O15H.Avhile e AT 1 1 O1
state (as well as the economy) functions systematically; it follows certain system imperatives

and brings together disparate people, places and goals mediated through authorized power or

i 11T AUR AEOE] O A Fodieed drganizatiohadddisrkicEehning Ebiil The

Al AGOEA OiI1 A T /&£ AEOGEI O1T AEAOU AOOI AEAGEIT T O EO

1835 [1985]) based on the reasoning that a democracy without democrats is difficult to nmai

O

tain (Chambers 2006: 36970). The expectation in this regard is that civil society associations
are places of learning democratic citizenship. Another role of civil society that refers back to the
discursive mode of communication in the sphere of civil society (Yimg 2000) is that of civil ©-
ciety as creator of a public sphere. Through its associational character, civil society can instit
tionalize societal problems that spring from the private lives of citizens and can make them

heard in a public sphere:

Civil sodety is composed of those more or less spontaneously emergent associations, o
ganizations, and movements that, attuned to how societal problems resonate in theipr
vate life spheres, distill and transmit such reactions in amplified form to the public
sphere. The core of civil society comprises a network of associations that institutional
es problemsolving discourses on questions of general interest inside the framework of
organized public spheres. These "discursive designs" have an egalitarian, open forf o
organization that mirrors essential features of the kind of communication around which

OEAU AOUOOAI T EUA AT A O xEEAE OEAU 1 AT A Ail Ol

® EAAOAT O Ai PEAOGEUA OEA TACAOEOA AAAZEI! E Otbhskd. TheE AEOEI
OOl A T &£/ 1 Ax OETOI A 1EI EO OE OOAOAGO ET &I OATAA 11 AEC
(Chambers & Kopstein 2006: 36466).
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do form the organizational substratum of the general public of citizens. Morer less
emerging from the private sphere, this public is made of citizens who seek acceptabte i
terpretations for their social interests and experiences and who want to have an infl
ence on institutionalized opinion and will-formation. (Habermas 1996: 3673

This definition also points to a problematic aspect of the term civil society, namely its hidden

1T O0i AOEOEOU8 #EOEI O AEAOU EO OACAOAAA AO CciiAs
vibrant civil society strengthens and enhances liberal demo& AU6 | # EATI AAOO QO +1 DO
woxqs8 4EEO EAAAI 1T &£ AEOEI O1 AEAOU EO 1 £Z0A1T AOEC
fulfils all criteria of voluntary and pluralistic associations that further the civic virtues of their

members, but promotehate, bigotry or violence (Chambers 2006: 373). Tightly connected to this

guestion whether civil society associations are always promoting just causes, act in a pubhe i

terest or at least do not threaten other groups in society, is the question that isisd more often

in the debate about transnational civil society: Is civil society contributing to a strong demoar

cy, and more specifically: Can civil society remedy the democratic deficit in global governance?

3ET AA OEA 1 AOA p wwndSMOOHA AdtadsiindaQybal civil society haGebA T A

come an ambivalent research object in politial sociology and IR Main perspectives focus on the
development and dynamics of transnational activism(McAdam et al. 2001; Tarrow 2006), the

roles and structuresof transnational activism(Smith & Sikkink 2002; Smith & Wiest 2005), the
DAOOEAEDPAOCEIT 1T &£ OOAT 01 AGETTAT .'/1 0 ET EG-OAOT AO
ence on international institutions(Steffek & Nanz 2007; Friedrich 2008; Jonsson & Tadlly

2010) and the transnationalization of national and local protests (Della Porta et al. 1999; Rucht

1999; Della Porta & Caiani 2009). Transnational * / © AT A 3-/ 0 AOA OCIi OAOI El
independently from the classic arenas of IRlemocracy, the inernational organizations, and at

the same time they are extensively interacting with traditional loci of democracy such as state

agencies and international organizations. Furthermore, NGOs and SMOs have gotten much more
influence and capacity. They are p#y taking over state functions and /or international organi-

UAOET T 06 OAOOEAAOG8 4ET OA AAOGAI T PI AT OO |1 AEA AEOEI
relations. Most of the transnational civil society organizations advocate rights, ideas and norms

that often concern minorities and unprivileged groups in society, but the targets of their claims,

protests and lobby politics are international organizations and national governments (Risse

Kappen 1994; Finnemore & Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 2002). Fdrig reason transnational civil

O1T AEAOU AAOQOT OO AOA 1T EOAT OAAT A0 1 AAEAOIe0O 1 0O (
tween citizens and international organizations. With this normative conceptualization of civil

society actors it can be asked howntlusive, transparent and participatory international orgari-

zations are (Beisheim 2001; Friedrici2008; Tallberg & Uhlin 2011).

While European democratic theory is very much concerned with the design of democratic inst
tutions, some sociologists and ethngraphers in the United States have started to investigate
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democracy as a practice in social movements. These scholars want to show that democracy ca
not only be analyzed in terms of institutions and structures, but also in the ways that activists
create damocracy while participating in some kind of civic action (Polletta 2002; Blee 2012).
This empirical perspective on democracy as a practice, which evolves, develops and changes
through collective actions of participating actors, is very valuable for the cadext of the barely
institutionalized, fluid contexts of TCSNs Therefore, the practice lens on democracy is used in

this study.

Democratic practice will be defined alongside the concept of social practice. Practices are shared
courses of action that are o-constituted by actors as well as structures and can be modified by
the agency of the actors (Giddens 1984). On a madevel, people produce and reproduce soet

ty through social practice (Bourdieu 1977. This lens on democracy provides the opportunity to
see democracy as a procedural category that is not solely bound by democratic institutions.iNe
ther the institutional structure nor the actors alone create democracy in networks. Both, st
tures and actions ceconstitute each other in the practices oTCSNs Therefore, the translation of
democracy from nation states to networks is done through the conceptualization of democracy
as practice. INTCSNs democracy is more likely to be practiced in informal routines between
actors. Since these practices canrfiner stabilize internal relationships in the networks, practic-

es have the potential to create democracy without a priori established institutions.

In order to identify democracy inTCSNsthe abstract ideas of democracy should be disentangled

from the institutionalist idea of the democratic state.Two sets of ideas are the basiee for the

normative logic of democracy: first, the moral equality of eachindividual in collective rule
O8AAAAOOA AAAE ET AEOEAOAI |1 E&AA gk @ reddgnizd tedpecEl E OO/
AT A AATAEEO ET AEOEAOAI 8 O AA® AR ORDIOO G\R All: 888).1 @ AjO7 AC
4EA OAATT A OAO T &£ EAAAO OAI AGAOG O1 OEA AT O1 AAOE
PAT PI A8 4EA 11 OIiTAKCENORU AHRAEDE AEI @ATABN x AOAA ET Al O
collective decisions and actiong(Warren 2006: 386).

The traditional account of democracy is that of an institutional architecture that guarantees ce

tain democratic norms, such as checks and balag& minority protection or equal voting rights.

The institutional account of democracy has a long tradition. The social contract as an institutio

alization of the relationship between rulers and ruled is a corner stone of the justification oé}

gitimacy ofthe democratic government, according to Rousseau (1762). This kind of institutioha

ized relationship was further developed in the federalist papers by Madison, Hamilton and Jay

(1787/88) in the drafting of a constitution for the United States of Americaln contrast to Rots-

OAAOh OEA MEAAAOAI EOO DADPAOOGSE AOOEI OO Al 1 AADOOAI I

ism and not on the identity of ruler and ruled. Due to the necessity to draft a constitution for a
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large mass society, they emphasized represttion as a main element. J.S. Mill argued for apre

resentative government with an institutionalized system of pluralist voting (1861).

These foundations of modern democratic theory show the traditional rootedness of democracy
in institutions. However, sane accounts of democracy that were drafted since the mi20th cen-
tury, try to overcome the drawbacks of traditional representative democracy by conceptualizing
a more process and practice-oriented approach to democracy. These approaches are the salient
theoretical anchors for the present study and will therefore be outlined in the following three
sections of te theoretical part of this dissertation Processand practice-oriented democratic

theory can be divided into three main strands of literature: (1) he literature on participatory

AARAI T AOAAUh AAOET ¢ AAAE OI ! OEATEAT AEOAAS& AAII]

man, Hirst and others; (2) the more recent literature of representative claimsnaking (Saward
2010) and discursive and deliberative epresentation (Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008, Urbinati 2000)
and (3) the large strand of literature dealing with deliberative democracy (Habermas 1994,0c
hen1996, Goodin 2008).

Democracy as institution Democracy as practice

Democratic contractualism (JJ. Roussau | Participatory democracy (eg. Pateman 1970
1762) Barber 1994)

Representative democracy in the federal ao | Representative Claimamaking (M.
stitutional state (Madison, Hamilton, Jay Saward2010)

1787/88) Discursive/deliberative representation

(Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008, Urbinati 2000)

Democratic representative government (J.S Deliberative Democracy/Proceduralization of
Mill 1861) popular sovereignty (Habermas 1994, G-
hen1996, Goodin 2008)

Table 1: Democracy as Institution and Prac tice

While there are more institution or statefocused approaches within these three strands of lite
ature, such as some participatory democratic approaches that conceptualize an integration of
participatory institutions in the institutional setting of states or representative democracy in its
more traditional form, many concepts that are part of these three strands of theory assume a

practice, process or performance perspective.

As SawardOOAOAAR O/ T A 1T &£ OEA AAEE!I ET C &EHADRBORO 1 £

namism and comparative openness to new ideagSaward 2000: 3). The re-discussion and e-
framing of traditional democratic theoretical concepts in the light of changed contexts is of the

retical interest of this study. While transnational networks are not always seen as a favorable
24
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place for democracy because of the lack of institutionalization, the conceptualization of demo
racy as practice can help to evaluate democracy under different conditions than those of the
liberal nation state. Consejuently, the three subsequentchapters of part | will discuss process
oriented democratic conceptsthat are not that tightly bound to nation state institutions. Con-
cepts ofparticipatory democracy, current approaches of representative democracy antbncepts

of deliberative democracyare first outlined and then discussed in terms of their use for them-

pirical context of TCSNgespectively.

1 Participatory Democracy

Participatory democracy comprises many very different concepts, ranging from the directed

mocracy in the Athenian Polis taecentAT T AADOO 1T £ OAAI 1 AOAAU &

ment groups. All these concepts, however, share the strong emphasis on equality and the tight

OEA

connection between equality and freedomAs already argued, | will focusn this chapter, as well
as in the subsequent chapters on representative and deliberative democracy, on normative
democratic theory and the more abstract ideas within these strands of democratic theor@nly
this selection of normative theory makes it possile to translate the identified democratic norms
into criteria for democratic practice. Theplethora of empirical models in participatory democia-
cy, as well as in the other twosands of democratic theory, is not outlined in full detail, especia
ly becauge many of these models are conceptualized under the assumption that the state or state
actors play an important role (for example in models of participatory governance)lhus, these

models assumdifferent preconditions than those that exist in theTCSNsstudied here.

Many participatory democrats argue for an equal society which should be an end in itself. This

should be reached through equalized participation in politics, which gives citizens the freedom

to discuss and decide upon their matters freely. Tif line of argumentation is as old as the city

states in ancient Greecelater, JeanJacques Roussea(ll762) outlined this idea in his work in

argumentation ACAET ET OE Rhe gemana for@ibrecitife®@rticipation arose from

the insight in the deficiencies of modern democracy (Dahl 1971), the normative claims for more

equality in state democracy as well as in other parts of social life (Phillips 22, 1996, 1998),

and the recognition of civic virtues, as well as the assumption that democratic institutions can

foster and broaden the moral and cognitive capacities of reasoning in citizens (Goodin 2003).

Ideas of participatory democracy were developedn socid movement contexts and are often

seen as the normative foundation of social movement work when taking a critical stance toward

OEA OOEET & AAI T AOAAU | /AThésk Bvericna of frAidaterApracticed A O1 | AT

can be observedinthes® A1 1 AA T Ax O1T AEAT 11 OAIT AT 66 ET OEA »p
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example in the current Occupy movement, where new practices of equalized discussion ared d
cision-making are invented and testedTherefore, the consideration of participatory democracy
is inevitable in the context of this studyon transnational civil society. However, manyparticip a-
tory democrats startedwith the critical examination of democracy in the stateThe first modern
theorists of participatory democracy, for example Carole Patenmaargued that citizens can learn
from participating in democratic processes to think and act more democratically and less egei
tically. Based on this assumption, all kinds of other societal spheres where people interact with
each other should be democratied, for example the work place and the economy (Hirst 1994;
Pateman 1970). The expansion of participatory democracy to areas of the workplace, family and
schools isalso demanded by radical democrats. There are, however, gradual differences in the
scope d expansion. A rather integrative account of participatory democracy is that of Peter
Bachrach (1967) who sees increasing participation as complementary to a representative-d
mocracy. This is rejected by more radical participatory democrats such d&rnesto Laclau and
Chantal Mouffe (1985) orBenjamin Barber (1994). Thus, it can be said that there is a continual
range of differing views within participatory democracy from a more integrative approach to a

radical account of participatory democracy

This chager first outlines the theoretical foundations of participatory democracy rooted in the
Athenian Polis and the work of Jeadacques Rousseaifter that, the tight connection of partid-
pation, equality and freedomwill be outlined in more detail. This assmed interdependency
between these three norms ighe normative basis of participatory democracyAfter this theoret-
ical approximation, the third and fourth section will deal with the practical implementation of
participatory democracy. First, the attemptsto relate participatory democracy to existing -
mocracies, either in opposition to it or in an integrative approactwill be outlined and second,
the prospects of participatory democracy in transnational relations as well as inselcivil socety

organizations, will be examined.

1.1 The Theoretical F oundations of Participatory D emocracy

The classical democracy of Athens is seen as the origin of democracy, a direct and participatory

democracy inacityOADOAT EA8 4EA DI 1 EOGEAAI E Alhédky, @specA OA OAR
for OEA 1 Ax AT A E QB3D&I AAse idgals ilspirdd modem gemocratic theory.In

the Athenian Polis, citizens could engage directly in state affairs; the demos had supreme awutho

ity in legislative and judicial functions. Ciizens were supposed to subordinate their private lives

under public affairs and the common good (Held 2006: 14). Private and public life were imte

OxET AAn AT A AOAOU AEOEUAT OENoOdni thd AFEGHE UBRE 10 @RALOHQ
participate in political life is expressed in the following quote o0 AOE AT AOG6 & ®UtAOAT /
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also a reference to the increased quality of decisions after thorough ddieawhich is a core &

gument ofdeliberation theory:

Here each individual is interested nobnly in his own affairs but in the affairs of the state
as well: even those who are mostly occupied with their own business are extremely well
informed on general politicsz this is a peculiarity of ours: we do not say that a man who
takes no interest in plitics is a man who minds his own business; we say that he has no
business here at all. We Athenians, in our own persons, take our decisions on policy or
submit them to proper discussions: for we do not think that there is an incompatibility
between wordsand deeds; the worst thing is to rush into action before the consequences .
EAOA AAAT DPOT PAOI U AAAAOAA8 j 0OAOEAI AGB &OT AO
sian War, pp. 147, as cited by Held 20064)
Equalizing political participation was a main objetive of the selection of representativesThe
selection of officials by lot in order to avoid a selection according to wealth, education or birth
was seen as very democratidt gave the less wealthy who are strongest in numbers, the main
weight in the pdlitical system. Elections were seen as a rather unequal instrument since they
favor the well-known and usually richer citizens (Cartledge 2006). Thus, freedom and equality
are linked since the freedom to rule and being ruled in turn can only be establishédhere is an
equal share in the capacity to rule, meaning that participation is financially compensated and

there are equal chances to hold offices (ibid.):

Thus understood, equality is the practical basis of liberty. It is also the moral basis dfi
erty, for the belief that people should have an equal share of ruling justifies the firstier

OAOETT 1 4&£ 1EAAOOU j 0001 ETC AT A AAET C 001 AA

equality might conflict (as many, including Aristotle, have argued) with libey as mea-

ooAA ET OEA OAAI 1A AOEOAOEI] jOIEOEIQ AO TTA
iA TEIEOO O AETEAA EZ£ 1T1TA AEOEUAT 60 AOCAAA

(Hek12006:16—17)

This emphasis @ liberty understood as ruling and being ruled in turn marks a core understaaf

ETC T &£ DAOOEAEPAOI OU AAI T AOAAUh xEEIT A OEA 1 EAA
AET T OAG6 EO 1T £ZO0AT OAEA O Al 1T &£ EAO xE QkhouhA OOEAEE
the ancient Gred city state democracy was very exclusive in terms of formal citizen rights, it is

seen asthe model of democracy, which lays the foundation for the ideal of an inclusive andrpa

ticipatory democracy. However, the Athenian democracy had only around 30,085,000 cit-

zens (Held 2006:12). Because of the exclusion of women, slaves and immigrants, only a small

number of inhabitants counted & full citizens. The adaptatiorof the classical democracy of At

ens to modern democracy thus faces problems of scale, colexity and degrees of political he

erogeneity (ibid.).

After the Athenian city state democracy, Jeadacques Rousseau is often cited as a theorist who
laid the groundwork for participatory democracy with his concept of popular sovereignty. He

conceptualized popular sovereignty as inalienake, indivisible, infallible, absolute and na to be
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delegated (Schmidt 2008 83). In his theory of republicanism, Rousseau argued against repr

sentative government as an unjust governmental theory that alienates people @justifies can-

stant and irrevocable representation (ibid.). On the contrary, he saw the executive government

AO A OAOOGAT 6 O1 OEA PATPI A xET AOA AAOEOAA AEOQEU
OAADOB8 O AAAIT O1 Qule is pdsifed ak dnArd inlits@f; ©pbliticd order offering oppp

tunities for participation in the arrangement of public affairs should not just be a state, butar

ther the formation of a type of societya society in which the affairs of the state are integrated

intoOEA AEAFAEOO | £ 1 OAET AMB)UheAdideds oflénOcracydaswell gsthd 1 A ¢ n
justification of democracy as an end in itself were taken up by current participatory democrats

as Benjamin Barber, who alleges that representative democracy anarticipatory democracy

cannot go together (Schmidt 2008: 84).

1.2 The Triad of Participation, Equality and F reedom

Participatory democratic theorists argue that individuals and institutions should not be divided
in a society. Therefore, the representative daocracy is nota sufficient democratic systembe-
cause institutions seem often to be remote from citizendHowever, the continuous and broad
participation of individuals in society is necessary to develop democratic competencies and
skills. Thus, public digourse is an essential part of democratic decisiemaking, but citizens
should not only participate in collective will-formation. They should also have access to political
power (Walk 2008: 79).

Should All Citizens Equallyaticipate? AFundamental Debate

OAOOEAEDPAOI OU AAIi T AOAAU EO DPOAEOAA I O EOO ARG,
yields citizens who are more knowledgeable, public spirited, better able to see the connections

between their own interests and those of others, and more willingo reevaluate their own inter-

AOOO806 jolil1AOOA ¢nmngd ppQ8 4EA T AET AOCOI AT OO ¢/
are (1) that the authority structures of institutions are interrelated with the psychological quai-

ties and attitudes of individuds, and (2) that the major function of participatory democracy is to

educate (Pateman 1970: 27, citing Rousseau (1762) [1968], The Saocial Contract). Participatory
democrats thus see a potential in citizens who can develop skills, capacities and virtue unttee

conditions of a strengthened participatory inclusion of citizens into decisiormaking processes.

In turn, this means that very authoritative state structures prohibit citizens from making use of

OEAEO ODOUAEIT I T CEAAT N O AtlykEilzEnk are fdrtedto RdampBNVA A O6 8 4

in such a minimal democratic polity.

In her book about participation and democracy, Carole Pateman (1970) investigates the ael

tionships between work place contexts and the sense of a political efficacy. At firshe dema-
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strates through many studies, above allhte one by Almondand Verba(1963) that there is a clear
relationship between the sense of political efficacy and actual political participation. People who
are involved on the local level in norgovernmental activities and people who have a high socio
economic status have a sense of political efficacy. Taking the finding that people, who are locally
engaged feel more interested and capable to participate in national politics seriously lets Bat
can be learned (Pateman 1970: 53). Secondly, while studying the impact of work place aiu
tions, she finds that workers who have more room for individual problerrsolving and exercise
their skills have much higher sefesteem and feel more capable to be involved in political ma
ters. In contrast, workers who are treated as subordinates in a strictly hierarchical authority
structure do not have this sense of political efficacyral feel like powerless subordinates in the
political system as well as in their workplace (Pateman 197®0-52). Those two lines of reaso-

ing arguethat the political apathy of the majority of peope is not an unchangeable factut that
OEA Ob OU Aualitids (the Behsk lof political efficacy) required for participation at the -
OEIT Al 1AOGAI & jOAOAI AT pwxmg uvng AAT AA -AROAIT E

governmental authority structures and the democratization of the work placéibid.).

In critically examining elitist democratic theory, Bachrach (1967 comes to a similar diagnosis

The elitist concept of democracy, which Pateman calls contemporary democratic theory, is

founded on the assumption that a majority of people in society areot interested in engaging in

politics and are furthermore not capable of making reasonable decisions. The potential paitic

pation of those masses poses a threat to democracy. Bachrach describes how democratio-the

rists shifted their focus from corrupt elites and authoritarian despots in the 18th and 19th e

tury as hindering the development of democracy0T OEA DPAT BPI A 1T 0 OEA O OAEI
western industrial societies was suspected to threaten political freedom (Bachrach 19646).

Studies obsened that the working class is more authoritarian in its habits and social behavior,

because members of the working class are socially isolated and do not participate in public life.
Advocates of elitist democratic theory see this evidence as an unchangeafdet and therefore

propose to avoid broad participation. In contrast, participatory democrats see the apathy of

wide parts of the population as something that can be changed on an individual basis. Being a
democratic citizen can be learned by participatin. This is called the sefftransformation thesis

(Warren 1993), a central element of participatory democracy. Furthermore, Bachrach criticizes

OEAO AAITAOAAU EO OAAT AU Al EOEOO AAiIT AOAOO AO .
any normative claims. This deprives democracy from any goal it could have. According to
"AAEOAAE AT A T OEAO PAOOEAEDPAOI OU AAidevalephénOh A A
of its citizens (Bachrach 1967: 118119).) T OEEO AT 1 OA anhidemactadioA AG A0 Al A&
pose the question, ik democracy need all people to participate in political decisionmaking or if
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it is not enough that a few are activePateman would answer that this form of contemporary
liberal democracy that we find in western liberal staes is not a real democracy in the original

sense of democracy as a government for aity the people (Pateman 1970104).

However, the claim for broader citizen participation, understood as a democratization of dente

racy, is far from being an uncontested mie.! | 1 OA AAOAOEDPOEOA AT A OOAI O
democratic theory strongly opposes the idea of a wide participation of entire populations ina-
tion states. Demaocratic theorists such as Dahl (1971) or Sartori (1997) fead the danger of cb-
stabilization and potentially totalitarian rule when all people are actively participating in a pot-
ical system (Pateman 2000: 15)0therBT | EOEAAI OAEAT OEOOO ET OEA pw

OEA OET O1T 1 OGAI AT O T &£ A1 ET AOAAOGEAIC AOODOBOET A 8 ¥ A
opment of new groups and of new consciousness on the part of old groups, including youté; r

CEITAl AT A AOETEA [ ET 1 OE OEahdydalsAdrokier &BIAETEIER. 0D AT OE |
This would, as they argued, lead to anverload and consequential weakening of the democratic

state. Besides the overloading of state agencies, critics argue that there are other downsides of
participation: (1) an inclusive participation cannot be realized, because different social groups

participate to different degrees (this unequal participation will be discussed later on); (2) dit

zens lack skills and competencies to make informed decisions; (3) citizen participation has in

general little impact on political decisions; (4) enhancing citizen articipation is not an efficient

mode of governance; and (5) effectiveness of citizen participation is limited by scale, and thus
transferability from smaller to bigger units is limited (see Smith 2009: 1420). Furthermore,

political sociologists claim tha wider spheres of the population, especially the lower classes, are

not interested in participating in politics (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). Verba calls that a
participatory distortion: Only the well-off, well-educated and well informed become actie in
Pi1EOEAO | 6AQRA DEAAIE EABOL QEAD® ODPAAE 171 §AI U AO
es about the state of the public, its needs and its preferences from those that would be sent by

those who are inactive. Were everyone equally activer were activists drawn at random from

AAOT 60 OEA bDPibpdOIl AGEITh AT O1 AEAOAA OAGsimE AT i1
criticism of participatory democracy raises two main points: the effectiveness problem and the

equality problem. First, broader participation does not only weaken the effectiveness of go

ernment (overload of input); it is also in itself not supposed to be politically effective. There is

not much political impact when citizens become active, as critics of participatory instrumest

argue. SecondlyE1T OAOI O T £# OEA ANOAI EOU POT AT Aih 11TO0OA
attitudes towards politics are unchangeable, would only lead to more participation from the

well-off who are the ones with time and capacitiesThe latter point will be subsequently elalo-

rated.
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The relationship between participation and equality is a crucial point of debate between liberal

theorists favoring representative democracy and participatory democratic theoristsWhile lib-

eral democrats argue that moreparticipation reinforces inequalities in society participatory

democrats argue that equality and participation are mutually reinforcing. Participatory dero-

crats agree that more participation initially generates inequality among participants only the

eloguent ones with more spare time etc. will participate. However, at the macrevel and in the

long run the democratization of e.g. the work place will contribute to more equality in society as

a whole. This will in turn motivate more subordinate members othe participant group (e.g. the

xI OEAOOG 11 OAI AT 6q O1 AAIl ripABachriach & BotwinielCO®RP x EOEE
From a normative standpoint,Macpherson (1977) argues in favor of participatory democracy

because it is normatively desirable that soeties should be more equal. Halso admits that a

OEAAO ET AOAAOGA T £ PAOOEAEDPAOCEIT AT AO 11060 AOOA EI
and social inequity are so bound up with each other that a more equitable and humane society

requires amore participatory polE OEAAT  OUOOAT 6 : 9)- HovebeE AcOdeiritifies  w X X
major dilemma in making political systems more participatory. Two prerequisites have to be

met before participatory democracy can work: (1) the image of the citizen as amsumer must

be replaced, and (2) social and economic inequality must be reduced in society (Macpherson

1977: 100). Thus, participatory democracy is obviously stuck in a vicious cycle: it could make

societies more equal, but before this can happen, sociesi must have transformed into more

equal societies in order to enable all citizens to participate. Macpherson identifies three Ipo

holes in this vicious cycle. At first, he nites that more and more people doubbr rethink the
cost-benefit-ratio and the virtues of expansion and more and more identify the costs of expa

sion such as air, water and earth pollution. This could be a first step away from a thin market
embedded democracy. Secondly, there is an increasing awareness of the costs of political apathy

AT A ET 0001 OEA AxAOAT AOO 1T £ DAOOEAEDPAOE$T1860 DI
ing as well as movements for more democracy at the workplace. Finally, there is growing doubt

about corporate capitalism to meet consumer expectations in thieng run (Macpherson 1977:

103-04). These developments are, according to Macpherson, gateways to more participatory and
consequently equal societies from the bottorOB8 . 1T xh 11T OA OEAT ouv UAAOO
normative hopes in participaory democracy have notmaterialized. Since the loopholes for pa

ticipatory democracy still exist, and neither the consumption logic of citizens nor the social and
economic inequality in society has beeignificantly reduced, it might need to be rethought if
participatory democracy grows only from a bottomup initiative or if participatory democracy

needs structural change.

The debate about inequality in society and if participation can engender or lessen inequality is

continued by Nancy Fraser and Axel Honneth (2003), o both argue, with the concept of
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recognition, for and against the positive effects of more participation, respectively. Both assume

that inequality of status in a society is produced by the lack of recognitidrbetween social &-

tors. Recognition should ot be seen as something personal, subjective or even psychological,

but as an institutional structure, anorm of participatory equal opportunities(Fraser 2003: 46

48). Whereas Nancy Fraser identifies the different types of new social movements as the ones

OEAO AZECEO OEA AAOOI A &£ O OAAT GTI EOCETT AT A OUI AT
not fit in the norm of the white, heterosexual, middle class ma&nHonneth counters that those

new social movement groups are already recognized and visibla society. They have already

won recognition, left the shadows of the public sphere, and produced exclusion and inequality
themselves (Honneth 2003).

Although Pateman,Bachrach, Macpherson, Fraser and Honneth are conceptualizing the relaio
ship between paticipation and equality in the framework of broader societies, theyargue that
equality can also be gained through participatory democracy within social movement groups or
civil society organizations. Whereas Bachrach states that participatory democracyrt also
maintain equality within specific social movements, Macpherson alleges that the development
within civil society can lead to more opportunities for practicing participatory democracy and
therefore increasing equality in broader society. Fraser antionneth argue about the norm of
equal participatory opportunities (Fraser 2003: 46-48) and disagree about the potential of social

movements in civil society to provide equal opportunities for subordinated social groups.
The Tight Connection between Freadand Ejuality

Anne Phillips argues for participatory democracy as a solution for inequalities in society bysu

ing Roussead &gument that no citizen can be free if society is unequal. In this view, inequality
undermines freedom and consent. As long as emman is rich enough to make another one his
servant, and as long as another is so poor that he has to submit, they cannot be considered
equdly independent (Phillips 1991: 1516). Thus, if inequality persists, democracy in its noria-

tive connotation is not possible. The critical perspective on structural inequalities in modern
democracies isa very valuable contribution of feminist political theory to participatory demo c-
racy. Femnist political theorists stress the systematic and historical subordination ofjroups in
democracies.Although feminist democratic theory is quite a new strand of literature which ex-

ists since the midp wwmnd Oh OAT T xT AA EAT ET EOO bi 1l EOMERAI OEA
Phillips and Iris Marion Young brought concepts of equalepresentation and groups rights in

democracy into thedebate on equality and freedom in democracie¢Phillips 1993; Young 2000;

"The recognition of difference in a cultural scheme or the mutual recognition of social actors means that
people can participate in social life equally and are not pushed outside of social interaction or are stigm
OEUAA AO EI ZAAOET O T O OOEA 1T OEAO6 &OAOAO jqgmmodg tUuQ8
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Holland-Cunz 2008).The reason for inequality in democracies from a feminist perspective is

clearly rooted in the male concepbf citizenship, which is (falsely) perceived as a universal ¢it

zenship concept. Fenmist political theorists argue that the concept of the individual citizen in

liberal democracy is not gendemeutral. There is a specific and not gendeneutral understand-

ing of the individual in liberal democratic theory based on market relations. Individuals in ael

mocracy are proprietors of their own persons, as Macpherson has argued, and thus the freedom

of citizens merely depends on their freedom from any contractualelationship with others. The

wage workers can freely enter a contract to allow others to use their capacity as workers (fRhi

lips 1991: 31). However, women historically have not formed consented contracts with others.

The one contract they primarily agreedd1T xAO A | AOOEACA Al 1 OOAAO E

I OAO OEAEO AT AU O A1 1 OEAO6 jOEEITEDPO pwwpd ocuq
work contracts, which are entered freely. The individual who is able to consent as such is a male

categoty because the male and female perspectives on freedom and possession differ. Therefore,

the concept of citizenship is not universal. The image of a free individual possessing his own

person and handing it over to someone else in a contractual relationshgannot be compared to

marriage contract¥8 4 EAOAZAI OAh OEEI 1 EDPO OOAOGAO OEAO Of OYE
Ol AAROIT EA 1T EAAOAT PDEEIT OI PEU AOA ¢cOT1 O1 Aigatary ET  OEA
democrats and feminist political theorists share a similar critique of liberal democracy. The

strict division of public and private sphere and its implication on political equality are criticized

by participatory democrats as well as feminists. Both argue for more participation because it

does notmake sense to have universal suffrage when main decisions about supposedly private

matters such as employment, housing and education are left to an +ahected administration

(Phillips 1991: 38-39). Similar to feminist critiques, the developmental argumenbf participa-

tory democracy also targets the division of private and public spheres. Democratic practices are

learned in the private sphere of family, work or schools and thus it is not a logical step for many

women to engage in democracy on the nationaéVel where those matters are not negotiated

and decided (ibid.).

More theoretically, the feminist focus on division between public and private has made

~ s o~ N N s o~ oA 2~

Diversity, difference, differences, seem to be emerging as central preoccupations in a
feminist perspective on democracy. If this is so, they point to active discussion andrpa
ticipation as the key. (italics in the original, Phillips 1991: 41).

While the representative d¢ate democracy is criticized for being exclusive and for marginalizing
women e.g. in parliamentary representation, participatory forns of democracy are much better

received in feminist discourse. First, such forms were concretely practiced in the old anéwm

o Phillips also points to rape trials and the negotiation of what counts as consent of women. Here, she a
COAOGh EO AAAT T AOG A1 AAO OEAO A x1 1T AT 80 AiTOAT O j AT A AE
seriously under the contract of marriage (Phillips 1991: 35).
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xI TAT80 11 O0AI A1l 668 3AAT1T Ah OEAU 1 AAOGA Oilili A& O
voices and the democratization of all spheres of life, including the private sphéfe(Holland-
Cunz2008533):04 ET OA xET EAOA AAAT bOAdiZddhdnted @&AT OAET
the security of a guaranteed voice and in the transitional period to a full and equal citizenship,
AAI T AOCAAEAO 1 600 AAO OI OAAOAOO OEA EI AAT AT AA
(Phillips 1991: 7). This normative claim d democracy, as formulated by Anne Phillips in her
feminist account of participatory democracy, conceptualizes and identifies inequality as a sttu
tural, complex and historical phenomenon that cannot just be solved by giving all citizens the
same political rights as in liberal democracy. Opening up institutions to citizen participation
does not cure the problem of inequality. Difference theorists, such as Anne Phillips, emphasize
the logic of presence: the interests of those who are not present in specifiseetings will most
likely not be considered (Phillips 1995). Consequently, difference theorists argue that it is pa
ticularly necessary to test if institutions motivate people from marginalized groups to partie
pate. In sum, the feminist perspective on demcracy highlights the necessity of participatory
forms and elements of demaocracy in order to contribute to a more equalized democratic system,
not only in terms of gender equality, but also with respect to equality for any groups that are
subordinated in ociety. Feminist authors in particular raise the questionwhere democracy
should be practiced and learned. Furthermore, feminist democratic theory critically investigates
the understanding of allegedly universal rules and principles of democracy. In howrféhese
rules can produce inequalities is outlined by feminist theorists such as Phillips and Young. Men
and women must be treated differently in order to be equal. Broadening this thesis to other
groups in society, the normative claim of participatory derocracy for a wider inclusion is a @-
mand for pro-active and group context sensitiveparticipation practices. The question thatfemi-
nist political theorists pose in relation to gender categories, namely what structures and ideas
inherent in democratic institutions favor a specific circle of people over another (men over
women), is relevant in relation to other social categories as well. The structural differences in
TCSNdor example are much more blatant than within anation state. Therefore, the question b
equal representation and group rights must be thought through more thoroughly because the
conditions of groups in transnational networks are very different. Thus, equality is difficult to
reach, especially in a context of fluid network coordination. It is one important element of this
empirical study to investigate in how far participants and coordinators inTCSNsare sensitive

towards difference and how this is mirrored in their practices

10 The liberal dualism of public and private sphere is a main field of contestation in feminist theory.
Whereas the private sphere as the sphere of difference is mostly attributed to women, the publicrdain

is in those classical accounts a male sphere. This was and is extensively criticized and reformulated by
feminists.
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In sum, the idea of participatory democracy, which expands padipation in society and dema-
racy as the guiding principle in different domains of society, is guided by normative assumptions
of the effects of participatory democracy. Those normative assumptions of participatory deroo
racy imply that (1) society should ke equal and (2) society can change, and citizens can learn.
Those assumptions and the positive outlook on the potentials of democracy are much more
comprehensive than the minimalist concepts of democracy, which define democracy as thepr
tection from tyrannical rule. Also, the liberal dualism of private and public sphere is partly sh
solved when democracy enters spheres that are not the classic arenas of politiCaerall, it can
be concluded that the demands of participatory democracy are much more ambitis and exta-
sive than those of representative liberal democratswhich corresponds with the democratic i@-

as of many social movements. Due to its shifting focus away from state institns, participatory
democracyis better adaptable to the transnationalnetwork context of the present study than

other forms of democracy.

1.3 From System Change to Integration: Participatory Democracy vis -a-vis

State and Society

Radical democrats conceptualized theories of participatory democracy that go beyond basig-li

eral assimptions of democratic theory and thus most often imply a more systematic change of

the political system than many reformists among participatory democrats suggest. Whereas a
AOEOEAEOI 1 &£ 1 EAARAOAT OEAT OU AU OEA dthe@dncredel T AAOA
arrangements of liberal representative democracy, radical democrats question fundamental
assumptions of liberal theory such as the concept of the individual citizen as the central point of

reference for any democratic legitimization. The cocept of radical democracy by Laclau and

Mouffe (Laclau & Mouffe [1985] 2001) studies hegemony and antagonism as essential parts of

Pi 1 EOEAO8 - AT U OAET 1 AOO OAEAOOAA OI OEEOa-OEAT OU
tion of Gramsci, it is also comibution to discourse theory and democratic theory. The contriln-

tion to democratic theory was further developed by Chantal Mouffe (Mouffe 1997) and will be

outlined below. Some current democratic theorists who investigate network democracy refer to

LaclauAT A - T O&£EAGO OEAT OU AieraEnfocralidtieary(Toing008; T Ax B
Marcussen & Torfing 2007).

For the present study, it isrelevant to consider the notion ofcitizen identity and the assunp-

tions of the functioning of politics in radcal democracy.A pluralist concept of citizenidentity

such as in radical democracy is applicable to the transnational network context. Sgrensen and

Torfing (2005) EAOA Al OAAAU bl ET OAA 1 00 OEAO -1 OmEA OA A
AOA Q6 dnditutiddEphinciples of democracy that guide democratic practice (Mouffe 1997:

85). The common good coincides with this grammar of conduct, according to Mouffe (ibid.).
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However, since these principles can be interpreted differently, there must be somersof exclu-
OETTnNn A OAAEAAI ET Al OOEOGA AAi T AOAAU EO EnbDi OOEAI
AAPO 1T £ OAAEAAT AAITAOAAU AT 1T OEAARAOO OEA bpi OOAI E
without trying to find essentialist categories of goups that merely reflect diversity such as in a
liberal concept of citizens. Thus, citizen identities are diverse and overlapping, which is espde¢ia
11U OOOA ET OOAT O1 AGETT AT T AOxT OE OAOOET ¢cOg O#EOE
is in liberalism, nor is it the dominant identity that overrides all others, as it is in civic repubi
canism. Instead, it is an articulating principle that affects the different subject positions of the
social agent, while allowing for a plurality of specific &giances and for the respect of the ird
OEAOAIT (Nokfie AWO7T084) Similar to liberals, Laclau and Mouffe value pluralism, but the
self-determination of social groups is only legitimate insofar as it does not stop disempowered
groups from achievirg equality (ibid.):
AVhat we wish to point out is that politics as a practice of creation, reproduction and
transformation of social relations cannot be located at a determinate level of the social,
as the problem of the political is the problem of the igtitution of the social, that is, of the

definition and articulation of social relations in a field crisscrossed with antagonisms$ 6
(Laclau & Mouffe [1985] 2001 153).

Thus,radical democracy suggests a systematic change in conceptualizing democracy. tsthe

emphasis on pluralism, which is shared by liberal concepts of democracy, radical democracy
OAEAO A AOEOEAAI OOAT AA Ol xAOAO OEA AAI EAE ET Ot
there is always an alternative way to practice politicsOEAOA EO 11 AAOAOI ET AOET
AOA Ai1TAé68 (ACAITTEAO AT A AT OACITEOI O &£ O AgAibp
not necessarily fixed (Laclau and Mouffe [1985] 2001). This perspective gives room to think

about citizenship and participaion outside the common demarcation lines of modern liberal

democratic theory. This does not only support the practice or practical aspect of democracy,

which is pursued in this study; Torfing and Sgrense(2005) used the same perspective to co
ceptualizedemocratic quality in governance networks , which is conducive to the understanding

of TCSNstoo. Thus, the debate about radical democracy and its recipients will be important for

the translation of democratic theory into analytic categories of democratigjuality in transna-

tional civil societies.

Although it seems that participatory democracy often stands in opposition to liberal represeat

tive democracy, there are approaches that attempt to integrate participatory elements into exis

ing democratic systems At first associative democracy puts an emphasis on secondary asseci

tions in civil society to complement thecommon patrticipation repertoire in representative de-

i T AOAAU8 4EA 11 O0A OAAAT O AT TAAPO 1T &£ O%i PT xAOAA

for an institutionalization of civil society participation in politics.
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Two main conceptualizations of asociative democracy share the idea of a sajbvernance of

secondary associations as a form to widen participation in representative democracied/hile

Cdhen and Rogerg(1992) rather favor a governance model of associative democracy thani

plies state regulation of group repesentation (Cohen & Rogers 1992425), the associationalism

put forward by Hirst (1994) criticizes the G@entralized and sovereign stag with radical federalist

AT A Pl OOAI EOO EAARAAO AAOAT AAd8 ADE EA A0 GA GEOME-O OOIAD 3
proach clearly underlines the dangers of free group representation for democtia norms such

ary associations Thus according to Hirst political organization should be restructured so that

voluntary sel-C1 OAOT ET C AOOI AEAOGEI 10 OCOAABAI T U Al A DOI
of democratic govei AT AA 1T £ AATTT1 T EA AT A O AEAT AAEAEO0OO
some functions to private agencies, not in the liberainderstanding of privatization and laissez

faire politics, but as a means to pluralize society. These private agencies are cagtable to

OOEI OA AEI O xEiIl OEA OAOOEAA | CCowdnQdEtieedeeptr® D OT OE
ization of the state in liberal democratic theory, the state here is the secondary institution,

whereas civil society takes over social and publiftinctions and thus becomes the primary inst

OO0O0ETT ET -©i AKAIODIQC ORROEE O AEAOU OEOO AAATI AO
(Hirst 1994: 26). Overall, government shifts from being a service provider to a means of protec

principle of political organization according to associationalism is that deliberation and refle

tion complement elections and majority decision. There should be a constant infoation flow

between governors and the governed. In representative governments, governors seek consent

and cooperation of the governed (Hirst 1994: 20) and therefore influence the quality and scale

of decisionmaking, which Hirst identifies as the main protkem of representative government

(ibid.). His concept of democracy as communication is very close to reorporatist concepts of

social governance, which define the quality of decisiemaking by the interaction between ge-

erning agencies and the agencieg@anizing the activities being governed (Hirst 1994: 35)This

can also be critical when the state is creating voluntary organizations that are highly dependent

on the state and quite weak in their potential of critical reflection. According to Hirst, thiprob-

lem can be solved by creating more organizations from below and having more iegal organi-

zations (Hirst 1994: 39). This would pluralize civil society even more. In addition, regional re

ganizations further the devolution of state functions.

A more recent approach to participatory democracy, which is similarly envisioned as a reform of
state and society, is conceptualized by Fung and Wright (2003) who have systematized the o
servations of participatory projects ranging from participatory budgeting to eliberation forums

and mini-publics or citizen juries (Fung & Wright 2003; Smith 2009). These concepts aim at a
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more concrete application of participatory or deliberative norms.& 0T ¢ AT A 7 OECE0G8 O
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deliberation and wants to do justice to the importance of bottorrup civic engagement and se
ondary associations for a vivid democracy. Furthermore, they argue for a broader discovering
and imagining of (participatory) institutions (Fung and Wright 2003b: 16:17). The design of
Empowered Participatory Governance is built on three fundamental ideas: (1) devolutiohe
power to conceptualize tasks should be delegated to local units; (2) centralized supervision and
coordination: Local units should not be purely autonomous; accountability should be linked to
superordinate bodies (Fung and Wright 2003: 221); and (3) statecentered, not voluntaristic
participatory governance: The participatory model does not see social mement actors influ-
encing state institutions from the outside, but remaking official institutions themselves along
participatory norms. Therefore, Fung and Wright (2003 argue that this approach is even more
radical than other concepts of participatory demaracy because it institutionalizes a permanent

participation instead of temporary activities of typical socidmovement mobilization. (ibid.: 22).

Both, associative democracy anBEmpowered Participatory Governancelearly highlight the role
of civil society organizations within democratic gructure. Both approaches conceptualize a shift
towards associational seHgovernance, pluralism and federalism as the major step towards a
democratization of states and societies in the face of a decreasing role of ti&ts for democratic
governance due to globalization, differentiation, complexity and pluralization (Warren 2001: 4).
In addition, associationalists advocate for a democratization of the economy through principles
of cooperation and mutuality (Hirst 1994: 15), which resembles the concept of expansive ne
cept of participatory democracy.Both concepts argue thatthe dialogical manner of decision
preparation, the decentralization and the transformationalist function of associations for re
gaged citizens speak fothe democratizing effects of associations such as civil society orgaaiz

tions.
1.4 The Prospects of Participatory Democracy for Transnational Civil Soc i-
ety Networks

The general normative impetus of all varieties of participatory democracy to expand democrac

into different social spheres isrelevant for this study because of three reasons.

First, democracy inTCSNsspans across state borders. Therefore, the foundations of liberalpe
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addition, there is no statelike institution that has the power to control this guarantee. Thus,
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democracy in TCSNsmust be conceptualized first and foremost as a proceswsiented rather
than as institution -oriented democracy. This process dimension is inherent in the participatory

approaches ofdemocratic theory.

Second the main assumption that every citizen is capable of learning and practicing partiep
tory democracy and that participatory democracy leads to better and more lontasting dea-
sions is reflected and adapted in theparticipation practices within transnational grass-roots
NGO coalition networks. Thes@articipation practices are different from domestic state dema-
democratic theory. Civilsociety as a sphere outside the state is a suggested place to practiee d
mocracy by many, if not all participatory democrats. Theorists of associative democra@@ohen
& Rogers 1992; Hirst 1994)in particular refer to the importance of civil society for democratiz-
ing demaocracy. Thus, the discussion about participatory democracy that focuses on empirical
studies of participatory democracy inside states will be excluded from this overview. For exa
ple, concepts of direct democracy via plebiscites are not adi@ble to the present empirical co-
text

Third, in the civil society networks included in this study, it can be empirically observed how far
democracy expands. For example, those networks are not only civil society coalitions; they also
serve as work placedor the people employed in different NGOs. It is worthwhile to explore in
how far democratic procedures diffuse from the network into working routines at the local level
or if there is a sharp dividing line between the transnational network collaborationand the
xI OEPI AAA OAOOET cO OAO EIi Ao6s
1.4.1 A Model for Participatory Transnational Democracy: Global Stakeholder = Democra-
cy
A participatory approach to transnational democracy was put forward by Terry MacDonald
(2008). In applying the stakeholder concept to trasnational relations, she suggested a concept
OEAO EO AOQGEI O 11 DOAITEA PixAO AO OEA 1 AET EIT 000
POAI EA DI xAOo6 OEIT O1I A AA OEAT A O1 AAAI O1 Oi-AUu OEA
OEAOS6 j - A A A7) The stakehaderrcaneeptwas originally introduced in business stul-
ies in order to identify stakeholders next to shareholders as a group that should be included in
decisioni AEET ¢ 11 AT I DPATEAOGS AAOGAIT T Pi AT OO jidpAl E c¢mmu
tory democracy, the stakeholder concepts functionsas a basis to identify relevant affected
groups, that should participate in political planning and decigin-making processes (Walk 2008
52-53). The stakeholder approach assumes that interest groupseasufficiently institutionalized
in order to be identified by political authorities and that they contribute effectively to the prdo-
lem solution. Thus, the output criterion is in some of these approaches higher valued than the
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educational aspects that whee highlighted by Pateman and others (ibid.)Moreover, in contrast

to other participatory democratic approaches, the inclusion of stakeholders is limited to a ma

ageable size of possible stakeholders. Stakeholder concepts are applied in pubplivate part-

nerships or in multi-stakeholder initiatives (ibid.). Beisheim & KaanBeisheim & Kaan 2010)or

example find in their evaluation oftransnational standard-setting public-private partnerships

that the broad inclusion of stakeholders has a direct effect otihe output of standard-setting in

OEAO A OAOOOI T EUAA ET OOEOOOET While Walkt@a08) and o y q Al
Beisheim & Kaan (2010) identifythe stakeholder concept as a rather pragmatic and empirical

model of participatory governance, Backstrad (2006) and MacDonald (2008)nvision a norma-

tive potential to broaden the range of participating actors in norelectoral contexts of global

Ci OAOT AT AA | "RAEOOOAT A ¢nmeq AT A O ET OOAIT AEO,
AAOS6 | - A Avaddéndld 2810\ MacDonald & MacDoald argue that the global orderdif-

fers to thenation state order in that it is characterized by pluralist structures of power instead of

sovereign structures of power. Sovereign structures of power are characterized bgmtralized

and constitutionalized public power!, whereas the public power across national borders is
AEAOAAOAOEUAA AU AT O1I OCAT EUAOGEITTAIT U Ali-bl Ag 1/
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According to the authors, this poses two key challenges of democratic control in the global o

der: First, the multiple actors that exert public power need to be held directly accountable to

their own stakeholder community. Indirect accountability, as in national governments to the

delegatory chain of control is not possible. This makes any form of electoral control seem very
improbable. Second, thes& A1 1 AA OT 11 O OAOAECT &I O0i O 1T m pOAI EA
A O q dcDgnaldd& MacDonald: 26) are less institutionally stable and transparent than sovereign

forms of public power, which makes it more difficult to democratically control them(ibid.). The

normative agenda of the global stakeholder democracy would thus be t@mnect the pluralist

forms of public power with their multiple stakeholder groups (MacDonald & MacDonald 2010:

32). The more institutionally stable and transparent these forms of power are, the betterer

sponsibilities can be identified. This approach is isofar interesting as it neither tries to adopt

democratic institutions from nation state contexts to the transnational level, nor does this &

proach claim to define a completely hew demacratic architecture for the global order. However,

there is a major practicability concern that needs to be raised. It remains vague how these highly

complex and decentralized actors should be institutionally stabilized and bound back to their
stakeholdercomi OT EOEAO ET DOAAOEAA8 7 EEBtudhfollows#s didg-AT A AT

nosis of a pluralist global order with multiple overlapping stakeholder communities vis-vis
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autonomous entitlements of individuals such that there is a normative imperative for its democratic e
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pluralist forms of public power, the focus of this study is rather on the substantive practices that
actually take place than on the institutional orderthat forms around them. MacDonald & Me
Donald (2010) come to a very negative assertion of the democratic control mechanisms which
they ascribe to the absence of a constitutional structure and a generally weak institutionadiz
tion of control mechanisms. However, this evaluation is based on the criteria of the control of
sovereign power within nation states and thus this study argues to take the notion of different
institutional preconditions in transnational relations more seriously and adopt, as argued d»
fore, a practice lens that can better identify the democratic quality of such pluralist and dete
tralized transnational networks. The concept of global stakeholder democracy is a very valuable
framework for participatory democracy in the transnational sphere For the purpose of this
study, this framework needs more translation into observable categories gfarticipatory prac-
tice. Therefore, it is necessary to examine in more detail the potentials of participatory demagr

cy insidecivil society groups, which will be done in the following chapter.

1.4.2 Internal Democracy in Civil Society Groups

Whereas associative democracy conceptualizes the outward role of civil society organizations in

society and in relation to the state, the literatue discussed in this sectioris concerned with in-

ternal participatory democracy in civil society organizations. Besides the developmental or
transformative effects on individuals that are ascribed to participatory democracy, there are

other factors, namely contexts and forms of civiéociety organizations, that either influence pa

ticipatory democracy or that influence the strategies, goals and success of civil society organiz

tion according to different applications and interpretations of participatory democratic pring-

ples. Civil sodety organizations do not necessarily provide favorable circumstances for pariic

patory democracy, as Warren (1993) reflects. In general, two characteristics of civil society-o

ganizations and their networks tend to counteract a participatory will formation: (1) the sense

of solidarity within groups and (2) the action orientation of dvil society organizations. (1) The

011 01 OAOU AEAOAAOGAO 1T &£ AEOEI OI AEAOU 1T OCAT EUAOQEI
relatively homogenous, selselecting br values and lifestyles. In these cases, nogflexive ideo-

logical or religious identities may reinforce one another, and attempts to critique and discourse

may be regarded as unwelcome challenges to the solid& OU 1T £ OEA COi2erpdé j 7A0
(2) Many civil society organizations are actiororiented, and their communication will thus focus

on strategic concerns raher than critique and discourse(ibid.). Overall, Warren argues that civil

Ol AEAOEAOGS ET OAOT Al 1T OCAT E 0k demdciacy Eh@urtHeridifierehd T AOAE C
tiating between different types of civil society organizationsWarren (2001) identifies a negative

relationship between these inner and the outer dimensions, namely the two democratic dime

sions of civil society. He state that those organizations that emphasize internal deliberation and

thus the furthering of individual autonomy inside the group or organization (internal dimen-
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sion) can potentially be less successful in articulating a strong public voice, which would fugh
the political autonomy of the organization and their constituency (outer dimension)(Warren
2001: 79).Vice versa, it is plausible that organizations, which are very successful in giving aypu
lic voice to subordinate interests, might not be that eager ordeliberating inside the organia-
tion. Inside deliberation can make claims very intricate, complex or even diffuse, whereas giving

a public voice means communicating efficiently and understandably to the public.

Whereas many grassoots civil society organizations, especially the ones that are part of the

two networks examined in this study, are deeply committed to participatory democracy, their
interpretation and rules of those processewaries depending on the social relationships within

the groups as wdl as with others (Polletta 2002 4). For example, activists seeing each other as
colleagues, business partners, family members or friends deliberately affect the interactions

within groups and create rules on how to raise issues or find a consensus (ihidOverall, the role

of friendship and trust seems to be ambivalent for participatory democracy in social movement

groups. Friendship and more specifically trust among participants is the basis for participatory
democracy, but friendship can also undermingarticipatory principles by its tendency towards

AgAl OOEOGEOUh AAEAOAT AAh AT T &£ EAO AOI EAAT AA AT A
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new forms of coopeation that alleviate the negative consequences of close friendships among

movement members (ibid.).O

In her study of different American social movements, Polletta argues against the conventional
thesis that participatory democracy is valuable but not pratical because it is inefficient, time

consuming and not goalboriented. In contrast, she argues that many social movement groups
adopt participatory democratic procedures out of strategic reasons and not ideological ones, as

it is usually assumed:

It is in some ways a very different version of participatory democracy than that current

ET OEA pwoemdOs8 .1 1T1TA AATEAOGAO AT U 111 CAO OF
consensus. Activists are more comfortable with rules, less hostile to power, and more a

tuned to the inequalities concealed in informal relations. As a mode of deliberation, pa

ticipatory democracy incorporates elements of representative demaocracy; as an organ

zational form, it incorporates elements of bureaucracy. (Polletta 2002: 20203)

Groups that operate in uncertain conditions and do not have much access to power could benefit

from participatory decision-i AEET ¢ j 0111 AOOA ¢mngd ¢qh xEEAE OC
CAT EUAOCEIT AT A OAODPI T OEAEI EOU forBhliy enecddragesaffe>A 806 & O
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swer, but try to explore several posdiilities to find collective answers (ibid.). This leadgo par-
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addition to these benefits, there is also a very motivational recruitment factor in participatory

democracy in movement groupsOpen discussions and the equally serious evaluations of all

ideas and propsals can make participants sensthat the whole processof decisionmaking is

worthwhile because nobody will be left out, leading to decisions with which everyone could
ACOAA8 30EiI T h OEI OA EETAOC 1 &£ AATAEEOO AOA OI1 00
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funding, the benefits of participatory democracy might not be that evident (ibid.) and the shift

toward goal-orientation might be even more popular.

The emphasis on participatory democracy also changesrer time. As Blee (2012) found out, in

her study on micro-dynamics in social movement groups in Pittsburgh, social movement groups

gain coherence by forgetting that they disagreed in earlier discussion and subsequently just see

their decisions as inevitalke (Blee 2012). This goes along with a habitualization of once installed

i AREAT EOI 0 OAAOI U AOI OOOAT AUT AT EAO AAT O1T AAOIE
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138). Thus, the starting phase of a group formation is in so far very crucial as it can go two ways.

First, it can either set the standards for participatory democracy, which can be recalled later,

Second, cultural dynamics can lead to a tendency tewds convention, such as always recruiting

similar members, gaining information from familiar sources and limiting the possibilities of tek-

ing to each other (Blee 2012: 138). The latter of course diminishes the potential for participatory

democracy within social movement groups. However, the first possibility of setting standards is

not self-enforcing. As mentioned earlier, groups can simply forget the initial deliberation about

their principles and instead emphasize loyalty and stability in the group ingad of sustaining
DAOOEAEDPAOI OU AAi T AOAOEA DOET AEDPI AOG8 30EI T h "1AZ
escape paths of diminishing possibility through sef& 1T T OAET OO0 A&£&£ 0006 "1 AA
brought ideas back on the table, remindedah other of earlier discussions and ideas they had

not followed, remained explicit about why which decisions were made, designed strategies to

stay open for input of new members, encouraged others to voice their concerns, and discussed

about alternative actions and made ideas explicit (ibid.). Although this seems like an exhausting

exercise, it allows groups to remain thriving and democratic. Overall, Blee concludes that

Ofr CYOAOOOI 1 66 AAOGEOGEOI AAT TT1T1U OOOAT chasdi AAITT
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mocracy in movement groups not only in the difficulties of staying with participatory principles,

but also in the differing demands of social movemenighe features of political discourse and

broader cultural conceptions (Polletta 2002: 217).
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In sum, participatory democracy in civil society organizations is very much dependent on 1co
textual factors and on how activists can sustain principles over timena resist tendencies of
habitualization and accommodation to close social relations. Finally, it can be questioned whet
er participatory democracy is effective in internally diverse, complex and resouredependent
groups (Polletta 2002: 221) or even netwoks. Also, the argument about the potential risks of
too much resemblance, proximity and routine inside civil society organizations contributes to
the analysis of the empirical case study insofar as it suggests an explanation why actors and o
ganizations innetworks choose to practice coordination and organization in a participatory way

and why these practices develop over time.

Ideas about participatory democracy are very fruitful for he study of democratic practicein
TCSNs Overall, the different concpts of participatory democracy share the notion that liberal
representative democracy is too thih. Democracy ought tdoe broadened by increasing the non-
bers of citizens participating and the ways and opportunities of participation. Maybe mosm-
portantly, the spheres of democracy must also be extended. Civil society organizations play a
significant role in the normative claims to broaden democracy: they constitute the spaces of-e
gagement and learning for citizens and function as a gate to political decisiomakers in order to
participate effectively. This chapter discussed the different aspects of participatory democracy
that contribute to a better understanding of participation practices in TCSNs Whereas the
founding ideas of participatory or direct democecy of the ancient Greek city state and theed
velopment of popular sovereignty by Rousseau stand in stark opposition to any representative
system, more recent conceptualizations of participatory democracy tend to more and more
complement representative elenents of democracy. Although participatory accounts of denws
racy sometimes demand a radical system change, they rather focus on the economy and the state
architecture as such without explicitly excluding representational elements from democracy. As
in the claim to deepen democracy by Fung and Wright (2003), the strengthening of participation
ET AAIiTAOAGEA OUOOAI O EO 0OOBPDI OAA O1 EAOA bi OEOF
political efficacy and on equality in society at large. Equality thragh more and better participa-

tion could be achieved because participatory democrats normatively assume that citizens can
learn to be democratic citizensinterest and engagement in politics can thus rise through more
opportunities for citizen participation. The role of civil society in this process of democratization

is an enforcing and educating one mainly, but it is also seen ambiguously. Civil society can also

reinforce existing inequalities in the way that it gives voice to the already heard.
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2 Democratic Representation

During the long history of democracy, representation as a main principle of democracy emerged
because of two reasons: to cope with the ever growing number of individuals belonging to the
demosand, partly as a consequence of thighe growing mistrust of political philosophers -
wards the capacity and motivation of the majority of individuals to goern directly (Dahl & Tufte
1973:10-11).

Representation is thought of as making someone or something present that is not literally gsr
sent (Pitkin 1967: 8). Traditionally, representation is thought of as a dyadic relationship &
tween the representative and the represented or constituency. This chapter will discuss the
formal establishment of, as well as the actions taken within that relationship é@m different the-
oretical perspectives. The chapter begins with the roots of representation theory: Thomas
Hobbes first described representation as a rational, not religious legitimation for authority, te
lowed by John Stuart Mill, who can be seen as theufading father of democratic representative
governments. While there were other democratic theorists beside Mill, he specifically sawpe
resentation as a central anchor of democracy. The second part of this chapter will outline the
varieties of representation and their different normative implications. Some approaches of
resentation entail very high normative claims in respect to democratic equality, whereas other
approaches are rather concerned with the functioning of a representative system as such. Han
Pitkin (1967) provided a classic and comprehensive theoretical foundation of the concept of
representation. Her definition and review of political representation theory is cited in many, if
not most of the studies of political representation. Thus, PitkT 8 O x1 OE xEI 1 AA 1 00I
course of the following chapter. The third part of the chapter is focused on the peculiarities of
representation in civil society contexts that are not controlled by elections. Here, we find diffe
ent forms of represenation and different conditions and necessitiefor representation practic-
es. These theoretical approaches will function as the baseline for an analytical heuristtrepre-
sentation practicesin TCSNsHowever, first, it is necessary to understand the ggin of represen-
tation and its different forms and normative claims in order to analyticallygrasp representation
practices in new contexts. Since this study is not concerned about representative state instit
tions, this chapter will mainly focus on abstratrepresentative relationships than on the implia-

tions for and conditions of representation in governments and parliaments.

2.1 The Roots of Democratic Representation

Thomas Hobbes thought democracy was a weak form of government; only a strong authority

couA AOOAAI EOE DPAAAA AT A POi OAAO O1 AEAOU &EOI T A
While Hobbes clearly dismissed the idea alemocraticgovernment, he is one of the first the-
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rists, who thought about representative authority as an alternative tohe theological justifica-

tion of authority. In his secular conception of political authority, his idea was constitutive for

modern theorists of representative governnent (Runciman 2009 15). In very abstract terms,

Hobbes spoke about the constituency, makh E OOAT £ OEA OAOOET 06 1 £ OAD
OEOO Ol x1 ET C dhe @prdsentathe(Piikih 1967118 The authorization of the re-
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authorized, the sovereign has unlimited and binding authority. Thus, the people, who authorize

OEA O1 OAOAECT 1000 OI x1d6 xEAOAOAO OEA OIeOAOAECI
sponsibility for any action of the sovereign and must obey every decision Her shel?) is taking.

The sovereign neither has to respond to any demands by his/her constituency, nor is there any

control over the sovereign (Pitkin 1967). Representation as personation, as wearing a mask of

the represented, is hardly conceivable as a répA OAT OAOET 1T 1T £ OEA Oi 61 OEOD/
live in a state. Therefore Hobbes conceptualizes the state or the commonwealth as something

distinct from the individual persons that live in the state.. Although Hobbes based his rational

account of political authority on individuals, he saw problems in conceptualizing the represeat

tive relationship as an individual relationship. In order to prevent the Hobbesian state froméds

ing fragmented and destabilized by the diversity of people who are representede ltonceptud

ized representation as representing the people as if they were one person. Although the indivi

OA1l DPAOOI T O AOOETI OEUAA OEA O1 OAOCAECT AT A OI xT 6 |
unitary actor. Nevertheless, the obligations of this repreentative relationship rested uponthe

individuals (Runciman 2009 15-22). This refers to a crucial point in demaocratic representation

theory: the problem of representing diversity. While Hobbes is not concerned about the dem

cratic quality of representation, classic and contemporary democratic theorists are. The question

of how to be responsive to the multitude of individuals whom a representative representseb

comes even more relevant in an ever more globalizing world. Thus, the tremational sphere

which this dissertation studies, is specifically affected by the piglem of representing diversity.

What Hobbes thought of as authorshipis a central point in classic and contemporary democratic
representation theory, namely the authorization of representatives Authorization describes a

£l Of Al EOOEA AODPAAO T & OAPOAOGAT OAGETI1T8 )OO 1T AATO
auOET OEUAA O1 A 33D 8his vipwdldEgoli laviors thewrgppesentative. Her/his rights

have been enlarged and s/he has opla few responsibilities. In contrast, the represented have

acquired new responsibilities and gven up some rights (Pitkin 1967 399). The contrary concept

is accountability, which will be outlined later in this chapter.

12 Hobbes only referred to the sovereign as a male person.
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Authorization theories can be splitinto the theory of Organschaft? and the theory of democratic
representative government. Both theories oppose each other in the way they conceptualize-a
thorization. Organschafttheorists argue that the way representatives are selected is irrelevaft

rather, they see representatives as organs or parts of the state apparat@ganschafttheorists

AT TAADOOATI EUAA AT 1T OCATEA bPIilEOGEAAIT OEAT OUh TAI
(like) 1 EOET ¢ 1 OCAT E 640D OrgapsbhiftthEokidts ane intprgsted in questions of
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organs of the state, are representatives, and representation is necessary inay | D1 A@ OT AEAO
(Pitkin 1967: 40). Thus,Organschaftrepresentation can be seen as the first conceptualization of

unelected representatives. Since actors in civil society networks are also often unelected repr

sentatives, this is an interesting proposal in order to understand authorization of represda-

tives as an ongoing process of fitting in like an organ in an organisim contrast to Organschaft

theorists, theorists of democratic representative government are very much interested in the

way representatives are authorized through elections. In repreentative democracy, elections

are the main mechanisms of authorization. Authorized representation in representative deme
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does not include a timely limitation of representation. In other word, authority is not given for a

limited period of time. Nothing in the meaning of representation in representative democracy

could justify this, although no one would really accept a lifetim dictatorship as representative

democracy. Authorization means to authorize a representative beforehand, but not to hold the
representative accountable after the legislation period. As noted already above, representation

through the authorization perspecive derives from the need for action. Representatives must

and should take actions for their constituency, and thus, they need to be authorized so that their

actions are legitimized. This is different from other conceptions of descriptive representation,

which argue that representation is linked to government control and not government action.

Those concepts will be explored later in this chapter.

John Stuart Mill, one of the main advocates of democratic representative government, preferred

s oz . A oz L A N o~ o~ A

OEA OOUOATTU 1 4& OEA [ AEi OEOUS AU AAlishepdEl ¢ Ci O

13 One of the better known Organschaft theorists is Max Weber (Wirtschaft und Gesellschgikee Weber

(2005)
“O4EA TATTAO T £/ OEAEO OAI AAGETT EO EOOAI AGAT @ O1 111
OAT OAOCEOAOG AOA 11T AEAEAOAT O ET OOAOOO EAOA OEAT OEIT OA
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The executive government should not be alone in possessing a certain degree of expertise; the

Al AAOT OAOA OET O1I A Al OF AA ETT xI AACAAAT A ET 1T OAA
Ol OET ¢c6qdq AEOEUAT O xEOE OPRAAEAXREAAAT OOABRAERABOUOHQL
than one vote. This should improve the quality of political will formation as well as the political
government. Although this is a very elitist argument, it uncovers a critical aspect of the functio

ing of democray: Democracy needs competent, informed citizens (Mill 1971/ 1861; Pateman

1989). Mill saw this as a main function of democracy that needs to be improved: the education of

the citizens in order to become politically mature individuals who can competently egage and

participate in the process of willformation and elections (Pateman 198931-cv 8 - EI1 1860 O
AAI T AOAAUSG EO A DPil EOEAAI OUOOAI xEOE bDOd-bPi OOEI
tection (Mill 1971/ 1861; Schmidt 2008). In this way, Mill is a liberal proportionalist with the

idea of an ideal conception of democracy as direct democracy. In this sense proportionalists see

AAI T AOAAU TT1U AO A OOAOOEOOOA & O OEA EAAAT 1T E
AU j8Qq ¢ EOY A itated ByEnBderA GivdizafioA #nd @quirements of life to make
democraticgod OT I AT O BT OOEA8ROG j OEOEET pwox

In sum, the basic idea of representation as a mechanism of authorization rests on the aspum

tion that either democratic control of the represé OAOEOA x1 01 A xAAEAT OEA cCi
to rule effectively, as Hobbes saw it, or that authorization of expert representatives is a way to

AOIT EA A OOUOATTU 1T &£ OEA | AET OEOGUSs AT A O OAA&E AA
in a way thatproportional representation of citizens can be guaranteedPitkin 1967, Runciman

2009). These initial ideas of representation are influenced by the image of very powerful regpr

sentatives who only need to be legitimized through an initial election. Procedal democratic

control is neither a necessary condition for legitimation nor is it of any help to a good gover

ment. This kind of representation was further developed by modern representation theorists

who saw more need for a more fareaching democratic ontrol of representatives.

2.2 Democratic Norms and Forms of Representation

In the following section, | will outline the variants of representation that were developed out of

the normative claim of legitimacy of representatives. This legitimacy is either dered from a

high equality of representation through the resemblance between representatives and regr

OAT OAA | AAOAOEDPOEOA OAPOAOAT GAGEITQq 10O OEOI OCE (
further the discourse with their constituency and bring in newideas. Besides this controversy

I OAO OEA OAOCEO T &# A OADPOAOGAT OAOGEOAh OEAOA EO A
ty. Democratic legitimation of the representative can be either reached by controlling the repr

sentative through a delegatemodel, i.e. the constituency gives the representative a mandate to

act in a certain way, or the representative is democratically legitimized on the basis of trust. The
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trusteeship model involves less control and more knowledge on the part of representatg
about their constituency. This model of trusteeship is very common in civil society contexts
where control mechanisms are often hardly feasible. In the following section, | will outline the
four different forms of representation and their normative implications in order to argue which

of these forms and which normative reasoning behind each form are applicable fB€SNs

2.2.1 Representation as Description

Descriptive representation means standing for the represemtd by resemblance (Pitkin 1967

61). Pitin dEOOET COEOEAO AAOAOCEDPOEOA OOOAT AET ¢ A& 06 £&O
means speaking for, acting for and looking after the interests of thgroups one represents

(Pitkin 1967: 116).! AAT OAET ¢ O1T AAOAOEDPOEOA ademardidist OAOET 1
sembly of representatives should be a microcosm of society. It is therefore more important how

a parliament is composed than what it actually does. According to descriptive representation

theory, representative bodies have a different roletlan in substantive representation. Descp-

tive representatives do not act; they control the government that acts and takes decisions.
Therefore, an accurate resemblance of the people is more important than the actions taken by

the representatives (ibid.). 2 ADOAOAT OAGETT OEOQO | AAT O “OWMAOET ¢ 1|
general reasoning behind descriptive representation is that there should be an equal represant

tion of all groups in society and, from a critical perspective on liberal democratic theory, adi

tinct representation of underprivileged groups (Phillips 1996; Young 2000). According to

91 01 ¢c60 AOEOEAAI ADPDPOI AAE T &£ A PI1EOGEAO 1 £ AEEE
decision-making institutions for three main reasons. First, there might be a history of exclusion

that affects members of those groups in that they refuse to participate actively; consequently,
descriptive representation could be motivating for them. Second, some groups have dominated

the discourse for a long time; this mjht affect how issues are prioritized, discussed and decided,

AT A OEEO OxAU 1 &£ ATEIC OEET CcO6 AAT AA OAAT AO O
OAPOAOAT OAGEIT 1T &£ | AOCET Al EUAA ¢cO1 OPO AOET CO EI
is often unheard or not known. All those arguments for descriptive representation or a variation

of it, group representation, aim at the drawback of political inequality and injuste (Young

2000: 144-45). In trying to reach a common identity between repreentative and represented,
representative institutions first and foremost should function as suppliers of information about

their constituencies. The more accurate the information about the constituency is, the better
representatives can descriptively repesent their constituencies. This is necessary in order to be

representative in a descriptive sense. Pitkin distinguishes between descriptive representatives

> When we think of political cardidates who campaign for their own election, they often try to resemble

their voters. However, this is an ideal typical presentation of a group (for example in displaying ideal fa&m

11U OA1 6AO6gq ATA 110 A OADPOAOCAT OAOEE ®O DA AR OO E AT AjOp D¢ )
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as (1) a map, meaning an inanimate object that perfectly mirrors the interests of the people; (2)

painter, describing this representation as providing accurate information; or (3) an accurate

AT pun [T AATETC OEAO Al AAOGAA OADPOAOAT OAOEPIKKO Al

1967: 84). This third definition of descriptive representatives is atthe core of understanding
democratic representative government. The logic behind this is radically democratic. It frames
direct democracy as the ideal type of democracy or the desirable norm. Thus, representative
democracy must strive to resemble direct dmocracy as much as possible in copying society as
perfectly as possible (Pitkin 1967 86).

Two main arguments against descriptive representation can be identified as follows: (1) There is
no room for descriptive representatives to take initiatives, promoé new ideas and discuss nta
ters. Thus, descriptive representatives merely mirror the interests of their constituencies, but
remain passive entites without agency (Pitkin 1967 60-92). (2) Descriptive representatives
may be less talented to take politicahction than representatives who were elected and already
have experience in politics. It is also assumed that elected representatives are more willing and
skilled to take over the position because they have already won the competition about votes.
Taking these arguments into account, Mansbridgél999) suggests a modified form of descp-
tive representation. The criticized descriptive representation, which she callsicrocosmicrep-
resentation, is the pure form of descriptive representation, where the parliam@ is supposed to
be a microcosm of society. As a solution, Mansbridge suggests a selective form of descriptive
representation. Here, representatives are selected by group characteristics and are not ramao

ly selected (Mansbridge 1999: 629 Thus, there isa selection process that creates a group of
descriptive representatives who are willing and skilled to take over the responsibility of a re@-
sentative. Still, the general question remains: Is it necessary that groups must be represented by
members of ther groups in order to reach democratic representation? And how could we define
which groups are relevant enough to be represented? The number of possible groups is infinite.
Mansbridge concludes that only those groups should be included that are concernaith the
decision to be taken, meaning all groups that contribute (new) relevant aspects to the decision
(Mansbridge 1999:635). However, who decides about the affectedness of a group? When tin
ing about group representation, there are further issues abduthe ambiguity of group belorg-
ings and group identities, which complicate descriptive representation in the sense that every
individual naturally belongs to many groups and that groups themselves are not that unitary as
they are assumed to be in, as sonteasoning about descriptive representation might suggest
(Phillips 1996).

Suzanne Dovi(2009) introduced a new argument about descriptive representation and states

that it is not enough to always include as many groups as possible. In order to equally bala
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representation, one has to track who is replaced by whom. It is necessary to exclude privileged

groups in order to allow for a better representation ofall affected groups. She states that if de-

ocrats are strategic about inclusion, they also have toebstrategic about exclusion in order to
OAPOAOGAT O EEOOI OEAAI T U AEOAAOAT OACAA cOlI 6O ANO
white majority, a simple increase in the number of Latino representatives will not necessarily

change the policy represetation of Latinos since the number of Latinos could be increasing at

OEA AgpPpAT OA 1T £ Al ARAE OAPOAOAT OAOCEOAO8B8G j $1 OE ¢mm
The discussion about descriptive representation is concentrated very much on formalistic access

of underprivileged groups into decsion-making forums. In this way, descriptive representation

is a very normative debate, which focusses on the ideal composition of representatives and their

formal group membership rather than on the action of representation or the representative rat

tionsEED AO OOAE8 4EEO A& O Al OOECEO OiI bDbOA®DAT AAo6h
tion, can hardly be guaranteed inTCSNs It should be a worthwhile concern, given the diversity

of network members, but the implementation of this right can only behought of in an informal

and mitigated way. It would also be important to guarantee this diversity in such networks s

cause if new ideas and campaigns would not be picked up by representatives and represented

alike, the networks would stand still. Thus,the criticism of descriptive representation must

equally be taken into account when adapting representation to the context 3ICSNs

How free should representatives be in the practice of representing constituencies? This isan-
troversy between mandate and independency theorists, which is a discussion about the degree
of independence of representatives. Whereas mandate theorists claim that the wishes of the
represented should be the yardstick for any action of representativeshe independency the-
(Pitkin 1967: 165). The metaphor that mandate theorists use to describe mandated represent
tives is the megaphone as a device to make thieice of the constituency a little louder and bring

it into parliament. Delegate representatives only act on explicit instruction of their constituency.
The reasoning behind this is that there is not one national interest that can be anticipated by the
representative, but there are many local interests that overall build the national interest. In oo
trast, the independency theorists see the representative rather as a free agent or trustee. Once
representatives are elected, they are completely independein their actions (Pitkin 1967: 146-
47). This trusteeship model is a relationship that involves trust and ldigations on both sides
(ibid.: 128). Here, the powers of government are seen as a property that representatives must
administer for the benefit of others like fiduciaries do. In general, representatives are quiteer

mote from the represented, and there is no consultancy at all. Because representatives are seen
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represented. (ibid.:136). Independency theorists say that a constituency is not a single unit with
ready-made opinions and wills. The representative cannot just mirror already existing opinions.
Even if that was possible, there would not be room for &E OEQOEAO 1T £ OEA 1 ACEOI
formulating of issues, the deliberation, the compromise on which decisiéh OET O1 A AA AA(
(Pitkin 1967: 147). The representative would be merely a technical device of the constituency

without the opportunity to br ing in new ideas and discuss matters.

The question of the freedom of representatives is, as already indicated, also a matter of thei-def

nition of the represented. Whom or what is the representative supposed to represent? According

to liberal theorists, the act of representation means representing people and their own individ

al interests, in contrast to representation of a national interest or the common good. Interests

are defined as pluralistic, as opposed to the idea of the one national interest, conteztor at-

OAAEAA O1 bDPAI pi Ah OOAEAAOEOA AT A OlHmWMN1067:01 AT 1 /
191-92). This notion of representation is in line with the delegate or mandate model of reer

OAT OAOCET 18 "OOEAGSO GO GOISkepEcEematibnd(Bukke h774), jadE-AE E

fies representation on different grounds. He sees interests, unlike Liberals, as unconnected to

DAl pI A8 4ET OA OT AT 11 AAOAA ET OAOAOGOO AatdchedAAT AO
OAAl EOUO j16BEOBEI OobBH® AALET EOEI T h " OOEA AITAI OA/
answers for the government. There is the one national interest, which is why representatives do

not need to be responsive to a constituency (Burke 1774). They do not even need todbected

because they know what is right in the end. Thus, he sees representation as an elite caring for

others and the parliament as a deliberative assembly of thene nation and not an assembly of

Al AAOGOAAT OO0 T £ AEEZLAAOAT O dkrmant dndléyiklaigniaie @atters DA OA OO C
OAAOTT AT A EOACi AT O ATA 110 1T /&£ ETAITETAOQETTO6 " OC

as an alternative to actual representation i.e. elective representation.

Virtual representation is that in which there is a communion of interests, and a syng

thy in feelings and desires between those who act in the name of any description ofope

ple, and the people in whose name they act, though the trustees are not actually chosen

AU OEAI 8 4EEO EO OFk@Adé mapdmifeioddisd,h@Bi-1 8¢ 8
mon interest and common sentiment are rarely mistaken. (Burke 1792)

Neither the trusteeship concept nor the mandate or delegate concepts are automatically and
directly linked to democraticrepresentation. TrustetA OEEDPh AO AT 1 AADPOOAI EUAA

Al 6 OAPOAOAT OAOGEiITh AAPATAO 11 OADPOAOAT OAOEOAO

'8 Utilitarians argued even further, namely that it is impossible to represent someone else, because people
are only able to follow their own interests. The task of representative government is to preserve the status
quo, assurestability and wait until time gives way to reason over selfish interests among the people
(Pitkin 1967: 196).
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consent of their constituency(ibid.). In contrast, delegates as pure mirrors of the represented
lack the ability to actively deliberate and moderate political processes and decisions. Thus,ihe
ther concept in its pure form is useful forthinking about democratic representation. Therefore,
theorists started to combine elements of both approaches and thought about accountatyilas
one mechanism to ensure democracy in representation. The assumption is here that represent
tion is socially constructed and can develop very differently into diverse and rather lose forms of
representational practices. The concept of representatiois ambiguous insofar as that there are
different understandings about the relational aspects of representation or the objects of regr
sentation (Castiglione & Warren 2006 8). Therefore, many current concepts of representation
argue that the distinction beween the trusteeship and the delegate model does not capture the
complexities of political representation (Mansbridge 2003; Rehfeld 2011). There is also a shift
away from conceptualizing representation in terms a principafagent relationship to conceptu#

izing representation in regard to questions of decisiormaking (Rehfeld 2011:2).

Jane Mansbridgg2003) solves the problem of complexity in stating that there is not one good

form of representation, but that there is a system of different representationdansbridge n-

troduces different normative criteria in order to evaluate thoseforms of representation. She

suggests that representation is systemic and not dyadic, that it is plural and not singular, and

that representation should be based on deliberativeather than aggregative criteria. The forms

of representation are categorized as anticipatory, gyroscopic and surrogateepresentation

(Mansbridge 2003 515-16). Anticipatory representationis understood as a relationship that is

based on the anticipation among representativespf a future election outcome. Representatives

assume that voters will vote retrospectively and thus will take their decision in line with what
representatives have done during the past legislation period. Since a later event (thkeaion

AEOAO OEA 1 ACEOI AOGETT DAOET AQq AATT1T O AAGOA AT A
1 ACEOI AGETI T DAOET Agqh OEA OADPOAOGAT GAGEIT EO OEOO
POAEAOAT AAOG ABOET C OEthry lepke@chtatidn, vinAt Grpédais tp thdnefe- AT OE AE
sentative to be a "power relation" thus works not forward, but "backward," through anticipated

reactions, from the voter at Time 3 to the representative at Tim@: RT2--6 4 680 - AT OAOEA
2003: 517). Representdives have also an information problem. They need information about

OEAEO Ai 1T OOEOOAT AUGO DOAEAOAT ARG AT A xEI le- OAT A (
cific interests of certain people, thereby reacting to their lack of information. However, pre-

sentatives can at the same time use the time of their legislation period in order to educate the
constituency and deliberate about certain preferences of their constituency that can develop

into interests (also referred as enlightened preferences). Thysn anticipatory representation,

OEA NOAIT EOU 1 &£ AAI EARAOAOCETT EO i OAE i1 OA OAI AOA
constituencies than the mere aggregation of votes (Mansbridge 200316-17). In gyroscope re-
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resentation,representatives refed O1 OEAIT OA1 OAO AT A OEAEO itx1T OCU(

ET¢C AO OADPOAOCAT OAOEOAOG8 ) O OAAI O OEiIiEI AO O " OOl

point in gyroscopic representation is the successful deliberation at the point of recruitment of
the representative. The voter does not have power over the action of the representative as such,
but over the system and the decision to put this or that representative in the system. (Msin

bridge 2003: 522). Gyroscopic representation in itself may also créa a more definite space of

DOAI EA AAI EAAOAOEIT AAAAOOA OADPOAOAT OAOEITT 1 AU

(

AT A AOcOi AT 66n AAOxAAT OEA OxEI 6 AT A OEA OxEAO

interested arguments may decrease, because thedge and the cause are separated (Madison et
al. 1993) and representatives can bring this reflexivity even to the individuals they represent by
raising other arguments and thus involving interest holders in a discussion about their interests
within a broader public space (Castiglione & Warren 200611). Surrogate representatiormeans
the representation of constituents who live outside the district of the representative. Although
surrogate representation comes from the Burkean idea of a representative withowatn electoral
AAOGEOh ET - A1 OAOEACA8O A1 AAPOh EO EO OEI OCEO
national interest that is represented by a representative; it is rather about representatives in one
district also speaking and acting for costituencies who are outside thei own district (Mans-
bridge 2003: 523). Surrogate responsibility often arises out of a form of group belonging and
descriptive representation. If representatives share group membership with a specific social
group, they migh feel responsible to represent group members in general and not only within
the electorate. If this is judged in deliberative terms, the best argument should decide aboutesp

cific issuerelated questions. Thus, surrogate representation reflects both del@rative and ay-

/

COACAOEOA 1T CEAO T £ OAPOAOAT OAOEI T8 4EEO EO AEA

just focusses on (elite) deliberation.

In sum, the controversy between delegateand trusteeship representation containsthree levels
of divergence: (1) the normative justification of representation; (2) the relational aspects of g

resentation; and (3) the substantive arrangement of representation.

(1)The legitimacy of the representative is either derived from representation of the common
good (trusteeship) or the representation of people with interests (delegate). Thus, in the tB4

teeship model, the normative justification of the democratic legitimacy of a representative is

AEAA AU xEOATiI AT A AoPAOOEOA OAOEAO OEAT Au Al Ol

model, the delegate model assumes that interests are attached to people and thus should ke re
resented as accurately as possible by represaaiives. If the representatives fulfill this task, they

are legitimate.
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(2)Relational aspects of representation are different between the delegate and trusteeship oo

els insofar as a delegate is seen as a tool of the constituency, whereas a trustee is qunatzed

AO A EOAA ACAT1 08 4EEO EIi DI EAO AEAEZAOAT O QAODPI T OF
AT AU O ET OAOAOO OEOGEAIT A AT A PIi1EOEAAIT U &EEAAOQE
sentative accurately. In contrast to this proA OOh OEA OOOOOAAOGSE OAOPI T OE/
constituency as a whole and estimate a common good, which they would then represent as well

as discuss with their constituencyThis leads to the substantive aspect of representation.

(3) The substantiveaspects of representation are divided into deliberation among represeat

tives and between representatives and constituency in the trusteeship model and the aggeeg

tion of votes in the delegate model. Whereas the trusteeship model follows the logic of find a

consensus about the common good through deliberation, the delegate model follows the logic of

A 1001 ACGEAAT ANOAT EOU T &£ OEA AT 1 OOEOOAT AUus O ET OAc
of relational and substantive aspects, as Rehfeld c#iA1 1 U 11T OAO xEOE OAOPAAOD
AAOACT OEUAOQGEITT T &£ OAPOAOGAT OACET TN - Al OAOBACAGO A
tional aspects with the substantive aspects (deliberative and/or aggregative). This is not coad

cive to a clear cut categrization of representation (Rehfeld 2011).

The attempt to translate the different forms of representation to the context oTCSNscan be
challenging. Overall, since it is impossible to define or count a fluid constituency among NGOs,
aggregate models of @presentation are not suitable. Of course, based on all three aspects gf-re
resentation, it seems more adequate to apply the trusteeship model in civil society networks
because it is not based on aggregate numbeis. many of these networks, Western NGOsg;ho

are mostly bigger and have more staff, are numerically dominant. Thus, if individual votes were
counted, there would be a proportional representation of interests, which could lead to anu
derrepresentation of non7 AOOAOT 1T OCAT EUAOBET ROEODDOABEAGIOBDAESDE
ests of such groups are often very important to network campaigners and would become invis
ble due to the numerical majority of Western people. Furthermore, it seems highly improbable
that representatives and constituencies cold fulfill the responsibilities implied in the delegate
model. Representatives can neither give accurate and proportional evidence about their current
constituencies (which are fluid and temporary) nor can the constituencies precisely instruct
their representatives about their interests (which often need to be elaborated and defined
through discussion). Even more so, as indicated, this discussion within the practice of represe
tation is often necessary in order to define interests or a common good, espdtjain the civil
society context. This will be elaborated in more detail in the next chapter, which is concerned
with the peculiarities of representation of unelected representatives, specifically in the civilos

ciety context.
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2.3 The Prospects of Non-electora | Representation for Transnational Civil

Society Networks

Or 8Y AT UITTA xEI DAOAEI Oi O A £O01 AOCEIT &£ O OEA ¢cO

actions may be attributedtoitandaA AET AET ¢ 11 :40@B06 j OEOEET pwoyx
Representation is an omnipreent social and political phenomenon. Representatives of certain
groups and interests can be found everywhere. The crucial question that will be further invest
gated in this chapter is how this representation, which is not bound to election, can be demotra
ic. Many political and social spheres that give input to political decisiemaking and generate
representation without electoral authorization have evolved over the last 20 years. This dele
opment is specifically prevalent in spheres of civil society aatities and in spheres of transa-
tional governance. This form of norelectoral representation outside of state contexts is conge
tualized either as a claimsmaking of proactive representatives that need not necessarily be
democratic or by considering accoutability, i.e. accountgiving as a substitute for electoral a-
thorization. The second conceptualization based on accountability is thus more normatively
constructed as a way to democratize representation in neelectoral settings, whereas the first
concepualization of claimsmaking (Saward 2010) is more of an empirical conceptualization.
Both attempts to capture the practices of norelectoral representation will be presented and

discussed in the following section.

The contextual nature of representation $ very relevant when examining concepts about regr
sentation beyond elections and states. Representative relationships can be seen as something
socially constructed, which cannot to be captured by a single ofdtmensional concept. In the
context of transnaional networks, representative relationships are rather contingent and m-
biguous (Castiglione & Warren 2006). Whereas electoral politics rely on clear temporak-s
guences of authorization via elections and holding representatives accountable for their amtis
(mainly in retrospect) through the whole term of office, in norelectoral politics, the mecla-
nisms of authorization and accountability can be diffuse and diverse. This is even more the case
in informal representative relationships such as social movenrds where represented groups do
not pre-exist the representative relationship. They are shaped and sometimes even constructed
in the process of representation. In other words, by labeling the constituency as one unit or one
group, theact of representation creates the groups that are represented. In an ongoing process,

representation can also stabilize goups (Castiglione & Warren 200613).

2.3.1 Holding Representatives Accountable by a Blurred Constituency
Accountability is a concept currently debated in polical representation theory.Accountability is
an alternative form of formality in representative relationships, which is according to Pitkin the

opposite mncept to authorization. Whilein authorizational representation, the represented(i.e.

56



the constituents) are bound to andaccountablefor the actions taken and representatives are
free in their mandate,in the concept ofaccountability these roles are changed. Herehé¢ repre-
sented (i.e. the constituents)are rather free and representatives are bound bybligations and
control (Pitkin 1967: 55). Representatives must be eventually (after the period of represeat
tion) held accountable for their actions. This is missing in the concepts of authination theorists
(Pitkin 1967: 57-58). Authorization just marks the beginning of representation, but no its final
ending. INTCSNsthere is often neither a clear start nor a clear ending of representation because
these network relations evolve through the practices of involved actors. Thus, representation in
TCSNsis fluid, similar to other relationships between actors in networks.There is hardly any
formalized attribution of representatives and constituency. Thus, formalized accountability
mechanisms do not work.O) 1T CAT AOAT OEA DOET AEDAéanceBrtiisAl Al x|
respect is that the network structure itself tends to blur the clearly defined roles of accountabi

ity holders and holdees in favour of a situation in which each actor is equally and accountability
ET 1 AAO AIl(Esmdeki200/A 288)The sugyested solution for this problem is a widening of
the definition of democratic representation in terms of the involved actors as well as the forms
and directions of representation (ibid.). To further substantiate this form of holding represena-

tive accouniable under the conditionsof blurring roles in non-electoral representation in civil
society, Castiglione and Warren(2006) suggest functional equivalents for the formal mech
nisms of authorization and accountability that can be found in electoral politicsThey cagégorize
these equivalentsaccording to different types of civil society groups. A functional equivalent of
authorization in non-electoral politics may be: the ability of groups to attract follows, mission
statements of groups that converge or clen to converge with a constituency, descriptive charm
teristics such as gender or race, experiences, public visibility §8tiglione and Warren 2006: 15)

In the case of voluntary organizations and NGOs, it is also suggested that accountability can be
estab EOEAA AU OEA OEI OEUI T OA1 &6 1 OOOAT DIl EAET C 1 £
countability is borrowed from the concept of organizational learning and peeto-peer control.
This is similar to O AT ORG1@) é&gumentthat OAA AT OT O A AcEdnli \@itilcally, Gnik-

ing elected officials answerable to the ballot box, but also horizontally, across a network ofael
tivelyautl TT 17T OO0 BT x AOOS 617)j Thddnleth@nisins sgesgptire horizontal ra
tionship between representatives and this circumvent or mitigate the difficult definition of the

constituency inTCSNs

Accountability is specifiedAO AT T OOT 1 1 ETC AT A OAT AQOEITEITC 1T &£ OF
representative (Esmark 2®7: 290). Esmark also states that representatives lmeme automat-

cally accountable as soon as they become representatives:

Insofar as actors take the position of representatives, they do in fact by implicatioreb
come accountability holdees, not just to their readers, their organizational members or
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their peers, but also to the moral constituency. In fact, widening the field of eligiblea
countability holdees may be an equally important democratic challenge as widening the
field of accountability holders. As stated earlier, however, it is more fun being arca
countability holder than an accaintability holdee. (Esmark 2007 282)

In widening the field of accountability holders,Koenig-Archibugi and MacDonald argue that &
countability relationships in OT Isfiate governance arrangemersd (NGAs) (2013: 499) can be
AEOEAAA ET O AEOAAO AAT AEEAEAOU AAAT O1 OAAEI EOQOU
500) and accountability-by-proxy, which means thatan actor O A @ A CaBcBudtAbdity on behalf

I £ 1T OEAO AAOT 00 AT A EO 11 O InBie®dnistdre gdverRdnceiaOA AT A (
rangements on labor rights, which were studied for their paper, Koenigrchibugi and MacDao-

ald identify (Western) consumers and activists as the ones who hold companies accountable on

behalf of the workers and their families.They make theargument that the choice for policy n-

struments in these NGAs depends on whether the accountability mechanisms are pure bénef

ciary accountability mechanisms or hybrid forms of proxy and beneficiary accountability. While

they differentiate between distant proxies (consumers), solidaristic proxies (activists) and bes

ficiaries (workers and their families), they find difference in policy choice between distant pro-

ies on the one hand and solidaristic proxies and beneficiaries on the other han2i0lL3: 504-05).

Thus, it could be argued that accountabiliby-proxy of solidaristic activists could be democrait

cally legitimate from anoutput perspective since the results of decisions made by solidaristic

DOl GEAO OAOAI Al A OE Anstiugricys tAefbénefiOidridsvould Endke. Driskdnl 6 Al
be explained by the much higher engagement, concrete knowledge and sense of solidarity that

activists have incontrast to consumers (ibid.).

While it can be empirically observed that the boundaries of theonstituency blurin TCSNsthere
are also normative arguments why constituencies and their interests are not always that clear
cut and well-defined as supposed to be in liberahation states. The argument put forward by Iris
Marion Young(2000) against the liberal concept of citizens having a universal and fixed citipe
ship describes citizens as members of different and changing groups, as holders of a plurality of
interests. This argument was picked up by several democratic theorists, for example DByyzek

& Niemeyer(2008) who transformed it into a model of discursive representation. He argues that
every citizen subscribes to different discourses, and it is a matter of equally representing those
discourses instead of equally representing certain individuls (Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008). This is
analogous to Young who argued that citizens need to be represented according to their multiple

group affiliations and not only as individual citizens (Young 2000).

In networks, it makes even more sense to think past thigberal notion of universal citizenship
AAAAOOA EO EO AOAT EAOAAO OI AAEET A xET EO EIT A
UAT OEEPO ET 1 AOxi OEO8 4EA AT i Dl AGEOU AT A 1T DPATTAC
the spaces of affectedres. Much of democratic representation is linked to the external andnk

58



ternal boundaries of networks.People who are directly working in member organizations of the

1T AOxT OE AOA ET OAOT Al T U AEEAAOAAR AT A PAIuwBI A xEI

are externally affected. It is not easy to clearly identify the boundaries of internal and external
affectedness. In other words, the lines between the external environment of networks and the
internal members are blurry. It is neither possible to giveevery individual in this network con-
OA@O A OI OET ¢ OEGCEO j ADAOO #0711 OEAO xI1 OItA EO
uency and for or against whom would they vote?) nor is it possible to weight voting rights. This
would conflict with th e basic idea of democracy and it would dissolve the network character by
introducing a hierarchy. Thus, there is no real possibility to represent individuals in networks.

Representation axes can rather go along group identities or discourses.

2.3.2 Trust as a Basis for Unelected Representatives
In the condition of complexity and opacity of network structures, the constituency, represented
either by vertical representation (membership base to NGO elite) or horizontal representation
(between NGOs in the network)might not know everything about the decisions taken because
of a lack of time, capacity, interest etc. (Mansbridge 1999). In descriptive representation, the
representative represents a group as a part of the group. This relationship is tightened bg-r
semblance or reflection (Pitkin 1967; Kroger & Friedrich 2012 20-21). Disadvantaged groups
can be empowered by descriptive representation (Phillips 1996), and descriptive representation
could enable models of representation that are built on trust rather tharn cortrol. Castiglione
and Warren (2006: 8) argue to emphasize trusteeship over delegation in general and in the
sphere of civil society in particular because trust has the advantage that it is not as costly ag-co
trol. Trusteeship as a form of representtion is omnipresent in political life and beyond. Thus,
Castiglione and Warren (2006) argue that this existence of trusteeship could be used to filter out
democratic features of trusteeship in political representative relationships:

We might say that truseeship isdemocratic when a citizen makes a decision to trust,

based on knowledge of convergent (or encapsulated) interests or values. Clearly, this

kind of representative relationship is common in civil society through voluntary assoek

tion membership: wetrust Greenpeace to represent our interests in their political actii
ties, even though we are not active in the organizatiorCastiglione & Warren 20069)

Here, trust is based on common interests that are shared by representatives and represented.
This is a major difference to representative relationships between elected representatives and
the constituency. The daily business of politics is usually characterized by the negotiatioe-b
tween conflicting interests (Castiglione & Warren 2006 9). Trust as thebasis for democratic
representation could thus form one kind of representative relationship irbetween other kinds

of democratic representation, reflecting a representative relationship mainly found in civil soer

ty contexts.As Young pointed out, civil sciety follows different logic than the systematic logic of

the state, which follows a specific system imperative and must handle conflicting interests
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(Young 2000 169). Public communication in civil society is often not unified and orderly, but
messy, payful and emotional (ibid.). Thus, representation cannot be thought of as a linear and

highly formalized process.

Rather than striving for the identity of representative and represented as a controllable msa
ure, one could imagine representation as a pross that includes communication between repe-
sentatives and the represented as well as among the represented, namely on a horizontal level
(Young 200Q 127). This process could also be mediated in order to ensuegjual access and
opportunities, but it seemsnot possible to control or hold it accountable in terms of an output
orientation of representation. In general, deliberation with its openended quality gives better
communicative chances to representatives who are close(r) to the issuéMansbridge 1999:
635-36). They are even more important and better equipped in deliberation processes under the
circumstances of communicative mistrust or uncrystallized interests. Here, Mansbridge states
that in the context of uncrystallized interests, the horizontal delieration between represens-
tives is much more important than the vertical deliberation between constituency and rem-
sentative. If interests are not really clear, descriptive representation is necessary because repr
sentatives of certain groups can bettejudge and feel like their constituency and get into an
opinion building process parallel to their constituency (Mansbridge 1999644-645). According

to concepts beyond the liberal democracy modethe individual person that is to be represented
isnotonlyA OABT Al A 1 £ ET OAOA (éstglionccahdi\iathen 0mbed). Ripi A OAT &
resentation is always a tweway process. Persons that are represented, are represented as-cit
zenagents with their capacities to argue, reflect, demonstrate, write and vote. Also, the interests,
identities and values do not always preexist the representative relationship, they are sometimes
articulated explicitly prior the representation, but for many individuals, they are framed and

formed in the process of representatior(Castiglione and Warren 2006)

When representativesz groups, public individuals, the mediaz carry interest positions R
ET 01 DPOAIT EA AAAEOEI1T | AEERERLEABAUGAEQACRAEDS
tion as key figures in representing and mediating public debates, in this way reflecting
interest and identity positions back to their constituents. This reflexive representation of
positions and arguments should, ideally, erde constituents to follow debates and to e-
flect upon and defend their own positions, such that representatives can, ultimately
Al AEI Ol OAPOAOGAT O OEAEIOPAAIAAMOAXEPREA AHOONA
(Castiglione and Warren 200613-14)
This points to the deliberative or discursive mode of democracy, which is also brolginto being
in the process of representation. Castiglione and Warren argue that representation can only be
democratic in the sense of a representation of the public will, if there is a reflexive element in
this representation. When people debate about dpions, they form and change opinions while

exchanging ideas and values from different sides (ibid.).
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2.3.3 The Substantive Practice of Representation

Castiglione and Warren arguefollowing Mansbridge (2003), that accountability or the account
giving of representatives is discursive in form and can be ogoing through the term of office of a
representative. Still, accountability in this sense needs regular elections as a formal mechanism
to temporally frame the discursive accourtgiving. Nonrelectoral accountahlity, on the contrary,
relies on the pro-active development of accountability by setappointed representatives and the
ET OEUT 1 OAIT h OET & O0i Al A0SO A AAEAA O BUWA(Eastigliornd A |
Warren 2006: 17):

fr 8y OEA A itidhlde@dSdapg prbvidésEnore and more opportunities for indiv-
uals and groups toproposethemselves as representatives, and tlunction in representa-
tive capacities. But once representation no longer has an electoral basid)o counts as a
democratic representative is difficult to assess (Alcoff 1995). Democratic theorists
should not, we believe, rule out any such claims at the outset, but we do need ways of
judging their democratic creditials [sic] of representative claims. (Castiglione and Wa
ren 2006: 15)

The proposition or selfappointment of representation is a conceptualization that frames rep-

OAT OAOGEIT AO A PAOAI Oi AGEOGA AAOQGEIT T h A T1IxETC

tion of gender identities (Butler 2006, 1990). Representation § performatively produced

(Saward 2010 42) ET A1 OI 1 Ci ET ¢ DOI AAOGO 1 &£ 1 AEET C AT A

caimszT h AAOxAAT h AT A 1T OOOEAA Al AAOTI OAI AWAI AOS

sentation is a series of practices and eventnd, unlike the presence approach of representation
(Phillips 1996), an institutionalized relationship between representatives and represented. In
other words, representation is understood as making claims that give the impression of repr

sentation. Thus,it is less about a substantial relationship that can be explored than about the
guestion of how the practice of representation is acted out, leading to the following question:

How is presence constructed, defeded or contested? (Saward 201(39).

Saward dstinguishes different elements in representational practices: the maker, the subject,

the object, the audience and the constituency. He provides an example about global civil society

*

(
i

Ol AgAipiEARU OEA OAI AGEIT AAOxA Aibn déntodstratére £/£A OAT

(maker) set up themselves and their movements (subject) as representatives of the oppressed
and marginalized (object) to Western governments (audiend@ 8 6 j 3 A x AZJ)A Theratip at

i AEAO T £ OADPOAOAT OAOGET 1 hthaxdtahds forEad @vject. Sdwere dis A 6
guishes maker and subject, although they can be the same. Also, the differentiation between-co
stituency and audience is not automatically mutually exclusive. As he defines constituency as the
people for or about whanm claims are made, the audience is a group of people that are spoken to.
Both groups can be overlapping oeven be identical (Saward 201050). Saward makes onenn-

portant argument based on the assumption that representation is socially constructed; he rco
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cludes that subject and object are refined and clarified through the process of representation.

What Castiglione and Warren said of civil society groups, namely that they are defined by repr

OAT OAOCET T h EOh ET 3AxAOA3 O prddhthtibn ReprEskntatA asAOAT O /
social construction through a performative practice creates and strengthens representational

identities of the involved actors.

This argument can be traced back to concepts such as symbolic interactionism (Blumer 1986,

1969) and generally the secalled interpretive paradigm (Garfinkel 1967; Mead 1980), which

see, on a more general level, interaction and its interpretation by individuals as the basis for

individual identity development. Moreover, Saward describes this evendf making represent-

tive claims as the core of the representative relationship: Claimsaking is a constantly changing

dialogue in which different actors make claims to audiences that discuss, reject or amend them

(Saward 2010). Unelected representativesire even more under pressure to make their claims

very explicit because they cannot rely on the structure of represeative institutions (Saward

2010: 65). However, since those representatives lack an electoral basis, it becomes difficult to

assess who isa representative of whom or what (Castiglione & Warren 2006). In networks,

many different representative claims, often by different actors, can be made, for example loyp

thetical consent, mirroring, and wad from the street (Saward 2000 95-103). Representdive

relationships are also influenced by this dynamic structure that creates informality as well as

more direct links between representatives and represented (Sgrees & Torfing 2007: 13).

(AOAnh OAPOAOGAT OAOCEOA OAIlI ACET Tadk EPBOB OAODD EEAT AA ¢
2010: 119). Since these conceptualizations of representation do naike into account the prdo-

lem of democratic control andaccountability, one could ask whethethis kind of network repre-

sentation just leads straight to arbitariness. Thus, the democratic quality of claimanaking can

be doubted. Representation as claimsaking suggests that only those claims are voiced for
xEEAE A OI AEAO6 EO POAOGAT O j +OECAO AT A &OEAAOQOEA
seem to beOAAAT OP1I AA6 mEOI I OEA ET OOEOOOEIT AT VAT OEOIT 1
ernment and the general democratic principle of political equality (ibid. 271). Kroger and Fre-

AOEAE AOOAOGO Oi -fdoéide Qractvesfofirbptetentdtior inith@b50Eh xEEAE Al
firms theoretical thinking about representation in non-state or semistate contexts outlined

above. Their findings show that although constituencies are addressed most frequently along

national lines, the organizations of representation cahave many different faces and can change

AUl AT EAATT U AAAE AT A &£ OOE AAOxAAT 1 AT AAOAh AAIT ;
(Kroger & Friedrich 2012: 259-64). With regard to the democratic quality of those forms of rp-

resentation, Kroger and Frédrich do not see a strong potential of the new forms of represeat

tion to replace institutionalized forms of democratic representation, as of now. At the same time,

they admit that it is much more difficult to democratize nonrelectoral representation (Kréger
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and Friedrich 2012: 27475). From these two observations, they conclude that democratic jpe
OAOAT OACEI 1T OOANOEOAO A 00O0I 1T C 1 EINRKEEACOI | OPEKCE
and Friedrich 2012: 276).

In sum, tis chapter on representation ought together different approaches to the question on
what is political representation and how can it be democratic. Different assumptions lay the
ground for diverse perspectives on representation. The crucial questions can be summarized as
follows: Which roles do representatives take on (trustees/delegates)? How are representative
relationships structured over time (authorization/accountability)? What is the nature of interac-
tion in representation (descriptive/ active/ interactive)? What is the general tinction of repre-
sentation (description/ action for or deliberation with the constituency)? What is the object of
representation (unattached, attachd interests/groups/discourses)? Many of the authors ds-
cussed in this chapter share the argument that reprentative democracy is a form of democracy
with its own quality. Democratic representation is not a mere substitute for direct democracy.
Furthermore, many recent works on representation assume that representation is socially Bo
structed. Thus, normative citeria to judge the democratic quality of representation depend on
the definition of representative relationships; the objects of representation and the ascribed
roles of representatives, the represented and possibly the audience. Demaocratic representation
may be differently practiced if individuals, groups, interests or the common good are represen
ed. This rests upon the construction of representation as such and is highly contextual and-a
biguous.However, it can be concluded that representation withoutormal elections can be dm-
ocratically legitimized through different forms of accountability, for example being held &
countable to a moral constituency or being held accountable by horizontal mutual peer
monitoring. These two forms of accountability are pecifically suitable to a context of blurred
constituencies. If a clearly defined constituency does not exist, it makes sense to either think of a
moral constituency, which could be people affected by human rights violations, nature or future
generations, or to install accountability mechanisms that are based on a mutual pe¢o-peer
accountability among NGOs in civil society. However, these principles of accountability can only
work smoothly when there is trust between representatives and represented. Iniwl society
networks, there are no capacities for extensive control measures, but there is a high potential of
trust due to similar interests, common goals and homogeneity in and between the groups. Thus

trust may play an important role in making democraic representation feasible inTCSNs

The performative aspect of representation is an additional dimension that needs further empir
cal scrutiny. Conceptualizing representation as a performative practice decouples represant
tion from the common assumption @ a dyadic relationship between representatives and repa-

sented. It involves more actors and is driven by the proactive proposals of sgfoclaimed rep-
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resentatives rather than by elections. How this empirical concept can be normatively undergi
ed in order to speak of democratic representational performances is a question that remains

open and can be further elaborated through the empirical study of such instancesTCSNs

3 Delibera tive Democracy

Deliberation theory has grown into a broad strand of literatire that is discussed in different e-
search areas of social sciences and linguistics. Deliberation theory can be divided into two broad
theoretical strands: (1) the epistemicconceptualization of deliberation as a more sensible and
enlightened form of decsion-making and the (2) conceptual theorizing on deliberation as a way
to democratize democracy, i.e. democratizing the collective wifbrmation of citizens (see Olsen

& Trenz 2011). This second strand takes up arguments of participatory democracy as well

The epistemic version of deliberative democracy considers deliberation as a cognitive

processz bent on finding just solutions and agreements about the common good. Ol

AOAOGET 160 APEOOAI EA OAI OA OAOGOO 11 raas® EI DAO
the participatory version of deliberative democracy highlights the active involvement

and empowerment of citizens in collective will formation as a necessary condition for the

creation of democratic legitimacy. Deliberation has thus primarily a mal value, driven

as it is by the imperative to allowfor equal participation of all. (Olsen & Trenz 2011 2).

Democratic deliberation, as Chambers (2009) calls the version of deliberation theory which is

more interested in the epistemic perspective on delierative decisionrmaking, is much more

I AOOAA 11 OEA TOOATI A T &£ AAI EAAOCAGET T AT A AAEE
of action under noncoercive and discl EOA AT T AEOET 1 0834)jIntdoriwrbhsA &-O0 ¢ m e
liberative democracy, as the escond more participatory version of deliberation, is more co-

cerned with the process instead of the outcome of deliberation, and additionally focusses more

on the society as a whole instead of selected discrete deliberations among few (ibid.).

Deliberative democracy developed out of a criticism of contemporary representative democracy,

where voters see elections as consumer choices that only concern them personally and do not
OAEA OEIT OA O1 OEA0OOG6Rh OEA xEIT 1 A O AE&RB.Ohispel OT ATl
duces an instrumental rationality that guides democratic decisions, which is not conducive

democracy as such (Held 2006238). Deliberationists argue that it cannot be just about pooling
information and exchanging views; democracy must babout reasoning about views and testing

arguments in order to make rational and enlightened decisions. Furthermore, the elected palit

cians in representative demaocracies seem disentangled from their voters (Held 2006). This-r

moteness of politics was als@ diagnosis that participatory democrats made. Citizens should be

more engaged in political decisiormaking and through this be able to make reasonable dec

OET 108 $AI EAAOCAOEOA AAI T AOAA-gwn® in BobektiveE dedisiolE O OE A
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making processes (Eriksen & Fossum 2011). Thus, deliberative democracy emphasizes the-pr
cess that precedes democratic collective decisieamaking. Deliberation is needed to enhance the
quality of decisions by avoiding the considerationof spontaneous preferencesand rather by
developing reflective preferences. With reference to Habermas, deliberationists argue thad-r
tionality cannot be separated from justification to others (ibid.).Furthermore, deliberation as
OEA & Of AGET T 1T £ EIT AE imBrA<Oukce forddemodérdtid legiiniacyidstedd A O
of the mere aggregated will of individuals (Held 2006: 233)in other words, deliberative demaoc-
racy makes two distinct claims: (1) Deliberative democracy argues that through the process of
deliberation, i.e. he process of reasofgiving and listening to the arguments of others, a political
decision can be more rational and enlightened (Offe & Preuf3 1991). (2) Deliberationists argue
that deliberation has a developmental participatory effect. Citizens develomore sophisticated
political views and make more democratic decisions considering other perspectives (Fishkin
2009: 54).

This chapter outlines these two strands of argumentation in deliberation theory, namely the
epistemic reasoning of the more enlightened dgsions through deliberation and the partici@-
tory reasoning of citizen transformation (Warren 1993) through deliberation. After these fon-
dations of deliberative democracy are laid out, the chapter will outline and discuss deliberative

democratic conceptsin the light of IR-Theory and European Integration research as well a®s

AEAT 11 OAI AT O OAOGAAOAE ET 1T OAAO OITCNAIEyeAR-O AAI E/

bermas as one of the founding fathers of deliberative democracy or deliberative politiegll be

discussed along with theorists, who conceptualized deliberation as a universal procedure ied
pendent from state structures. The chapter does not follow the paths of the many models @&-d
liberation in mass societies and state structures, becausedhrelevance of deliberation for the
present study is to be found in democratic deliberation in groups of (welected) representatives
and democratic deliberation in civil society and the transnational sphere. Thus, after havingsdi
cussed the basic ideas ofdemocratic) deliberation, the chapter turns to the specific debate

around deliberation in global politics.

3.1 The Epistemic Perspective on Deliberation

The distinct epistemic quality of deliberation is mainly based on the systematization of different
typesi £ AAOEI 1T AU *i OCAT (AAROIAO jpwwpq i1 OEA
between arguing and bargaining on the other hanq. AAAOI AO8 AEOOET AOET 1
communicative action, which he outlined in the Theory of Communicative chion (Habermas

1981) is defined on the basis ofthe criteria of action orientation (Saretzki 2009). Whether an

action is oriented to success or to understanding defines if a social action is strategic or comm

nicative respectively (Habermas 1981: 25657).
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Types of Action

Action
Orientation ) _
Oriented to Success Oriented to Reaching

Understanding

Action

Situation

Nonsocial Instrumental action —_

Social Strategic action Communicative
action

Table2: Types of Ation"’

Reaching understanding is conceptualized by Habermas as reaching an agreement, which cannot
be imposed by one party only, but has a rational basis. In his linguistic conceptualizationa-H
bermas assertsthat communicative action takes place if one speech act is only successful if the
other (person) takes a position on it by agreeing to it (Habermas 1981: 2887). Habermas fu-

ther differentiated communicative action into weak and strong communicative actio by intro-
ducing a third action orientation, the orientation to reach consensus. Reaching consensus is-co
ceptualized as strong communicative action, whereas reaching understanding is a weakmnzo
municative action (Saretzki 2009: 156; citing Habermas 1999:21-p o1 d8 ( AAAOI AOG
between strategic and communicative action is complemented by a distinction of Jon Elster, who
defines his categories of bargaining and arguing, in contrast to Habermas, on the basis oaa r
tional choice assumption (Saretzkil996). Jon Elster (1998) put forward the distinction between
bargaining and arguing. While bargaining is meant, when persons bargain with each other and
have their own preferences in mind, arguing means the communication where both parties are
ready to beconvinced and do not consequently follow their interest, but are more interested in
finding true answers (Elster 1998). He further argues that deliberation becomes more probée
when it is public because publicnessonstrains negotiation Publicness keepgeople from neg@-

tiating for their own selfish interests (imperfection constraint). Furthermore, in order to be ca-

AE (
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est or prejudice, he will be seen as opportunistic if he deviates from it when it ceases to serve his

1 AAAOS | %l OOAO pwwyd pntqgs &ETAIT UL DOAI &A AAIE

liberators in that they cannot make hypocritical statements that are not convincing to others
(Elster 1998: 105).

" (Habermas 1981: 285)
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terms, Saretzki argues. Elster rather assumes that bargaining@sE A 01 AODOAI da-xAU | &
tion, whereas one has to be forced (by external condition or by ondgeinto arguing (Saretzki

1996: 24). The normative bias of rational choice towards the presumably better communication

mode of bargaining, which accepts stéing positions of the involved actors and is individualistic

and pluralistically oriented, can be falsified by different examples that show that also in bargmeai

ing situations starting points of actors are changed and the orientation towards a common good

(in contrast to individual preferences) can also be exemplified in different bargaining situations

(Saretzki 1996: 2526). Similarly, it can be argued against the differentiation contexts between

arguing as a public discussion and bargaining as a confidéaltcommunication; since also arg-

ETC POT AROOAO AAT AA AT 1 AOGAOGAA OAAOAD) ThushiBC8 AEC
can be concluded that the defining categories of arguing and bargaining such as orientations,

themes, contexts and colle€ OAO AOA OAT T OET CAT O 11 OEA BOAOPAAC
i 3AOAOUEE pwwed o06¢q8 3AOAOUEE OOCCAOOO OA 1 A0O0I >
TEAAOQOET 1T 006 j185hthed distinguishes arguing and bargaining on the dimensions of

the functional reference, the basic structure and the process. Whereas the function of arguing is

to solve cognitive problems, bargaining is used to solve distributive problems. From this evolves

the basic structure, which is triadic in deliberation and dyadidn negotiation. In order to solve

cognitive problems, arguing needs the reference to a third party, a criterion for true or right, in

front of which arguments are exchanged. Thialso influences the process dimension. Arguing is

reflexive, whereas bargainng is sequential (Saretzki 1996: 345).

3.1.1 Valid Norms and Enlightened Decisions zthe Goals of Deliberation

SeylaBenhabib (1996) further differentiated the basic principlesof discourse ethics. She argued
that deliberation procedures themselves should beujded by general norms, which are outlined

in the discourse model of ethics. The participation in deliberation should be governed by equal

ty and symmetry. All should have the same chance to raise issues and arguments. Furthermore
everyone should have theright to question the assigned topics of deliberation, i.e. the agenda.
And finally, everyone should have the right to raise reflexive arguments about the rules ofgr
cedure as such (Benhabib 1996: 70). Following this argumentation, deliberation theoristsave
argued, that decisions that are ta&n after deliberation arebetter decisions because participants

in deliberation have developed more reflective preferences. These reflective preferences are:

1 Oi 1 é@nbatheticwith the plight of others;

1 more consideral, and hence both better informed and more stable; and

*1 OOEI 0860 OOAT Oi AOCET 1 8
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1 more far-reachingin both time and space, taking fuller account of distant periods, distant
peoplesand difEA OAT O ET OAOCAGPO8d6j ' 11 AET c¢mnno
Similarly, Offe and Preuss define the aim of every demodi@decision as being rational and e
lightened: A political will is rational or enlightened if it meets three criteria: (1) factregarding,
(2) future-regarding and (3) otherregarding. (Offe/Preuss 1991: 15657). This rational and
enlightened decisionmaking is to be learned in deliberation. This concept assumes also that
PATBPI A AT 110 EAOGA ZEQAA DPOAEAOAT AAOh AOO OEAOD

discussing matters with others:

The major contention of deliberative democrats is to bid fareell to any notion of fixed
preferences and to replace them with a learning process in and through which people
come to terms with the range of issues they need to understand in order to hold a sound
and reasonable political judgment. (Held 1996: 233)

This normative anticipation that democratic deliberation leads to better decisions through a

learning process of the involved participants of deliberationis based on theepistemic aim of

deliberation to solve cognitive problems, as SaretzKiLl996) pointed out. Those better decisions

should be grounded in universal and valid norms instead of particularistic interests. Thiser

frainET ¢ A£O0T 1T TTA830 1T x1 AcCi EOOEA ET OAOAOGOO AT A OEA
is possible through deliberation. Habemas statedthat impartial judgment can only result from a

DOET AEDPI A alluieatéd tofaboptAhk Gersgkctives ofll othersin the balancing of inte-
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of al affected. Habermas formudtes this universalization principle as a principle of argumena-

tion, which functions as a necessary presupposition for any practical discourse to be in place
(Habermas 1990: 66wo qd, O! 11 AZAEFAAOAA AAtthedsshidek@®©its@=A AT 1 0
eral observance can be anticipated to have for the satisfaction of everyone's interests (and these

AT T OANOGAT AAO AOA DPOAEAOOAA O1F OET OA 1T & Elnl xT Al C
defining the bridging principle between particular observations and generalizable hypotheses in

practical discourse®, Habermas formulates arextended universalization principle, whichgoes

versal validity of norms.( AAAOI AO BT ET OAA 1 00 E1T EEO AEOAT OOOA
can claim to be valid that meet (or could meet) with the approval of all affected in their capacity

AO PAOOEAEDPAT OO ET A DPOAAOEAAI AEOAI OOOA8d6 j ( AAR
3.1.2 Beyond Expert Rationality in D eliberation

Besides therelationship between preferences, learning and valid normsthere are two other

epistemological questions that emerge in the discussion of deliberative democracy: (1) Does

¥ Habermas names the principle of induction as the bridging principle in empirical sciencedosogthy, he
atlrdSazr GKS adza3SaidSR Y2NIf LINAYOALX Sa Fa GKS ONARIA
(Habermas 1990: 63).

68



deliberative democracy prioritize rational reasoning over emational storytelling or can reasoa-
ble decisions also be found by different forms of citizen input? (2) Which kind of knowledge
counts? Is there expert knowledge as the only form of valuable knowledge, or can lotay
knowledge be brought forward by locals from bottomup? Those two epistemological questions
already point to participatory claims. If the emotional and affective voicesre not taken into
account,inequalities may be produced as already outlined, in favor othe well-educated, elalo-
rate discussants. Similarly, if local knowledge is not taken into account, the diversity of different

forms and qualities of knowledge is missed out.

(1) Polletta (2006) argues that storytelling is a very important correction facte in supposedly
universal rational deliberation. Although affective and subjective storytelling seems not to ce
tribute to more considered reasoning, and the demand to argue a case in the light of the needs of
others, there is a function of storytelling todeliberation that influences the rest of the group a-

ther than the storyteller:

When members of disadvantaged groups recount their experiences of particular policies,
they expose the disparate impacts of supposedly neutral policies and invite in theirlfe
low deliberators an empathetic understanding of their distinctive needs and priorities.
Far from simply asserting personal experience as the basis for policy, such stories serve
to reveal the false universality of existing standardg and may open the wayto construct
more truly universal standards. (Polletta 2006 83)

Thus, storytelling can give way to an even more considered account of a specific matter. By i
troducing storytelling as acomplementary concept to rational reasoning, the epistemic process
of EET AET ¢ OOAOGEIT Al AT A AT 1 ECEOAT AAd j/ommke Q0O0OAOD

complemented and thus improved.

(2) The question of the value of local lay knowledge has a normative as well as a functional d
mension. The inclusion of local or k knowledge into deliberation processes is desirable under
the notion of participatory inclusion. As already indicated, the knowledge and perspectives of
local persons and groups is often unheard and therefore must be given a voice in order to fulfil
the normative standards of an inclusive democratic decisiomaking (Phillips 1993). Equally
important is the functional dimension of local knowledge. As Saretzki (1997) points out, expert
knowledge comes up against limiting factors: (1) The specialized knowledg T £ OZEAAOOS Ol
perts can provide is not enough to solve problems in society. In order to do that, a normative
evaluation against any kind of values or norms must be conducted. Otherwise, it cannot bei-est
mated whether a social or political problematicissues needs to be solved or not. (2) Expert
knowledge is in most cases too systematic and abstract in order to diagnose contel@pendent
problems. Systematic expert knowledge needs to be contextualized in order to be applicable to

concrete local politial problems. (3) Scientific expertise is disciplinary expertise, which can
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hardly capture the complexities of political problems. Thus, scientific expertise is in need of an
interdisciplinary integration of knowledge. (4) There is no certain scientific knavledge. Scia-
tific knowledge is inherently hypothetical, uncertain and incomplete. Thus, all allegedly certain
expert knowledge has epistemic limitations and must be complenmted and insured (Saretzki
1997: 181-83). Thus, emotional storytelling and local &y knowledge can be very important
complements of deliberation processes and must be taken into account when thinking about the
epistemic ends of deliberation. They fulfil the role to include knowledge and perspectives that
are otherwise easily overlookedby expert deliberation. This leads already to the participatory

claims of deliberative democracy, which will be outlined in the following.

Summarizing the epistemic dimension ofleliberation, it can be concluded that deliberationists
base their reasoningabout good decisions for cognitive problems on a proceswiented dimen-

sion. As Habermas (1990) pointed out, it is not enough to set a formalistic universal principle

OEAO &I Ooi AiTu AOGAOUTTA AT OIA AGCOAA 11 A d10is8

practicedin discourse (1990). Thus, as he further outlines there must be a practical rolaking

of other perspectives by all participants in deliberation. Only this kind of practical discourse can
result in the decision about valid norms (ibid.). Thiskind of democratic decisiormaking under-

lines very emphatically the practicedimension in the claim for deliberative decisioamaking.
Thus, when adopting these basic assumption to deliberation in TCSNs, the focus in search for the
quality of deliberation should be rather on the action orientation of involved participants in @-
liberation and the practices of roleOAEET ¢ AT A OET Al OOET 1T 1 £ulbEA

tional settings of deliberation.

3.2 The Participatory Claims of Deliberative Democracy

Translating discourse theory into the context of mass societies amuation state democracy, H-

bermas (1996) defined popular sovereignty as procedural ad subjectless. While republican

(

[ Ot

democratic theoristsclaimedOEAO DAT DI A AOA OEA AnfpAndglexanndt £ O1 OA

AA AAT ACAOAAG 301 Aiked® $tateDthap pwlidiopl authority can be exercised by

Oi AAT O T £ AIGRAIOEG 1 (OE AE M8 8 4 tArd AeBsiorAd dedd@@cy OO A A

mass societies:

By contrast, the discourse thery of democracy corresponds to the image of a decentered
society, albeit a society in which the political public sphere has been differentiated as an
arena for the perception, identification, and treatment of problems affecting the whole of
society. Onceone gives up the philosophy of the subject, one needs neither to conee
trate sovereignty concretely in the people nor to banish it in anonymous constitutional
structures and powers. The "self' of the selbrganizing legal community disappears in
the subjedless forms of communication that regulate the flow of discursive opinionand
will -formation in such a way that their fallible results enjoy the presumption of being
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reasonable. This is not to denounce the intuition connected with the idea of popularso
ereignty but to interpret it intersubjectively. (Habermas 1996:301)

social practices which facilitate the discovery of good arguments, sound justification of tem

AT Ah xEAOA bPi OOEAT Ah CAT AOAT EUAAT A Hb)TRePAROOO | $C
AAAOGOAT 1T OEIT 1T &£ AAI EARAOAOEOA AAI T AOAAU AT A OE
Dryzek (1990) makes deliberative democracy adaptable to a prace-oriented examination of

democracy in TCSNSs. This specific conceptualization of deliberative democracy is further Spec

fied by many theorists. Goodin (2003)arguesin this regard to take the input-dimension of de-

mocracy more seriously. Input is recognied as having an impact, but only in dation to the out-

put. In liberal democratic theory, preferences are assumed to be fixedhe question how they

develop is neglected. To the contraryiGoodin argues that inputsthemselves can be lesser or

more democratic (Goodin 2003: 10).This refers back to the distinction between different kinds

of discussion, whether participants bargain or argue, or whether they act instrumentally or

truth -seeking. Furthermore, deliberationists criticize that he mere aggregation of/otesin liber-

al representative democraciesdoes not consider the question®f how and why people come to

vote. Empirical studies assess the socipsychological determinants of voting choices, but do not
OAOCAO OEA O11 0i AGEOA Mol TjAAGTAETT A kol df ApCPAQNE AA AGH /
ET AEOEAOAT O AT A OEAEO OET OAOT Al OAEI AACEOA ATl
(ibid.). These are important questions when thinking abouDEA ET A1 OOEI 1T 1T £ OEA O
that are officially excluded from voting, the homeless and foreigners for example. Also other

groups that will be affectedby political decisions such as future generations or nofumans (an-

imals, ecasystems) are excluded from the simple vote. Imagining oneself in the place safme-

body or some group that is not able to vote is better possible in a deliberation process than

without any deliberAOET T h ' 11T AET ARemide Aéterj nBtiust Addysiqna. Oeg, O

ocrats trying genuinely to respond to one another need to askot merely what people want, but

why. What they are asking, through that further question, is not for some psyctsmcial explara-

OETT AOO OAOEAD TEAETERG DOAMGES TA#I1A86 ' 11T AET ¢mnm

These are main reasons for deliberationists to argaifor deliberative democracy as a form of
democracy that can overcome the downsides and excluding effects of liberal representative-d
mocracy. However, deliberative democracy is distinct from participatory democracy in some

regards.

3.2.1 Shared Notions and Diff erences between Participatory and Deliberative Democr a-
cy
Deliberative democracy shares the principles of participatory democracy and narrows the tran

formation thesis down to the reflection of preferences and the preparation of democratic dec
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sion-making through deliberation procedures. The goals and promises of such deliberationgsr

jects are similar to the broader aims of participation as such. However, deliberative democracy

ATAG 116 xAT O 061 AAI PO DPDAOOEAEDPAOI Otd dobihindt AOAAUG
DAOOGEAEDAOI OU AAI T AOAAU AAT AA OAAI EUAA ET 1 AOCRA
AAl EAAOAGEOA AOCOAT Al U6 EO 116 POOOOBAA AU AAlI EA}
example by Seyla Benhabib (1996) rather envisioA OB1 OOAT EOU T £ 11 AAO T &

spaces where delibertion takes place (Benhabib 199674):

It is through the interlocking net of these multiple forms of associations, networks, and

I OCAT EUAOQCET T O OEAO AT AT 11 wilis@Gétrahi®tbeArodeA AT T O,
of deliberative democracy that it privileges such a public sphere of mutually interlocking

and overlapping networks and associations of deliberation, contestation, and argument

tion.(original in italics, Benhabib 1996: 7374).

Furthermore, deliberation theorists argue in contrast to participatory democrats that the deie
sion-making in small communities needs not necessarily to be very democratic. To the contrary,

OET OA ETITCATT OO CcOl 6O AAT AnbleréndeCaid the PetsAnditD OE AT A
zation of politics6 § ( AT A ¢ nermem inarease 6f Partidipation is no guarantee for more

equal participation. Direct popular participation per seis not automatically democratizing polit-

cal processes. Thus, deliberatitists are cautious in seeing themselves fully as another version of

participatory democracy (Held 2006: 237).

There are many deliberation experiments with citizens that strive to enhance participation in

political decision-making. At first, deliberative plls and deliberation days are practiced as dedi

eration among citizens that constitute a microcosmic sample of the populatidifrishkin 2009). In

drawing them by lot, those deliberation models combine two distinct norms: equality and dddi

eration. Everyonehas the same chance to be in and can be replaced equally by anyone else. In

those polls and deliberation days, it was observed that people changed their minds after they

knew more about certain political matters (Held 2006: 252). A critical point is howHhose a-

lightened decisions can be communicated to the wider public x EEAE Al 01 A EAOA OO/
£l OAA6 ET A xAU OEAO OEA DPOATEA x1 O A AA AT 1T £OT
OOEAU ETAx Al A OEI OCEO 11 OA inRi0b: 088). Adinkr dEIRA-OA OG5 | &
tion experiment is the citizen jury which functions as an advisory body for public agencieseB

sides those forms of concrete institutions of deliberation, there are many attempts to expand

voter feedback through edemocracy &periments. Edemocracy reduces costs and enhances the

range of possible engagement (Held 2006: 2489).

Deliberative Democracy is seen as targeting the micraspect of democratic theory, namely the

~ A oz - A Qo azs A ~T A~ ~

AEOEUAT 66 Al i pAOAT AA O1 HRGHE EAADA OBIBA GOEERE 1N ®A 1E/
297). Offestates that deliberative democracymight be a better solution in more and more pl-
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ralist and heterogeneous societies than republican ankiberal theories of democracy. However,

he states that the practiceof deliberative democracy is far from easily implemented. Theer

guirements for citizens are very high and deliberative democracy only works if everybody pa

ticipates (ibid.). However, he sees the supportive backgrountbntextO £l O A OI OEOAOET ¢ A
cEOEUAT OEED AT i DPAOGAT AA6 j/ £ZFA ¢nnoqd opwq ET AOOI
discursive formation of consensus (in contrast to authoritative decisiormaking). Held (2006)

sees these associations not unambiguously as favorable for deliberatioRather, he states that

civil society contexts can be both, hindering and nurturing deliberationd4 EAOA 1 OO AA A
democratic theory from an exclusive focus on mackpolitical institutions to an examination of

the various diverse contexts of ciil society, some of which hinder and some of which nurture
deliberaon AT A AAAAOA86 j (AT A ¢nmed c¢ot1q8 4EAOA OAITC
the present study. In adopting a micrepolitical perspective on deliberation it can be assessed in

how far the specific civil society contexts of transnational networks hinder or further delibeas-

tion processes and the competencies of its participants. This is insofar interesting, as deliaer

tionists argued that pluralist network-like contexts seem to bdavorable for deliberation, but on

the other hand the homogenous character of civil society organizations, that are part of these

networks seem to rather hinder equalized deliberation. This theoretically assumed tension will

be examined in the empirical ases of this study.

3.2.2 Pluralism and | mpartiality in Deliberative Processes

Deliberative democracy is suggested as an alternative to the aggregation of individual prefe

ences. Deliberation legitimizes decisioimaking insofar as new information is imparted thiough

AAl EAAOAOGET T h OEOO OEA ET AEOEAOGAI 086 1T A£O0AT AT 1T A
process of exchanging views with a group of people and the provision of new informatiohhis

implies the assumption that people do not have fixed preferems but rather an unordered set of
xEOEAO AT A OEAxO08 "ATEAAEA AAI1 O OEA AOO®GI POET I
AT O b OA mAn@hdddloficaDfiction of economic models of political theory (Benhabib

1996: 71). Furthermore the act of ariculating own opinions in front of others forces individuals

Ol OEETE AAT OO EiI x OEAEO OEAxO AT O1I A AA AT 1 OEI]
OOCATAPTET O T &£ All ETOITTOAA 110 T1T1U £ OAAOG A AA
one to acpt a standpoint that Hannah Arendt&l 1 1 T xET ¢ + AT Oh EAA AAI 1 AA
OUBd O "AT:EAAEA pwwe

However, the orientation towards consensus poses problems with the liberal assumption of-i

dividual autonomy and value pluralism and it is alsariticized by more radical difference the-

rists. Difference theorists like Iris M. Yound2000) see the principle of impartiality, which says

that decisions should be impartial, i.e. that they should be agreeable by literally everyone, as a
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utopian vision and furthermore a principle which suppresses diversity. The vision othe one
good decision is misleading, she argues (Young 2000:-43). Furthermore, she says that nobody
can set aside her or his particular preference, which is why impartiality is a fadsreduction of
multiple viewpoints to one viewpoint. She suggests a politics of inclusion as an ideal of a heter
geneous public (ibid.). Furthermore, deliberation is criticized for privileging particular types of

contribution such as dispassionate and disebodied reasongiving over other types such as na

(Young 2000 38-39). Carole 8 O1 A6 O AAZET EOEIT 1 &£ AAI EAAOAOEOA

for consensus in tha she states that deliberative democracy means thalifferences are brought
into the public space and are revised under discussion, either purely consensual in the end or
differences are seen as contingent, both assume a generality of diffnce (Gould 19%: 143).
This definition reflects difference as an important and general condition of deliberative denwe

racy.

meyer 2006: 635). An argument which is shared with participatory demaocrats is that political
disagreement is conducive to developing competent individuals, who know the reasoning for
their positions (ibid.). If pluralism is a basic value of democracy, that should not be overcome,
the question is how consensus can be reached without compromising the one or other position.
Dryzek and Niemeyer(2007b) conceptualized the metaconsensus as a way to solve this dile-

ma. OAAT EAAOAOCETT OET OI A DOl AOGAA ACOAAI Al Qall
tions (involving both beliefs and values) that ought to be taken into account, and on the chara
ter of the choices to be made, but it does not require agreement on the weity of particular be-
liefs, or ranking of values, still less unanimity on what should beidi A(8i€meyer & Dryzek
2007: 4). Furthermore, on the basis of metaconsensus, a second outcome of deliberation can be

reached:

Intersubjective rationality results from deliberative procedure in which both agreement
and disagreement are possible, but are constrained by a condition of consistency redrar
ing the reasons that produce a particular decision. An intersubjectively rational situation
emerges when individualswho agree on preferences also concur on the relevant reasons,
and vice versa for disagreement.(ibid.)

Similarly, Fung and Wright (2003) imagine a more pragmatic version of decisiamaking
through deliberation: Citizens do not necessarily need to find neitr consensus nor do they
need to be altruistic in their positions and arguments. For a reasonable deliberation it is enough,

if citizens can find reasons that they can accept in collective actions (Fung and Wright 2003: 17).
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This relativization of the congnsusorientation, which even question the very ground definition

I £ AAT EAAOCAOGEITh TAIT AT U OEA 1AAOTEITC 1T &£ AEOEUAI
and arrive at the one valid norm (see Habermas 1990), is taking into account the diverse gnou
constellations that occurs also in TCSNs. Thus, the evaluation of the democratic quality oftdeli

eration practices must be cautious in regard to the output of deliberation. Furthermore, this

even more strongly emphasizes the process of deliberation andifs aside the desired outcome.

This can be captured by the conceptual approach of deliberation practices which is put forward

in this study.

In sum, the conceptualization of deliberative democracy shares the same assumptions about
educational prospects asparticipatory democracy. Deliberationists see democratic principles

fulfilled if decisions are taken on the ground of impartial judgment, which can only be reached

through deliberation and the reasonable weighing of all possible arguments and preferences

(Held 2006). Deliberation over matters of public relevance forces actors to reason generally and

argue in favor of a common purpose. In deliberative setting$iidden particularistic interests

between certain decisions are exposed, and the perspectives ohets need to be included to

come to any kind of consensus. Although consensus is hard to reach, and moral disagreement

xEI 1T 116 AA 0011 6AA6 Au AAI EAAOAOEITh ET O11 OAA
AAOxAAT TTABO 1T x1 OIOAAD@E AEDEIUAD OAIxET OR b1 OEOQEI]
(Held 2006: 243, citing Gutmann & Thompson 199@5).

3.3 The Prospects of Deliberative Democracy for Transnational Civil Soci e-
ty Networks

Since the end of the cold war, norms played an increasingly imgant role in IR research In this
regard, deliberative concepts have not only been used to assess demaocratic innovations such as
deliberative polls but also to evaluate the democratic quality of European institutions (see e.qg.
Smith 2009, Friedrich 2011). he European Union is a distinct place to study deliberation in
contrast to international politics. As Neyer points out, the EU is neither anarchically nor hiera
chically governed, but is situated gradually irbetween. Neyer calls this governance form hete

archy (Neyer 2003). The status of the EU governance-between vertical and horizontal coord-

1 AGETI TR AO xAil AO AAI OOAI EUAOEIT AT A AAAAT OOAI
i i AA i &£ ET OAOAA@IiThiscarbe A0 frdvendyedE QEAAT AOEAAT AAq
ET OAOAROEI 1T ET OEA %5 OAIibiEA R artiAQ schola® Adépteil he AAT E A

idea of deliberative democracy in which civil society plays an important part in fostering dedi
erative democracy. Neyer argues thease specifically for the ability of civil society to attract
public attention (Neyer 2003: 695), where European or transnational media hardly exist. As

argued before, this publicitymay force actors into a deliberative modeln his widely received
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accourt of communicative action and the persuasive power of norms in the field @fternational
human rights politics, Thomas Riss€2000) made the claim that the three modes of action ca
not be seen as mutual exclusive but as intermingling and turning over infterent phases of n-
ternational politics. He distinguishes between the classic rational choice account of the logic of
consequentialism, a rulebased action following the logic of appropriateness (March & Olsen
1998a) and the logic of arguing (Elster 1998 This logic of arguing was equated with the logic of
communicative action, as theorized by Habermas (1981). In this he and others wanted to empi

ically investigate the existence of arguing in thé&eld of IR.

Logic of arguing

Logic of Logic of
consequentialism appropriatencss

FIGURE 1. Three Logics of Social Action

FigurelY & ¢[K2NBASOa 2F { 20Att 1 OGA2yE

RisseKappen et al. {999) translated the logic of communicative action into empirical analysis

of international human rights politics with the conception of the spiral model, which builds on

the conceptualization of the boomerag model by Keck & Sikkink (Keck & Sikkink 1998) in the

work on transnational advocacy coalitions. In the spiral model, they investigate the commuiaic

tion phases in international human rights politics (RisseKappen et al. 1999) They state that

NGOs which an successfully gain attention in an international public can effectively force states

to comply with human rights norms. This is not only because autocratic state leaders are easily
convinced of the plausibility of human rights norms, but because at a ¢ain point they get
OOAPPAA ET A OEAOI OEA AAAA AT A8 (AOGET ¢ AT TA OAE
and international organizations to demand consequences. Then, the international reputation, a

very costly good, is at stake (Risse et al. 20p2However, Miller(Muller 2007) stated that this
OAOAAOAE bDPOI COAi xEEAE AEIi O AO i AEETC (AAAOI A0S

the empirical analysis ofglobal politics must fail in that the actual actor orientations that sgp-

% (Risse 2000: 4)
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posedly change #er sequences of speech acts cannot be examined by social scientific research.

3ET AA OEAOA AOA OET OOAI AT OA1 6 DPOI AAOOAOh OEAU A/

214). Thus this approach has been criticized in that it fails to reasonably ecmect theoretical

conceptualization and empirical analysis:

r8Y OEA OAOOOOAOOOETI ¢ T A&# A OARAOCAAOAE AAOECI
tural and institutional context of communication does not provide an answer to the quee

tion how we are toconceptualize and describe the deliberations that go on within these

AT 1T OA@OO f8Y 7TEAO CiIAO 11 ET DOI AAOGOGAOG 1 E
black box again, if we focus our analysis primarily on the topics and contexts of delilaer

tion. (Saretzki2009: 172).

However, based on this normativeturn in IR and the assumption that civil society actors can
play an influential role in democratizing international politics through normative argumens-
tion, a second research program evolved. This research pmagn has been concerned with qus-

OEITO0 1T &£ OOEA AAi T AOAOEUET ¢ bi OAT OEAI ETEAOAT O

CiTAAT AT A %OOT PAAT CPRoO& Q) 1A toAdketely pparlidnaizilythe A O Al ¢

democratic quality of existingdeliberative arrangements inglobal politics, the role of civil soce-

Ou AAOT OO AO A OOOAT Oi EOOEI T AA1I 66 AAOxAAT EIT OA

the public sphere (Steffek & Nanz 2008:-8) was to be examined. By operationalizing therin-
ciples of deliberation into four indicators of democratic quality, namely access to deliberation,
transparency and access to information, responsiveness to stakeholder concerns and inclusion
of all voices; this research program investigated qualitatiig the democratizing influence of civil
society participation on European and global governance. As one of the findings suggests, civil
society participation in practice is highly dependent on the policy field and the willingness of
political decisionmaked® 07 ET Al OAA AE OEF Imakbi Gedien(pdod). 10T E A A
considering the heterogeneous interests at stake at the EU level, compared to the relative ttem
geneity of thenation state context, Friedrich (2009) suggests a model of deliberativearticip a-
tion in order to fruitfully operationalize normative democratic theory beyond the nation state
(Friedrich 2009). This model combines elements of associative and deliberative democracy in
order to combine associative participation of civil societyas democratizing agents and disau
sive justification under the conditions of heterogeneity (Friedrich 2009: 19899). Still, a general
trend of opening up of international institutions can be observed also in quantitative terms
(Tallberg et al. 2013).

Although deliberative democracy as a concept of procedural democracy mainly focusses on the

will -formation process prior to decisionmaking and the quality of decisions taken, deliberation

is also applied as a discursive control mechanism that secures accouritd of representatives

in spheres, such as transnational relations, where representatives cannot be held formallg-a

countable by elections. The concept of discursive representation that is suggested as a way out
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of the problematic question of who is entiled to hold the decisionmakers accountable in fluid

spheres such as networks, shifts the point of reference for democratic legitimacy from the ind

vidual to the discourse (Dryzek 1990 Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008). In particular the context of
transnational networks poses the question at the core of democratic theory of a clearly defined

demos. If such demos cannot be identdd, Dryzek and Niemeyer suggest make a shift towards

A OOAEAAOI AOGO AEOAOOOEOA OADPOAOGAT OAQdsS forms &1 111 »

ATi1 1 O1T EAAOCETTO6 :p6AAROEROCADPOOOET ¢ OOEAO A T AOxT OE
discourse whose terms are accepted uncritically by all involved actors in a way that marginalizes
I OEAO AEOAT OOOAO OE DgyzeAdNiemdyer RAOAIB). OAIT AOAT AAS

In sum, deliberative democracy is the onehieoretical concept that is most widely applied in IR
and transnational democracy. The appeal of deliberative democracy can be found in the mec
dural, subjectless notion (see Habermas 1996), that overcomes aggregative forms of democracy
that are so tightly bound to the nation state. Deliberative democracy does not only provide the
chance to really conceptualize a democratic form that is translatable to global politics, it is also
in its normative claim more ambitious than any aggregative form of democracBesides the gin-
ilarly high claims of deliberative democracy as of participatory democracy in terms of an allevi
tion of the participatory democratic quality of decisionmaking, deliberation is also said to po-
duce better, i.e. more rational and enlightenedecisions (see Goodin 2003) This epistemic d+
mension of deliberation counters also the critics of participatory democracy, who state that too
broad participation of allegedly uninformed citizens is not conducive for a stable political system
(see Crozier et al. 1975. However, the empirical examination of all these normative claims is
still going on and it probably needs further studies to make statements about the empiricalde

sibility of deliberative democracy and its normative claims.

The democratic rorms inherent in the three models of participatory, representative and delibe
ative democracy that were outlined in the previous chapters build the background against which
the empirical findings of political practices in chapter 6 are interpreted and disessed (chapter
7).

4 Democracy as Practice

Since the aim of this study is to identify democratic practice in places where democratic instit
tions hardly exist, practice theory, and specifically its social scientist conceptualization, functions
as a useful onceptual tool to empirically grasp democracy in TCSNs. The conceptual problem
with the application of democratic theory in TCSNSs is the starting point for a search of theoret

cal concepts that are adaptablea the context of fluid and transnational civilsociety networks.
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During the previous chapters, the relevant concepts of participatory, representative and delibe
ative democracy were outlined. These concepts of demaocratic theory share a conceptualization
of democracy that is either processriented or performance-oriented. In order to analytically
translate these conceptualizations into the empirical study of democracy in transnational be

works, the practice lens on democracy is adopted. This is the central focus of this chapter.

Before turning to the @ncept of social practice, | shall first outline the structural preconditions
of transnational civil society that are the main reason for the application of practice theory:
Networks as structural categories are commonly defined by what they are not: Theye neither
hierarchies nor market-like structures. Many authors place hierarchy and market at the two
ends of one continuum. Networks are a hybrid form of organization somewhere in the middle of
this continuum. Whereas hierarchied! are coordinated throughformal rules, the market is coo-
dinated through prices (Weyer 2008: 4244). Networks have no such binding, universal andar
tional logics of coordination. They are run by mutual trust of the actors in the network. Theca
tors are interdependent in networks. In opposition to hierarchies, where formal rules, guided
coordination and authority are used to regulate and solve conflicts, networks work in a H
course mode (ibid.). Forms of interaction are discursively managed between actors. Conflicts are
solved bynegotiation. The access to networks is rather exclusive and limited, compared to the
market, which is open for everyone and where actors are independent from each other ana-c
ordinate only specific exchange interactions (ibid.) Other authors conceptualizeetworks as a
specific form which cannot be compared to hierarchies or markets and cannot be positioned as a
mixture between those forms of organization (Powell 1990). The discourse mode of interaction

defines the (deliberative) democratic potential of netvorks.

The political scientist conceptualization of networks is rooted inthe pluralist theory of the

state22. Pluralist theorists have argued that state actors cannot impose their formal hierarchy on

All DPAOOO 1T &£ O1 AEAOUS8 Qrhdankol of its@iffand civill seiethwab & 1 T 1 EOE
xAUO A T UOE +8YOEAO T AOGAOOAA OEA OAATEOU T &£ AEO
the center because they arose from the contingent beliefs and actions of diverse actors at the
boundary of stated A AEOEI Ol AEAQUGS6 j %l Ol OE ¢nppd omQg8 4E

both: a chance for democracy and a threat. Networked structures in society can lead to societal

L A state or organizations are the primary examples of hierarchies.
22 Pluralist theory of demacracy is similar to classic representative democratic theory in that it also aims
to constrain majoritarian and executive power. A main feature of pluralist democracy is the represemt
tion of the electorate through responsible representatives. In this pdiical architecture are a plurality of
interest groups, political institutions and parties the key element which provide the two above mentioned
ideal features of plualist democracy (Schmidt 2008:211). Pluralist democracy enjoys a renaissance as it
is a theoretical framework that fits into the empirical trends of transnational civil society and the fluidity
of governance through networks. Those new nostatic forms of rule and interest representation cannot
be captured by classic state centered theories afemocracy, but by theories like the pluralist theory that
focuses on different (collective) actors.
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fragmentation, imbalanced democratic participation and a declining public spheréiowever, by

giving formalistic representative norms of democracy a discursive twist (Dryzek), networksa

PAAO O1 AA PAOZEZAAO OEOAO &£ O OAT CACAI AT O AAOI 00
271). Networks have a democratic potential, but these GET T O AOA OAOEAO OAACC
AAT OO0 ET x Al 1 ACAA AAi T AOAOEA DI OAT-OmKkbrdeEt® O1T AA
make those visions assessable in empirical studies, a thorough conceptual reconstruction afi-ce

tral terms and normative assumpions is necessary. Also, networks are a phenomenon on the
mesolevel, they are a hinge between microand macro level. Network theory is neither a stro-

tural theory nor an action oriented approach. Thus, networks connect both processes (Weyer

2008). Therdore, it is difficult to assess network democracy solely either in terms of static inist

tutional design (structural) or in terms of citizen participation (actor-oriented). Therefore, the

practice approach is suitable to the structural context of TCSNs.

A specific form of networks - inter-organizational networks - is not constituted by individuals

but by collective actors. Here, sociologists focus on a specific form of interaction: the trustful
cooperation between autonomous actors. Civil society networks arsuch interorganizational

networks. They normally consist of NGOs and SMOs who cooperate in networked structures in

order to coordinate campaigns and projects. Especially those civil society networks rely ornum

tual trust and reciprocity (Kanter & Fine 20L0). Otherwise they could not function properly. As

the main benefits of those civil society networks are the quick flow of information and the better

output that can be generated by a coalition of NGOs (compared to single organizations), trust is
animporOAT O AEI AT OET 18 (AOAh OOAT O1T AGETT AT AAOTI AAAL
I OCAT EUAAR ET OEUTTOAI h AT A ACAl EOAOEAT AB-OAOT AOI
tablished sociological as well as political scientist expectation about theharacter of political

networks would thus be that networks are specifically norhierarchical, open and egalitarian.

Networks seem to be the favorable organizational type for democratic governance beyond the

nation state. The transnational network is alsolie most appropriate institutional form in which

deliberation can be exercised (Dryzek 1999). Nevertheless, it is impossible to hold networks
accountable (compared to governments in nation states), especially if they cross state borders

(Dryzek & Niemeyer 008: 13-14).

Governance networks, which are defined by their function to govern in a certain policy field, are
conceptualizedsimilarly by 3 GOAT OAT AT A 41 OFAET C jc¢mnxq AO Ops8
ticulation of interdependent, but operationally aubnomous actors; 2. who interact through e-

gotiation; 3. which take place within a regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary frae

work; 4. that is seltregulating within limits set by external agencies; and 5. which contributes to

the production of publ EA DOODPT OA6 j 3GOAT OAT © 41T OFEIT C c¢mnmyd
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actors are framed by a common set of ideas and norms, in civil society networks even more than
in governance networks, where different kinds of actors like government agencies take par
Selfregulation is an important factor in networks, which has ambiguous effects on the dem
cratic quality. This marketlike self-regulation is mainly limited by donors, who set up certain
standards of project work and results that need to be met by thparticipating NGOs. The last
point, the production of public purpose is very crucial in ciMi society networks. NGOs typically
want to serve the public good. It is part of the legitimation of NGO campaigns and also often a
requested result of donorg3. Taking these dimensions of governance networks into account,
Sgrensen and Torfing (2005) frame four democratic anchorage points of networks. The first

bTET O AAZET AA AO Oi AGACT OAOT AT AA AAOOEAA 1060 AU

institutions T £ OADOAOAT OAOEOA AAiI T AOAAUG EO 110 ADDI E/
OEAU OOGCAAOBBHAOEDOI O T £ OAPOAOGAT OAOGEITT ET OEA OA
which points to other similarly vague notions of horizontal representationin networks. The

third anchorage point is seenE1T OEA BDOAI EA Al 1 OAOOAOEIT ET OEA

sphere. Fourthly, they suggest a set of rules and norms that regulate internal and external incl

sion and exclusion and that solve conflicté the networks (Sgrensen & Torfing 2005: 20212).

4EA 1 AOO PTET O AAOAOEAAO A &I Of Al EUAOGET Tw-T £ TAOD
AOAA ET Al OOET ¥ &erdngen and Forfing2B8@BR ahgdditidat aggregative principles

of democracy ae to a lesser extent applicable in networks, because one cannot implement e.g.

OEA POETAEDPIA T &£ OITA PAOOIT 11 O10A68 4EA T AOxI
making in networks are less traceable in network settings. Thus, also accountahjlmechanisms

are not easily implemented in networks. Overall, networks that constitute the structural preas

ditions for the transnational civil society, are nonhierarchical, discourseoriented, pluralist,

egalitarian, but at the same time difficult to catrol, in danger of fragmentation and less stable.

The concept of democratic practice is a useful analytical tool to identify democracy in TCSNs
because the practice approach captures two empirical preconditions of TCSNs and one theeret

cal presumption oftransnational democracy that are in sum the basis of the present study:

2 Depending on how public purpose is defined, the production of public purpose can also be seen as a
widening of capacities and competencies of civil sodigactors. If public purpose is defined as e.g. building
public infrastructure, then civil society actors are expanding into areas formerly administrated solely by
the state.
24 As already noted, networks are contrasted with hierarchy and market. States wih are hierarchically
structured were traditionally the place for democratic government. In the history of democracy, hiera
chical institutions played a major role in concepts of democratic theorists. Until recently, only the state
provided this institutiol A1 EAOAxAOAR 11 xEEAE AAI T AOAAEAO AiI O1 A A
use of force enables main democratic features like citizen rights, minority protection and freedom of
speech. Those traditional forms of democracy are often referred to as aggedive forms of democracy.
Democracy is understood by the equal aggregation of fixed interests of individuals.
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Empirical Preconditions

(1) Networks are always changing rules and structures§grensen& Torfing 2005: 212). They
are fluid formations that depend on the actions taken by involvedctors?s. However, actors can
only engage in the frame of the settings of the network. Thus, it can be said that neither structure
nor actions determine democratic principles in networks. Or to be more precise, democratic
principles evolve out of the intemplay of structural settings on the one hand and actions of imd

vidual and collective actors on the other hand.

(2) Democracy ingrassroots civil society organizationsor social movement groupss not as fo-
malized and institutionalized as in thenation state context. First, in social movement organia-
tions, decision-making is rather informal, decentralized, consensusriented, deliberative and
experimental (Polletta 2002: 209). Second, democracy in social movement groups is often
Of AAA6 1 O st thhugh participdtidgdn those groups (Blee 2012). This informal,
open and processoriented experience of democracy in social movement organizations further
determines the choice for an analytical approach emphasizing processes and performances i

stead of structures.
Theordical Presumption

(1) Theorists of transnational democracymost often share theconviction that transnational de-
mocracy OAT AOG 110 EAOA Oi AA ET OACOAOAA xEOE AT U DA
2006: 25). The prospets of a transnational democracy are rather seen in discursive or comm

nicative arrangements and social learning processes (Risse 1999; Dryzek 2006).

Therefore, | suggest a conceptualization of democracy as practice in order to identify democracy

through the regular and repeated practices in networks. The context (network), the study object

(civil society) as well as the theoretical frame(transnational democracy) of this study are é-

fined by a processorientation and the interplay of agent and structure. Baurdieu (1977) called

OEEO OEA OCOAiIT AO T £ POAAOEAAOhSG EIiI Pl EAE® 001 AO
terpretation and given formal rules. In civil society networks, democracy as a principle is expli

itly formulated as rules that regulate acess, transparency and inclusion in the network and thus

define the proceedings of a formalized democracy. Due to the characteristics of civil society-ne

works, those formalized rules are much more open for interpretation and modification, in ¢B

trast to a nation state where e.g. formal voting rights are clear cut and not subject to constant

% |n general, | use the term actor as a neutral term, defining individual and collective actors. Giddens

frames the termagentin opposition to actor, which, as he states, is part of subjectivist theories of action

and thus implies certain attributes among actors. The agent, in contrast to the actor, is not an abstract

subject, but somebody who participates in practices and changes the course ofgtices (Minch 2008:

477-x yq8 7EAT OAAAOOET ¢ O ' EAAAT 06 OEAT OU T £ OOOOAOOOA
82



change and interpretation.It is quite clear, that for example formal authorization mechanisms of
representatives are not in place in TCSNs. However, there are subsiaatauthorization practic-
esthat might be not very institutionalized, but collectively shared by different network actors.
Thus, there is democratic practice even when democratic institutions are absent. In sum, the
practice account contributes to a normate question of how democracy can work in transa-
tional relations and to an empirical question of how democracy can be observed in the contexts

of complex, interdependent and unstable TCSNs.

The following chapter will shortly outline the main concepts ofpractice in order to arrive at an

operationalization of democracy as democratic practice inCSNs

The relevant criteria for a practice gproach that is adaptable to thisstudy of TCSNsare (1) the
classification of practices in the social world, i.e. thevay in which intention vs. behavior and

action vs. structure are interrelated, and (2) the conceptualization of knowledge. Both of these

criteria are relevant for the specific conceptualization of democratic practice ifCSNs(1) Prac-

tices should be clasdied as phenomena between the macroand the micro level of the social
(Schatzkiet al. 2005). In TCSNgthey are neither pure microphenomena conducted by isolated
individuals, nor macro-phenomena that relate to the greater structures of the networks. The

practices in the examinedTCSNsare collective practices that are intentionally conducted and

modified by individuals and influenced and transformed by broader structures. At the same

OEi Ah POAAOEAAO OEADPA ET AEOEAOAIch@s RAahermerd O AT A
practices caconstitute structure and actions of individuals and at the same time are constituted

by structure and actions (Giddens 1984) However, in the study of democracy irmmrCSNsthe

agency of actors to conduct, modify and circumw practices must be emphasized in particular

because these positionings towards practices also modify the democratic quality of these pra

tices. This leads to the second criterion of knowledge within practices. (2) Although it should be
assumed that knowkdge is an integral part of practices, knowledge should not be conceptua

ized as a skill, buried in the subconscious which only comes into effect while doing practices in

an automated wayas for example Reckwitz (2003) theorized it Democratic practice inTCSNss

sometimes complex or even complicated and must be steadily and consciously reflected by the

actors. Therefore, knowledge is integrated in the practices, but it is also owned by the actgri

is practical and theoretical knowledge combined. Takig these criteria into account, the follav-

ing part will concentrate on sociological accounts of practices because social theory is much-be

ter translatable into a study of democratic practice in networks than cultural accounts of pa

tices, which are intere®d OAA ET OAOU AEZEZAOAT O OAOAAOAEN- NOAOGOE
OETTU 'EAAAT 06 OAI ET Al OEAIT OEAO T £#/ POAAOEAA xEI |

the so-called practice turn.
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4.1 Social Practices

4EA OEAT OEUET ¢ | £ ohe& dut 06AddticismOobtiedredE dchon as Avéll as

social system theories. Anthony Giddens is in this regard the most prominent theorist; herco
AAPOOAI EUAA A OCOAT Ao OEAT Ouh OEA OEAT OU 1T &£ 000
objectivist and subjectivist social theory. Other authors conceptualized practices as new and
AOOEOAEDOI 1 AEAAOO 1 &£# OOOAU8 4EA OPOAAOGEAAI-OOOT 6h
plines such as philosophy, cultural theory, history, sociology, anthropolggand science and

technology studies (Schatzket al. 2005: 1), was led by many theorists to move current thinking

beyond the dualism of structure and action and to link the analysis of micraand macro pte-

nomena. Given the diversity of disciplinary approehes, it does not come as a surprise that the

account and conceptualizations of practice vary and cannot be summarized in one theory of

practice. The shift in understanding of social ontologis the main contribution of social theorists

to the practicetud ¢ OOEA OI AEAT EO A EEAT A 1T &£ Ai AT AEAAR i
I OCAT EUAA AOI OT A OEAOAA DPOAAOGEAAI O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢
practices, just as individuals are constituted within them. Language, moreoves, & type of activ

ty (discursive) and hence practice phenomenon, whereas institutions and structures arefefts

I £ OEAI 86 | 3 ABATHY énHersfadlingdof tBe sacialuilds a contrast to concepts

that focus on individuals, actions, languagy the life world, institutions, roles or structures as the

main defining dimensions of the social. Practice theorists state that all those phenomena can

only be understood through the analysis of practices (Schatzkt al.2005: 3).

The roots of practiceOE AT OU AAT AA OAAT ET 7EOOCAPhDEAET 6
ical investigationsj p wuv o Qh 'Stdeg£is Etkhdrheth@iology p w@ x h "Outhe&©FX EA O 8
a theory of practice(1977q AT A 'TheAnA & Btduration(1984). Ludwig Wittgenstein is

OAAT AO OEA AiITAADPOOAT nAAAEATTAO 1T £ POAAOGEAA OfF
determined by explicit rules exclusively because even the most explicit rule can never coveeev

ry possible instance. Therefore, actors need backgund information on how to handle certain

situations. Rules need to be interpreted by actors (Wittgenstein 2011 [1953]) (Schul3chaeffer
2010:0¢pQ8 4EOI OCE OEEO ETI OAOAAOEOA DPOiI AAO®- AAOX AR
atic rule, practices emege2’8 7 EOOCAT OOAET 60 x1 OE OAOI T AOADO xE(

,,,,,,,,,,

Oi AEAT 0OO1I AO OEAO AOA EiIi Ppi EAEOh OOEAO AOA EBOO |

* Wittgenstein states, in his theory of language games, how little the act of speaking is influenced by-ge

eral rules because the forms of languge use are so manifold, and speaking as such is part of an activity:
n7EAOEAT A 1 OOAT A Etdas Béhduprdng, Erkgh, Befdhi@Es it Ar@ahlige solcher A

OAT d OTUREI ECA OAOOCAEEAAAT A | O0AT AAO 1eOR0AT /OBTRE UMIGIR/
nen. Und diese Mannigfaltigkeit ist nichts Festes, ein fur allemal Gegebenes; sondern neue Typen der

Sprache, neue Sprachspiele, wie wir sagen kénnen, entstehen und andre veralten und werden vergessen.

EAEOR 1T AAO A E(wikgensteid Z0ALT[1058(26)] 8 O
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that a slight change of socially appropriate action can be extremely irritating to othg, although

those rules are not explicitly agreed on (Garfikel 1967). Pierre Bourdieu (1977 and Anthony

Giddens (1984) built theories of practices that explain society by reconciling micrand macro

I AGAT A@bl AT AGET 1 08 7EAO&uaDas 'hd a3 hiadiced 63 prdod AT OT O
scious habits, reproducing rather static groups and distinctions in society, Giddens ascribes to

his individuals the ability to reflect and change practices and therefore change structures and

rules of society. Judith Btler further developed this approach in her theory of subversive acts

and the performance of societal categories (doing gender)(Butler 2006, 1990). She goes even

further and says that people can undermine even dominant social forces by changing dailyi¥o

tines and actiong(ibd.).

Practice as social action is, according to Bourdieu, an action by which actors produce and wepr

duce social, cultural and economic realiti€. As a result, practice as an individual behavioreb

comes part of larger social develpments (Minch 2004; Bourdieu 1977. The practice approach

thus combines subijectivist and objectivist sociological approaches. Bourdieu distinguishes pra

tices from any formal rule-enforced action and thus situates practices in the informal, implicit

context df rituals and habits (Bourdieu 1977 16-18). Nevertheless, according to Bourdieu, there

EO A OCOAI T A0 1T £ DPOAAOEAAGe OEAO AAAT I PATEAOG AO/
DPOAAOGEAAO8 4EEO COAI T AO AAT Al b G&nder, thete seadhl T OAT Al
AOU Ag@gbpil ATACEITTO 1T &£ AAOI OO 0111 U OAET &£ OAA OEA
Al Of 1T £ OOAOGET T Al E:(29).Griirthérmore j Bolrd2® doBsfnét thmlutiyat the

agency of actors, meaning the ability to steghe way and direction of practices, is a main chia

because it acts within them as the organizing principle of their actions, and because thi®dus

operandi, informing all thought and action (including the thought of action) reveals itself only in

the modus operatur8 6 | " T O @A EQAUDq & w'xl OOAEAOB8 O x1 OE &I AOOOGAO
of structure through practices. His view on the social world is thadf a static structure, which is

led by informally enforced practices. These practices make sense to individual actors, but are not
intentionally steered by them. Therefore, even in the field of informality and rituals, structures

explain the social(ibid.).

The reproduction of society through shared practices and the reconciliation of subjectivist and
objectivist social theory are two aspects thatard T I 1 T 1T ET "1 OOA Hp#ic® AT A

OEAI OEAO8 371 AEAI DOAAOEAAO akelneitheEiddikidubl Gubjectve AT OU |

27 Bourdieu developed his understanding of social practice after observing the Algerian Kabyls and their
daily household practies, concluding that diverse practices were partly ambiguous in relationship to
greater structures. Those social practices made sense for the individual actor, but not necessarily for the
objectivist system. Bourdieu reconstructed the seltoncepts of actos instead of looking at general and
systematic rules of interaction.
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choices of action nor structurally steered behavior. Giddeng 997) argues that society can nie

ther be explained by investigating isolated individual micro phenomena nor by identifying a

detached structure. The social pretices are not without context and rules, but they are change

Al A AU OEA PATPI A xEI AiITAOAO O1 AEAI DPOAAOEAAOS
agent. Agents are able to change everyday actions, because structural rules are only present

while acting and are dten not explicit (Giddens 1997 52). According to Giddens, the primacy of

either the individual subject or the institutional object needs to be dissolved into a theory of
structuration, which argues that the central focus of social reseah should neither be on the
AobpAOEAT AA 1T £ OEA ET AEOEAOAT ACcCAT O 110 11T OEA A
practices regulated by time and space. These practices are recursive (ibid.). The continuity of

social practice assumes reflexivityof the agent. At the same time such reflexivity is only possible

through continuous practices, which are understood as a process. Thus, reflexivity is not only
self-consciousness but implies a permanent control of action of oneself and others. The asgam

tion behind this is that individuals act with purpose, but this purpose cannot be understoodas

lated from time and space (ibid.). Rather, purpose develops over time and is contadpendent.

Whereas people can reason and explain their action discursivelis discursive construction of

purpose does not always converge with the actual action. Thus, it is possible that there is unco

scious reason for action, which is not accessible for the social scientists. Giddens calls thisiinco

porated, shared knowledgewhich is not accessible by a discursive consciousness. It is a piact

cal consciousness, in which we can find tacit knowledge about routinized practices (Giddens

1997: 55). However, the dividing line between practical and discursive consciousness is parm

able. Since action is, in contrast to behavior, always understood as intentional, acting is always in

a direct causal relationship to the individual, who acts. There might be unintended consequences

AT A AEOAOI OOAT AAOG OEAO Owdyutknithd EnO E & Dddgént whdd 06 E
acts(ibid.). According to Giddens, analyzing the structuration of social systems means analyzing

how those systems are produced and reproduced by interactions. Such systems are based on
consciously carried out pracices of situated agents, who refer to different rules and resources in

different contexts (Giddens. 1997: 77).

The more recent interest in practices has a different focus. Literature of the #oA1 1 AA OO0 OAAD
40016 EO EIT OAOAOOA AbodiF exde3sioA of fractEbs QRletkiitd ZDO3E The O E A
practice theories conceptualized by current theorists such as Schatz&t al. (2005), Reckwitz

(2003) and others emphasize the object, the nechuman artifact as an important part of social

practices as anexus of routines, which sometimes enable certain practicés Practices are, &

cording to Reckwitz(2003), the smallest unit of the social. Practices are nothing more than body

2 An example mentioned by Reckwitz (2003) is the invention of letterpress printing and the following
newly created practices to use books.
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tween people and artefacts. This is based on practical understanding and implicit knowledge.
Knowledge is incorporated and materialized in practices. Thus, practices are always knowggsd

based actions (Reckwitz 2003290-291). Reckwitz concludeghat social practices can be unde

stood as a combination of knowledgalependent behavioral routines. Practices as such consist of

routinized motions and actions of the body. A practice becomes social when it is a collective

practice and is intersubjectivdy understandable, thus becoming a "skillful performance” that can

be interpreted by others (ibid)8 2AAExXxEQU60O DHDOAAOEAA OEAT OU Al bl
knowledge. While acting, criteria are used to establish meaning for other persons and things in

order to take appropriate actions. Thus, this knowledge is practical and not preceding a social

practice. One aim of practice theory in this regard is to reconstruct this practical knowledge,

which is comprised of three elements: knowledge as interpretive nderstanding, methodical

knowledge and motivationatemotional knowledge (Reckwitz 2003 290-92).

Stephen Turner (2005) rejects the necessity of aODOAAEO OOI A hd impicth 1 AAT |
knowledge of generalizable rules people share. He states analogous\Wittgenstein that there

are too many possible situations, contextiependent specific rules and expectations on how to

behave so that it becomes impossible to know all those rules. There are rules, but people inte

pret them either according to their own puposes (How are actors pursuing their interests

OEOI 6CE OEA ET OAOPOAOCAOGETT 1T &£ AAOOAET 0OhAdeq 1T
ers (How are actors able to share practices and reach a mutuatelligibility?) (Turner 2005).

Furthermore, Turner states that especially in the field of politics, explicit rules are what make

The explicit rather than the tacit parts of palitics, the vocabulary of appraisal, the body of
political and historical discussion, and explicitly fomulated beliefs of various kinds, do
the work of making practices hang together. A practice such as scientific discovery, build
around training that is oriented to enabling a person to participate in discussions invet
ing highly specialized terms and emmlying common apparatus, may in some respects be
i T OA 1T EEA AOEOEI AOEAh +8Y '!'TA AgbPIl EAEO AEOAOD
in new directions and toward new goals and experiences. (Turner 2005: 127)
Referring to the micro-macro-linkage problem, which arises in theories of practices, Jeff Coulter
(2005) notes that social practices are situated between individual and macfphenomena. Ind-
viduals can act as spokespersons and representatives of specific institutions. They are reaffir
as private individuals. However, this occurs only under specific circumstances according toesp
cific rules. Of course the specific person is not always the carrier of arstitution. For example,
the staff person does not always speak on behalf of the bank, but always when she or he is in a

professional meeting with clients (Coulter 2005: 3436). Thus, the macresocial phenomena can
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be observed in daily practices, which areshared by a group of people, for example officers or

craftsmen. They conduct practices in their role of belonging to a group and thus have, in this

regard, similar intentions. Although practices are individual actions, there are rough patterns
thatcanbeO OAT O1 A OA A0 E Bddds of prhchcAsdBarnes 2005

In sum, the two crucial criteria that need to be taken into account when studying democracy as
DOAAOEAA AOA OA&EI AAOGAA 1 AET T U ET (1984 dpprdachGet- OE AT O
phasizes the agency and knowledge of agents as important characteristics of practices and is

therefore very suitable for the study of democratic practices. Democratic practices are mainly

based on explicit rules and cannot be compared to rather unconsciousgutices, for example to

OEA T1TA80 OET Al AAAO8 7EAOAAO 1T OEAO x1 OEO &£ AGO
(Bourdieu 1977, Reckwitz 2003), Giddens conceptualizes practices with an eye on the agent,
which is not a mere carrier of structuring pradices (ibid) OOAE A0 ET "1 OOAEAOG60O

tice. Thus, the studied civil society networks can be interpreted as systems that are based on
practices of actors. Through the reference of rules, resources and contexts, the practices and the
meaning of hose practices can be reconstructed and interpreted. Furthermore, practice the
rists state that the once acquired knowledge of practices descends to different degrees into sub
conscious levels of the mindGiddens 1984, Reckwitz 2003) Whereas some practies are pure
automatisms, other often more complex practices are conducted with more explicit knowledge.
Many of the recent practice theorists are more interested in the former aspect of practices,
xEAOAAO ' EAAAT 06 AOAOEAAO Ilioh @Ahe Aderit. GisEnake® hisAAET E O
approach more valuable for the study of democratic practices. Democratic practices are rather
complex, they follow outlined rules and require much more attention than the everyday practi

es investigated by more recent pradte theorists. In addition, the two notions of the practice
turn in recent socialtheory of Stephen Turner 005) and Jeff Coulter (2005), are helpful for the
analysis of practices in the study of CSNs Here, practices are understood as something that is
worked with by actors. Actors arrange, disapprove or agree with practices and can verbalize
those positionings. This is a dimension of practices which includes a cognitive aspect of practices

and gives directions on how to reconstruct the knowledge aroungractices.

For the purpose of the present study, practices are defined as shared courses of action that are
co-constituted by actors and structure and can be modified by the agency of the actors (Giddens
1984). Practices function conceptually as a linkageetween macro and micro understanding of
social phenomena. As argued before, the phenomenon of civil society networks is neither well
explained by structural accountsnor by actor-centered accountsbecause networks are congt
tuted in the collective actins of their members which recur continuously. Thus, there is a mut

al constitution of structure and actors that can only be grasped by a practice approach.
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Knowledge is incorporated in practices. The knowledge that is presented by actors in networks
is neither purely theoretical nor individual. It is knowledge which becomes apparent in practices
and is constructed in interactive practices. Thus, when analyzing interview data of networlca
tors, the interactive aspect of knowledge must be understood. Also,corporation of knowledge
means implicitness, which is a relevant problematic aspect of text analysis and must be reflec
ed.

4.2 Conceptualizing Democracy as Practice

Having outlined the basic premises of the practice account in order to grasp democracy from a
practice perspective the translation of normative democratic theory into evaluation criteria is
the next step. This conceptual transfeiof the three normative democratic theories of partici@-
tory, representative and deliberative democracy is informed byhe practice lens on democracy
as outlined above. Therefore, the next part of this chapter will derive a definition of democratic
practices from normative democratic theory and practice theory, before the chapter proceeds

with the operationalization of the concrete evaluation criteria.

As stated above, practice can be defined as a shared activity where participants have learned
tacit and explicit rules in order to perform (Turner 2005: 120). Breaking this down to the polit-

cal space, Nullmeier (2003) undestands practices in politics as (a) interactions and (b) comm
nications - below the level of institutions - that create and structure the political space. Whereas
communication is understood as the basic term for all kinds of social action, interaction ¢®m-
munication between present actors (facgo-face communication). In addition, political practices
can be more or less complex in terms of how many actors and communication forms and media

are involved or how many subpractices are subsumeeP (Nullmeier et al. 2003 18).

Democracy is in its most abstract version a set of different principles that need to be fulfilled.

AEA AOI AAAOGO AAEETEOEIT 1T &£ Al OAI BT xAOAA ET Al OOF
AAOGET 1 00} 7TAOOAT ¢ nm o dforany em@cifiOthpd 6f denBchacyDTAiIOAdas O A

that participatory democrats apply this principle to participatory processes and as a justification

of participatory democracy, which, they would say, facilitates the conduct of the democratic

principle best. Similarly, deliberative democrats and representative democrats argue for their

respective types of democracy. While participatory democracy on the hand and representative
democracy on the other hand are sometimes used as oppositional concepigacticesof partici-

pation and representation can stand side by side and complement each other. Deliberative- d

mocracy is often conceptualized as a very specific form of citizen deliberation with specifictse

# Nullmeier et al. (2003) name political intrigue as one form of a very complex political practice that oe
tains several single political practices.
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tings and requirements for deliberation polls. In this staly, the term deliberation is more gene

ally used for any kind of discursive interaction that takes place in civil society networks.

Based on the assumption that there are specific participatory, deliberative and representative
democratic principles, which follow the broadest definition of democracy named above, those

principles can be divided into several specificules®. In practice theory, these rules are unde

O01TTA AO OOAAETENOAOG 1 O CATAOAI EUAAT A DPObB-AAADOOAC
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formulated or be implicit (ibid.). Rules are not necessarily codified in an extensive rule book, but

they are techniques and procedures that are closely linked tihe conduct of the practice. The

learning of rules can increase the ability of agents to conduct practices and can enable agents to

position themselves towards rules and practices, i.e. go around rules, reinterpret rules (Nl

meier 2008) or disapprove/approve practices or their underlying rules. This positioning of

agents in turn can modify practices or even rules. If agents are reluctant to perform a certain

practice or to follow the rules of this practice, e.g. monthly reporting to their local constituesy,

the practice will change, and consequently, the democratic quality of this practice will change as

well. Positionings of actors through practices can lead to a-iaterpretation or circumvention of

the norms underlying a practice. The revision and diggution of the tension between an idealist

and ambitious norm set (e.g. participatory democracy) and the necessities of functioning daily

routines can be successful through rénterpretation and/or circumvention of norms. However, a

permanent and consequetre-interpretation or circumvention will lead to an abolishment of the

respective norm (Nullmeier and Pritzlaff 2010: 21). Actors justify their actions with reference to

Agbl EAEO T10Ii 0 1O OPOAAOGEAASG EIi PI EAEO 11 Of 04,

If one adopts this idea of an implicitprocessoriented dimension of normativity, a typd-
ogy of explicit sources of normativity has to be complemented by a conception of pélit
cal practices as performative actualizations of implicit norms. A twaimensional can-
ception of the normativity of political practices has to address the relation between
sources agents explicitly refer to when justifying their actions or proposed decisionps
tions and the implicit normative force that becomes apparent in what they actually do,
the norms they observe and pepetuate in their actual engagement in political practices,
like for example in different types of decisioamaking practices. (Nullmeier & Pritzlaff
2010: 361-62)

Network actors in this case study refer to explicit norms of democratic coordination and dec
sion-making and at the same time perpetuate implicit norms they observe in other interactions
or perform in their own daily routines. However, Nullmeie® and Pritzlafi® (2010) account,
which statesthat explicit norms are pronounced verbally, whereas imficit norms can (only) be

found in bodily motions and performancesis not automatically evident. To the contrary, the

30 Here, Ifollow the path of processoriented democracy. Traditional democratic theorists would argue for
the translation of principles into structure and/or resources.
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arguments of this analysis will be that implicit norms are of course also and specifically be found
in discursive practices, in the spedt of interacting actors. The implicitness of norms is not &
tomatically connected to the body or noraverbal interaction, implicitness occurs in routine prac-
tices of network actors, which are not explicitly justified by the actors. To reconstruct thigm-

plicit normativity behind practices is one part of the following interview analysis.

In how far actors can position themselves in a practice highly depends on their knowledge base

about the broader structure (the network), the institutions (e.g. general asseblies) and the

practices (e.g. decisiod AEET ¢q8 4EEO ET 1T x1 AACA EO AZ£OARAA OAOI
AOOAOGA 10 OAITEA AxAOAT AOOS6 dopit heseammAidypEadidal co-AT T OAE T
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rules and the tactics whereby daily social life is constituted and recotigited across space and

OETI ABEAAAT O pwytd wngs 4EOI OCE OEA EI OAOOEAxO
knowledge about and manings of the practices were accessed. The interview texts provide a

clear picture of the practice repertoire of an actor in the network and at the same time they @+

vide information about possible reinterpretations and circumventions of norms.

Thus, a three-stage set of prerequisites describes the necessary conditions for democratic pra

tices:
1. Democratic norms and rules exist in the studied context.
2. Actors know about these norms and rules.

3. Actors use their knowledge in favor of democratic nhorms and rulesvhen conducting

practices.

This three-stage model of requirements for democratic practices will be reflected and img!
mented in the analytical categories of participatory, deliberative andepresentation practices
The following chapter will now bring together normative democratic theory and practice p-
proach in that it defines the normative evaluation criteria for political practices that qualify as

democratically participatory, deliberative and representative

4.3 Evaluation Criteria for Democratic P ractice

The evaluation of the democratic quality of political pactices marks the second part bthe em-
pirical analysis. After having the explored the spectrum of political practices in the fields of pa
ticipation, representation and deliberation, the evaluationpart of the analysis discusses the fuh
ings of political practices in the light of the strands of democratic theory outlined in the previous

chapters. The details of the analysis will be explained in chapter 5. The following chapter will
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combine the insights of democratic theory on the one hand and practice research on the other

hand in order to define concrete evaluation criteria for the politicalpractices found in the two

TCSNsThe evaluation criteria define the democratic quality of thepolitical practicesexplored in

the two TCSNsWhile many democratic theorists definedcriteria for democratic quality, in this

study, the practice lens is inherent in the criteria. This means, that the criteria rather describe

practiced principles. Thus, the criteia eA1 OAOA OEA DOAAOEAAORh xEEAE O}
All evaluation criteria characterize an ideal of participatory, representative and deliberative &t

mocracy respectively, which is used to evaluate the democratic quality insid&CSNs This can be

onydo A ET AT APPOI @Ei AOEI T8 ! NOAI EOAOEOA OOOAU
quality, but can only arrive at evaluations that mark tendencies. Therefore, the evaluation @it

ria mark a continuum between low democratic quality and high democratic cality.

4.3.1 Participation Practices

Translating participatory democracy into participation practices is done byreformulating its

main principles as practice criteria As argued above, participatory democracy emphasizes the

tight connection between equality andEOAAAT T AO AAI T AOAALmMOmainAET BC
characteristic of substantive freedom, participatory democrats coined OEA OA QI OOAI
transformation @Warren 1993). They claim that people transform into more reasonable, deot

cratic and considerate citizeas through participation and thus are betterable to articulate their

perspectives and actively engage as political citizen€Of course, this comes not automatically;

even at the beginning of a participatory action or a deliberation, people have to haverizén ca-

pabilities in order to succeed in participating (Warren 1993). Thus, the transformation and

learning of people must be actively supported by educational and empowerment measures. This

goes along withthe democratic ideal of individual and collectie autonomy(Held 2006). Accord-

ing to associative democrats, some or many democratic state functions and thus decision

making competencies should be entrusted to associations. The state consequently only controls
compliance with democratic rules, rights andfreedoms. Thus, decisiormaking procedures

should be decentralized and conceptualized as mulitage processes (SchmalBruns 1995). A
decentralized decisiormaking process implies also individual, or in this case organizational,

autonomy of participantswho can take decisions independently and only based on their (séns

ble) reasoning. Similarly, Held defined individual autonomy as a corner stone of democracy in

OEAO EO 1 AAT O OEA OAADAAE ©dnscibusty, 6 B séifieflechivB Bid CO O

to be selfdetermining. It involves the ability to deliberate, judge, choose and act upon different

bi OOEATI A AT OOOAO T &£/ AAOEIT ET DPOEOAOA AO xAll AC

The secondmain principle equality can be subdivided into the critefa of transparency and in-

clusion. The access of participants to relevant information i.e. the transparency of processes and
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decisions, which is another very important prerequisite for equal participation. Only if partie

pants can equally access relevantomprehensive and balanced information sources, can they

fully make use of participation opportunities and sense the necessitytparticipate much more.

Furthermore, participatory democrats argue that the participation in political processes should

be broadened. Accessibility to political participation should be increased, and different interests

in society should be equally consideredsee eg. Philips 1998). In civil society networks, this

could be reached for example by making different campaign phases mdnclusive for network

members.In the framework of participatory democracy, the ideals of freedom and equality are

not that easily to untangle. Criteria of freedom can have effects on equality, such as #&wono-

my of citizens and vice versarhe following four evaluation criteria were deducted from norma-

tive participatory democratic theory: (1) Development of (citizen) skills (2) Autonomy, (3)

Transparency, (4 Inclusion. In the following, the four criteria will be outlined.

Freedom

Equality

(1) Develbpment of (citizen) skills

(3) Transparency

(2) Autonomy

(4) Inclusion

Table3: Evaluation CriteriaParticipationPractices

(1) Development of (citizen) skillsSThe first criterion focusses on the educational aspect of pac

ipatory democracy, which is a main part of normative participatory democracy. Participatory

theorists claim, and empirical studies often confirm that people are more open towards

O OBAQAOAET Co
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educational criterion includes two qualitatively different phases. The first phase of education

should assure equality among participantsdefore equal participation is possible. This first

phase is evaluated by askingdow are network members andfor affected groups trained and

empowered in order to be able to fulfill the formal (mostly costs), the procedural (technical

skills) and the issuerelated (expert knowledge about issues at stake) prerequisites to rsi

cerely take part in the network? The semnd phase of citizen transformation or education

takes place during the participation itself and can be described as a sidéect of participa-

tion that often develops unnoticed. It is not characterized by pr@active measures typical for

the first phase. Rther, this second phase of learning can be evaluated from the outpsitie:

Do people value the perspectives of others more after they participated in the network? Do

they appreciate the participatory forms of decisioamaking? And if yes, why?

(2) Autonomy The practice of keeping autonomyis an important part of participation. In ne-

works, autonomy of network members seems to come naturally because of the supposedly

egalitarian and loosestructure of the network. At the same timeautonomy of single orgai

zations can be threatened by a very excluding way of decisignaking in the central offices
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of networks. This limits the autonomous choices of network members to organize ma
paigns, decide over the form of campaigning and contribution in the network as well dseir
own identity in their respective country/region. Thus, the following questions are relevant:
How freely can network members decideon campaign issues or strategies? How auton
mously can they take decisions on international network meetings? As howedentralized is

the network perceived?

(3) Transparency.The third criterion refers to the distribution of information, which is a pre-
condition for successful participatory democracy and serves as a basis for transparentopr
cesses (of decisiormaking) in the network. Sharing of information can range from a very
centralized and exclusive information distribution to a rather egalitarian mode. Since civil
society networks are analyzed, it could be assumed that the latter mode is prevalent. Neve
theless, is it impatant to distinguish again between different sorts of information and diffe-
ent phases of campaigning. Transparency is a main criterion of democracy. Since this study
focusses on processes, it is necessary to ask if processes of information supply are brgeh
More specifically: Are all network actors equally provided with relevant information about

strategies, agendas and campaign goals?

(4) Inclusion.The fourth criterion relates to the inclusion of actors in different phases of aa-
paign work. While the previous criteria are more general, this criterion targets mainly cen-
paign teams, which are normally comprised of a few network member groups from different
countries. These member groups form working groups with concrete campaign goals and
have to collaborat over a limited period of time. Here, different ways of including andxe
cluding groups should be analyzed and evaluated. With regard to the process of campaigns,
it is worthwhile examining if routines of inclusion are implemented also on the level of ca-
paign working groups. Thus, two questions are specifically relevant: Who is included ox-e
cluded during the campaigning process? On which grounds are network actors included or

excluded?

4.3.2 Deliberation Practices

As outlined in the chapter on deliberation theoy, deliberative democracy is a democratic theory

that was already applied and conceptualized in the field of civil society organizations in Eurep

an and Global Governance (Steffek & Nanz 2008; Friedrich 2009). Therefore, evaluation criteria

on the basis & deliberative democracy were already formulated in the literatureHowever, these

criteria must be critically examinedinthe ECE O | £ 6kl caexd ¢ tlamgDational

(civil society) networks and must be consequently translated into criteia for practices. The ck
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sponsiveness to stakeholder concerns; 4nclusion of all voices (Steffek & Nanz 2007: 10). These
AOEOAOEA AOA AAOEOAA mEOI i OEA CcAT AOAI AA&ETEOETI
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to deliberation, transparency and the (empowered) inclusion of aloices are adaptable to the

context of TCSNs | rather see the criterion of responsiveness as a criterion of representative

democracy and will thus reflect this criterion in the section on representation practices. Fu

thermore, the procedural dimension ofdeliberation should be considered when evaluating the

democratic quality of deliberation pradices. Onemain function of deliberation procedures is

collective and individual will-formation. Deliberation is understood as a reflexive learning and
communication process that proceduralizes popular sovereignty (Hzermas 1994 362). The

aim of the proceduralization of decisioamaking is a more reasonable decisiomaking by cit-

zens who are aware of their own preferences and the preferences and perspectives ofarth In

order to ensure such a democratic deliberation procedure, general principles were formulated

Au (AAAOI A6 AT A "ATEAAEA8 "ATEAAEA £A& Oi 0-AGAO |1
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beginning of a deliberation procedure are considered in the present evaluation through theier

terion of open and accessible andas of deliberation.The agendasetting in deliberative settings

is a very crucial phase. A controlled and closed agendetting process can limit the autonomy of

the individuals and groups in the decisioamaking process. Agend#setting can exclude certia

topics from discussion and the structuring of deliberation canmpede on the outcome (Lang

2008: 85). Therefore theorists of deliberative democracy suggested a reflexive form of agenda

setting, which is driven by the participants and understood as a wérin progress (Fung &

Wright 2003). However, as Lang points out reflexivity is not always feasible in practice due to

Benhabib likewise emphasize the norm of equalitand symmetry of deliberation that guaran-

tees all participants of deliberation the same rights to raise their voices, question arguments and

open up new debates (see Habermas 1990: 88; Benhabib 1996: 70). Following this principle,

Fishkin argued that concete deliberation experiments should be guided by a balance of arg

ments. All arguments should be considered, regardless of who raised them and which ideas they
incorporate (Fishkin 2009: 95-105). This is reflected in the criterion of inclusive and free déb-

eration. Finally, the decisioamaking should be guided by considered judgment (see e.g. Smith

2009: 14-20). This means, that participants of deliberation should come to reflected, informed

and rational decisions that reflect also the views of others. Tisudecisionmaking should be done
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2009: 24, citing Arendt 1968). The three criteria for democrdt deliberation practices are (1)
Open and accessible agenda &lon-coercive deliberation, (3) Considered judgment. They focus

on the quality of the access to and procedure of deliberation practices.

Procedural quality of will-formation Procedural quality of dec-

sion-making

(1)Open and accessible age | (2) Non-coercivedeliberation | (3) Considered judgment
da

Table4: Evaluation CriteriaDeliberation Practice

(1) Open and accessible agendehis criterion concerns the preparation of the deliberation po-
cesses. This can be a formalized preparation deliberation meetings or informally spread
information across network. The practice of setting up agendas and defining problems and
goals can be a collective undertaking or an authoritative act of few persons. The process of
finding an agenda as well ashe agenda itself as a result of this process can be evaluatea-co
cerning their participatory quality. As mentioned above, the criteria to assess the quality of
identifying problems and setting agendas are above all broadness of the agenda and the o
portunity of all relevant members to include their ideas in the agenda or goals. Thus, crucial
guestions are: Is the agenda sufficiently flexible, so that possible changes by participants can
be made? Are the goals broad enough so that everyone can identify witlem? Are the pa-
ticipants of deliberation forums provided with relevant information before the deliberation?

Is there enough time to read the material beforehand?

(2) Noncoercivedeliberation. The structuration of the deliberation process and the balancingf
arguments refer to the way arguments are trated in deliberation processes, for example
whether there are main dominant arguments that are not challenged owhether there are
practices of counterbalancing main argments. The normative dimensionof this criterion
targets the process of discussion. Here, the relevant concerns are the appropriate balancing
and structuring of arguments. While the balancing of arguments concerns the content and
argumentative perspective of arguments, the equal considerationf @arguments is more co-
cerned with the inclusion of all persons and the consideration of arguments from everyone.
The equalization of deliberation is often conducted through a professional moderator oaf
cilitator. Relevant questions studied in this contekwere: Are arguments counterbalanced by
alternative arguments? Is there a moderator or facilitator? How is the moderator balancing
different positions and encouraging everyone to speak? Are all arguments, regardless of who

offered them, considered equall®
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(3) Considered judgmentThis criterion r elates to the end of deliberation practices: decision
making. Different kinds of decisions must be made during different stages of campaign work.
A dynamic circle of people often make these different kinds of decisierThe sincerity of de-
cision-making, opposed to pure strategic decisiomaking is assessed in this study. Actors
can follow a practice of making strategic choices for arguments or they can conduct a @ra
tice of honestly reasoning about what they think is aational argumentation (understood in
the way that Offe and Preuss (1991) defined rational decisions). This criterion refers to the
continuum between strategic decisioamaking and sincere decisioamaking. Deliberationists
want deliberating citizens to male sincere decisions in which they really believe as opposed
to what they think is useful based on strategic reasons. Consequently, this study examined
the reasoning of network actors in the decisiormaking phase using the following questions:
Are the decisons made on the grounds of sincere reasoning? When and how are decisions

made out of strategic choices? How are decision taken (consensus, majority vote)?

4.3.3 Representation Practices

The analysis ofrepresentation practicesis derived from those concepts ofepresentation that
are translatable to the specific context oTCSNsRepresentative democracy is not that easily
identified as a processoriented form of democracy and is thudess easily translated into demo-
cratic practice than participatory and deliberative democracy. Only more recent conceptuake
tions that define representation as a performance (Saward 2010) or criticize the traditionalnt
derstandings of representative government (Mansbridge 2003; Castiglione & Warren 2006; Dovi
2007; Dryzek & Niemeye 2008) are suitable for the present study and will therefore be ope-
tionalized as follows. Similar to the twoformer criteria of deliberation and participation practi c-
es, the criteria of representative democracy focus on the input and procedural categes. Exan-
ining the input dimension of representation, we need to ask how representatives are selected
and instructed (Sgrensen & Torfing 2005 206-207). If representatives are not formally elected,

it remains open how they are authorized. This is tightly bond to knowledge representatives
have about their constituents, how responsive they can be to the interests of their constituency
and consequently how they can be held accountable. This is crucial especially in contexts such as
the TCSNswhere constituents groups are diffuse and overlapping and representation takes
place as descriptive representation or trusteeshipMoreover, specifically in nonelectoral forms

of representation it is suggested to install a twevay dialogue between representatives and ao
stituency in order to compensate the possible lack of control over representatives. The conatit
ency should be able to make aénformed evaluaOET T 6 j 3 GOAT OAR06-Qv) abdutd FET C ¢
the representatives in order to democratize representationAlso, ifthe role of representatives
and constituency are blurred, the dialogue between representatives and constituency can define

more sharply the groups of constituents (see Saward 2010, Castiglione & Warren 200B6)nally,
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the practice of representative claimsmaking (Saward 2010) should be made consideratelyt is
specifically interesting if claims are made in regard to certain (groups of) individuals or rather in
regard to certain discourses. If a clearly defined demos does not exist, the representation d$-di
courses seems more feasible (see Dryzek & Niemeyer 2008he evaluation criteria comprise
three main criteria: (1) Authorization of representatives by the affected constituency(2) Ac-
countability of representatives, (3) Consideraterepresentative claimsmaking. While the first
criterion reflects the common ideals of democratic control of representatives, namely demodra
ic authorization. The second criterion of accountability is situated both in classic democratic
control by the representedand in the adgted norm of democratic responsibility of the repre-
sentative. Thethird criterion is idiosyncratic for the non-electoral representation in transra-
tional settings. Since this criterion shifts the focus from the constituency as the reference point
for authorization to the representative and his/her role, the democratic quality is here defined

as democratic responsibility.

Democratic control Democratic responsibility

(1) Authorization of representatives by the| (3) Considerate represenative claims

affected constituency making

(2) Accountability of representatives

Table5: Evaluation CriteriaRepresentation Practice

(1) Authorization of representatives by the affected constituentie selection and instruction of
representatives descibes the practice of finding legitimate representatives within networks
for different constituencies (member groups, working groups, addressees of campaigns) and
instructing them about their roles, tasks and opportunities. This can also be done by diffe
ent groups, mostly either from the constituency or, in a more toglown direction, from net-
work managers or the secretariat. The instruction and selection of representatives is ©o
ducted differently than in traditional forms of representation. Formal electiors in nation
state democracies need to be compensated by other setem mechanisms. Thus, network
members must tackle the question of good and competent repsentatives. Therefore,it
should beasked: Is the selection process of representatives practicedyltaking into account

the constituents? Are the representatives sufficiently instructed? If yes, how exactly?

(2) Accountability of representatives.This criterion focusses on the degree and types of
knowledge that representatives have about the interests anitleas of affected groups they
represent and how they can be held accountable by their constituenfEhe two-way dialogue
between representaives and represented marks in what way representatives are heldca
countable. Acceptance or dissatisfactionf represented can serve as an indicator for the e

gree of identification with representatives. Further, the criterion also includes theway rep-
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resentatives acquireknowledge about their constituency and how responsibly they use it. In
other words, this criterion evaluates how accountable and balanced representation of alllre
evant and affected groups is practiced by representatives. This is primarily derived fromed
scriptive representation and concerns the ability to mirror the interests and preferences of
the condituency in some way. Here, the following questions were investigated: Are thepe
resentatives well informed about interests and preferences of the represented? How do they
perceive their own role in terms of effective and equal representation of their catituency?

Is there an expression of acceptance or disapproval from the represented, and if yes, how are
such reactions articulated?

(3) Considerate representative claimsaking. The last criterion focusses on the performance of
claims that are made by represatatives. It concentrates on how representative claims are
framed and with regard to whom or what.This criterion also addresses in how far a repe-
sentation of different discourses can be observed ithe network. The question is whether
there are different, coexsting lines of reasoning or whetherthere is only one hegemonic -

Al OOOA OEAO AOGAOUIT A OOAOAOEAAO O 8 $OUUAEGO
representation concentrates on the plurality of discourses that are present (Dryzek & &l

meyer 2008). In civil society networks with a certain collective identity that serve a common

purpose, it seems difficult to imagine that a wide range of different discourses exist in the
network. In addition, the transparency of representative claims, which & primarily made

by non-elected representatives, is especially important in cases where elections do not exist.

The group of the represented needs to know who their representative is and what the repr

OAT OAOGEOGAGO | AET DPOET AE®liowing quadtiohs wiie hveQigaed®A 8 ) 1
Is there a plurality of discourses claimed to be represented in the netwofidHow explicit and
well-founded are representative claims presented to the public and the constituency? Who

offers them?

The above outlined &aluation criteria are used to evaluate thepolitical practices explored in the
following qualitative case study. After having exploredvhat kind of political practices areex-
pectedto be found in the two TCSNsthe evaluative part of this empirical casetady investigate

how democratic these practices are.
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Part Il Democratic Practice in Two Transnational Civil Society

Networks

After having establishedthe theoretical ground of this study, the second part of thistudy will
now at first be concerned withthe research design of the qualitative case study (chapter 5). This
chapter will justify the choice for a reconstructive interview analysis with the 26 activists from
two TCSNsFriends of the Earth (FoEand Clean Clothes Campaign (CCE)will explain the case
selection as well as the methods used for the qualitative interviewand the text analysis. The
main section of thissecond partcomprises the presentation of the results from the reconstre-
tive interview analysis (chapter 6).These results cover th political practices explored in the two
TCSNs. The political practices that were reconstructed in the interview material are described in
this chapter systematically according to the broad general categories of participation, delikser
tion and representaion practices. In the subsequent chapter 7, these findings of political pra
tices are discussed and evaluated in the light of democratic theory. The evaluation criteria which
were formulated in the previous chapter are used as guiding line® evaluate inhow far the po-
litical practices can qualify as democratic practices. The last chapter of this part will draw ©o
clusions from the empirical analysis and the theoretical conceptualization and try to bring both

endeavors of this study together in a fruitfulway.

5 Research Design

The aim of this explorativequalitative case study! is to analyze political practices in TCSNsand
evaluate these practices in the light of democratic theory. Twentgix semistructured qualita-
tive interviews with activists from two TCSNsFriends of theEarth (FoE)and Clean Clothe€an-
paign (CCC) were analyzed in a twestep analysis. First, politicalpractices were identified
through a reconstructive analysis. In a second step, the demratic quality of these political
practices was evaluated with criteria daived from theories of participatory, representative and
deliberative democracy. The interview analysis focused on a retrogptive examination of polii-
cal practices, perspective of participating actors on the practices, the psitioning of actors to
practices, rules and knowledge of practicegnd the understanding and evaluation of practices in
the two civil society networks. All those parts were mant to capture the phenomenon of polit

cal practiceas a whole set of empiricaphenomena and thus provided the needed broad basis for

% Generally, a case study is used in order to study one case or a small set of cases intensively, aiming at a
generalization across a larger number of cases of the same general type (Gerring 2007: 65). Case studies
as such are not bound to @ertain methodological paradigm; they can for example follow the paradigm of
cross-case methodology or can be interpretive. However, case studies are more useful for generatiryg h
potheses than for esting hypotheses (Gerring 200767).
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the evaluation of democratic practicewithin TCSNsTCSNsare as the unit of analysisa new phe-

nomenon in thefield of IR. They are outside the three traditional analytical categories of the

dividual, the state and international systemgWaltz 2001). While the general research oimCSNs

covers many perspectives, most of the existing scholarship does not draw on the lens of dem

cratic theory. Therefore, in this study, democratic theory is applied to netorks as a structural

category. The two civil society networks FOE and CCQwhich will be investigated in this case

study, address environmental issues as well as global justice and human rights issues. Since civil

society actors, i.e. social movement oagizations (SMOs) as well as negovernmental organiza-
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religious or global justice causegFlam 2001; Khagram et al. 2002; Kern 2008)the two chosen

networks and their issue focus are typical for transnational civil society organizations.

The choice for qualitative interviews as the main instrument for data collection is appropriate in
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tion of democratic practicein TCSNscan only be answered by investigating individual actors and

their experiences and knowledge within these networks and the practices developed there. In

the interpretive paradigm, methods that support andfurther the understanding of certain con-

plex interactions, structures and motivations are useful. Consequently, qualitative interviews

and text interpretations are one of the most common methods imterpretive social sciences.

5.1 Methodological Assumptions of a Reconstructive A nalysis

The following section will provide reasons why a reconstructive analysis of the interview mat
rial was chosen. This choice for a reconstructive analysis within the interpretive paradigm of
social science methodology is made othe grounds of the specific research interest and the

characteristics of the data.

When exploring new phenomena, it seems reasonable to design an open and explorative gnal

sis. While realist or positivist social scientists assume that there is a reality dh exists indeperd-
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explain this reality objectively, interpretive social scientists share a rather constructivist s

sumption about reality: there is notthe one reality, but reality is socially constructed by the pe-

ple living in it (Stribing & Schnettler 2004p2. Interpretive social sciences thus assume that the

subjects of the study are also interpreting their realities while acting and even while talking

about it in interviews (Helfferich 2009). Thus, we can assume that interview texts cannot be

taken as an image of the objective reality; they are narrations of interpretations and can thus

% Moderate social caostructivists of course assume that there is a basis of reality that does not change.
Constructivists in international relations are for example interested in the social construction of power
through arguments (RisseKappen 1994).
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only be analyzed by reconstructing the underlying interpretations of the irgrviewee. When im-
plementing these two ontological assumptions in a methodological framework, realist or positi
ist social scientists often use standardized methods in order to detect the regularities of social
life. On the contrary, interpretative social sientists argue that those regularities must be known
before they can be investigated in a standardized way. Such regularities and standards are i
corporated in practices and a form of @heoretical knowledge. Therefore, they need to be emppi
ically reconstructed. Thus, reconstructive methods of analysis, which reconstruct those regular
ties, are a prerequisite for the validity of theory building (Przyborski 2004: 42). While standal-
ized methods give insight into questions of distribution and causalities gfre-determined natu-
ral standards, reconstructive methods want to ask what those natural standards are in the first
place. Crucial for reconstructive methods is the shift from what to how questions in order to not

remain in description (Bohnsack 2001).

The central aspects of interpretive social science methodology structure and frame the methied

AAl DOl AAOO 1T &£ OEEO NOAI EOAOEOA AAOA OOOAUGO AA
aspect has to do with the aim of analysis: the aim is access to isbstructures of meaning, as

extensively and directly as possible, through interpretive understanding. Secondly, a systemat

cally open access to the empirical reality with the aim of discovering something new i

portant in interpretive methodology. Interpretive social sciences are above all based on theeh

I OEAO T &£ (AOAAOO "1 0i AO6O 3UIATTEA )T OAOAAOQET T E
Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1984, c1967). Blumer sets out with three basic methodological
assumptions of syntolic interactionism that are also taken as basic principles of this study. First,

ET AEOEAOAT O AAO xEOE OOEEIT cO6 AAAT OAET ¢ O OEA |
be objects, but also other persons, institutions or concepts such as friendigland honesty. Se-

ond, the meaning of things results from the interaction with other persons. Third, this intea

tively constructed meaning can be changed in an interpretative process in which individuals

deal with those meanings and pssibly modify them (Blumer 2004: 322). The second and third

principles are specific to the theory of symbolic interactionism and particularly relevant for this

empirical study. The second principle contrasts the realist assumption that meanings are inhe

ently attached to obgcts and subjects. Symbolic interactionism declares that persons create

meaning through interaction. In other words, meaning is a product of social interaction.

This assumption about reality also influences the choice of methods in interpretive socialisc
ences. As it is assumed that the application of norms into action is not that unambiguous and
unproblematic, it is necessary to gain rich and detailed information about the social context and
ET OAOPOAO AA Gdiradidns (Joisl &FEKAGAIQ00418B-84). Thus, when sidying the

democratic practicein networks, meanings of democracy verbalized in the interviews, websites
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and meeting minutes are always seen as something that was created in a process of negotiation
of many actors. Even so, the intereiws can be seen as reflections of one single person who is
nonetheless embedded in a wider environment of social interactions. Based on the third princ
ple, it can be assumed in this study that actors in the networks do not only adopt those meanings
that were constructed through interaction, but also change them in a process of interpretation in
the face of the concrete situation they are in and the goals they follow. Based on those d¢ond
tions, meanings are selected and modified. This means that actors lhetnetworks are in a co-
stant process of construction and modification of meaning through the interaction with their
peers in the networks and others outside the networks as well as through their own interpret
tions of situations and adequacies. Thus, therinciple of democracy can also change over time
and is constructed and changed through interaction. Although the actors, who are appropriately
chosen according to the situation they are in and the role they fulfill (member of an organization
talking to a political scientist), present their own interpretations of democracy in the interviews,
their interpretations are still grounded in the social interactions they are involved with in the
networks. This gives the interpretation of the interviews a broader ad more general horizon.
4EA AT AT UGEO 1T &£ E1 OAOOEAx OA@OO 1 AAT O x1 OEET C x|
xA AAT AAAARAOO AAOI OO DHDAOOAOT O T &£ T OEAT OAGET T A
methods of interpretive text analysis. The qudlative semi-structured interviews with activists

and coordinators of the twoTCSNsn Europe were analyzed and interpreted with a reconstro-

tive hermeneutic method of text interpretation33. A reconstructive hermeneutic method was
chosen because the reconsiction allows a close analysis of the interview texts. Although there
are clear criteria for democratic principles and procedures, the practices of democracy in tae
works are a new phenomenon insofar as the network actors deal with those democratic princ
ples and can create practices that might not be concurrent with the given principles and pmc
dures. Thus, the patterns of demaocratic practices are only predictable to the extent that they
could or could not comply with democratic principles. However, withreconstructive text analy-

sis, it is possible to find out exactly how democratic practices are conducted and which roles

% Wilhelm Dilthey, one ofthe founding fathers of hermeneutics, defined the process of understanding as
an act of recognizing an inner meaning in signs, which are externally given. He saw two different degrees
of understanding, the daily understanding of others and oneself in salisituations and the sophisticated
understanding, which he calls interpretation. Interpretation that arrives at some controllable objectivity
can only be exerted in written or otherwise documented expressionsOilthey 2004: 23). In contrast, the
volatility of social interaction makes it difficult to arrive at a deeper understanding of social practice as
such in a concrete situation. Actors intuitively understand situations, in which they act, react and interact,
but there is no possibility for a systemic g-post understanding. Soeffner even speaks of the absent
mindedness of actors (Handelnde) who do not have any interest to speak with their actions to an (igxa
ined) audience. Thus, action and interpretation are strictly divided spheres, and an interpretatioof prac-
tice is only possible through the documentation oéction (Soeffner 1979), according to the conceptuale-
tion of hermeneutics asthe methodological approach for humanities (as it is the explanatory approach for
the natural science)(Dilthey 2004).
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network actors play in the democratic practices. The descriptive interpretation of both cases
takes into consideration the specific corgxts of both cases and thus makes for a more valuable

and in-depth evaluatiors4.

Soeffner, a German sociologist and founder of the hermeneutic sociology of knowledge, argues

that social sciences are linguistics because social science data as well as s&tRIE AT AA OPOIT A/
are language, texts. The object of social sciences is symbolic, meaningfully represented and
therefore interpretable social actiorss. Social scientific data are the descriptions, recordings and
presentations of social life, which are texd in almost all cases (Soeffner 1979). Turner (2005)

makes the same argument for verbal practices which he also sees included as practices; thus, it

can be said that the analysis of practices should be, to serextent, based on linguistics@\ny

account ofpractice that fails to account for language will be defective, because linguistic praeti

es are part and parcel of many other practices and because linguistic practices are in principle

not sufficiently different from other practices to regard them as lilely to have a radically diffe-

Written texts represent different verbal and nonverbal realities and are not situated in a co-
crete context or situation; they are independent from concrete contexts and situations and can
include many different possible realities and interpretations (Soeffner 2004: 95). This is esp
cially crucial in interviews, where actors can talk about many different situations that they have
experienced, many different persons whom they have met or coepts they have in mind. Thus,
text or interview analysis opens a broader horizon of reality than observation alone. The pean
nent availability of interpreted texts and the interpretations themselves are the formal prereqid

sites of scientific hermeneutics oeffner 2004: 118).

5.2 Case Selection

The selected cases are two politically relevantCSNghat claim to be democratic: the envirm-
mental network Friends of the Earth (FoEand the social rights networkClean Clothes Campaign

(CCC) Both networks are typica examples of the broader universe of civil society networkdn

34 Guba and Lincoln state that the positivist paradigm of inquiry and the contexdtripping/control of d e-
OAOI ETET ¢ AAOACI OEAO A1 OI 1 AAAOG O1 AOAI OAOCEI 1O xEEAE
leading to the much lamented nonuse of eval@E T T  /EEHubaBEhdQiBadIn1989: 37), because the
evaluation results are too abstract and general.
35 While interpreting texts, the interpreter uses contextual information and goes back and forth between
understanding the whole through its parts and he parts through the whole (hermeneutic circle). The
interpreter interacts with the text and the author of the text. The text itself is a product of an interaction
(Soeffner 1979: 329). Hermeneutics aims at making implicit knowledge explicit, and thereforbermeneu-
tics is not concerned with the interpretation of knowledge, but with rules and conditions that enable
knowledge as such. The potential for generalizable evidence lies only in the reconstruction of the origin,
effect and alternatives of knowledgeanherent in documents and interpretations. This can only be verified
in the analysis of concrete texts. Hermeneutics is the work on single cases Soeffner (2004 :1@8.

104



this study, the network as the unit of analysis is chosen rather than other possible units of apal
sis such as activists, organizations or campaigns because of its specific structural chazathat
has not been widely investigated from the perspective of denmoatic theory. These two cases
were selected because they are diverse in regard to some important dimensions W€ SNsand

thus reflect to a certain degree the diversity of CSNs Diversecases are useful for exploratory

OOOAEAO AAAAOOA OEAU OEI 1 O ET AOAG atorESeaniighi&l OAT G A

Gerring 2008 297).

Besides the rough distinction between social movements and NGOs, many scholars have categ
rized social novements and also norgovernmental organizations in different, more well
defined ways. Whereas NGOs are typologized according to their organizational status, founding
context or orientation3s, social movements are often typologized according to social strure,
goals or group structure. Typologies based on the goals of movements prevail in much of the
research (Raschke 1985: 106). A general characterization of social movements is provided by
Raschke (1985) based on the dimensions of (1) goals, (2) mobilizam, (3) action repertoires
and changes, (4) negotiation, (5) control, (6) situative factors, (7) strategy and (8) internalyd
namics. The three dimensions of negotiation, control and situative factors somewhat correspond
with the concept of political opportunity structure 37. Those external factors of social movement
typology are clearly dependent on thenation state. In transnational social movements, these
factors lose some of their explanatory power because organizations are not that much (still
enough, bu to a lesser extent) dependent upon domestic political institutions in their home
countries. It can be observed for example that organizations that do not get access to media or
decisiorn-makers or cannot expect an extensive list of allies in countries du@s Bangladesh, they
will seek support elsewhere and find funding and support opportunities for example in Western
European organizationge. While the concepts of political opportunity structures, negotiation,
control and situative factors are only margindly relevant in transnational networks, the co-
cepts of goals, mobilization, action repertoires, strategy and internal dynamics are highly eel

vant in the context of this study.

For the changed context of transnational activism, sociologists studying tranational social
movements conceptualized a more dynamic approach of transnational social movements (Ta

row 2006: 24). Mechanisms, processes and episodes form the triad with which Tarrow et al.

% There is a myriad of acronyms out there in order to categorize every kind of NGOr fsxample GONGO
(government-operated NGO), QUANGO (quaaitonomous NGO) or BINGO (businesgendly NGO),
which try to do justice to the different contexts worldwide, in which NGOs are founded and operate.
37 Situative factors are slightly different from political opportunity structures according to (Raschke 1985:
363). Situative factors are narrow and temporary, but also provide external input to social movement
development.
38 This particularity of transnational activism is conceptualized in the model ofE A OAT T | AOAT C
(Keck and Sikkink 1998: 1213)
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want to describe and explain complex series of developmentsdite and outside movements
which lead to contention(McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 200)3°. Keck and Sikkink (1998) systen-

atize transnational advocacy networks with similar dynamic categories. While examining traa

national campaigns, they differentiate betweerthe categories of internal relationships among
network actors and how they are maintained, different types of resources that enable campaig
ing, institutional structures, both international and domestic, that frame the activists campaig

ing, and differentways that tactics evolve (Keck and Sikkink 19987):

Campaigns are processes of issue production constrained by the action context in which

they are to be carried out: activists identify a problem, specify a cause, and proposeoa s

lution, all with an eye ward producing procedural, substantive, and normative change

ET OEAEO AOAA 1T &£ AiTAAOI 8 )T 1TAOxT OEAA AAI B/
must work for the different actors in the network and also for target audiences. (Keck &

Sikkink 1998: 8).

Furthermore, according to these authors, it is important to identify the major actors in such
networks. Such actors are very diverse and range from local social movement groups to media
outlets, research institutions or even parliamentary branches of govaments (ibid. P. 9). A di
ferentiation between different issue areas and the channels and forums of communication, as
well as the way of the functioning of different networks and the construction of cognitive frames
(information, symbolic, leverage or adwcacy politics) seems to be crucial (ibid. p. 216). Ben-
TAOGO j¢nnmuvq OOi i AOEUAA +AAESO AT A BEEEEI &80 AEEAE
tween the first generation of transnational activism portrayed by Keck and Sikkink and the se
ond generation transnational activism, whose rise he identifiesn, for example, the sociajustice
activism (Bennett 2005 212). While the transnational advocacy approach is more NG&ntered
and defines NGOs as the central actors in transnational advocacy networksetk and Sikkink
1998), the transnational activist networks approach reflects a more current form offCSNs
which are constituted of many different actors and articulate broader claimgBennett 2005).
Both of the chosen networks in this study feature diffeent characteristics of both types to di-
ferent degrees. The suggested catalog of categories from Bennett (2005)is comprised of the
following categories: (1) scope, (2) organization, (3) scale, (4) targets, (5) tactics, (6) goals and
(7) capacity. He etends this list to further categories that mark the difference between national
and transnational activism: (8) structure, (9) formation, (10) stability, (11) membership, (12)

mobilization, (13) bridging, and (14) diffusion. They partly overlap with standad analyses of

39 The concepts by Tarrow and others try to do justice to the increased range of actors and constellations
in transnational relations such as NGOs, international organizations, advocacy networks or trawasional
labor activism. Also, they expanded the analytical focus beyond the Western liberal system and san
ferred the static categories of political opportunity structures into more dynamic kinds of mechanisms
and processes (Tarrow 2006: 24). This furthe development of the concepts of social movements, as
Raschke and others conceptualized them, leads to a modification of explanatory factors and descriptive
categories.
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new social movements, such as the typology by Raschke (1985). Some of these categories do
justice in capturing the dynamic network character of organizations or the transnational level of

activism.

In combining these different approaches, aather comprehensive catalog of categories can be
established that functions as a tool to describe the two cases used in this study and identiff di
ferences in these two networks. Not all of the categories are used because some of them are e
pirically dif ficult to differentiate from others. Since the purpose of this chapter is just an owe
view of different characteristics of the two cases, the following is a general overview that rsd
marizes some of the categories. Furthermore, the two cases analyzed instetudy will shortly be
characterized based on the categories. This rough description shows the similarities and diffe
ences between the two cases and functions as a justification for the case selectiimese dimen-
OETT O AOT AGET 1T A CGeritéik i GrdeQ®ddalify ds@n appkdpriaid EaBel fdr this
study of TCSNs

(1) Goals
Goals result from the specific interpretation of reality and the perceived necessary
changes or perceived structural inconsistencies. Goals are the basic principles of a
movement group or civil society network and project the future as an orientation for
present action. Those goals can be targeted towards norms, values or tingions
(Raschke 1985: 16566).
The goals of both networks differ slightly. TheCC6 O C1 Al ©leaAcOtAritethalf@d U
living wages, working conditions and human rights implementation. The goals &oEare
more diverse and depend much on the local work of network members. The European
branch of FOE FoE Europe, focuses on lobbying activities in Bresls, whereas other
groups in Europe have direct action and information exchange between local activists as
their main goals. Both networks find themselves in the typical issue areas of civil society
engagement. However, the breadth of the issues differBhe CCQlefines a quite narrow
issue area, namely the working conditions in a specific industrial sector. Moreover, the
global garment industry has production facilities mainly in Asian countries such as Bgn
ladesh, India, Cambodia and China. Thus, theussfocus also includes a regional focus .
On the contrary,FoEhas a very broad issue area that includes all kinds of environmental
and ecological topics as well as social justice and participatory democracy.

(2) Collective identity/collective action frames*

Oollective action frames are schemata of interpretation and organize experience and

“0See also Alberto Melucci and Bert Klandermans for concepts of collective identity.
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guide action. Furthermore, they attract support, gain media attention and signal inte

tions (Tarrow 2006: 61, citing Snow et al.1986/Snow and Benford 1988, 1992)
CollectiveE AAT OEOU AAT AA AAZET AA AO OAT ET AEOGEAOGA
ATTTAAOGETIT xEOE A AOT AAAO AT i1 OTEOUR AAOQACIT OL
Both TCSNsdentify as global grassroots movements. WhileFoEframes this collective

identity very prominently on its website, CCGtates its network identity within a catalog

of many ideas that they believein& T O AGAI Dl Ah OxA AOArodsEA x1 Ol A
AT GEOT T 1 AT O%Adan bk deddl o tia&C| 8% 6nt@page This idea is also fatured

(3) Organization/formation
The organization of networks focusses on the composition of actors in the network and
the form of organization between the actors (Bennett 2005). The main categories of-o
ganization in social movement research are social movementammpaign coalitions and
advocacy networkg3. While social movement is a very broad term that classifies a very
broad social protest phenomenon, coalitions and networks refer to organizational and
structural traits of transnational civil societies. Furthermore, organization defines the
range of members that are in the network and, which roles they play in the network.
The two chosen civil society networks are purposive in their action (the same as coal
OET1060Qq AT A AOA 110 EOOO 1 &ecadudllfEcdmbine® inAng ££A OA T
same area of activism. Furthermore, they are not just temporary coalitions that takea
tion for a specific cause, but they are relatively stable and permanently networked oo
eration structures (Tarrow 2006: 161-65). Both transnational networks are organized as
networks of semiautonomous member groups in different countries. These member
groups are independent organizations that also campaign in other contexts. They pool
resources, share information through their networks andagree on basic values and pmk

ciples as admission criteria, but are permanent networks and not temporary, event

41 http://www.foei.org/en (accessed13.04.2013)

42 http://lwww.cleanclothes.org/about -us/what -we-believe-in (accessed13.04.2013)

3 Coallitions are fined as different groups of actors that combine efforts and pool resources in order to

gain joint political influence and to create solidarity against common threatg¢Tarrow 2006:164). Coai-

OEI T O AOA OAI PT OAOUN OE A U-terd ABOALS &nd bpPdrtwhities o ivherdthd OT A OE
I AAAGETT A& O AT11AAT OAOCETT DAOOAOh 1 AT U AEODPAOOGA T 0O
While coalitions are mainly defined by their strategic cause, the standard account of transnational adesc

cy coaltions focusses on principled ideas and values as the driving force behind the-salled transnation-

Al AAOI AAAU 1 AOxi1 OEO8 " AOEAAO OEEOh OEA OAAEI EOU O1 ¢
EO AZEAZAAOEOAI U6 EO /Jehtddd of thahsnatiohabriet@ddka &n@ thedb@ss Offa Odleotivd A

identity within a network (Keck and Sikkink 1998 1, 11). NGOs are the central actors in those tranan

tional advocacy networks, but also other actors such as foundations, churches, trade unipimgellectuals

or media participate in those networks (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 9).
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based coalitions. Members in theCCCnetwork are quite diverse. Obviously, there are

OOAAA OTEITT Oh AOO Al O OI1 A md dhurch orgabitations] | AT 8 O
Every network member is part of a national platform, in which different kinds of organ

zation gather. TheFoEnetwork is in this regard rather homogeneous and consists mainly

of environmental groups.

(4) Mobilization/ Action repertoir es
Mobilization describesthe activation of resources with the aim of implementing the
goals of the organization (Raschke 1983:87), whereas actions describe the different
forms of action that an organization or network realizes in order to reach its gds
(Raschke 1985: 274). Both terms are empirically not always clearly distinguishable (ibid.
P. 275) and thus will be used here as one category.
The civil society networks in this case study are both permanent campaign networks
with a history of 20 to40 years, evolving over the years into global networks of localre
ganizations. Both civil society networks mobilize through a combination of symbolic and
information politics 44. Protest events are often choreographed in public, either omi
portant dates or during significant events with highly symbolized theatrical performaie-
es. Those public protests are accompanied by mobilization through information and pet
tion campaigns and the reporting of grievances to the public and political decisien
makers.

(5) Internal relationships4s
Internal relationships are the connections established and maintained between network
actors and their allies and opponents (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 7).
In FoE all network members formally have the same status as a member group. In the
CCQG there is a division between coalitions in Europe and partner organizations in ga
ment producing countries, which also results in different roles and obligations of diffe
ent types of network members.

(6) Targets
Targets are understood as the targets or addresssef action and social change (Bennett
2005).

The CCQargets mainly international brands in the clothing industry such as Nike, H&M,

“3Ui AT1 EA Piil EOEAOYd OEAAT OEAUET C AT A POI OEAET C Al OE
xEEAE EI 0001 AAAI T A AAOGAI UOOO ikinO19BEA COI xOE 1 £ T AOx
)1 & Of AGEiI 1T DPilEOEAOYG O4EAU DPOI OEAA EI & Oi AGEIT OEAOD

make this information comprehensible and useful ttAAOEOEOOO Al Ap b AD .EIAIOG O A A EAR
gain influence by serving as atirnated OOAAO 1T £ ET A9Di AOET 16 | EAEA8 (
52 AOAEEAGO OAOI 1T &£ ET OAOT Al AUl AT EAO OAOT T AOAO xEOE «
modelling the evolution of social movements in different scenarios (Raschke 1985:37383), which seems
too complex for the purposes of these categories.
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and Zara in order to push them to take responsibility for their production sites in Asia.
FoEalso conducts campaigns thatarget specific industrial actors, but the targets of the
network are in general broader and the campaigns last longeFoEhas been, for exa-
bl Ah AAI PAECTIET ¢ AGCAET OO0 3EAIT ET Omeihas. ECAO ¢
a specific target, thassues raised are much broader.
(7) Tactics/strategy
Strategy is the unit of basic rules of action for a multitude of situations. Tactics is unde
stood as the behavior in a concrete situation (Raschke 1985: 368).
The claims of CCCare made through strategic ampaigns, which are often initiated by
specific findings of drawbacks in clothing factories. One main instrument of campaigning
is the CCQurgent appeals, which are published as reactions to particular human rights
abuses or catastrophes in clothing factées. TheCCetwork uses consumer communi
cation as a main tool for public protest. They are publicly addressing consumers and
their choices of action. Thd=oEnetwork does not focus on a specialized public; it chan
es from campaign to campaign or is assugdl to affect all citizens globally.
(8) Capacity /social differentiation

The capacity of a network defines the range of issues and the fields of action that & ne
work targets (Bennett 2005).
The# # #egplixit issue focus is very narrow. Its capacities focuso OEA x1 OEAOOS6 OE
the global garment industry. At a second glance, it seems that there are different fields of
action where theCCQGs also involved; this concerns human rights advocacy (for workers
whose rights were violated) and gender equality ©OA O | AAOT AAAU A& O xI1 1 A
FoEnaturally has a very broad capacity of issues that they are addressing. Environme
tal issues such as climate change, biodiversity, or pollution are at the center of their
agenda, but social topics such as land grainly are also emphasized.

In sum, despite the two cases;oEand CCCdiffering in many main dimensions outlined above,

they have the organization as a network, the collective identity as part of a grassots move-

ment and the style of mobilization in comma.

5.3 Qualitative Semi -structured Interviews

The qualitative interview is the most common method in qualitative research. Many different
forms of qualitative interviews that are conceptualized for different kinds of research interests
exist. Qualitative interviews are not standardized methods; they are communicative situations,
which means that the quality of the data depends on the successful conduct of a highly complex
interactive situation (Helfferich 2009: 9). The interest in investigating very specific isues is df-

ferent from the interest in exploring new and unknown issues, typically done via qualitativeni
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terviews. The technique of asking questions must therefore vary over the cow®f the interview

(Bryman 2008: 469)8 1 OA1 EOAOEOA Ed-IOGRLOOE Aix HO ADBA EGAAGE | &1
where the interviewee, in addition to asking questions, observes what interviewees disclose.

This kind of observation is fruitful for research interests that focus more on thdow of issues

rather than the what. The eploration of subjective structures of relevancy is the aim of qual-

tive semi-structured interviews. Therefore, they are more flexible and open than quantitative,

structured interviews. Throughout the interview, the interviewer can change the order and

wi OAET ¢ T £ OEA NOAOOEITO AT A xEI tionsGalemphisesAAEOOOQD
(Bryman 2008: 437).

The interviews for this study were conducted between April 2012 and February 2013. 26 inte

viewees from both civil society networks were interniewed from 17 European countries and

from 4 non-European countries. On average, each interview took an hour, and all interviews

were recorded and transcribed. Interviewees were recruited via 4nail and telephone. They

were contacted based on their positorET  OEA 1T OCAT EUAQET T O AT A OEA 1
the network. All interviewees are involved in international campaigns within their network and

can be categorized in three groups: international campaigners in charge of one specifianca

paign; international coordinators in charge of all international communication in their organia-

tion; and international network coordinators in charge of coordinating the whole network. The

I OCATEUAQOET T 06 bDHi OEOCET T O AELAEZAAO xE Q#&ionGdtgsAOA OI
Some of the organizations are central players with many responsibilities, whereas other organ

zations are rather marginal and/ or new network members or they are only associated with the

network.

Beside the qualitative interviews, which fom the central part of the empirical data, other
sources and data are used in order to complement the interview data. The websites of network
member organizations are a very instructive source for background information about there
ganization as well as tle statutes and general selfimages of the organization and campaigning
activities. Besides this publicly available information, internal documents of meeting procee
ings and decisionmaking procedures are important; for example, they support the evidence
from the interviews. However, all the complementary material is of secondary importance oo
pared to the interview data. The interview data were systematically analyzed, whereas the other

empirical data was used as additional evidence spprting the interview analysis.

In general, the exploration of practices by using interview data can cause a translation gag-b
cause practices cannot be observed directly in interviews. In qualitative interviews, interviewees
just tell their stories about practices and thus @cursively construct meaning of whathey think

of how such practices are taking place and how they are to be classified and judged. Thus, the
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more plausible to conduct participant observation in order to analyze social and political pi&
tices (Nullmeier et al. 2003). Participant observation is advantageous insofar as the participant
observer is in much closer contact with group members for a longer period ofrtie. She or he can
possibly better see what the observed persons see and do in their social settings and understand
OEA O1 AGEOAG 1 Al CObady cohv@rsakiods. Th®intdd@vk /i cofitfast dnky U
offers a small selection of how individuals se language and view their environment. In partie
pant observation, implicit features of social life are more likely to be unearthed than in inte
views, which rely only on verbal behavior. Due to fewer structuring elements compared to inte
views, participant observation also provides more space to encounter unexpected issues
(Bryman 2008: 465-66). However, practices can also be researched with the help of qualitative
interviews. The false assumption that people cannot talk about their practices (Hitching¥12)

is even less true in this specific context, where not the subconscious forms of practices are mwve
tigated, but the consciously formed and framed practices of democracy. Furthermore, these
gualitative interviews are valuable to examine of reasons focertain decision-making or deliber-
ation strategies that actually cannot be observed. Interviews are also the better choice when
processes need to be reconstructed because the development of certain strategies and practices
are best investigated by intervewing people with a certain history in the networks. Furthe
more, interviews allow for a greater breadth of topics and at the same time specify issues much
more. For example, interviewees can talk about many more persons in their daily lives than any
participant observer can observe. Also, very specific topics might not be captured by unstru
tured observation while an interviewer can simply ask about such ver specific issues (Bryman
2008: 465-69). Political practices are a very specific phenomenon that redgres a focused inve-
tigation with the help of structured interviews. Furthermore, some of the politicalpractices are

not visible to an observer, such as the writing of -enails, and need to be elaborated by inte
viewees. Thus, qualitative interviews carrymore weight under the perspecive of reconstructing
political DOAAOEAAOG8 11 0 h OEEO OOOAUBO OAOAAOAE ET OAC
also includes the knowledge, positioning and patters of practices. The knowledge of the actors
and the development of certain practices play a major part in reconstructing why certaipoliti-

cal practices occur and are used iMCSNs and such information is much more accessible via

interview than participant observation.

(1 xAOAOh OEA NOAOOGEIT AAT AA bpi OAA E1T CAT AOAI R EE E
OOAE68 7EAT xA AOGOGOI A OEAO Ol AtprAdr obseAdtidn; AdyCobsdr@A | 1 O O]
what people in their social context observgLuhmann 1997h OEAT OEAOA EO 11 ODPOOA®G

(first -order observation) in social sciences.
47 Participant observation might be the more encompassing method of data gathering, but also participant
observation creates an interactive situation, where persons react on the presence of the researcher and
her/his behavior. Thus, also in participant observation, only the image of a practice, which is created by
the actors in front a specific public (the reearcher), can be observed.
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The qualitative interviews with activists and coordinators of two civil society networks in K-
rope were semistructured. That means there were interview guidelines with questions that are
partly theory-driven and partly open (Helfferich 2009: 36). Semistructured interviews are not
completely open such as narrative, biographical interviews and not completely structured the
way highly structured interviews as well as quantitative surveys are. Interview questions varied
between open and focused questions in order to balance between the resdarinterest in dis-

covering new phenomena and the focus on specific (theoiguided) categories of interest.

The analytical categories which structured the interview guidelines in main parts, were open
and continuous categoriesThose preliminary categoriescould be opened up to new phenomena
found in the text material during the process of analysis. The conceptualization of the interview
guidelines was a multistage process developed by qualitative interview methodologists (Helffe
ich 2009; Kruse 2011). Thismethod of interview guideline construction is divided into four
phases: (1) collection of interview questions in an open group brainstorming; (2) check and
elimination of inapplicable questions; (3) arranging and reformulating of the chosen questions;

and (4) subsumption under the guiding lines of the interview (Kruse 2011 79).

During the construction of the guidelines, two dilemmas needed to be solved: first, the conflict
between structure vs. openness, and second the conflict between inductive or detiue deriva-
tion of the interview questions. Both conflicts can be seen as a continuum, with the extreme
poles of highly structured versus open narrative, and inductive and-theoretical versus deduc-
tive and conceptdriven. The interview guidelines in thisstudy were not constructed with the
aim of following one of the extreme or ideal types. Rather, the method of these interview gaid
lines was situated in the middle of both continua. The first conflict relates to two areathe gen-
eral research interest ofthe project (How structured/open should the guideline be?) and the
potential operationalization of the conceptual categories (How structured/open can the guit

line be?).

The research interest of this project lies in the exploration of an empirically underesearched
field: the democratic practices intransnational civil society networks. There is no clear and hig

ly defined empirical expectation about what to find in the field. Therefore, a certain openness
needed to be kept. At the same time, different mmative and theoretical arguments exist and
need to be taken into consideration as structuring elements. This leads to the second area, the
operationalization of conceptual categories. Many concepts that are proposed from different
scholars are not translded into clear-cut categories. Those concepts are rather thoughts, gse
tions and visions about different variants of democracy in networks (Enroth 2011). For this g
son, the operationalization process is marked by a series of translation problems. Normadi
theory cannot be translated into analytical categories without losingnecessary complexity. As
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a result, the empirical study needs to be kept (to a certain degree) in the logic of the normative
theoretical concepts. This also means that openness isaessary and that there cannot be clear
cut definitional variables. The interview guidelines provided a categorical structure, but the
guestions within the categories remained relatively open. The different items of the interview
guidelines are grouped alog the following clusters: (1) network architecture, (2)deliberation

(3) representation (4) participation, (5) deliberation and (6) evaluative itemgs,

5.4 The Method of Reconstructive Analysis

The integrative method, developed by Jan Kruse (Kruse 2011), whighchosen in this study, has
many advantages. It integrates parts of different approaches, but mainly follows the logic of the
documentary method (Garfinkel 1967; Mannheim 1980; Bohnsack et al. 2001). Bohnsack deve
oped a method of text interpretation basd on this documentary method of Mannheim. Mam
heim and Bohnsack argue that there is a division between an action and the draft of such an a
tion, the motive. Motives cannot be observed. They can only be speculated about. If actors are
asked about their acions, we find only their subjective theories about practices, but not praatt

es as such. The radical change of this analytical approach has led to the questioning of common
sense. It should not be relevant to ask what the motives are, but how they are ctrosted, pro-
duced and ascribed. Secondrder observations are more important than the search for an o
jective meaning of firstorder observations®. In this sense, the question of the meaning of an
action is a question about the structure, the generative pi@rn of the construction of that action.
The identification of this generative pattern requires the observation of practices. Those practi

es can be observed directly or through stories and descriptions of actors.

In this study, the integrative method ischosen because the interpretation of texts remainsof
cused on very close readings of the actual texfs The integrative method is based on different

assumptions and principles:

1. Atfirst, it is assumed that there is meaning in every word, transcending thectual or lit-
eral meaning of the word. Within the documentary method, those two meanings are-|
belled as immanent meaning and documentary meaning. Every word is a document for

further meaning.

*The interview guidelines can be found in the Annex.

9 Luhmann marked this as a turning point in social science methodology. In secondder observations,
social scientific typification can be distinguished from commorssense tyification (Luhmann 1997).

50 Objective hermeneutics as an interpretation method, on the other hands, is a radically open method
with less rules and regulations than the documentary method and the applied integrative approach. The
results of interpretations can vary significantly and can be of limited value if the interpretations are not
done by a very experienced scholar.
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2. Rules and relevancies determine choices of articulation. In othevords, how individuals
verbalize their thoughts is not arbitrary, but follows rules of grammar as well as symbo
ic structures; subjective relevancies and interpretation patterns determine how things
are said.

3. Those rules and relevancies can be reconstrtemd with the methodical process of anal-
sis.

4. Analysis and interpretation are two distinct processes; analysis includes the reconsttu

OEiIT T &£/ OEA OA@OGO0 1T AATET COh A 11T xAA AU OEA

5. The analysis must bestrictly data-centered, while interpretations must be consistent
with the text material.

6. A reconstructive attitude must be adopted. The interpreter needs to reconstruct the b

EAAOEOA |1 AATEI ¢ xEOEET OEA OA@gO i AOGAOEAI OAOD

ing into the text.

7.)0 EO AOOOI AA OEAO OEA AOOGEAOI AGEI 10 HW-£ OEA
-

EAAOEOAT U6 OAIT EA &£ O OEAIi 8 4EAOA OET OI A AA
8. The interpretation must be transparent and intersubjectively verified and comrehens-
ble (Kruse 2011 156; LuciusHoene & Deppermann 200495-100).
According to these basic premises, the texts of interview data are reconstructed. Reconstructive
interview analysis means first of all an open hermeneutic method of description and intgret a-

tion of texts. The first step of theinterview analysis is purdy descriptive. Description without

ET OAOPOAOAOGEI T AAT AA OAAAEAA xEOE OAOAOAI 1 AOQE]
OOATAET C 1T &£ 1T OEAOQh E8A8 0O0ddbdtivé pstemAch heantB@sl | 1 1 A

The general idea is to slow down the process of analysis. The description of the text, whioh i
cludes a sequential analysis according to the principle of emergence (lig-line analysis) of the

introductory parts of eachinterview, is an instrument that helps to get to as many different ideas
expressed of the text as possible. The following different levels are examined: the pragmatie-le

el of interaction positioning, the syntax level of grammar using, timing and rhythm danguage,

and the semantic level of word choices as well as the creatiod®o OOAT AT OEA AEAI AOodj

161-62). The level of pragmatics, in which interviewees position themselves v&svis narrative
figures (persons they are talking about), is specifally relevant when reconstructing practices.
This level of text analysis captures the positioning and agency of network actors and can give
valuable insights into the conduct of politicalpractices from different perspectives. Agency and

positioning analysis will be outlined below.

As already mentioned, the positioning of interviewees can help to explain relationships between
actors in networks and the practices that constitute and form those relationships. Positioning

analysis, which is the analysis of iSO OOE OA DPOAAOEAAOh OOEA 0OO1 OEAO
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£ 1060 Tx1 AT A T OEAOOG 1 EOAO86h xAO AAOANI PAA Al
tities or the self of individuals by investigating how they verbally interact within a specific co-

tA@O j $AOEAO pwwnq8 4EOAA OAATT OOOOAOEOA 1 AOAI O
conversational units (i.e. characters, events, topics, verb structure, etc.) or general conversatio

al structure are positioned in relation to one another withnOEA OADBT OOAA AOAT 6OON
ODAAEAO AI OE EO biI OEOEITAA AU AT A DPTI OEOEIT O EEI 7
joq n(lx AT OEA 1TAOOAOI OO bi OEOEIT OEAI OA1 6AO EI
L xET Al )eO AMtBARAEOKAARADODI ixMe O15-06). Fhie dirdAdvedfo-¢ 1 1 p
cuses on the identity construction, which is a main aim of positioning analysis. However, the first

and second level are more relevant for the present empirical study. On the first level, thguc-

tures of events and persons are reconstructed. Here, the characterization of individuals and their

agency are formulated. The second level contains interaction and speech acts such as giviag e

cuses, blaming other persons, or giving advice. This co@®©OAOET T AT OOOOAOOOA Al
analyzed as a means to an endone that is concerned with situating conversational structure

within certain distinctive audience-A OE OAT ET OAOPOAOEOA I(16AAI EOEADO8OG

Those specific interpretive modalitiesthat interviewees are using in order to position then-

selves within the context of the network are always positionings that are relational and can only

be successful if the actors share specific knowledge and context. Actors are influenced by the
contextoE 11T Of Oh OA1I OAO AT A OOOOAOOOANK Aéécish® OEA ¢
AET EAAG j BAOEAO pwwm

Since actors are actively positioning themselves and others, they are constructing dynamid-ne

work relations. Those positionings of many actorsn the network can be condensed into diffe

ent types of practices in the networks. The interviewed activists in the two networks in this

study of democratic practices reflected upon their own roles and tasks in the network, evaluated

processes of decisiormaking and deliberation and thus positioned themselves as specific actors

in the network, for example as the rather marginalized group with only a few chances of iafl

ence or the powerful coordinator who firmly controls developments in the network. Through

OET OA 1T AOOCAOQET T O 1T &£ OI1T A0 AT A PI OEOGEITTEI CcOh AAC
identified and extracted. Of course, positioning analysis also provides valuable insights into

power relations between network actors, which is very useful in esduating democratic quality.

Agency analysis is a second analytical tool that is used to investigate political practices with the

help of the interview material. Agency is a specific form of positioning. The agency concept f

cusses on the cognitive reprede OAQOET T T &£ TT1A60 1T x1 ETEOEAOQOEOA bi

Al OO0GAO T &2/ AAOGET 18 'CAT AU AT Al UOEO AAOACIi OEUAO

I xT ETOT1 OAT AT O ET AAOOAET AOGAT OO 1O OAOOI 608 )
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involvement in democratic decisionmaking practices. This agency can be anonymous, collective,

structural, indirect, consensual or individual (Kruse 2011 203-04).

After this first period of descriptive analysis, the findings were structured and groupecdhio sev-
eral interpretative pathways. In this phase, heuristics helped to structure the different findings.
In this way, it is possible to categorize them based on different interpretations of positioning,
agency and practice. In a next step, the differetmterpretations were condensed into one co-
sistent interpretation. In a last step, the empirical interpretation were put into the theoretical
context and evaluated based on normative criteria (Kruse 2011: 22228). This stepby-step
analysis was also donén an interpretation group that met every week in order to discuss inte
view sections. This is very important in order to avoid one interpretation that might be full of
very specific assumptions and classifications. Interpretation groups provide an opportity to
collectively develop analyses and interpretations, which are validated through the triangulation
of many subjective positions. Group interpretation also leads to theotieal sensitization (Kruse
2011: 183). The reconstructive analysis of interviewmaterial was grouped and systematized

with the help of the qualitative data analysis software MAXQDA.

Particularities in analysis and interpretation arose when the interviews were held in a language

that was foreign to both the interviewer as well as theriterviewee. Interviews that are condud¢-

ed in a foreign language seem to be problematic in the sense that we never know if the interview

partners are really saying what they want to say with the same accuracy as if it were their nhet

er tongue. At first, iti OO0 AA AOOOI AA OEAO ET AEOEAOATI O AOA A
want to say. Without this assumption, the analysis and interpretation would not be possible or

lead to arbitrariness. The limited semantic repertoire of interviewees in a foreign laguage co-

text is a phenomenon that needs specific and sensitive analysis of the choice of words andex sp

cific concentration on the reconstructive and distancing attitude (Verfremdungshaltung). The
interpretation of, for example, metaphors must be even nre careful. Nevertheless, the foreig-

ness of language makes it easier to adopt this distancing attitude in the interview situation and

in the interview analysis. The understanding of language of the other person is not taken for

COAT OAAR AT Al KEOGOOEMIGBACAOAT I AO 11 OA TAMOAI T US
ings and choices of words are more often questioned and asked for. Thus, the foreignness of la

guage can help the reconstructive analysis in a positive way. Since the understanding of-la

guageis never trivial, be it the mother tongue or not, the commitment to basic principles ofer

constructive analysis is even more necessary, but also even easier to conduct because the anpli

itness of meaning is not the same as in nativanguage communicationKruse 2012: 20).
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6 Political Practices in Transnational Civil Society Networks 7z An Ex-

ploration

O(1Tx AT AO PI1EOEAO £EO1T AOGEIT ET EOO AOAOUAAU
about political practices in higher education policies (Nullmeieet al. 2003). The following ch@-

ters attempt to answer the question of howdemocracyfunctions in its everyday occurrence in

the two TCSNsThe democratic practices that were observeinh this study are defined aspolitical
practices that are orientated bwards specific democratic rules. These rules in turn are deducted
from general democratic pinciples. In general, politicalpractices result from interactions Le-
tween actors as well as between actors and prgiven rules. Thusdemocratic practices develop
160 T &£ OEA AAOI 0086 AT 11 AAOGEOAQ AgAI ET AOCET I
normativity) and the positioning towards other actors. The interpretation and positioning of

actors were reconstructed through the interviews with actors in hese two networks.

The analysis of democratic practice in TCSNSs is subdivided into two steps. The first step oflana
ysis is the exploration of the spectrum of political practices in the two cases of TCS{dhapter
6). It comprises a thorough reconstructionof the different political practices that range in the
spectrum of participation, representation and deliberation. Aalytical categoriesbroadly define
participation, representation and deliberation practices and build a heuristic in order to identify
them as political practices as such. The different categories of participation, deliberation and
representation practices can appear in different settings and phases and can develop different
shapes.In a second step the democratic quality of these politicaractices is evaluated in order

to asses if these political practices qualify as democratic practicésee chapter 7)

The exploration of political practices is roughly guided by the heuristics that define open categ

ries in which the political practicesdiscovered can be clustered:

Participation practice encompasses learning and empowerment practice, information distrib
tion, cooperation and joint decisionmaking and decentralized governance First, learning and
empowerment are practices of participationthat involve the learning of skills to participate €-
fectively and the learning processes that take part during participation. Empirically, this comes
mainly into effect in empowerment practices of marginal or weaker groups. Second, information
distributio n is a practice that is crucial to keep processes and strategies open to input. Thirdly,
cooperation and joint decisionmaking is the main part of participation practice in the two n¢
works. It is a broader category that involves many kinds of different @ctices of campaigning,
coordination and decisionmaking. Lastly, the decentralization andestablishing of autonomy is
an important set of participation practices that aim at providing members with the freedom they

need to decide on their own campaigns antkt member participate in tasks that are devolved
118
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from the central offices to the local organizations. Participation practice is very broad set oftea

egories. Deliberation and Rgresentation practice mark narrower sets of practices.

Deliberation practice is subdivided into the identification of problems and defining of agendas
the structuration of deliberation processes and the decisioimaking during and after delibera-
tion. All categories mark rather concrete practices that take place during deliberatioor encam-
pass deliberation processeswhile the problem identification is not directly connected to delb-
eration, these practices prepare deliberation processes in that they set the points that will be
discussed during deliberation practice. Structuring tie deliberation is a practice that involves all
actors in the network, namely coordinators, campaigners and facilitators. During deliberation
we can again differentiate deliberation as such and decisiemaking practices. These practices

are specifically interesting because they define how output is generated in deliberation.

Representation practice comprises practices of selectionand instruction of representatives,
communicating between representatives and represented and the making of representative
claims. All those practices of representatiorare related to the performance of the relationship
between representatives and represented. The different ways of instructing or communicating

thus form the representative relationships.

Political
Practice Analytic al Heuristics (open categories)

(1)Learning and empowering

(2) Distributing and diffusing information in the network

Participation

(3) Cooperation and joint decisioamaking
(4) Decentralized governance

(1) Identifying problems and setting agendas

(2) Structuring the deliberation process

Deliberation
(3) Decisiortmaking during and after deliberation
(1)Selecting and instructingrepresentatives
Representat-
on

(2) Communicating between representatives and represented

(3) Making representative claims about individuals and discourses
Table6: Analytical Heuristics of Political Practice
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Political practice, analytically defined as an action taking place in a relational structure of more

than one actor, OAT i | OT EOU DAOAEI Oi0& 1A, s&ongept@lly bnid Antpifich ¢ T

ly related to the analytical dimensionsknowledgeof actors and thepositioning of actors, which

are equally important for the interview text analysis (Korobov 2001). Thepolitical practices and

OEA ETTxI AACA AAT 6O OEAI ET &£ OA poktidal piaktides. RdsOT 06 O £
tioning can beself-positioning as well as intentional or unintentional positioning of other in the

practices. The positioning of an actor is inurn based on a complex practice. When conducting

poliical DPOAAOEAAOR AAOT OO OOA OEAEO OPAAEEEA ETIT x1 A/
knowledge can evoke certairpolitical practices and enable or disable a certain positioning ohé

actor (Nullmeier et al. 2003 16). The two analytical dimensions of positioning and knowledge

structure the analysis and interpretation of the empirical material and help to identifypolitical
DOAAOEAAO AU OAAI ClT EUET ¢ Cdinds andAcllé dDiddnleagd UO 1T £ DT C
As outlined in the previous chapter, the interview analysis was conducted on the basis of the

open categories of participation, deliberationand representation practices. Through the &

cribed meaning, namely the positioning and agenayf interview partners within the two TCSNs

the practices in the networks were reconstructed!. This reconstruction was based on the sy

tematic interview analysis as described in the methods chapter. At first, the introductory par

graphs of each interview vere precisely reconstructed through a language analysis. After that,

the entire interviews were coded on the basis of the openategaies (see table on page 11b

These analytical categories functioned as a guideline for a deeper interpretation of intervie

passages in a third step of analysis. The results of this thrstep interview analysis will be pre-

sented in the following chapter 6.3 After a general introduction of the two cases in chapters 6.1

and 6.2, the results of the reconstructive analysis angresented in chapter 6.3This section does

not follow the process of the interview analysis, but presents the results of this process divided

into the analytical categories and complemented by further categories that were generateg-i

ductively throughout the process of the interview analysis. As empirical reality is always more

chaotic and fragmentary than theory, the descripon of the individual political practices cannot

fulfil any demand of completeness that is given in theory. It is rather the casdat political prac-

tices found in the two networks and fit in the categories are described without completely filling

out the analytical scope of the single categories.

*! That means in concrete terms, that practices such as that of a specific form of decisimaking script
specific roles such as moderairs, working group leaders, presenters or discussants and at the same time
network actors position themselves through the practice of decisiommaking in the context of the broader
network for example as outsiders, opinion leaders, listeners or informatiobrokers.
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6.1 A Campaign for Better Working Conditions in the Garment Industry:
the CCC

The Clean Clthes Campaign (CCC) was founded in Amsterdam, N&td1 AT AOh A0 OEA «
Kleren AT PACT A6 ET pwywd8 4EA AAI DPAECT EO OAAT A0 ¢
at their suppliersd /EA A OT OZAdénH201jt &9)AWitD its 24 years of existence, the CCC

can be classified as a permanent campaign network that is highly institutionalized and does not

merely campaign on a temporary basis. As of today, it contsisof 17 national platforms in 16

countries that were established over time. Although the CCC consists of many si#mpaigns

that are conducted by its 16 national platforms, the general issue area of the campaign is very

i AOOAAG 4EA ## #mprAving VolkingdddrililbAsOn tielglobdl Earment inds-

O &5 Bhe CCC started in 1989 with a campaign against the clothing retailer C&A in the Nethe

lands. An activist at this time summarized the reasons for this first antirand campaign against

# Q! ¢ itQuas8Dutch, it was big and we already had information about its use of sweatshop

1 A AT(Su@dr 2009: 9). Although internationalism and international solidarity were big topics

AiT1Tc 1TAEOCEOO AAOQOEOEOOOR x1 1 AT 80 licwas ioBrdered1 A A /A
AA AO Alil8 7EAOA OEAEO Al T OEAOG xAOA OOEOAEAA Al
concern for consumers at that time (Sluiter 2009: 1415).

$00ET ¢ OEA PAOETA T &£ ET OAOT AGETT Al EUADIBIN& 1T £ . '
work in Eastern Europe and outside of Europe. This development was also accompanied and
influenced by the outsourcing of garment production outside of Europe, which began in the
pwxmdO08 &OTT OEA pwyndOd O p wwo dtailetsErdt wgsaciaATl O D OI
ly manufactured in Europe dropped from 70% to 35% (Sluiter 2009). Reacting to this deveie

ment, CCC has led more and more international campaigns about this issue. The campaigns were

often successful in getting companies to sign ced of conducts or protect workers from prog-

cution and mistreatment:

The CCC has taken up more than 250 cases and many have been resolved: health and
safety conditions improved; dismissed workers reinstated; unions recognized and aeti

ists released from pison. Some brand name companies have responded by adopting
codes of conduct and drafting policies on corporate responsibility, considered ami
portant first step in the process of abolishing sweatshop conditions3

°2 http://www.cleanclothes.org/ (accessed: 8.1.2013)
%3 http://eudevdays.eu/2011forum/news/successtories/campagningcleanclothes(accessedd9.04.2013)
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Goals

The CCehetwork wants to reach ts goals through the cooperation between trade unions and

/0 11 A OACEITTAIT h TAOGETTAI AT A cii AAl &AOAI 4
spect for each others [sic] different roles and methods, open and active communication, pakic
patory consensus buildingAT A AT 1T OOOOAOEOA AOEOEAEOIi 86 KOOOEAO
ers in their own local campaign work is a main instrument of the CG@twork. Besides this,
public action is valued as an important instrument to reach better labour standard®r workers,

although the CCC does not promote boycotis.

The International Labour Organih O E T T &D@clgrajion bndFundamental Principles and Rights

at Work (1998) and Article 23 of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights are the basis for the

# # #a@dR of labour practices. Furthermore, CCC principles state that workers have a right to

know about their rights and to be educated and trained. According to the CCC, consumers as well

have a right to information about the production conditions of their ¢othing and sportswear.

Public campaigns of CCC must be conducted with consultation of the affected workers. Also,
gender issues must be addressétl The garment industry, the CCC claims, has a responsibility to

ensure good labour standards because their gition of power enables them 6 enforce good

labour standards6.4 EA ### OPAT O AOI OT A T1TA TEI1T1ETITn %001 O
Al OAT AET C al al int&rnatiohd ¢aindaigns (Clean Clothes Campaig012).

Organization/formation of the campign network

The CCC is a network of different organizations. Most organizations in Europe affiliated with the
CCC are located in Western European countries. All these European organizations have built
national coalitions that are called CCC platforms. Senof the smaller and younger groups can be
found in Centraland Eastern European countries. The national platforms in each country consist
of many national organizations. Trade unions are welcome to be part of these platforms. Besides
trade unions, there ®A OT AEAT EOOOEAA 1T OCAT EUAOETT Oh x1 1 AT ¢
organizations and church groups that are included in those national platforms. In most cases,
one organization is the leading national organization on these platforms. Since theganizations
that form national platforms often existed before they joined the CCC, the size and structure of
the national organizations vary. The internal organization of national member organizations is
diverse; some organizations have a broad membershigase and/or very formal decisionmaking
procedures while some organizations are very large with complex structures. Other orgaaiz

tions are very small and do not have formal members. Over the years, the CCC grew into aEur

** http://www.cleanclothes.org/aboutus/what-we-believein (accessed4.1.2013)

*The gender dimensiomwas a reason for targeting the garmentustry in the first place, most of the sewers

INB 62YSYy YR GKSNBEF2NE Al gt a 2F O2d2AA¥E6). NBFazy (2
*® http://www.cleanclothes.org/abouius/what-we-believein (accessed: 4.1.2013)
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pean network. The most recent newomers are Finland and Ireland who joined in 2010. The
International Secretariat, which is located in Amsterdam, split from the Dutch Clean Clothes
Platform in 2003 and is now working independently for the entire network. Thelnternational
Secretariatis more than just a secretariat with administrative responsibilities. It is very dynamic
and does not simply serve the membership, as one British member of the CCC notes (Sluiter
2009: 171), but has started its own programs and initiatives. Staff members ofdhnternational
Secretariatare going on field trips to Asian countries such as Bangladesh, India, and Hong Kong
AOGAOU UAAO8 $ OAgrodi, in GeEeht ydard, Ghe hedwdr Goordinators formed a
steering committee in order to plan a restructuringof the network and adapting procedures

with regard to the growing number of participants.

The sample of organizations that were interviewed in this study consists of different typical
types of organizations that can be found in the network as such. First all, there are organia-
tions from different regions in Europe: from Southern Europe, Western Europe, Northernue
rope and Centratand Eastern Europe. There are smaller and bigger organizations, organization
with more or less resources, organizations thahave been in the network for a very long time,
and organizations that have recently joined the network. There are organizations that play a
central role in the network and have many projects with other organizations, and there arer-o
ganizations that are nore peripheral and only to a limited degree involved in projects. Some of
the organizations are grasgoots organizations with many volunteers; others are much profg-
sionalized with many paid staff members. Furthermore, the focus of campaigning is very feif

ent among the interviewed organizations: there are organizations that are focusing on fair trade

EOOOAON OEAOA AOA xT i1 AT860 1T OGCAT EUAOET T Oha- AAGAT I

tions, trade unions and human rights groups.

123



Internationa | Secretariat Italy
Amsterdam Campagna Abiti Puliti
Austria c/o Centro Nuevo Modello di Sviluppo
Clean Clothes Kampagne Vecchiano (PI)
c/o Sudwind Agentur The Netherlands
Wien Schone Kleren @mpagne
Belgium Amsterdam
Schone Kleren Campagne Norway
c/o Wereldsolidariteit Kampanjen Rene klaer
Brussels Oslo
Belgium Poland
achACTz Actions Consommateurs Travailleurs Clean Clothes Polska
Louvain-la-Neuve Warszawa
Denmark Spain
Clean Clothes Campaign Denmark Campaiia Ropa Limpia
c/o MS ActionAid c/o SETEM
Copenhagen Barcelona
Finland Sweden
Puhtaat Vaatteet Rena Klader/Clean Clothes Campaignh Swede
Helsinki - Helsingfors c/o LO-TCO Bistandsnamnd
France Stockholm
Ethique sur I'étiquette Switzerland
Paris Clean Clothes Campaign
c/o Erklarung von Bern/c/o Déclaration de
Germany Berne
Kampagne flr Saubere Kleidung Zirich/ Lausanne
c/o Vereinte Evangelische Mission Turkey
Wuppertal Clean Clothes Campaign Turkey
Ireland c/o Temiz Giysi Kampanyasi
Clean Clothes Campaign Ireland United Kingdom
Dublin Labour Behind the Label
Bristol

Table 7: List of European national platforms and International Secretariabf the Clean Clothes Campai§h

Besides the European groups, there are international partner organizations, for exahe Cara-
dian and American partner organizations that are collaborating with the CCC. International
partners in garment producing countries such as Bangladesh, Hong Kong, Taiwan, India etc. also
play a crucial role because they are doing research on the gred and have established relatio-
ships with workers in the garment industry. Those partner organizations are often involveda-
ther temporarily in specific CCC projects and are not institutionally connected with the Eurep

an network. The CCC has only recdntestablished a more formal structure of regional coordia-

tors and started to hold frequent neetings in the Asian regiof8. The coordination of all network

> http://www.cleanclothes.org/about/contact (accessed: 24/8/2013)
°® One interviewee spoke about this (pseudonym: C1).
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activities is managed by thdnternational Secretariatin Amsterdam. Different coordinators plan
and structure meetings and forums, coordinate the communication between European platforms
and international partners and strategize about longerm plans. The operative planning of ca-

paigns is still done by the national platforms.
Internal Relationships

The internal relationships are characterized by the diversity of actors involved. Compared to
other NGOnetworks, trade unions are involved in the CCC. Those specific N@&de union rela-
tionships are not always harmonious, as the study by Egelandén and Hyfmann (2011) about
the cooperation of the Swedish Clean Clothes Campaign with trade unions has shown. They a
gue that the different financial capacities (tradeunions being more or less selbufficient because
of membership fees, and the NGOs getting ortgmporary project-based funding) lead to diffe-
ent time horizons and priorities in campaigning (ibid.). This poses specific challenges for imte

nal relationships in the CCC.

In general, every organization in the network is quite autonomous in their operate work. Ex-

cept for the general principles, which were described above, there are no other binding rules

that prescribe the way how organizations can campaign and take action. This network of ael

tively autonomous groups is beneficial for a productive cqeeration across ideological borders:

O0!'1 061 OEA AT AT EOEIT 11T AAl EiBIEAA OEAO DPAOOI AOO
EAA AEZEEAOAT O EAATIT T CEAAT ACAT AAOG86 j 31 OBOAO c¢nr
forms in the network vary. Some of them are collaborating very closely on a transnational level,

whereas others are mainly concentrating on national campaigns.

The CCehetwork is structured around the sacalled Euromeetings,which take place three times

a year in different cities in Europe. Every platform is supposed to send a representative to those
meetings. It is also a rule that the same representative should attend the meeting in order to
secure continuity in information supply and negotiation. Withinthe Euromeetings there are
different working groups which pre-discuss certain issues. Those working groups are often
formed around specific topics or campaigns. Everyone who is involved in that campaign oF i
terested in that topic can participate. Usually, those working groupalso prepare proposals for
the general discussions in the plenary sessions. The partner organizations from Asia do not take

part in the Euromeetingsand do not have voting rights for decisions that concern the inner e

125



work. However, there are regional metings that are mainly steered by the partner organia-

tions and where all matters that concern this cooperation are discussed and decidéd
Mobilization/Action Repertoire

The action repertoires of the CCC differ depending on the specific contexts of theliindual

groups. In Western European countries, the mobilization is mostly awarenesaising action

targeted at consumer behavior. Besides consumer education, which is a priority in Westero-E

Of PAh xT OEA0GO Al pi xAOI AT O E O the intdrnafiodal netwokk. | AET A
ITA T &£ OEA 1T AET AAI PAECITEIC OiiT10 &£ O xImOEAOOS
CAT O APPAAI O 1TAOx1 OE8 50CAT O APPAAI O AOAr-OAT O £
ment factories whose rights were violated. Thdnternational Secretariat of the CCC examines

those requests and decides if the CCC takes action and goes public with the case. It is wery i

portant for the International Secretariat that the workers really want to attract an international

public audienceas well as that the workers decide the demands of the campaign:

URGENT APPEALS ACTIVITIES include writing letters of protest to companies or public
authorities, launching largescale public email and fax campaigns to pressure companies
or governments totake positive action, writing letters of solidarity to workers and their
organizations, and carrying out a variety of awarenesgising events (speaker tours,
press conferences, demonstrations) to draw attention to cases of rights violations, both
among the general public and the media. (Clean Clothes Campaign 2005).

Besides the urgent appeals, there are typical CCC campaigns that consist of phases of lobbying,

public blaming of brands and research about working conditions. In Centrand Eastern Euo-

pean countries, which used to belong to the garment producing countries, the context is slightly

different, and campaigns focus more on wonied O OECE OO 1 O refignDdcktddEi 1 8 ) 1
consumership hardly exists, which can be partly explained by the comuist past and the only

short history of a free market in these countries. In the current garmenproducing countries in

Asia, the action repertoires are mainly comprised of public street action. However, this can be
dangerous for activists in some countes; therefore, many groups focus on counseling workers

and educational activities in order to make workers aware of their rights.

As two campaigns in the fall and winter 2012 showed, concerted local street actions are one of

the main forms of public proted 08 )1 3 ADPOAI AAO AT A / AOT AAO ¢mpcgh
of H&M stores in European and US cities to protest against bad working conditions and main

trition of workers in H&M factories in Cambodia. In December 2012, many European and -US

AmericanAAOEOEOOO ET ET AA OAZAOEEIT 11 A0 O OAEOA Ax

**The information of this paragraph is taken from different interviews with CCC members. Thetarview-
ees were given pseudonyms. The pseudonyms of the interviewees that gave this information are C4, C7
and C10.
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the sweatshops of big brand companié8. Such actions are also taken to convince passdny to
sign petitions and letters to brand companies in which they are demanded to péiying wages or

engage otherwise in an improvement of working conditions.
Targets

CCC is mostly doing public awareness raising campaigns for an audience of Western consumers.
4AEAU AOA OEA |1 AET OAOCAOGO 1 &£ ### AAisAdingOh AO
many kilograms of clothesper year per person (Marz 2010198-99). The CCC frames consumers
asconsumer citizensvho are responsible for their choices and not just mere passive and unco
cerned shoppers. The termconsumer citizengrew out of a cebate about the question whether
responsible citizens are reduced to infantile consumers within their commercialized lifevorld

in Western societies and whether this development threatens the democratic political culture
(Barber 2007). The rising of anticorporate campaigns that address citizens as consumers can be
interpreted as one part of this democratic erosion, but it can also be understood from the opp
site perspective: through anticorporate campaigns, consumption is politicized, the division d>
tween private and public action is dissolved, and acts of consumption become gidal actions
(Baringhorst 2010: 33).

Besides consumer citizens, the CCC wants to target brands and retailers to hold them accaunt
ble for the control of their supply chains. A deade after the founding of the CCC, a widely deba
ed CCC code of conduct was written down, which is used as a guideline to motivate companies to
implement a code of conduct and to assess the work of many brand companies with the help of
this measure. Whileconsumer citizens and brands are the main targets of the CCC, governments
and politicians are also asked to develop laws and regulations that would force companies to
supervise production and pricing standards and establish transparency. Lastly, garmenbvkers
themselves are supported in their own campaigns and in the establishment of trade unions
(Sluiter 2009: 17).

Advocating fair clothesgg one Campaign in epth

4EA AAI PAECT n$EOAT OAO &AEOI AOOO EO A OUBEAAI #]
ing conditions of workers in the outdoor clothing industry. As the outdoor clothing sector has a

O1 AOCOORI ACART xEEAE EO 1 £ZO0AT 1T EOOAEATI U AOOTI AEAOA
of outdoor clothes in public opinion, the campaign targets thi© 1 EOAT 1 AAPOET 16 AU EI
the actual conditions of clothing production in the outdoor clothing sector. The main coordirta

ing team is composed of two larger and one smaller organization in the network.

60 http://livingwage.cleanclothes.org/2012/12/1 7/my -christmas-wish-a-living -wage/ (accessed:
4.1.2013)
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This campaign is conducted with different instuments of campaigning: There is the dialogue
with the producers of outdoor clothes, the research about the working conditions in the famt
ries and a public awarenessaising campaign. This campaign was initiated in 2010, when the
first research reports were published. The research was conducted by local partners in South
East Asia who interviewed workers and investigated the local conditions of the factories that
produced clothes for the big outdoor clothes companies such as North Face, Jack Wolfskin or
Vaude. Questionnaires that were sent to the companies about production conditions functioned
as the second data source for the evaluation of fair clothing production. The investigated fact
ries were evaluated according to ILO standards and the Human Rightsnwention. Main parane-
ters were: social security, work contracts, work hours and salary, hygiene and medical services.

A yearly report shows any development of the investigated companies.

The 2012 report is 68 pages long and is comprised of comprehensie®mpany profiles that

were created with the help of the questionnaires that were sent out to companies and the-r

search at local production sites. The topic of the campaign is approached with a knowledge

based perspective. The aim of the campaign is to g&d information about the companies and

educate consumers of outdoor clothing. The research about the companies is the cornerstone of

OEA AAi PAECiI 8 "AOEAAO OEA AT i POAEAT OEOA OAOGAAOAI
centered on information supply and education. Traveling exhibitions about clothing production

in the outdoor sector are at the heart of the campaign. These exhibitions as well as workshops

about the issue can be booked by the organizing Clean Clothes Campaign groups.

While anger abd® © OEA AT i PAT EAOS DI 1l EAEAO OI xAOAO FEAEO
initiating impulse, the campaign itself is created in a very positive, adventurous style. Thersy

bolism in the campaign uses semantics from outdoor vocabulary, starting with theame of the

AAI PAECT EOOAI £/ OS$EOAI OAO AZEAEOT AOO6h EI &0AOET C
i AT 68 $O00ET ¢ AT AgAi pI AOU DOl OAOGO AAOQGEI T nET " AO]
NOAOAAI Ad | +AET ' EDPAAI E®® OA AR UxAkACRIAOQBT @GIEGA BI
pretending to be typical costumers of outdoor firms. The message of this protest action is very

positive, namely that it is possible to implement fair working conditionsThe campaign is funded

by the EU and thus hato fulfill certain requirements.

One national platform in @pth

The German CCC Campaign platform represents a specific type of national platform. The-pla
form is quite big, involving many powerful organizations. There is a platform coordinator who
coordinates the activities of 22 national organizations and 7 regional group3he circle of n-
volved organizations consists of mainly Christian organizations (14 out of 22) and trade unions

(4). This is not typical for the Clean Clothes Campaign, but shows thiae typical German actors
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in the field of international solidarity and development aid are Christiarbased. The internal
organization is formalized and hierarchical. Decisions are taken during board meetings of all

responsible organizations (Tragerinnenkras) by majority voting.

The board of the national platform meets quarterly and decides about strategy and planning as

well as the implementation and evaluation of campaigns. There are additional annual action

meetings and closed door meetings. Each orgaaiton has one vote. The operational planning

during the meetings is delegated to the managing committee (Geschéaftsfihrender Ausschuss)
(Kampagne fir saubere Kleidung 2010)Local groups are supposed to support the activities of

the national campaign platfam (ibid.). Although the structure of the German national platform

is much formalized, there is still room for maneuver in the local groups. However, the autonomy

of local groups is limited since there are many precise rules of action that are implementgdite

OECIi O1 60i U8 4EEO EO AEAEAAAOAT O O1T 1 OEAO ### Pl AO/

rather loose coalitions that do not conduct such formalized procedures.

6.2 A Network for Environmental Protection Worldwide: FoE

The second case in thismpirical study is the Friends of the Earth (FOE) network, which is mat

ly concerned with environmental issues. FOE is an international grageots environment net-

xI OEh OEA x1 CHEA® OF B 1A ALOOA 11 OF\ EQ statertehts. OléaAyFdEOC AT E U,
belongs to the three biggest environmental NGOs, but in contrast to Greenpeace and WWF, the

other two main environmental NGOs, FOE addresses environmental issues in reference to social

and political inequality and voices explicit critique onneoliberalism in a broader ideological

agenda than @enpeace or WWF (Doherty 2006 ¢¢o¢c 8 &OOOEAOI T OAh &1 %8 (
makes it different from the rather centralized NGOs Greenpeace and WWF. Sevesigymember
organizations overall, present on every continet, and 2 million member$! campaignfor envi-

ronmental and social justice and sustainability. FOE was founded in 1971 by organizations from

France, Sweden, England and the USA. A small secretariat was set up in 1981. Annual meetings

took place and an execuve committee was built in 1983 in order to govern the network and

issues between the meetings. In 1985, the European member organizations set up a regional
coordinating body in Brussels, FOE Europe. The narration around the founding of FOE by some

OAT ODEAIl OA1 DPAT PI Ao AT A AAT OA Al S$AOGEA " O xAOh |,

and emotional story of a group of engaged people:

These first gatherings were passionate, multicultural exchanges of concerns and ideas.
According to Richard Sandbrok, an early FOE activist from Britain, "The start of Friends

® http://www.foei.org/en/who _-we-are (accessed3.1.2013)
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of the Earth, and indeed of FoEl, was romantic to be sure, but it was also very hit and
miss and mundane. Day by day you never knew where the money was coming from, nor
who would take the slightest notice of what we did.%2

&1 % AOT OA AOT i1 A1l Ai AOCET C ci 1T AAT AT OGEOIT T4 AT OAI
nuclear protests, they envisioned, were the driving force behind the founding of FoE. David

Brower, the founder of FOE, coined the famdd O1 1 CAT d O4EET EssThe éndkAl 1 Uh
ronmental movement is according to activists as well as scholars very broadly and inclusively

AAEET AA AO OOAOU AEOAOOA AT A Alipi Agh OEAEO 1 OC
nized and formally institutionalized to the radically informal, the spatial scope of their activities

ranging from the local to the almost global, the nature of their concerns ranging from single-i

sues to the full panoply of globalenvir T I AT OAT AT T AAOT GBedlolindtu@®Ad0 p www
environmental movements cannot be doubted since global protest events like the Seattle WTO

protests in 1999 took place. FOE haalso consultation status with the Economic and Social Cou

cil (ECOSOand other relevant United Nations bodiess4.

Goals

FOE state that their mission isOOT AT 11 AAOCEOAT U AT OOOA AT OEOIT 11 A1l
dignity, and respect for human rights and peoples' rights so as to secure sustainable societies. To

halt and reverse environmental degradation anddepletion of natural resources, nurture the

earth's ecological and cultural diversity, and secure sustainable livelihoodg:. Besides those
environmental goals, FOE include in their mission statement also the empowerment of indig

nous peoples, local commuities and women. Furthermore, it is part of the mission statement to

broaden public participation, further the equality between and within societies, and to link @

verse groups in the global struggles (ibid.).

The top priorities of FoE for 2012 were landgrabbing, climate and biodiversity financing and

OAT OPI OA GAThA issbed i€l by FOE touch many different problem areas. For exa

pil A OIl ATA COAAAEI ¢C6 EO EEOOO T &£ Al A 1 AgAl bDOI .
justice, environmental destruction, food sovereignty and poverty. The land lease to corporations

in developing countries is framed as land grabbing, because local peasant often lose their land.

FoE does not only react to the complexities of global environmental problemsy campaigning
comprehensively on all problematic details, they also campaign on issues, which are not orig

nally environmental. The campaign against corporate influence on public institutions and geo

62 http://www.foei.org/en/who _-we-are/about/25years (accessed3.1.2013)

63 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/obituaries/1373616/David _-Brower.html Obituaries: David Brower,
8.Nov. 2000 éccessed: 111.2013) / (Radkau 2011 611)

64 hitp://www.foei.org/en/who _-we-are/about/structure (accessed: 241.2013)

65 hitp://www.foei.o rg/en/who -we-are/about/mission_statement (accessed2.1.2013)

% http://www.foei.org/en/what _-we-do (accessed: 2.1.2018
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ernments is one example for a campaign that is concerdevith a political problem of democracy

and transparency.

Friends of theEarth Europe (FOEHR, the European branch of FOE, name their focus areas af fo
lows: climate and energy, corporate accountability, finance, food and agriculture, and resource
use’”. ThaDA AOAAO AOA AEOEAAA ET O ODPOI COAiI O6h xEEAE

nator:

Qlimate Justice and Energyncluding the EU's climate responsibility, UN climate talks
strategy, energy savings and communitypased renewables;

1 Economic Justicencluding corporate transparency and responsibility, impact of Europ-
an companies on developing countries, corporate lobby power, food speculation ang-e
tractive industries;

1 Food Agriculture and Biodiversityincluding GMOs, biofuels, EUs Common Agricuku
Policy and biodiversity;

1 Resources and Consumptiomcluding measuring and reducing Europe's resource use
(waste policy, resource use, consumption and production patterns);

9 Sustainable EU Fundén co-operation with CEE Bank watch Network): includingenvi-
ronmental and social indicators as the basis for the programming of EU funds over the
period 2013-2020;

1 Network Developmentincluding capacity building within the network, strengthening
91 01 ¢ &OEATAO 1T & OEA %AOOE %001 PA AT A O0ODPDI O

The broad range of issues, FoE is tackling, stands in contrast to their rather small buddet.
2012, FoE spent around 4,5 Mio. Euros in total (Friends of the Earth 2012), compared to 183,4
Mio. Euros that for example Greenpeace spent on their campaigns2a@12 (Greenpeace 2012).
However, the capacity to maintain a broad range of issues comes also from the local organiz
tions, which often set their own agenda. This allows for a broader frame and the capacity torpu
sue different topics as well as use differa strategies to reach the aims. While the Brusselg-0
ganizations naturally focus on lobbying, other organizations are concentrating on maintaining
relations with specific countries by helping other local organizations or considering one specific
environmental issue as their top priority. FOE Europe is mainly funded by EU institutions, for
which they got criticizeds® and their independent campaigning can be doubted or criticized,ed

pending on the perspective. The Vic@resident of the European Commission rgmnsible for

67 http://www.foeeurope.org/ (accessed2.1.2013)

68 hitp://www.foeeurope.org/about/how -we-work (accessed9.8.2013)
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/environment/climatechange/9339045/Revealed _-how-taxpayers-
fund-climate-changelobbyists.html (accessed12.1.2013)
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Administrative Affairs, Audit and Anti-Fraud,SimKAT 1 AO OAUO ET EEO OADPI 00(q
the Earth Europe received 50% of their funding from the EU and EU national goveremts 7 a

EECE bDPOI bl tbdgovetnmesithl Orgahisatid & $AOPEOA OAAAEOETI C 0O ¢
#1 11T EOOEITh OEAU xAOA ETEOEAIT U OAOU EECGCEI U AOE
2007).

Organization/formation of the campaign network

Each of the above named programs is usually managed in a steergrgup. All program coord-

nators are located in the Brussels office and take the decisions for strategic and operational
choices. Bigger questions are decided with the whole network, for example at one of the general
meetings (F2, P.11). The Annual General AAOET ¢ j!'-qQ EO ObBdaEng OOI OE
AT AUdh xEAOA Al1l 1 OCAT EUA (rEHedidés tHis] thefs @r®dlsb Annu@lE T O1 A
meetings of climate change campaigners and other campaign areas (F2, P. 24). The general
meeting is supposed ¢ be attended by representatives that have a leading role in their orgariz

OEiI T8 4EAOA EO A1 OI A bi OOGEAEI EOU OI OAT A A ObBPOI
come (ibid.). Besides the representatives of the single organizations, Brussetaff is attending

the meetings in order to provide facilitation or follow up on other developments. Those mee

ings are divided in two parts: a formal part with approval of the accounts, the election of Exec

tive Committee and setting strategic priorities.The second part includes workshops and dis@i4

sions with members (ibid.). The Executive Committee meets four times a year and takes s¢rat

gic decisions, oversees the implementation of strategies and appoints the director of FGEE

FoE International consiss of 74 national organizations, 31 of them are situated in Europe, 14
organizations in Latin America, 14 organizations in Africa, 13 in the AsiaRacific region (includ-
ing Australia) and 1 organization in the US and Canada respectively. Thus, around 42 P@ld
organizations come from European countries and for example only 17, 5 % are situated in the
whole AsianPacific region. There are regional umbrella associations of FOE in Latin America,
Asia-Pacific region, Africa and Europe. The Feletwork integrates different local organizations

that are independent organizations and often have existed before they joined the FoEtwork.

European regional Office Ireland

Brussels Friends of the Earth Ireland
Austria Dublin

Global 2000 Italy

Vienna Amici Della Tara Italy
Belgium (Flanders & Brussels) Rome

70 hitp://www.foeeurope.org/about/ho w-we-work (accessed9.8.2013)

71 http://www.foeeurope.org/about/how -we-work (accessed9.8.2013)
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Friends of the Earth Vlaanderen & Brussel |Latvia

Gent Latvijas Zemes Draugi
Belgium (Wallonia & Brussels) Riga

Les Amis de la Terre Belgique Lithuania

Namur Lietuvos Zaliuju Judejimas
Bulgaria Kaunas

Za Zemiata Luxembourg

Sofia Mouvement Ecologique
Croatia Luxembourg

Zelena Akcija Macedonia

Dvizhenje na Ekologistite na Maked-

Zagreb nija
Cyprus Skopje
Friends of the Earth Cyprus Malta
Limassol Moviment GhallAmbjent
Czech Republic Valletta
Hnuti Duha The Netherlands
Brno Milieudefensie
Denmark Amsterdam
NOAH Friends of the Earth Denmark Norway
Copenhagen Norges Naturvernforbund
England, Wales and Northern Ireland Oslo
Friends of the Earth England, Wales an
Northern Ireland Poland
London Polski Klub Ekologiczny
Estonia Krakéw
Eesti Roheline Liikumine Scotland
Tartu Friends of the Earth Scotland
Finland Edinburgh
Maan Ystavat Ry Slovakia
Helsinki Priatelia Zeme
France Banska Bystrica
Les Amis de la Terre France Spain
Montreuil Amigos de la Tierra
Georgia Madrid
Sakhartvelos Mtsvaneta Modzraoba Sweden
Thilisi Jordens Vanner
Germany Gothenburg
Bund fur Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutsh-
land Switzerland
Berlin Pro Natura
Hungary Basel
Magyar Természetvédok Szovetsége Ukrai ne
Budapest Zelenyi Svit
Kiev
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Table 8: List of members of Friends of the Earth Europe with the regional office in Bruss&ls

FoE International has three official languages: English, French and Spanish. In FOE Europg En
lish is the only official language. FOE International meet biannually at a general meeting. Natio

al member organizations are supposed to send representatives to the general meetings. The
national member organizations are quite autonomous; the network is coordinad like a fedea-
tion. It is emphasized that all local organizations are enabled to participate in all international

campaigns and activities of the Folaetwork:

The Annual General Meeting is the ultimate decisiemaking body of Friends of the Earth
Europe. Senior representatives from member groups attend the AGM to take part in
evaluation, planning and decisioamaking, and the election of the Executive Committee.
The Executive Committee meets four times a year to take strategic decisions between
AGMs and tooversee the implementation of the decisions made by the AGM. Executive
Committee appoints the director and delegates operational decisiemaking to her?3

The Executive Committee of FOE Europe is elected annually by the member organizations at the
annual general meeting. The Executive Committee consists of five representative of member
organizations and is responsible for the general agenda and strategies together with the magna
ing board (F4, P. 60). Further responsibilities are shared between the Executi@mmittee, the

secretariat in Brussels and the director in Brussels:

I'm not sure if it's really an executive body i mean friends of the earth europe is a strong
secretariat in Brussels with a lot of staff and a director, so the work of the excom is to
support the work of the director and of the main coordinators of the programs, and of
course take a number of decisions which have to be taken by STATUTE by such a body
which is elected, we are elected by the general assembly which takes place every year.
and so we meet i think four times every year for two days in brussels, HAVE somenail
conversation, it's not something very huge in fact BECAUSe it's the OFFICE as we say is
very strong and work very well and very competent people, strong director et cetarso

it's a bit formal but not only, i mean we have real discussion when we meet have to take
decisions but i mean everything is well prepared and documented (F5, P. 30)

Collective identity

Our vision is of a peaceful and sustainable world based on sawés living in harmony
with nature.’s

There are different principles that member organizations need to agree with. First and foremost,
the democratic principle is important and there is a commitment to participatory democracy in

the network, which is demanded to be reflected in local organizations, toof@ur decentralized

5 (http://www.foeeurope.org/network, accessed: 26/8/2013 )

" http://www.foeeurope.org/about/how _-we-work (accessed 2.1.2013)

74 The interviewees were given pseudonyms from FE14.

75 http://lwww.foei.org/en/who _-we-are/about/mission_statement (accessed2.1.2013)
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and democratic structure allows all member groups to participate in decisioh A E E%. T 6

members need to be dedicated to the FoE vision, participatory democracy, gender balance,
grassroots and national activism, transparency and accountability to their constituents and

&1 %6 6 A£O01 AOAEOET ¢ DPOET AEPI A08 &OOOEAOI T OAh OEA |
from political parties, economic interests, state and religious organizationsyork on multiple
environmental topics and justice perspectives and engage also on the international level of

FoE".

The internal relationships in the FoEnetwork are characterized by a deep commitment to equal
north-south relations. This commitment is notalways easy to pursue. During the UN World
Summit on Sustainable Development in South Africa in 2002, FOE went into a crisis over thé-ba
ance of north-south agendas, which finally resulted in the resignation of Accién Ecol@gi (FOE
Ecuador) (Doherty 2006 862). The main dividing lines were identified in different ideological
visions (Southern organizations being more radically antheoliberal, whereas northern orgairi-
zations are sometimes either apolitical nature conservation organizations or rather moderat

lobby organizations) and different capacities in putting forward the own agenda. (ibid.).
Action repertoire

One of the major campaigns and at the same time one of the biggest successes of the European
branch of FOEwas the seA A1 1 A-Ask#OA IERTA B @ressure(ational governments in B-

rope to reduce COzZmmissions. After the British FOE organization mobilized successfully to
demand a climate change law, which was passed in 2008 and was the first climate change law

with legally binding targets for reducing carbon dioxide emissior.

&1 % POT 11T OAO OEAE Qredsix@BIAT @ 7A@ drisct abtien i€alinkin part
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public awareness on environmendl issues. They provide information and expertise on different

campaign topics. Grassoots activities are supported from the Brussels office through

knowledge, skills and resource sharing. The European network of FOE concentrates much on

lobbying in Brussels and their role as experts. Thus, they focus much on providing reports about

EU legislation and specific circumstances in EU countries and to a lesser degree on public imob

lization. This is also done in rather spectacular events that try to raise medatention and get

into national news all over Europe. The mobilization of citizens and potential activists is primar

ly organized on the national level in the respective organizations in one country. In nationaf-o

" http://ww.foei.org/en/who _-we-are/about (accessed: 9.3.2013)

77 http://lwww.foei.org/en/who -we-are/about/membercriteria(accessed: 9.3.2013)

78 http://www.thebigask.eu/About%20the%20Big%20Ask.html _(accessed9.4.2013)

ohttp://www.foei.org/en/media/archive/2011/friends _ -of-the-earth-international -celebrates40-years-

of-mobilization-resistance-and-transformation/?searchterm=40th%20anniversary(accessed 2.1.2013)
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ganizations, mostly classic mobilization sategies and action repertoires prevail: from public

street action to informational campaigns. The international network mobilizes also via online

petitions and on big global events like UN conferences. In contrast to CCC, the-Refork does

not have ashort-term campaigning tool like the urgent appeal actions. The campaigns are in

general longer lasting and often broadened in their issue focus. Permanent campaigns with

broad political goals are initiated mainly by one local organization, which cooperasewith other

i OCAT EUAGET 108 111 EAT AAO xEOE EAOI AOOS 1 1aOAT Al OC

tions, human rights organizations and union$ are quite usual.
Targets

While FOE Europe targets mainly EU institutions, above all the Eldmmission, the local organ-
zations and the international network targets different actors, ranging from international insi
tutions like the UN or the World Bank to multinational corporations like Shell to state gover
i AT OO 1 EEA Edamp@ighio rediic& CO2mmidsions. FOE claims to speak to the it
zens of the world, but there is a clear concentration in European and Northern American ceu
tries. The public is spoken to as a potentially environment sensitive constituency, which is-i
formed and mobilized through different campaigns on various topics. Thus, also the type afi-a
dience can be defined very broad: peasants, consumers, pacifists are only fegamizations that

are talked to.

6.3 The Political Practices of Representation, Participation and D eliber a-
tion

After the general description of the two networks the focus ofthe following chapters is on a

detailed presentation of the results of the interview analysis The analysis of the caseof CCC

and FoE ishased on 13 qualitative semistructured interviews for each network. These 2@Ganon-

ymous interviews are numbered consecutively from C1 to C18nd from F1 to F13respectively.

Single quotes of the interview textsare includedin order to make the analysis more transparent

and comprehensible. Since the interviewsvere transcribed with intonations and accentuations,

the quotes read differently compared to standard language. The quotes represent spoken-la

guage to the degree that they are still readable. Accentuations are marked by capital letters and
allwords, alsol T 601 6 AT A POI 11 061 O OOA FurtAeimo®)ifintervidw@s 117 O A
refer to concrete persons; names, countries and nationalities are anonymized in order to guara

tee the anonymity of interviewees.

8 http://www.foei.org/en/who _-we-are/about/an -introduction -in-video (accessed: 9.3.2013)
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The reconstruction of the interview texts was done in several steps. A first step was the precise
reconstruction of the introductory passage of each interview. After that, the interview texts were
codedon the basis of the open categoriedVith this broad and open heuristic, it was possible to
reconstruct and interpret the relevant text passags. The logic of this chapter is to present the
results of the interview analysis and systematizethem in the light of the research question of
how political practices of representation, participation and delileration take place in civil socé-

ty networks.

This chapter is organized as follows: at firstthe general perception of the networls in which
campaigns take place and network members interd is summarized After that, the main part of
this chapter concertrates on the three core elements of analysigarticipation practices, deliber-
ation practices and representation practices These three different political practices are d-
scribed on the basis of the analytical categories. New categories that were indwetly discov-
ered in the interview material that did not fit into the analytical categories are described at the

end of each section.

6.3.1 Inside the Transnational Civil Society Networks: General P erceptions

The network character and the respective joint missioa of the two transnational civil society
networks greatly influence the perception of members about their own organizing. This is ins
far interesting, as it gives a broader overview of the general positions in the two networks. | will
start by describing the perceptions in the CC@etwork and after that will outline the general

positions in the FoEnetwork.

1 0O AEOOOh O BhAredidrcéplicd 6f Fhd melwAriOdntributes to the collective ident-

ty8! of the Clean Clothes Campaign. The main meaning tigattributed to the network is that of

a loud and powerful coalition.Sngle organizationsbecome stronger and loudemwhen entering

the network and therefore join the network (C5 P.55)When network member organizations
speak for a whole network of verymany organizations, it gives their wordmore power; they say
(C1, P. 177180/C10, P. 65; C4, P.13844; C5 P.55). The network is also meant to be a mdut
piece for the interests of workers in Asian countries. Through the campaigning in Europe, fueled
by the ground research in affected countries, the issues of workers are heard, and there is more
and more pressure on the companies (C14, P. 62). Thus, the network is perceived as a strong

community that strengthens individual members amnl reinforces the commoncause.

However, the CCchetwork is perceived very differently from the central members in the ne

work and peripheral members in the network.It can be divided into different (geographical)
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areas. While the core network consists of the oldest members in \&tern Europe, there are p-
ripheries that vary in their marginal status according to seHperceived peripheral positions or
peripheral positions that result from exclusionary rules or routines. The peripherystretches
from Centraland Eastern Euope and Sothern Europe to South-East Asia. Peripheral organiz-
tions have regular contact with other netvork members, but contacts are not very tight They
have few contact persons or manage their communication via thaternational Secretariat. Pe-
ripheral network members perceive the netwak as a highly professionalizechetwork with a lot

of complex structures and procedures, aery advancednetwork. They ascribe much expertise to
the network. Beside the image of the network as having a strong outward voice, theseyaniza-
tions thus add another meaning to the network: a place for learning and struggle (C 7, C8, C12).
The perceived high level of professionalism has ambivalent consequences for peripheral organ
zations: On the one hand, the network is perceived as a ptawhere everything about successful
campaigning can be learned; on the other hand, the adaptation to habits and priaes in the
network is critically evaluated as sometimes quite hard and difficult (C7, C8, C12). Operson of

a new member organization in the network summarized those difficulties in the following way:
0311 AGEI AO 1 EEA E OAEA AAZE OA xA EAOGA 061 AAI PO

ODAAA &I O OOAE AEC AEOAOOOEIT ET AOCOI i AKGET G | 8¢
iTOA OEI A OI A 111x OEA DPOI AAOCOBDP.BJ. A geripreall OEA O
I OCAT EUAGEIT ET OEA 1 AOx1 OE AAOAOEAAOG A Ai 1T OOAO

at the beginning i was really inexperienced but now i careally work with the projects and ee-
OUOEET ¢ O EOo2O OAAIT U CGIiTA &£ O i Ah E O AAOOGOT T A
organizations are in the periphery of the network, they look at the network from a different i&
gle. The first organiation is a new official member of the network, whereas the second one is
not an official member of the network. This results in different expectationabout the participa-
tion in the network. The second organizatioruses the advantages of being associatedttv the
network without having to take part in Euromeetings,whereas the first organization is involved
in all the network activities and has to fulfill obligations and might have more expectations
AAT OO0 OEA 1T AOx1 OE &The IgRGiimdAdStiblished pragticed i thO i@iveriscan
make smooth participation for peripheral or new members very difficult. Since peripheral ma-
bers are often also new members of the network, this specific perception of being marginalized

is also reflected in the practie of welcoming new organizations.

Core network members have a different outlook on the network than peripheral members. Many
of them express how proud they are about the achievements of the Clean Clothes Campaign and
frequently describe the efficient use 6the network structures with few capacities as a real asset

of the Clean Clothes Campaign. One network member describes this from the perspective of an
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public visibility of the campaign network, central members of the network do not see the priof
ciency of the network organization and the complexity oits structures as something that has to
be mentioned explicitly or evenshould be seen as a problem. Rather, members of tteterna-
tional Secretariatand core members of the CC@etwork praise the efficient mode of collaboa-

tion through a dynamic information flow inside the network:

| would say beCAUSE we are a network and also because you have a kind of formatstru
ture in place it means campaigns like the sandblasting campaign can go very quick and
have an imPACT because you have the some different organizations involvend they
KNOW the network they know the basic premises so SOME campaign topics can very
easily be can go very quickly spread and have some impact, right? (C2, P. 114)

Core members in the network appreciate the participatory approach to decisiemaking in the
network, although they also see flaws in realizingarticipation practices (e.g. C1, C9, C3). There
is a critical, realistic, but overallpositive meaning ascribed to the network, which is above all

substantiated by the efficient information flow in the network and the successful public aa-
paigning.

Similarly, many FoEmembers are very enthusiastic and emotionally attached to the
T AOxT OE8 'O TTA ET ORAOOEAxAA OOAOAOHh &l % OEO

The network is perceivedas an alliance of likeminded environmentalists with a diverse set of

AppOi AAEAOYg OE OEETE OEA #Z£AAO OEAO xA AOA A

groups who all have their NATional level strategies and campaigns and LEgal structures and so
on vision and mission, means that we have a very diverse range of voices when we discuss the
EOOOASG | Roltibal algdmeRt pl&ys an important role in the network, as well as theid
versity of voices and interests. Although political ideals must behared, different approaches of

campaigning and differing political opinions and goals in specific thematic fields are tolerated.

The diversity of the organizations in the FoEhetwork is, in general, a frequently referred categ-

ry. Diversity means uniguenas, because other large NGOmich as Greenpeace or WWEare not
that diverse. Activists in the FoEnetwork understand the network as a coalition of very passio-
ate grassroots people (F2, F6, F9). However, there are organizations that also value strategic
choices and an output orientation more than the original grassoots or social movement framed
activism (F2, F3, F5). Thus, the diversity of the network organizations with a common political

understanding is valued:

We have enormous diversity we have errmous victories we have enormous strength in
our groups but also in some cases significant challenges within our groups we have a
WIDE range of different ways of working we have a very i think high level of common
understanding of the MAIN environmental ISUES facing us and or is driving those env
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ronmental issues in terms of kind of political structures and economic structures driving

some of the problems(F2, P. 80)
This wide range of difference among the organizations in the network can be seen veryaly
when looking more deeply at some of the interviewed organizations: Some of the organizations
are big organizations that are quiet giats in the network. They areconcerned with nature ca-
servation and biodiversity issues, i.e. issues that are not aut@tically political. Those organia-
tions do not, or only to a limited degreeprefer (radical) public protest actions. They see the
network as an umbrella organization for their interests and often see their own role in the e
work as a supporter for smaler or weaker organizations. Traditions of the organizations and of
the environmental work are also very important. The language spoken by their represerttaes
(the interviewees) is rather formal and selfconfident. Those organizations are located in Wes
ern/Central Europe. Other organizations are very passionate about their campaigns and see the
formal network framework as a secondrange matter that helps to keep up their ideals and meet
friends with same mindsets. They are not so much concerned with forrized procedures, but
are rather attracted by the political opportunities and cooperation. They seem to have a grass
roots background, although they have somehow grown out of being a pure grasmts organiza-
tion. Still these organizations show a very stmag commitment to grassroots democracy. Typ-
cally these organizations are to be found in Southern European and Scandinavian countries. A
third group of organizations can be characterized as active, independent, standing at the edge of
the network. These oganizations emphasize their own projects and the cooperation with other
international networks. The contacts and communication with the network is not that intense.
They are mostly also geographically at the edge of the network, in Centaatd Eastern Eurg@e

or outside of Europe

Whereas there are very obvious differences between the European organizations, timern a-
tional differencesare even more striking. This can be troubling when a common position is
needed to be found. Different views on issues canspire discussions, but it can at the same time
prohibit any consensus on a matter of discussion. As pointed out in the quote below and also in
other interviews, the difficulty to even find an agreement on how to articulate claims or pio
lems comes mainlyfrom the different cultural and political backgrounds of the involved organ
zations. Different organizations specialized in different topics such as climate change or anti
nuclear politics. Thus, other interviewees also say they would desire a stronger,one united
campaign network, although they value the grant of autonomy for every organization (F4, P. 92).

This will be again picked up in the chapter about deliberation practices and consensus.

There are groups that are well like [org. in country] or frends of the earth [country] that
are more mainstream and not thatwell lefts left-win and then we have groups in latin
america that are really environmental organizations but also in the forefront of the
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struggle for human rights and democracy so that hava completely different position in
their society and different view of the struggles that have to be fought to get sustainable

AOOOOA AT A OEAT EOB80 1T &# Ai OOOA OAOU AEAEAEAOI

The diversity of the FoEnetwork goes hand n hand with a certain degree of complexity and the
guestioning of effectiveness of the network:

Of course the structure is relatively, especially if we speak about ah if we think about the
international or the global level is relatively complex, not commx but i mean relatively
not effective in the sense that very much bottorup contrary of an organization like
greenpeace which is maybe more effective in the sense that many things are decided in
amsterdam in the head office and then the groups just impleemt. this FoEnetworks to-
tally different at friend of the earth so especially the international level, i mean thepa
proach the cultural context, the views et cetera of the groups in the different regions are
SO different and diverse so sometime it's evenrairacle that we can increa our number

of BASIC position et cetera. but then when it comes to REALLY make internationab{r
grams work really challenging(F5, P. 104)

Thus, the diversity of organizations can be seen as both: a gain in strength and a losddaision-
making effectiveness. It seems to be a matter of perspective, and position in the network, what is
weighted more: the advantages or disadvantages of diversity. Whereas gras®ts-minded or-
ganizations are more inclined to value the diversity, loby organizations are rather seen the ine
ficiencies in overly long discussions. This results in different speeds of internal decisionaking

and a situation at the transnational level, which produces different perceptions of the pree
dures of decisiorrmaking.

If two organizations work in VERY different WAYS, let's say that you have one orgaaiiz
tion that make all their decisions within on a volunteer base that they all have to agree
with every decision and the other organization makes their decisions only by BOARD

or a small GROUP that makes their decisions or by their office or whatEVER then they
gonna work in very different PACES they are gonna be one is kind of running but thé-ot
er one is walking you know so of course that is a fact but then you have plan a project
after the politics that the organization has as well so and it is always important to be
aware of the effect (F9, P. 129)

Besides the European focus of campaigning, international solidarity with grageots organiza-
tions is viewed as someting, which makes FoE quite uniquelve are probably the only network
of environmental groups in europe which takes seriously solidarity with grassoots struggles in
I OEAO OHRCFES1JFWtbernjore, the diversity of the network is raising the fedhg of po-
litical efficacy.

We can link the struggles you know. we can SEE when we are in a federation, that we are
not alone, i mean as affected groups affected people, you know you see, we are not alone.
the same problem is happening in amazonia and theame problem is happening in ind-
TAGEA AT A EO EO T ETEAA xEOE A AAiIPAECT EI
this opportunity to LINK the struggles, to work with other local groups to exchange the
experiences and experiences with campaigndy®0 OAAh j8qQq EO | AEAO
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against something or for something. as a federation we have more power to FIGHT yes,
with a company for example or court, or government.13, P. 97)
If many different organizations are participating in campaignsso the line of reasoning, it raises
the pressure and has a bigger effect (F4, P. 86; F6, P. 56). This membership in a big and well
known environmental protection network can not only put more strength on specific campaigns

and claims, it can also make ldei | Ai AAOO i1 OA AOOOAAOEOA OAO EIT I

to join the network because it helps in recruiting new members at the local level (F11, P. 81).

6.3.2 Participation Practices

The analysisof participation practicesis structured based on the analyital categories:(1) learn-
ing and empowering; (2) distributing and diffusing information in the network; (3) including
(and excluding) network members in the campaigning process; and (4Jecentralized goven-

ance

(1) Learning and empowering
The major effort of learning and empowerment in the CCenetwork is targeted toward the

workers in garment producing countries. The empowerment of workers in production countries
EO Al EIi bi OOAT O b Awdersian@ingllEidrefleciedin thed BridiaiplesCaifdl- /£

lows:

Workers themselves can and should take the lead in their own organising and empo
erment. Workers can best assess their needs and the risks they take when asserting their
rights. Public campaigns and other initiatives to take action in cases afjhts violations
and the development of strategies to address these issues must be done in consultation
with workers or their representatives.82

The empowerment of workers is not only written down in the principles; it is also seen as ae

tral partofthei EOOET T 1 &£ OEA ###d OAAOEAAO OEA BNOET AEDI
Guish. are four areas of work, so in order to reach our mission, which is improving workingco

AEOCETI T O ET OEA ciiTAAl CAOI AT O ETAOOOO(10,Ps Al BI
29). This mission is practiced through coordinated projects with NGOs in the producing cou

tries. Via mediation through these NGOs, workers are encouraged to raise concerns, proldem

tize issues and get support for campaigns and seadfganization. This empowermentapproach

AEi O 11T OEA T1TA EATA AO ET AOAAOGET ¢ OEA DAOOEAEE
and workers organizations; on the other hand, it aims at increasing the participation in the-

ternational NGO network.

# http://www.cleanclothes.org/about/principles _ (accessed: 01.10.201p
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NGOs that worklocally with garment workerss3 have the difficult responsibility to bridge partic-
ipation problems: they are translators, supporters and educators of the workers and help them
in regard to negotiations with local factory owners and multinational companiesturthermore,
local NGOs consist of researchers and educators for the international network and become the
mouth-piece for the workers in a transnational public sphere. The following quote of an Asian
NGO activist, who works in close collaboration with th€ Cenetwork, exemplifies how difficult it

is to support and educate workers in their struggle for better working and living conditions.

Here, we can also see that empowerment involvedsoa gender aspect:

Then you know that garment workers are always fegbowerless many of course young
women, those women who are very submissive some well that's why it's difficult i mean
to organize them, so that's why we have DESIGNED the PROgrams how to involve the
garment workers, how to train training up the unions supprt them to i mean bargain
with the company with the company with the owners with their bosses, so that, or even
the governments so that their wages right can bguaranteed or i mean increased(C12,
P.26)

The interviewee describes the young women workingn garment factories as very submissive,

thereby making it difficult to mobilize them. In general, this quote captures the implicit aim of

education and empowerment. Workers feel powerless; they do not see their political efficacy.

The aim of designed pro@ Al 0 EO Ol OOAET AT A OOPDI 00 sxi OEAOC
OEOAG | xI i ATq xT OEAOO OEI O A AAOGAI T B AxAOAT AGO 1|
OAAOCAET 6 xEOE OEA AT I PATEAO j#pch 08uvyQqs 4EA Al
racycanAA EAAT OEZEAA E1T OEA DPOAAOGEAAOG 1T &£ A1 Al OOACEI
previous quotation from one of the interviewees already reveals that this seems to be a more

top-down empowerment than a bottomup learning process.

The empowerment,or capacity building, as FOE membersatl it, is practiced in the FoE
T AOxT OE ET A OAOU OUOOAI AGEA AT A &I Of Al EBFAA x AU«
ET ¢ OEOI OCE AAi PAECi 6oh EO 1 AET1 U AEI AA AO AOQEI
AAI DPAECT 06 j &ch 08 ¢qg8 4EA DOI COAIi ATTO©AET O O
change between national campaigners and the Brussels office. This means concretely thdat ne
work events are set up to support campaigners in their development of necesygaskills, but also
that campaigners are supported in and through their campaign work athe national level (F2,
P.22).

83 The learningand empowerment of workers, as an important part of participation practices, can only be
described from the perspective of the NGOs in producing countries and not from the workers themselves
because they were not interviewed. It would have ben almost impossible to do that because it is very
difficult, even for the European NGOs, to get in contact with the workers because of existing language ba
riers.
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In order to find out how organizations are working and what they could need, a questionnaire

was designed by the Brussels office andked A OT OT A O1 OEA 1T OCAT EUAOQEIT 1 ¢
AAOGAT T PET ¢ OT T A ET OAOOGAT OETT O xEOE ODPAAEEZEA ¢COI
I OEAO EIi PAAOO E1T OEAO EO ET OPEOAA TTA 1T OCAT EUAOD
sent us a gestionnaire membership development questionnaire and many organizations also

raised this question about membership of friends of earth. so we decided to reconnect with them

A C A El1.6Pj 73).

Besides those activities, which are centrally planned from thBrussels office, there was a twi-
OEEDP DPOI COAI AEIEIT ¢ AO AOEICEIC OO0OOI 1 CAOe-AT A Ox
velop a peerto-peer learning process.

We have been involved a lot during some years in friend of the earth europe CAPACITY
building projects which were BASED on the idea of twinship between STRONGER groups
and weaker groups or more developed and less developed groups et cetera so we have
been part of this program and contributed to support we have been supporting, i mean
the program was a rule with common activities et cetera but there was also this twinship
and so we have been supporting foe [country 1] and foe [country 2] with visit, training,
organized by ourselves et cetera. now this model has been a bit put aside, not because it
was not good, i think it worked RATHER well in most of the cases, but well it was also a
bit some time-expensive or time consuming or meaning a lot of resources so NOW we are
developed we have developed more capacity within the campaigns. another approach
that we find interesting currently in friend of the earth europe. so we are a bit LESS&-i
volved than before but will be contributing to that (F5, P. 80)

Although this program is already stopped, there is a huge sense for solidarity in the FoE
network, which is expressed in much formalized practices of systematic support from the Bsu
sels office as well as through a peeo-peer system. This formalized support practices from the
Brussels office are also applied to the participation of general meetings. Orgaaiions that can-
not come are supported by a specific budget. However, there are growing difficulties on how to

distribute the financial support, as more and more organizations are in need of a travel budget:

There is a there is a budget to support such gups who have difficulties i can i couldn't
explain you how exactly this budget is shared but there are there is some money europe
to support some european groups, for example this year there were MORE groups willing
to get this budget than we had. so forxample this was a decision from the board from
the european board to decide to not whom will come but to whom we will give the nme

ey which is not necessarily an easy decision of course but you have to share the budget
i 8qQ EOo O OAAI I U pedially & @étave ghord dndbvioke iOupOso theo
ganization of such a meeting is something quite big, expensive and not easy to organize
(F5, P. 62)

One of the organizations even sees support for other member organizations as one of their main
activities (F5, P. 6):

Of course when other groups want to do something at that meeting we try to arrange our

bl AT O O OEAO EO8O 11O POI EEAEOEOA A& O OEAI
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friends of the earth groups to join then that we first sit together and we try to really @-
sign it together (F1, P. 35)

The sense of an increased political efficacy through participating in network meetings is acse

ond dimension of leaning and empowerment practices in the network, which is underlined by

i ATU ET OAOOEAxAAOR AgAi Pl EEXZEAA ET OEA A 111 xETC
all the groups, this is really, really good because it makes the feeling that we caniagk BIGGER

OEET CO EA xA x1 OE Al O1 CAOEAO OEAT AOGAOU OEAT AAA

The empowerment practices in the Fokhetwork are very comprehensive and cover mainly the
capacity building of organizations. Financial support is given torganizations with lesser capai

ties in order to establish equal opportunities of participation. Additionally, the second dimension
of empowerment practices, which can be observed as the increased sense of political efficacy
and the consideration of diffeent perspectives, is an important part of empowerment practices

in the FoEnetwork.

(2) Distributing and diffusing information in the network
The general information practicein the C@-network has two sides On the one hand, infe

mation spreads easily throughthe whole network, and network member organizations feel that
they receive regular updates (C7, C8). On the other hand, this less formalized way of distributing
information through different actors and channels of communicatiorcannot guaranteethat in-
formation is really accessible by everyone in the network. As one interviewee states, due to this
large amount of information, it can happen that actors arsimply forgotten in the information
distribution or receive the information with a certain time lag (CL, P. 166167). Thiscan be the
casewhen network members are not directly connected to central coordination offices, buter

ceive the information indirectly through other network members (C 8, P. 8).

The information diffusion from wider parts of the network to the European core of the network

seems to work quite well:

WE came to i mean there are activists came to know about some labor rights violations
and then workers were given capital punishments on the, were beaten, trashing andesv
rything happening, a the shop floor, which we can we got to know and we raised it and
we and we also shared it witch ccc, then and ccc wrote an article and a campaign citici
ing [brand name] because they were therdC14, P. 40)

This fast information flow between affectedgroups of workers in SouthEast Asia and the aa-
paigners in Europe also contributes to the output of campaign work and provides the CCC

network with relevant information for effective and target-oriented campaigns.

Informal contacts and formal meetingsedablished a functioning information practice in the
FoEnetwork as well:
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In my perception friends of earth is very transparent organization, like the decisions are
with open voting and everything is visible, they're sending all the reports all the conai
sions TIME and circulating through the members so i think that is very democratic and
very open organization, so i'm really satisfied regarding with the work, and the way of
choosing all the members and everything else which is connected to transparency (F11
P.77)

Whereas many network members state that they appreciate the easy communication and the

resulting good information flow, especially in regard to new events and cooperation, the dec
sion-making processes are perceived as difficult to understandneinterview person put it in a

nutshel: O4 EA AAAEOEIT 1T 1 AEET C DPOI AAOGO EO 1 £O0AT OAOU |
evaluation of decisionrmaking processes as very opaque and complex are explained by this i

terviewee as follows:

Not even in fiends of the earth it could be transparent for ME but i just don't have the
time to be involved in all those decision making processes only if it's really related to oil
and mining my colleague or i will really be involved in the decision making process 1F
P. 94)

It can be observed, that the transparency of decisiemaking processes is tightly connected to

representation practices. The dialogue between representatives, who go to meetings where-d

cisions are taken, and the members of the organization thatay at home, influences the degree

of information sharing aboutdecision-making process. Of course, as stated in the gquote above,

this information supply by representatives is an interaction between both parties: represeat

tives and represented. If the reresented individuals, such as the interviewee quotabove, do

not have time and capacities to follow up on decisiemaking procedures, then this results in the

DAOAADPOEIT T &£ A OI UOOARIEGI O 06 DOT AAOGO 1T £ AAAEOGEIT I
(3) Cooperation and joint decisiomaking

Decisionmaking is conducted on different levels in the CC@etwork: within the European CCE

network, within specific campaigns with international partners, and on the local level with

workers and trade unions. A Western European NGO coordinator from theternational Secre-

tariath xET AAOAOEAAO A OAAT A ET A 3 Qdipledih€ldchl O1 ET 1

xT OEAO0O8 1 A d@Aking. ThaEntdndeide Gakek ihis exampléo emphasize the general

principle of providing equal participation, ODPAAEAT T U AO OEA wak®&E&HOOE 1 AL

resented group, which makes a claim for legitimacy even stronger. This coordinator described

the practice of talking to workers in union offices as a practice of formulating demands in cdila

oration with union staff. The coordinator described the overall campaign in very positive terms.

4EA OAAI OEAO Ai T OAET AOAO AAI PAEGTI O AT A AAOGAO £

to make sure that workers decide what should be done. Although this interwe does not allow

us to estimate how comma the described practice isit shows that there is a deep awareness of

how practices should look like:
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The demands are actually formulated by the workers or at least by their representatives
so by the union you knaev, that THEY're talking to so you know i was in sri lanka last year
and there was a case going on at that time and i went to one of the union offices and
some of the workers were IN the office, talking to some of the people, and they wersdi
cussing the c@ A8 Ol Ul O EI'l xh OEAO0O EI x Ul O AAI 3 %
are formulated in that way (C10, P. 42)

A local NGO activist, who states that there are several practices of getting in touch with the

workers, confirms the practice of inclusionas descibed by the International Secretariat coordi-

nator; however, this interviewee describes practices that involve the proactive locating of

workers in their factories and the surroundings instead of awaiting them in their office. Similar

practices are described by another local activist who was also interviewed (C14, P. 60). Thus,

EAOA xA AAT 1T AOAOOA Oxi OEIiEI A0 DPOAAGEAAO T &£ xI
AEEZAOAT O1T U £EOT 1T OEA O1 1T AAT 6 AT A OEA %tivebAAT DA
DAOO ET OOAAAEEIT C6 OEA x1 OEAOO 10 ciEITCc O OEAE
AOT | O Bitern#tibrialSExretariat suggests that workerspro-actively show up talking and

discussing in the office of a trade union. Overall, bothedcriptions of theseparticipation practi c-

esdraw a picture of a mutual, collective practice that is conducted without disruptions.

So we have a several ways to reach the workers right the one is that well we can go to the
industrial zone when we do the esearch right that secalled national wage research and
then we will go to the factory and then wait for the workers, right and then meet with the
workers and also interview them the other way is go through the brand company and
brand company they invite s go into the factory the supply factories and then to meet
with the workers (C12, P. 58)

The participation of workers in decisionmaking is drafted as a dialogue between the represén
atives (local NGOs or trade unions) and the workers. However, nonetbk interviewees focuses
on participatory decision-making as acollectivepractice of workers. It appears that the practice
of involving actors is rather a personto-person practice. In general, local NGOs and represant
tives of the European network positionthemselves in favor of a preactive inclusion of workers

in decision-making within the network.

In contrast to the fairly smooth cooperation between workers, local NGOs, and th&ernational
Secretariat NGOs that work as partner organizations in the pgshery of the CC@hetwork seem

to struggle with cultural differences and their role in the network. Both issues are ambivalent.
Cultural differences produce misunderstanding and make it hard to adapt to practices of the
network (C12); however, bordercrossing cooperation is a source of enrichment and power for
the project and the involved NGOs (C14). The cooperation with European NGOs makes the work
for local NGOs sometimes more secure because the public visibility in European countrie®pr
tects them from threats from local factory owners (C14). In that way, participation in the nie

work is very valuable for NGOs in producing countries. However, when looking participation
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practices of international partners, it can be observed that there are different ma@ngs of pa-

ticEDAOEI T8 &1 O AgAipi Ah TTA T &£ OEA 1T OCAT EUAOQEIT I

imetotime OAAT | AA A O OEAOA [ AAOEILE A 6)AThidis aniinQidaoE | B O

of a rather instrumental and unequal partnership within the network. In other interviews, this
instrumentality of participation practices is highlighted by assigning roles of mere researchers
and information suppliers to international partners. For example, one person from Westernue
rope describes the wayET x [ 1T OO0 %OOI PAAT DPAOOT AOO AACEI
DAOOT AOOGs AO A 111 x04
Normally you would look at the country and think which group can be doing what kind
of research or you have a discussion with groups and it's decided so it's i meanuyin
china you want to use a group that can connect with workers know the situation and et

cetera. i think we normally choose more activist and client organizations so because then
they know what we expect and they are not expensive (C2, P. 36)

Here, the hstrumental rationality of involving international partners is chosen over a normative
participatory argumentation. The practice of beginning cooperation and negotiating abouter
search work is characterized by a reasoning of how to get the best results theeed without
spending too much money. In this positioning towards practices of cooperation, a normative
participatory approach is not involved. The participation of international partners is framed like

an asymmetrical contractual relationship, where theactivist organizations do not have much to
say. This marks a contrast to what the same person says about the principle beliefs and norms of

the network:

We would probably be careful to describe things in in geographically convined termseb
cause it's almos NEVER a euroPEAN camPAIGN if WE do a campaign well and i would
say we always do that well but or our STARTIng point should be that SOUTHern organ
zations should be involved in the camPAIGN on a deCISi@aking level so and this is
not always how things tappen cause sometimes you have campaigns where southern
partners are probably relatively SMALL(C2, P. 17)

With the comparison of the both statements above, there seems to be a gap between rules and
norms on the one hand and the perception of practices ahe other hand. Although these rules
are described in the interview, they are to a certain degree avoided or-iaterpreted in the prac-
tices. This cannot only be observed ithe wider global network, but also inside the European
network. Some working grouys, for example, that form around organizations that are not official
platforms in the network, struggle to have a voice in the network. This makes them subordinate
groups, which are sometimes overrun by bigger and more influential groups. This is exempdifi

in a description of a working group that is mainly composed of peripheral organizations:

The people who are involved in this group are not in euromeezurocoordination group
so they are they do not have decisiomaking power so i guess it will be goodd involve
more people from european platform in this group THIS was also what we discussed
during one meeting, but i was also near to this group so i did not i thought it has more
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IMPACT, but it seems that it all i think all in clean clothes depends on h@&ople are @-
gaged (C 7, P. 23)

Besides the lack of formal participatory rights, the interviewee also thinks that this working
group does not have a concrete enough topic to lobby it effectively inside the network. It seems
that the initiative to do something in these working groups lies with thelnternational Secretar-

at. Thus, the practice of decentralizing responsibilities can also lead to the opposite of partiaip
tion. Groups that are less experienced and not in the core network are having difficultiés

adapt to the working routines of the network and thus fall behind.

Although the CC&hetwork is very open to influence and input from the network environment,

the actual procedure of integrating new members in the network is perceived by some new
members as a challenging task on both sides: the network and the new members. Some oigan

zations only recently joined the CC@etwork while others have been longterm members. New

members had different initial experiences with the CC@etwork. These experiencegpresent an

unbiased and fresh outside perspective on the network. Some CCC organizations value thair in

tial contact with the network as a very positive and inspiring experience. They describe the first

meeting they attended as very creative, vivid and vaed (C11) with a lot of opportunities to get

in contact with fellow campaigners, which also helped them in future projects (C8). In theue
romeetings and other network meetings methods of facilitation, moderation, not¢aking and

evaluation are applied tha are sometimes quite uncommon in the national contexts of the gia

forms. Besides the creativity of different brainstorming and workshop methodologies, the me

x| OE6O x1 OE EO DPDAOAAEOAA AO OAOU AT 1T OOOOAOEOA Al
professionalized methods used in the meeting. However, it is also perceived as an obstacle for
integration into the network, especially when organizations evaluate their own work as being

different, for example by being less efficient or doing things diéfently (C5, C12). Then, newre

CAT EUAQCETI T O EAOGA Al OAOO AAIT 0O EI x OEAU AAT O£&EOD

Furthermore, member organizations also perceive the integration process into the network @i
ferently. While some feel that they were supported very well, especially by thimternational
Secretariat, during the adaption period; other organizations do not see that they were helped
much in the first phase of becoming a network member. Network member candidates have to
fulfill certain criteria, for example having an office andorming a platform that consists of many
organizations and trade unions. These criteria must be met before they can be a CCC platform.
The dividing line between being a CCC platform in the network and just being an organization in
the network is very clear. While organizations without a platform are not involved in Euromee
ings, other relevant forums, and decisiormaking processes, official CCC platforms receive many
i1 OA OOAOOEAAOGS j#ppq AOI I OEA )T OAOTI AGEFRT Al 3A
mation distribution, meetings and strategic planning. One interview person describes the trais
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tion from a non-member to a member as being enabled to participate (C7). Thus, new network
members gain many opportunities to participate and capacities to cangign, but the transition
and integration process as such is quite difficult. Adapting to established practices of collaber
tion in general seems to lead to frustration and an inability to cope with certain rules and pree

dures.

International solidarity is a cornerstone of the international FoEnetwork and an important rule

for cooperation in the European FoEhetwork. However, there is a certain distinct role allocation

between European and norEuropean organizations within campaigns of FOE Europe. As it wa

described above, most of the funding for FOE Europe organizations comes from the EU. Eher

fore, there is often a clear capacityelated role distribution: European organizations have ma-

ey that they can spend on campaigning, whereas Ndturopean organizdions are often the a-

ganizations that represent affected people, villages or regions of diverse environmental daga

es. ThenorOOT PAAT 1T OCAT EUAOQOET T O ET &1 % %00l PA AAI DA
P.80). Cooperation between an African FoE orgamation and a European FoE organization

shows the dilanma between maintaining mutual communicationand at the same time having

differences that cannot be easily diminished:

We want to be involved of course as an organization and what our involvements isath
we make the case for the wider environmental issue is not only the harm done to the{l
calcitizen but also harm done to the [local] environment in general and then of course
OEA 1 AxUAO EO Al ET ¢ OEA AAOA £Ai Corh&lochls]A OEA
y 0860 A I TAAlY ATA 7% OI CAOEAO Al EO j 8qOEA
they are the most important persons but lecause they are quite far awayF1, P. 6368)
While there is a law suit going on in Europe against a biglaiompany causing environmental
damage in Africa, the campaigner of the European organizations broadens the frame of pastic
pation in the quote above. The claims of the campaign is made on a much more general level as a
OAAOA &I O OEA xEGGRAD A AFEIGE 111TAG OATIT EOGA 11 AAl DOIT A
ground it is made clear that the European organization is not doing thier the African organiza-
tion but together with the African organization. When it comes to the concrete practices of-i
volving the local FOE organization as well as even the farmers (who are the group of affected

people in this case), the language of the interviewee changes:

So the farmers are not very much involved on a dap-day basis, we tell them about
xEAOG O E A gebefal tétrhs@ndHtfhe local FOE group] has an important role in-a
so translating what's happening in [own country] to THEM and to their villages which is

OAOU EIi bi OOAT O j8qr OEA 1T AAl &1 % COI OY EO O
ing and also oganizing that and preparing people that if the court case will be successful
(F1, P.69)

Now, the practice of participating in a campaign together is describedifferently. The European

FoE organization explains the local FOE organization what is happeniagd the local FOE orga-
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ization explains to the farmers the proceedings of the campaign and translates documents. This
gives the impression of a rather unidirectional interaction between the European and the Adr
can organization. There is surely a dilemmadiween the participatory claims of a desired form
of cooperation and real practices. Many such claims cannot be realized fully because af-co

strains of daily work and structural conditions.

The perspective of a CentraAfrican FOE organization coordinatorunderlines these obsenra-

tions. The urgent need for more campaigns that serve the local needs is articulated:

Most of the time campaigns are designed for international people, you see? and there is
most no coordination no, so you can do five years of adities, but local people of the
country will not be affected of the origin, the country of origin will not be affected the
situation will not be changed that much, so what we really need is YES, it's good to have
national or international campaigns, and smetimes national campaigns in europe, eur
pean countries but it's also good to have some possibility to convert or to use the part of
the project, data and everything for NATIONAL cause to national problem, we are trying
to face, because there is SOMEthing share the situation with international campaign it

to international awareness BUT it's also good to TACKLE problems to find solutions to
the national problems (F12, P. 64)

In this quote, the different target levels of campaigns are compared. There ar@any campaigns
Al O OET OAOT Anbiehiafe Aargetddl Anlofdldr fb GHare problems that occur at the a
tional or local level. However, with these international campaigns, the shared problems at the
local level are not solved. This would be a differdrsort of campaign, according to the intervie-
ee. The inerviewee wishes to use the datdhey collect locally for European partners about e.g.

environmental damages and their consequences, for primary local campaigns, too.

A strong hint towards the relevarce of practices instead of institutions in the implementation of
rules and norms intransnational civil society networks is the way how people get involved in
campaigning Here, it can be observed that there are no clear rules of how to include whom in

which phases of campaigning. It is rather a matter of perception and dynamic decisions:

| would guess about TWENTY of those people are really involved in camPAIGhing and
that mainly people that we call campaigners and some people who are program cooérd
nators who are responsible for coordinating two or three camPAIGNS within a particular
topic and most of that negotiation, most of that discussion and strategic planning pa
pens at the level of campaigner or occasionally the program coordinator would be-i
volved if it's a bit more strategic discussion or if there is maybe a bit more at STAKE
where we feel that we maybe have a DIFFerent position from some allies then the
program coordinator might get involved or potentially the director to come in (F2,
P.20)

It can be learned from the quote above, which is similarly stated by many other interviewees too
(e.g. F4, F1F5),that rules of inclusion are inherent in practices. They evolve dynamically and
are probably rather based on experience than on explicit rules. Fiwermore, inclusion is also

dependent on the engagement of those that would need to be included. As one interviewee from
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a CentralAfrican country states, being included and being heard is a constant active struggle

over awareness:

| think MOST of the timeour role is to bring to show or to display some EVIdence from the
field, so we have to give the INsight the regional view of the situation of people on the
ground. WHAT really matters in our countries in the fields where we are from, what we need
or what we would LIKE people to do in europe, for example in ordeio help changing the
situation. (F11, P.57)

In stark contrast to this organic evolution of cooperation, the formal gathering, such dake Eu-
romeetingsin the CC@network, are very structured, 23 day meetings where all representatives

(one per country) meet in a European city and discuss urgent issues and longtime strategy.
Decentralized governance

Decentralization in the network can work in two ways: through the establishment of autonomy
of national member organizations and even local organizations within national member organ
zations, and through the consideration of local and national perspectigan transnational cam-
paigning. The following quote from a norEuropean activist shows how local persectives differ

from transnational campaigning goals and how they can be taken into account:

We need to TALK to that research institute to understand well if there are some aspects

we need to understand well, at that we can still have or bring more informains about

some aspect that we THINK we need to display in the report. because sometime you can

just contribute to international campaign without taking into account WHAT the people

are LIVING to what's the local situations of people, WHAT we replheedi | AEA | 8Q
like consentof local farmer, if for example the report is about water, it can be really great

to know what the situation of water in the cotton commodity cultivations, BUT most of

the time you can realize that on the fields the needs of peopie above water. so at that

time we need to add that aspects of the discussion, so that the report can take it int@ a

count. and todisplay it in a general report.(F12, P. 22)

However, different interests or even different realities, as stated in the quotdelow, also po-

duce difficl OEAO ET AT 1 OMaybetiek haGe geod thitgl M Ga9 dausd i think is

very difficult coordinate all these groups i think we are twelve groups twelve or i don't know,

more than that, and we work with the impacts oA OOT BAAT AT 1 001 POETT j8qQq O

are very different and of course interest are very differend(F13, P. 6263).

The practice of different forms of participation is suggested as a solution of the dilemma of d
verging interests in a decentrailzed network. If network members can decide relatively autoo-

mously in which way they want toparticipate, some conflicts would beesolved.

There are different levels of campaigning that are decided during the when we write the

projects and for instance fo this project, the [project name] projects there are in Europe

OE@ 1 O OAOGAT j8qq OEAO #!. PDPAOOEAEDPAOA AT A OE
participate with a broader approach so being more propositive, more active and some
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other does decided ¢ participate in a in a more passive way which means that some
group decided to participate and do also the dissemination of the campaign contents in
the schools, some other not and decided only to participate to the campaign to dissem
nate reports that are produced by issue and couple of press release per year et cetera so.

i eq AT A 1T &£ Al OOOA OEA AOACAO EO AilT1TAAOCAA EI

iTOAA mEOIT I 1AO8O OAU mOI I OEA ")' AOACAOO
few things less budgets more things more budget (F 6, P. 54)

Network member organizations are autonomous in their decisions about operative questions.

The network structure is equated with a federal democratic system, with no steep hierarchies

and long chains of ommand (F6, P. 58). This decentralized structure especially within the Eox

pean network of FOE is seen as a real asset in the daily lobby work in Brussels. Local knowledge

can be transferred to the center of decisiomaking:

When the brussels ngos are wotikg with the brussels institutions they tend to exchange

this very formalized brussels language which does not always reflect what are the fro

lems on the ground in the countries because they do not have neither the commission

european commission nor the gos themselves without these networks would have rda

ly the understanding of what are the problems on the ground so we are with the stcu

ture we are very effective in transferring this knowledge very fast (F3, P. 103)
Network organizations in the CC@network are in constant negotiation overthe degree of local
autonomy in a global network. Many interviewees state that they have the possibility to plan and
conduct specific national activities, stand aside in decisions they do not agree with, or adapt
campaigs to their national contexts (e.g. C9, C10, C3). The role of thernational Secretariatis
seen by many as ambiguss. Some interviewees arguéhe International Secretariat does not
influence national groups, whereas others say that thinternational Secretariat is of course the
central coordination institution that exerts its influence on members. This tension betweenwa

tonomy and centralizationis also reflected in outward relations and the network identity

This is one of the KEY mechanisms of ccc,tban term of decision-making as in terms of
campaigning and it's this DIFFerent way of looking at in terms of decisiemaking and in

EO

OAOI O | &£ AAI PAECIEIC j8qQ Eoi 1710 OOOA EAE EO:

from tell me what to do, don't £ll me what to do. both in terms of when we are in thewe
romeeting, we take a decision and there is like okay. we want to know what weplease
please let's decide so we know what to do. tell us what to do and then there's the other
part that says DON'T t# me what to do. yeah? because i will decide and then in terms of
when you have to decide on what are demands or what's an approach towards comp
nies, okay. tell the companies what to do, don't tell the companies what it's not our role
to tell the companies what they should do. (C4, P.106)

Even on the local level, it is a difficult negotiation process about the autonomous space of action
for local groups (C5, P. 6). Therefore, the tensions between autonomy and decentralization on
the one hand and centraliation and support from the International Secretariat on the other
hand cannot easily be dissolved. However, the interview material suggests thiiese tensions

are constantly and interactively dealt with through discussions.
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Tensions between leadershippwer and participation

A rather unexpected finding from the interview analysis is the pretice of taking over leadership
The question arose: Which network actors position themselves as leaders in which practices? At
first, it can be observed that there ae explicit norms and rules that identify certain persons or
organizations as leaders. For example, if network actors apply for funding from the Euis ob-

ligatory to name one leading organization. The (implicit) rule is that the activand often bigger

mAl AAOO xEI 1 Théjidifikatich BbisindledeAdréhipsis based on daily experien-
AGd Oi U AGPAOEAT AA EO OEAO xA TAAA OI 1 AAT AUR xE]
always running and there are just so many ways onhowtowrithT ABDDBI EAAOQET T &I O A

P.8h AOOET 08 O ). xhis qudt® #hbw® thdt BeEisidmmaking isinterpreted with ref-

erence to functionality and efficiency of processesAlso, the reference to the implicit rule of

leadership is taken as a jusfication of inequalities in decisionmaking:Ox A1 1 ET OEEO bDHOI
are very small partners, very small but we are the small the smallest partner so we usually stick

on the if there is a decision made between [organization a, organization b] and th@ernational
SAAOAOAOEAOR xA OOOAI T U OOCEAE OI EO806 j#yh 08 ¢
zation justifies the pradice of not including this organization indecision-making processes in

one campaign although formallythey are equal patners. On the other hand, some interviews

reveal that there is not always agreement on to takes the leadership roleAs two partners in

one campaign claim to be thenly leaders in the campaign, it seems that there is no absolute
consensus aboutwhoisE A 1T AAAAO j #ph #w(q8 4EA DPAOAE O AT AA 1
AOGAI OGAGAA AU 1T OEAOO ET OEA CcOl Obpd OAAAAOOA EOG00O
have leading partner from [organization] and [person] is very like capable of reallgticking to

agenda and sticking to a time plan and so this is a good thing that the discussion remaing-co
OOOOAOEOA ET A xAUOGj # ytie gdbdquaity @ Baderdhid is dq@ainedby AOET 1
OEA ET AEOEAOAT DAOOI 1 AikiE (yuess re@lly GkE & thé iAdVvidvAliygf OE 1 A
the leader, and also were of course the individual the personality of the coordination, here the
coordinator here, for example my coordination and cooperation with other (organization) leader
isreallygopod AT A Eol OAAI 1T U Cil AAd6 f#wh 08 t1xQ8 "AETC
responsibilities within certain practices. The leading partner prepares the deliberation, mode

ates and stimulates the discussion (C8, P. 19). Thus, leadership practices an the one hand

evaluated as conducive for constructive, structured participation. On the other hand, the legit

mation of leadership reproduces inequalities, for example based on the size of organizations.

6.3.3 Deliberation Practices
Deliberation practices wually take place duringEuromeetings.Those deliberation practices are

in most cases very structured and extensively prepared by the organizers. Besides the foima
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ized settings ofEuromeetings deliberation takes place in Skype meetings and during inforrha
contacts within the network. Within the deliberation practices of FoE, we find fewer explicit
rules and more routines. While there are rules and procedures of facilitation, structuration and
preparation of deliberation, it is not always regulated, undewhich conditions those rules apply.
New practices of deliberation arise in this free space, which in turn create rougsatterns of in-

teraction.

There are three analytical categories that | developed in order to analyze deliberation practices,
namely: (1) identifying problems and setting agendas; (Rstructuring the deliberation process;
and (3) decision-making during and after deliberation. | will particularly emphasize the pecut
arities of Skype meetings and other kinds of deliberation practices that havet been taken into
consideration by theorists of deliberative democracy so far. A special focus will also be on the

relationship between language practices and deliberation.

(1) Identifying problems and setting agendas
The identification of problems is thefirst step of a campaign, followe by an agenda setting pre:

tice. The overarching goals of the CCC have been defined through a broad,@mm consensual
process. Core members of the Catetwork refer to this extensive deliberation about their own
code d conduct as an initiating ritual, which is fundamental for the collective identity of the

campaign network (e.g. C1, C10).

In contrast, the definition of concrete campaign goals is often an dwc processidyou have some
brainstorm and then one says okaff xEI1 1 [ AEA A DPOIi bi OAI 6 j#t1h 08
meetings take place in national groups as well as at European meetings (C1, C9). Many ideas or
frames for campaigns are taken from the urgent appeal cases, which are perceived as mini
campaigns. Sora of the urgent appeals that are evaluated as relevant are broadened and-pe
petuated. Consequentlythe definition of new agendas often takes place in reaction to concrete
events, such as workers getting fired or people getting killed in factories. Mostteh, interview-

ees say that things come up somewhere in the network and then go viral in the network until a
critical mass is reached and a campaign starts (C10, P. 31/C5, P.16). Thus, the identification of
problems is practiced in very diverse ways. Furthenore, the practices of problem formulation

are interconnected, interchanging between brainstorming sessions, authoritative decisions and
rewriting of proposals. After problems are identified and ideas are formulated, the preliminary
framing of such campajns is often done in national platforms or working groups of the intera-
tional network. Those preliminary proposals are then included in the agenda of thEuromee-

ings. However, much of the agenda setting is steered by thieternational Secretariat, which ini-
tiates new campaigns and suggests plans for further action. This can be very well exemplified by

a typical agenda setting discussion at oneuromeeting,as described by one of the interviewees:
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Well it used to be sort of like an empty flip chart and the people start calling out things

but sometimes that took a bit much time so basically the way i do it now i KNOW some

topics that we have just discussed that will need an either an update or a longer diseu

sion so they are pretty clear right? so i sort onake ah a suggestion i write on the flip

chart a few of the topics that i think will probably people will want to discuss but you,
PATPI A AiT20 Al xAUO ACOAA xEOE 1A O1 OEAT xA
then we just sort of see where most @ople think it's most useful to discuss. but you

ETTx EO20O OEAO2O A xAU A AEO %! 3EAO AAAAOOA
that you know need to be on the agenda but there is often one or two that you know that

COULD be interchanged by soething else or sometimes that i would say ah it's fine have

an update, people say no no no we really think we should discuss it longer or vice versa

(C10, P. 19)

The quotation above is also interesting insofar as it describes a development afvery open
aCAT AA OAOOEI ¢c8 4EA ET OAOOEAXxAA OOAOAO OEAO

contribute to the practice of finding topics that need to be added to the agenda. However, over

O
mh
O

time, this practice seemed to become too timeonsuming, and thelnternational Secretariat
learned about the crucial topics in the network. As a result, the agenda setting practice became
more goatoriented, driven by the majority and less open. Still, according to the interviewee, it is
possible to exchange and emphazt specific topics. In sum, it can be observed that problems are
identified in the network through different channels of information. After that, the agenda ge

ting practices arerather centrally coordinated.

Deliberation procedures are often extensiely planned in the CC@etwork, especially the prepa-
ration of deliberation practices at meetings is very thorough. A typical preparation practice of

international meetings goes on as follows:

Basically the way it works is that the local national coalition wildo a lot of the prepaa-

tion on the ground. regarding the venue, accommodation, getting a note taker there you

ETTx OET OA EETAO 1T &£ I1 CEOOEAO j8Qq EO2& OEA Al
OAOEAO} 8qxET OEAT D OADAOA Dthel con@dt side isbasidallyl OAT O
after you know we we've set the different items of the agenda previously but to sort of

then determine the ORder which day will be discussing which item and in what order

trying to make the agenda kind of not too intensive r@d you know interesting for differ-

ent people and stuff. and so then the draft agenda is made and then the euro coordinator

contacts the different working groups about their input documents that they will prepare

AT A A1 O1T {8Q xEI 1 AEOReORaing xakoltBiffe@it AessidsAET E OA
(C10,P. 8)

The central coordination office prepares the deliberation procedure with regard to the order of
topics, the intensity and length of discussions, and the role of the moderator. The central cobrd
nator takes into consideration the diversity of participants and receives input documents from
different working groups. This suggests a structured central preparation process with different

opportunities to open up the preparation to the input of participants.

Deliberations on Skype are also extensively planned:
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Normally a skype meeting is PLANNED, so first is an email contact about we have atmee
ing at this and this TIME, the agenda will be and theve have a list we have a list for e
rocoordinators, so they dstribute a lot of joined emails and on this email list that there
will be a skype meeting and this is this time, sometimes it's coordinated who will be able
to when. we use some of the tools for to finding to find a time where most of the intettes
ed peoplecan join so it's decided when to have a meeting, who is responsible for calling
the others and quite often it is also distributed an agenda on the email before you start
the meeting and then the person who's responsible for the meeting calling the otheed;

so is responsible for the agenda and leading the discussion. and quite often one of the

DAOOEAEPAT O EO APPIEIOET C 8 A OEI OOf1T1 O0A 1
terwards on email, so hat's the way it normally works. (C11, P. 30)

Skype neetings often include fewer participants, which makes it possible to expand the prepar

tion practice even more. The quote above seems to suggest that almost all preparatory questions

are decided collectively. However, it is not really clear who is involveih the decisionrmaking

since the interviewee articulates these phrases in passive constructions.

Overall, preparing deliberation is mainly a practice of setting a suitable agenda that fits with the
interests and expectations of the participants and to dher input from different angles about the
contents of discussion. Therefore, a lot of material is gathered beforehand in order to prepare
participants for the deliberation practice. Some interviewees even note that the preparation is
very, almost too extasively planned. There is much to read beforehand (C12, P.24), and tle f
cus of the planners is very much on efficiency of the debate and much less on deeper discussions
(C3, P. 9899).

Prior to deliberation practices, which are mainly conducted either anetwork meetings or at
campaign meetings and telephone conferences, agendas and preparative information is cirtula
ed by the organizers of the meetings. These practices are strongly dependent on the responsible

person or organization. The timing of prepar#on is specifically diverse:

I would say at the european level usually it comes much BEFORE than at the internatio
al level, it's a bit a question of culture, but even it comes late if you compare to swiss or i
think german standard, so some people somaeties they it's impossible. so i have to deal
with all these differences you know, but that the international level it comes sometimes a
bit late, at european i think it's quite okay, we get all the documents we can we can work
outif we wish ifwe arewilil ¢ &£ 06 j &vh 08 xmnQq

Similarly as in the CCC network, the problems and ideas for campaigns in the Fawork come
to the network from different members of even partners of the network. This open process is

made possible by the specific network structurewhich connects organizations so that they are

just one email away from each other:

We were involved and come there, so from the beginning. but this is because actually in a

friends of the earth we are a NETwork, everytime it a group wants to apply or atimpe-

an level on a specific budget for a project and usually these projects says that you have to

ET O1T1 OA AO 1 AAOGO OEOAA &I 00 AEOAweas @neAE EF£EAOA
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work are quite facilitated in doing this because we are a network and it's simply an
e-mail in the in the network e -mail address to say HEY we are preparing this who o
wanttojoin? A1 A x E| xAl O Ol EI El h OAUO | EAUo-E9ol EIl
cess start this way (F6, P. 34)

This identification of problems and bainstorming of ideas seems very common in the FoE

organizations (F4, F6, F10). Besides-mail requests, campaigns are often initiated throughni

formal personal contacts within the network (F6, P. 34). This process is a stdyy-step project

within a group of organizers. Finally, the ideas that everyone can agree to are implemedt(F10,

P. 67). After findingan idea and possible campaign partners, the process gets more centralized

in that the campaign idea is subsumed under one of the programs of FOE Eurap®l a steering

group is formed, which functions as a leading committee of the campaign. This very initiation of

a campaign is centrally steered by the Brussetsffice (F6, P. 14due to better facilities and infra-

structure in the Brussels office Furthermore, the elected board is in charge of the general age

da setting (F4, P. 60). However, the questions in the agenda such as when to launch the project,

how to approach issues or how to communicate to the public are discussed afterwards with the

whole project groups. Thus, the process of agenda setting is opened again after an initial phase

of formulating the campaign and setting the preliminary agenda (F6, P. 22).

(2) Structuring the deliberation process
Core members of the network are very concerned abodEA OO01 A0 1T £ POT AAAOOAC
implementation of those rules in practice (C1, C10, C9). This is a very important point that is
often made because democratic standards of equal participation and consensus are highly va
ued (C1, C11, C10). Howevethe time-consuming exercise of deliberation is not always seen as
positive, also among the core members in Western Europe (C11, C1, C4). One interviewee from a
smaller Western Hiropean organization shares thempression that there is an interest in the
netx | OE O AOI EA AilT £ EAO0OO AT A AOOEOA AO Anh-AT1 OAT
ing for or for stopping discussions you do not want to have because you think it would be too
OOEAEU O11T AEEEEAOI O +8Y E CehBt& intd lotdi disdg@dmiedsO E 002 O
Al OT 6 j#oh 08uvuvQgs8 &OI i OEA DPAOOPAAOGEOA T &£ A 1T Ax]
network meetings prohibits further discussion that would be helpful for individuals who are not

yet that familiar with the structure and topics of the meetings:

The euromeetings are very structured, there is certain method of facilitation, there is

usually the way of discussing things, it's the network works for very long time so some

OEET ¢O AOA Ui O ET I xevehyhidgwas nEve) BoloAlgthegwaydhedEl O OO
ol i AAGET ¢ EO 1T OCAT EUAAR AOO Al 6 OEA OI PEAO
who are working on this because you know the platforms are different. and but there are

people who are working on this topic ér twenty years so sometimes they do not need to

discuss things from the beginning and i understand this because it would be you know a

waste of time, but you know when you are just dropped there as a new person sem
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times you would MAYBE need more explanin, but there is no space for it because the
agenda has to be you know followed(C7, P. 1221)

4EEO EI OAOOEAxAA AAOAOEAAA OEEO OEOOAOEIT AO A |
network and has difficulties to adapt. Comprehensive discussignand explanations would help

to understand and make particpation easier. However, there is alsthe necessity of proceeding

efficiently. The first quoted interviewee from a longtime member organization identified can-

flicts and disagreements with regardto specific topics in the network that are not solved in

structured discussions. Similarly, the younger network member would welcome such dissu

sions that could facilitate an easier adajition, which in turn would increase their ability to par-

ticipate in discussions.

Although formal procedures are important, there should be room for discussing informally
about important matters. Thus, efficiency and deep deliberation are hard to combine in one
practice. What this person thus suggests, is a combination ofrsttured deliberation practices

and informal deep discussions.

| think in one way what is really efficient in the network is the organization with schd-
ules timelines moderators notetakers, i mean it's a guarantee of efficiency but i think it's
not enough you sometimes you need to forget the schedule because some points have to
be discussed as priorities so i think efficiency cannot be a goal as such we do not we just
do not we do not just NEED to be efficient as such and sometimes yes our obsession for
schedule consensus really prevents us from being maybe MORE efficient if we take the
time to discuss very DEEP questions (C3, P.99)

It can be observed that the different network members share the understanding that delibar
tion practices are very importantand are not too inefficient to further proceed with them. Some
actors in the network would even argue for more frequent, deeper and even moraformal de-

liberation practices.

In this situation, we can see the different positionings towards deliberation pretices in the ne-

work. While a certain degree of inequality in deliberation is accepted somehow by both sides

(core members and peripheral members), tension arises when concrete and closer cooperation
develops. As seen in the last quote, the concrete prae of understanding, learning and strag-

gizing at common meetings remains a difficult experience for both sides. This tension is not only

a tension between different cultures of cooperation, but it also reveals the basic dilemma-b

OxAAT A EEE MDD AMATAMAOCOMOET Th xEEAE T ECEO AA AOAI

network.

As it is pointed out by some network membersn the FoEnetwork, facilitation is only
used, when there are really important strategic decisions to be taken, or when there islang

input and brainstorming session about the start of new campaigns or kie&ffs of certain deve-
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opments (F2, F6). There are efforts to increase the rate of facilitation by training the staff in the

Brussels office in facilitation and moderation, but sice there are no rules, when to apply facilit-

OETTh EO EO 110 Al AAOh xEAT EAAEI EOAOGEIT OAAITT U
AOA ANOAI EUET ¢ PAOOEAEDPAOGEIT ET 1 AAOETI ¢CO xEEAE (
enforceitd j§ &¢h 08 t1x(q8 4EOOR OE-&aff EAeSifed Hthdt érifokcéd, | £ 1 A,
and usually conducted in meetings where people do not know each other or when difficult dec

sions are to be made (F2, P. 449). External facilitators come in onlyat the European level in

I OAAO O EAOA OTiTAITA xEOEI OO ET OAOAOOO ET OPAA
we have a moderator usually it is a person of friends of the earth, sometimes in the network are

we when we meet at friends of the eartteurope level to discuss network and programs for the

T AOxT OEET ¢ OOOAOACEAO OEAT EAo O Hdwkver engadinggA dOA OT A
external facilitator is a matter of costs and sometimes this function is taken over by leading staff

in the Brussels office(F2, P. 51).

)0 EO Al OAAAU 1 AT OET T AAh OEAO OEA DOODPI OA T £ EAI

This is done also through a large variety of facilitation methods:

VArying between having plenaries and if you are having pharies making sure that ee-

ryone can really participate, using small group discussion, having some time for informal

discussion or for example PAIR discussion making really CLEAR what the obJECTives of

the meeting should be so that the people can preparei AAOAT AA ¥ 8YE OEET E «
cru- some crucial skills if you are really gonna engage in network and not just bring thi

ty people together to kind of nod and listen to some two or three experts standing on a

panel speaking cause you might as well $t1 send them the notes of the meeting afte

wards. (F2, P.60)

In this quote the necessity to facilitate and structure deliberation meaningfully is made very

clear. However, there is also the other side of the coin. Those methodologies are also used to

push deliberation process into certain directions and outputs:

| think we have some really skilled facilitators within our network and within the groups

that i'm working with and i also know that we have some people who are very able to
manipulate is probably oo strong a word but kind of SHAPE the outcome of discussions
because of the methodologies they are using because of the way the meeting has been set
up, and i think that's you know that's not ALways illegitimate way of running of doing
things, because afong as everyone AWARE of these sort of different methodologies then
you know you are not abusing someones trust (F2, P. €%)

This is certainly a difficult practice, where much depends on the facilitator. As the network ceo
dinator points out, there areshades of grey: some facilitators are just not that open to disagre
ment and diverging opinions, whereas others (as mentioned in the quote above) are clearly and
consciously leading discussions into certain directions (ibid.). Although we would commonly
assume that the facilitation of deliberation is an asset becausi structures the deliberation,

opens up discussions and balances the consideration of arguments, we can see in this case, that
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facilitation is not always the same matter. If and when facilitabn is taking place seems to &
pend very much on the persons involved in organizing deliberation meetings and even if deli
eration takes place, it is a matter of personality and interests of the facilitator, how the facait

tion is conducted.

(3) Decisionmaking during and after deliberation

As already noted, theEuromeetingsare very structured, 23 day meetings where all represerd-

tives (one per country) meet in a European city and discuss urgent issues and longtime strategy.

There are plenary sessions as &@ll as working group meetings. Normally, the plenary sessions

are prepared by working groups. The aim of all discussions is toost efficiently find a conse-

sus in the end. One interviewee from an international partner organizatiomrticulated the im-

pression of being in the way of a consensual decisidrecause they need to understand, clarify

and discuss so many issues that it takes too much time. One interviewee even described partic

DAOGET ¢ ET OEAOA 1T AAGETI CO AT A AT i Bi CAOPAREAEADAA

P.76). Another interviewee has the complete opposite impression:
AEA 1 AOET AO AOA OAOU OOUEIT C O ETOI 1 OA DPAOOE
sometimes we could be sixteen twenty people sitting around a table and that can berbo

ing, so it's always organized with the WAYS to make small discussions on the way and to
different ways to work and sometimes inbetween some games to make it more vivid,

AT A OEAO xAO Pi OEOGEOA Oiio j#pph 08utQ
Decisionmaking processes are affected by thepecific form of nonverbal communication on
Skype. In this regard, the drawbacks of Skype communication become clear. Decigiagking
during deliberation on Skype is only possible if you have met once in person (C11). The mte
viewee, who mentioned this,argued that regular decisionmaking ends with nonverbal signs of
agreement or disagreementdd EAT U1 06 0OA xEOE A CcOiI Obp 1T &£ Ail11AA
decision, you always look around of people faces whether they oppose or whether they consent
whatisCIl ET ¢ 11T AT A Ui O AAT OAA 1 OAE 11 OAsinéelpAi1 OEAL
Skype the deliberation participants cannot see each other this neverbal communication is not
possible. Consequently, Skype deliberation is very timeonsuming if everypody expresses their
opinions verbally or involved persons must already assume how this or that person mighted

cide because they already know each other.

One of the main criticisms ofdecisiorrmaking practices is that they are not practical because

they take too much time. It is not efficient to discuss everything with everybody until consent is

reached. This debate is going on in the C@&twork as well. Many would agree that deliberation

is time-consuming and gets on their nerves from time to time. Theoasensusbuilding process is

also something that poses problems. Decisions are postponed to next meetings, which is not

conducive to campaigning effectively and cooperating efficiently. However, despite those dow
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sides, all network members are convinced othose procedures. One very important argument
for deliberation is that decisions last much longer than if single individuals take decisions that

the rest of the network does not want to live with.

The big strategic choices in the international general netings are taken by majority
01 OAd O ££ZEAEAIT T U 1T 00 CATAOAT 1T AAOGET CO I AEA AAAE
could in THEORY have a situation where one group or two groups or even ten groups have sai

.1 O OEA OO0 ORA™)MHoviever, his djodty vptiRgzidionly the last step after di-

AOOOEI T ¢ OEOG0oO 110 OEA OI OETI ¢ EOOAI £ xEEAE | AEA
on the consensus EARLIER and then the voting is more formal just a formal manifestatios b
causeD EAO O1 AA EI TETA xEOE OEA OOAOOOA AT A Ol

(F3, P. 59). Consensus is the desired outcome of deliberation (F5, P. 36).

Since organizations send representatives that have different degrees of knowledge, exrjse
and mandate about the discussed topicslecision-making at international or European general
meetings is often seen as preliminary and it must be possible to go back to the home organiz
tion before a final decision at the next general meeting is tak (F4, P. 32). At least one person of
each member organization should be present when decisions are taken at the general meeting.
However, this is not always the case, since some organizations do not have the capacities-to a
tend every general meeting. Tis issue will be further explored in the section on representation
practices. However, the positioning towards a transparent and democratic decisiemaking pro-

cedure is very strong and positive:

The process is mostly transparent, yes of course for the de@n we have to take or to get

AO AAiI T AOAAU ET EOEATAO 1T &# OEA AAOOE EO OAOU
on the democratic process of taking decision or to get at it, when we are talking about

stuff to do together, it is a political dedion so a political position or something that we

have to proceed or the get at or to do, this is it happens without USUAIly without dre

lem. it happens that someone doesn't agree on a political position with another country

or with another political position and in THIS case in the network we have the oppo

tunity to say it can't we insist on our position and we don't (?) your position, so there is a

lot of independence, but it happens not so often (F6, P. 38)

One interviewee also evaluates the decisiemaking procedure as usually not that topdown,
meaning not through majority voting (F10, P. 85). Many interviewees criticize that it is soea
times very difficult to find consensus on certain important issues. This disturbs the efficiency of
campaigns, when thee is not the one voice, the one statement which FOE can promote. Many
FoEactivists compare FoE to Greenpeace, which just has very powerful message because they
do not have this inclusive internal deliberation process. Especially across the continentsetie

are many disagreements that cannot be solved (F13, P. 49), but also inside Europe it is difficult

and leads to unfortunate and uncomfortable situations:
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The problem then is that we don't have a EUROpean position which is sometimes is a
shame because ibf course european union also gives huge funds to CCS projects and
maybe even the groups that are @T against CCS would oppose putting so much public
money into the projects but then it's difficult to really have a press release because then
EOGS O @irig Bisdussion 1, P.84)

Thus, the outside message of FOE is sometimes complicated by thaiernal deliberation prac-

tices.
Language practice

The aspect of language in deliberation practices is very crucial in a transnational network. The
interviewees in the network articulate their positions towards deliberation that show how im-

portant language skills are for an equal balance of arguments as well as the ssialuation of

effective participation in deliberation practices. It begins with the access tonformation pre-

pared for deliberation: some policy papers are only available in English. If people in the national

network want to discuss them, they must read them in English (which can be difficult for many

people) or they must be translated, which is amxtra effort in terms of time and costs for the
organization. Also, information brochures or policy papers that are written in other languages

than English cannot be read by members of other national platforms. This also limits the imnfo

mational basis befoe deliberation. While some nonnative speakers feel confident using the

English language in meetings and for general communication (C4, C14,), others are describing
difficulties in practicing deliberation because of their lack of English proficiency. Oneetwork

i AT AAO Agbl AET O OEEO AO &I 111 x0d O7EAT Ui O 1T AAA
01 OOA E T AAT 110A OEIiPIA ATA T AUAA 171 OAv-CAT AOE?
AO OOAT Ol AGAA ET A OAOU Achblr@ionis@ds, sendelinfervipweesh 08 1
have had the impression that they cannot push their arguments convincingly because they lack

the selfesteem or capabilities to discuss them in a way that they would discuss them in their

native language. Furthermoreijt is difficult for some actors to follow native speakers. It is a very

frustrating situation when members cannot express their ideas very well. This problem is also
recognized by the International Secretariat. One coordinator points out that meetings walilof

course have a different dynamic if all participants could speak in their mother tongue (C2). In

addition, the fact that every meeting is in English limits the group of people who can participate

at all. Some organizations must send the same persondach and every meeting because there

is only this one person in the organization who speaks English. The experience of having difficu

OEAO O OI AEA 1T U DPIETO6 EO Al OI OAI AOGAT O I O OEF
native speakers. Thus, transtion is crucial, but hinders again the deliberation process as such

(C2, P. 6662). One person from the Asian region stresses the importance of translators. Without

translators, international cooperation does not make sense according to this interviewd€12, P.
163



45). However, deliberation practices are modified due to the need of translators. These traasl

tors disrupt the deliberation process and impose breaks in the deliberation. Also, the directico

tact with the campaigners from different countries is Indered by translations. Deliberation

without translation is difficult, too. One interviewee interprets this unfortunate situation as le-

ing an instrument to shut discussions down, namely using the English language as a tool to exert

authority where there is no legitimate authority ascribed (C3). In conclusion, those inequalities

in the level of language proficiency also influence the outcome of deliberations because different

degrees of English proficiency limit the ways how arguments can be formulated amden limit

the arguments made as such:
7EAT Ui O AT160 EAOA OEA OAI A |, 6%, 1T £ 1 AT COA
for what you want with the same strength that someone who speaks VEry good english
IO 018 EO AAT AA | 8 Qpeakiig©ut 1Aud And i frohtfeiCeve@otlyO A OAT O
because your english is not so well so either you do not really speak enough you do not
tell what you would need to tell or you are misunderstood or you do not know how X

ACTLY to yeah express the ideas, so it h@smy opinion an impact on the results of the
discussion. (C3, P. 486)

In this quote, the practice of deliberation is interpreted as a practice where power through skills
plays a very dominant role. Language also becomes a distinguishing dimension whesnsna-
tional campaigns consist in parts of national organizations that share the same or a similania
guage. These members of national organizations usually speak with each other in their mother
tongue. However, as in one case, this has led to an at le@shporary exclusion of members of
other organizations who do not understand the language. These tendencies can also be caused
by other circumstances, but it seems that language is often a catalyst for already existing-in
gualities (C1, C8, C9). Another acial point concerning the impact of language is the remark of
one interviewee who states that it is not only the English language that poses problems, but the
technical jargon. For this person, it was hard to understand all internal abbreviations used du
ing discussions, especially in the beginning. The technical jargon that is used in many meetings
of course increases efficiency, but again presents an obstacle for newer and more passive patrti
ipants in deliberation, especially in combination with the useof English as a foreign language
(C7,P. 41).

In the European FoEnetwork, English is the official language. The positions towards the policy

of speaking English in all the meetings varies from extreme difficulties in even understanding

what is spoken, toholding back opinions because of difficulties speaking English to the absolute
irrelevancy of language skills in deliberation processes and the highlighting of other differences,

like class, age, experience, that matter much more than language proficiede, F4, F2). | want

to compare those three positions below. The first quote exemplifies the position of a nerative
OPAAEAOR xET h AO 1 AAOO ET OEA AAGEITEIC Vy-&£ OEA
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sion: namely that people do not dare to speak English. Taking this seriously, we must assume

that communication in meetings is hardly possible. We can see parallels to the CCC network,

where one person expressed similar difficulties in participating successfully in English delibar

OEIT 1 D OlinAnidsdredtigs &n years ago, sometimes i could not understand whing.

well this is i mean i suppose all the rest of europe, except english people have this impression, so

well in the north you speak much better but, it's a problem also because you know you do not
AAOA Oi OPAAE 3/ -5#( OBAT 1T AOEOA %l Cl EOEO6 | &yh
A more moderate position comes from a person, who acknowledges that a lack of English prof

ciency can be a problem for the participation of some people. The person even admits thabpe

ple are naturally excluded from deliberation. This applies to peopleyho do not speak English.

However, persons, who have basic English skills can somehow learn to deliberate in English and

learn to not be shy of speaking in front of others because other persons speak the same basic

English.

The most positive evaluation é language and deliberation comes from a person with a central
coordinating position in the network, whose native language is English. This person does not
necessarily see a link between language skills and participation in deliberation processes. It is
rather assumed that people do not express their opinions out of other reasons like being less
experienced than others, being shy in general or coming from a specific political culture. Also
gender, age and class, the typical categories of intersectionalityeanamed in order to explain

difference in speaking out loud:

| mean some people, i mean to put it really bluntly it's not because you are the besigen

I EOE OPAAEAO T O A 1 AOEOA AT Cli EOE OPAAEAO OEA
also native engf OE ODPAAEAOO xEI AOA 110 Ai 1T £ZEAAT O AAI
tainly do have some native english speakers who like speaking and have a lot to say in

meetings but i think that’s not necessarily because they are native english speakers,

i 8 qOE Ao db Avith GENder that can just be to do with all sorts of LIFE experience

or to do with HOW OFTen you have to speak in meetings and that you develop thah-co

fidence or it can be to do with CLASS or it can be to do with AGE quite often in some
meetings D i think those are all cutting across also having language issues and DIFFerent

cultural traditions of DEference and resPECT and willingness to challenge authority and

all these other things which are also not purely kind of NATionally determined but i

think to certain extant come from having a background in former communist country or

having a background in northern european kind of scandinavian democracy where i

think people seem to be more willing to speak so i think that's you know i think that's

many different sorts of ISSUES cutting across that, as well as just the personality, it's kind

I £/ A OAOU PAOOI T Al OEET C6j &ch 08 tu(Q

However, the interviewee still admits that language might be a problem in the selection of pe

sons for the participation in deliberation. Those people that come to the meetings mostly have a
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quite good command of English, whereas the real problem arises earlier. The people who do not
speak English that well do not even come to the meetings. This exclusion process could be also
observed in the CCC network. The implications are that there is no balanced participation of
people within one organization in the network meetings and the selection of participants is done
on the grounds of already established capacities (here language skillastead of equal share or
knowledge. In sum, it can be seen that language plays a more or less important role, depending
on the position of the speaker. Persons at the center of the network and/or with excellentna
guage skills see the relation between teguage and deliberation very positive, whereas persons
who position themselves at the margins of the network have sometimes a very negative outlook

on the influence of language skills on deliberation.
Deliberation and Technology

Online telephone/video conkrences are a very useful communication tool within both networks
because they allow campaigners to have meetings without needing to travel. Network members
say that they only recently began to use Skype for video conferences. Since Skype meetings are
often not that large in terms of the participating persons, they are often a little less pre
structured. The context of having a Skype meeting evokes certain, very specific deliberation
practices that are adapted in the light of the conditions of online meetgs. Online meetings
change the way people interact and talk to each other. Although Skype meetings are similarly
structured as faceto-face meetings, i.e. there is an agenda that is sent out beforehand, and there
is also more often a moderator, there areartain limits of practicing deliberation on Skype. At
first, it is not possible (and this is confirmed by many interviewees) to discuss with more than a
handful of people on Skype. The methodology that is used in fateface meetings to initiate or
reinforce more and broader participation cannot easily be adapted on Skyjse Technical prdo-
lems, especially in countries with slower internet connections, make the deliberation as such
difficult. Thus, there are some factors that limit the possibilities of delibration on Skype and
consequently disturb the equality of voices in particular. If participants cannot really follow the
discussion because their internet connection breaks down frequently or if there is no chance to
make deliberation more accessible throgh different moderation methods, the consideration of
arguments in deliberation is severely obstructedThis is not that much a problem in the Europ-
an network, but when we look beyond the narrow borders of the European network, we see
many difficulties with that. Internet is of course not that naturally available in other continents
I £/ OEA 031 OOE6 OEAT EO EO ET %0OOI bAs8

yl AEOEAA ET OAOT AO EO 110 ¢iTAn OEA AAT AxEAO

time it will be difficult to have a voice call yu will just type it and then you wait for the

8 Working with cards, using visual media etc.
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OAPI U AT A Ui &6 OUPA ATT OEAO OEIi Ah j8Q EO00O 1T ¢
discussions like we are DOing with because in [home country]i have a café cyber café,
where i can have such discussits live voice and message you can type the message i can
have VOICE and discussion, but IN the office it's not usual it's not common to have people
on skype with voice, it's not usual. and in togo, the situation is WORSE there. so most of
the time they canjust call them through the telephones and they can to through tel
phone easy, just to have an information, yeah they can try to call them like that but most
of the time for MEETing for discussions for long discussions, we use skype, conference
calls. (F12 P. 49)
This representative of an African network member of FoE clearly points out how difficult it is to
have those skype meetings, which became the main way to communicate in the network. hn o
der to handle the situation, adaption practices are conducte Since the internet is too slow for
voice call, they type in their messages in Skype while others are talking on Skype at the same
time. Thus, these actors with slow internet connection participate in deliberations through wti
ten texts, while the rest d the group is talking at the same time. This of course obstructs them
from hearing what is said during discussion. While they could talk on the phone, phone calls
seem to be rather used for giving information, while discussions take place on Skype. Thif
course a disadvantage for organizations with slow internet and even their coping practices do
only mildly solve the problem. However, this practice of deliberation as a mixture of writing
messages and talking is clearly a unique one, and interesting further evaluate. A similar ex-
rience is described by an interviewee from Latin America, who concludes that it was impossible
for them to communicate with Skype. This campaign group, which consists of many orgaaiz
tions in Asian, Latin American, Africarand European countries took the decision to commtin
cate via email instead of Skype (F13, P. 70), which might impede the coordination process in the
campaign as such, but at the same time does not produce inequalities between campaigners in

different countries.

Besides this tendency towards exclusion, the limits of communicating in a wholesome way are
also interfering with a smooth deliberation. Decisioamaking during deliberation on Skype is
only possible if you have met once in person (C11). The interwiee, who mentioned this, argued

that regular decisionmaking ends with nonverbal signs of agreement or disagreementhen

Ui 66 0OA xEOE A cOiO0bp T &£ AT11AACOAOG AT A Ui O EAOA
people faces whether they oppose or whber they consent what is going on and you can see
i OAE 11 O0A OEAT OEAU AA Gidck bn Skypelts Babki@tomparticipansh 08 ¢

cannot see each other this noiverbal communication is not possible. Consequently, Skypesd
liberation is very time-consuming if everybody expresses their opinions verbally or involved
persons must already assume how this or that person might decide because they already know

each other.
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The identified difference between Skype and faetm-face meetings makes alsalear how the
increasing role of Skype meetings influences styles, structuration and outcomes of deliberation.
There are different reasons, why deliberation on Skype is perceived as something different. One
argumentation is based on cultural characteristis and a sort of longpracticed habit of personal
meetings, which makes it difficult to adapt to those technology supported meetings. Later on the
interviewee who expressed this cultural characteristic, also raised the issue, that due to ada
guage barrier, people have much more opportunities (probably nofverbal) to express them-
selves in faceto-face contacts than during a Skype call. Thus, using Skype calls reinforces the
language problem, which was already outlined above.
AEAOA EO A AEAFADAE AAB A s@QEuEARATI AAOET ¢j 8q EO:
to express exactly what you have to let people know about but physically is more asiafr
cans is i do not know but it's really GOOD to have people physically, to talk to people to
meet people we are usd to that and we really like that. as african i think is like a QU
TURAL so it's, but coming back to the contents IF we have a topic to discuss, normally we
can discuss, it even through skype maybe, we do not have problems to share or discuss
our view sothat but we prefer to have a physical meeting physical contacts with people
(F12, P. 38)
A similar alienation from Skype calls is expressed by a Centfahstern European interviewee.
While the reference to the African culture in the quote above is an exggsion of cultural ideni-
ties, the positioning towards Skype calls in the following quote is taking place on the level of
working routines. The major disadvantage is not the limited opportunities to communicate, but
the not very efficient and focused way bcommunication.
7A A1 O EAOA OEUDPA OAIEO xEEAE EO j8qQr E OEEI
sonally i find it a bit even you know it's a bit even exaggerated, the amount of time that
we spend on this discussions because they tend to be quilw especially if you have a
group of people and then people might not be always focused on the call if you are just
sitting on your earphones for one and half an hour, so but this is definitely, THIS was for
me new when i came to [own organization] and do not think that many organizations
work like this to this extent but i have some colleagues in the office who were even more
involved in this international activities and they really spend a lot of time on skype. so i
think that this is very characteridic feature. (F3, P. 14)
The contrary position, namely that Skype conferences are a very efficient communication tool,
AAT AA I OT A ET OEA 1TAOxI OE AO xAll j&th 08xt1Q8
the efficiency of Skype calls can be fodnin one of the advantages of it: there is no space for
chatting over coffee and possibly coming to new (and unintended) ideas or projects in the coffee
breaks. However, even Skype conferences are getting unproductive at a number of around 15
people (ibid.). Another interviewee from an Italian NGOs underlines the limitation of commun
AAOGETT AT A OEA ETAEEEAEAT AU T £ 3EUDM BTG OMA AAEONX
conference call with five six people on phone you know each other by personton phone you
do not know you do not see the gesture of the people so you do not, ses@mmeone is speaking
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maybe he's speaking too long, you want to say SOMEthing then it's right to interrupt but then the
AT 11 01 EAAQGETIT EO Ol ECROIOAOWN AORAI EDA xjl OG OAO O &Bih

"

In sum, we can see many disadvantages that Skype deliberation brings for deliberation. Skype of
course eases deliberation in that it does not necessitate travel costs and travel time to meetings.
Everyone can install it ontheir computers. But this is only a conditional advantage when we look
at the positions of the interviewees above. Especially those organizations that are at the périp

ery of the network have difficulties in participating in Skype meetings.
Talking aboutpolitics

In the FoEnetwork, there seems to be a particular European deliberation style, which is very
strategic, goaloriented and straight-forward. A Southern American activist describes that there
are sometimes adoption problems and even a lack of underOAT AET Ch xEU %00l PAA]
politically:
It's very good meetings you know they are very productive, they do a lot of things in a
short time, but still it's very different from our meetings here in south america for exa-
ple. causewe include more how can i say that, we include more POLitical issues, you
know current issues and we talk about, first of all, we talk about what is going on in the
continent in a political and economic level and THEN we start to work in you know in
very RATional things, to [ECIDE some campaigns and what strategy we take with some
partners and so and sometimes in europe in a meeting of some campaigigy don't do
it. i don't know if, i really don't know, but i have some idea but i don't know WHY they
don't do it, because i hink i believe it is really, really important for friends of the earth,
since we OUTSIDE you know outside the federation we do it. we discuss in a politicat le
el.(F13, P. 3334)
It could be even said, that the deliberation that is classified as specifisaEuropean is not delb-
eration but negotiation or strategy talk. The open and substantive quality of deliberation cannot
be found in the description of this FOE member from Southern America. However, naturallyE
ropean activists see this differently. Thg see the deliberation quality in the open access toed
liberation and the consideration of all voices in deliberation (F10, P. 143). The contents of deli

eration are not considered a feature of theuality of deliberation.

6.3.4 Representation Practices

Represetation practices and participation practices are sometimes closely tied together in the
CCenetwork. The practices of involving workers in decisioamaking are connected to the diffe

ent representative roles of European NGOs, local NGOs and workers themes! European NGOs

OAA OEAI OA1 6AO AO 1 AOA O1T1T1 0 A O xi OEAOGS OADPOA
sentative claims towards workers is reflected in the representation practices (such as the
claims-making) as well as in participation practices hat were described above. This section au

lines the four analytical categories of repesentation practices, namely: (1 selecting and n-
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structing of representatives, (2 communicating between representatives and representedand

(3) making representative daims about individuals and discourses.

(1) Selecting and instructing of representatives
The preparation of representatives for their repreOAT OAOET 1T A1l OAOEO OACOI AC

Ei i Ad ET OEA 1 Al leh® reprasantativds ofa Gafidnadl @dbrm'in the CCC go

to a Euromeeting for example, the meeting and tasks of the representatives arprepared in the

national platform. The thoroughness and scope of preparation differs among national platforms.

The initiative of such preparation often lies vith the representatives themselves because they

are mostly the national coordinators of the platform. How much they involve their constituency

of national groups often depends ortheir perceived role in the platform and their knowledge

about the platform. The more knowledge they have about their fellow group members and the

more they feel secure and trusted, the less they involve other members in the preparationgar

cess of meetings. For example, mewer member of the network from Cental-Eastern Europe
desOEAAO OEA POADPAOAOGEIT xEOE 1 AOEITAI 1 OCAT EUAO
when me or another person goes to the meeting we have a Skype call and we | circulate first the

agenda and the materials so they can look at it and then we have gaue by issue what we

xAT O OI ETiTx xEAO xA xAT O O AA AARAAEAAA ThisO xEAOo
very formal practice of preparing the representative for their task of representing the platform

in transnational network meetings is veryuncommon in other platforms and could be explained

by the novelty of the network practices for this national platform. This platform copes with the

insecurities about the treatment of certain agenda points by including all national organizations

ofthepA O£l Of ET OEA DPOADPAOAOEIT DHOI AARAOGO8 / OEAO 11 A
much more confident of their own ability to judge what is important. One interviewee of a Wes

ern European platform, who has been in the network for over decade, says tat the person

knows beforehand what will be discussed within theEuromeeting and that checking back with

the national organizations is no more than a formal exercise without any surprises (C4, P. 71).

$0A O OEA ET OAOOEAxAAGS O rk thelrepresdrzaivd anky Ahecksfback EOE O
with the platform whenEO EO OAAIT 1 U OAlI AOAT 6 OE EAOA AAAI
worked with ccc for sixteen years. i know what is issues ardelicate. so i know when i have to

get back to my platform b be able to express our position at the eurdb A A O E(C4; B.&70).

Thus, frust is an important factor in the selection and authorization of representatives. Many
representations are practiced on the basis of the trusteeship model. This is interesting ofar as

inside the European network, trusteeship prevails, but in the global context and among therco

stituency of workers in garment factories, there is the claim that the network representatives

are delegates of their constituency rather than trustees.
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A representation modeled on trusteeship does not only develop out of the longtime experience
of the representative, but this practice can also evolve out of a different priority setting at the

national level, as the following quote indicates:

| can say hae the chance that they (the national organizations in the platform, H.K.) rea
ly trust me for the international level because i think i mean there are different kind of
involvement for the national platforms in the international network some are really -
volved because they have either more capacities or decided that it's that the internatio
al network is the priority, in [own country] it's not really the case so it's not that people
are inter- interested or do not feel it's important, but they feel the wok i do as a national
coordinator participating in the international network is sufficient or is enough and that o
xA EAOA O AAAl xEOE 1T OEAO xEOE A ,/4 1 &£ 1 0OE/
In this case, it seems that the instruction of the re@sentative is nothing that seems to be ret
vant for the platform. One interviewee describeghe difficulties of the delegation model of re-
resentation within his own national platform: Besides the top level decisioimaking board with
representatives of allorganizations involved, working groups are formed at the national level
that must report to the board. Topics are then delegated into the working groups. However,
sometimes time restrictions make it impossible to first report to the board and then decide.
Much more often, decisions are already taken in the working groups without further consat
tion (C1, 146).Thus, there are many reasons why representatives decide that trusteeship is a
better and less costintensive way to handle representation. Howeverfor some organizations, it
might have specific advantages to consult beforehand, especially if the representatives arexine
perienced and would benefit from advice. This seems to be a rather horizontal pegr-peer can-

sultation and representation than a topdown or bottom-up representational relationship.

The selection of representatives is conducted differently in the individual national nma-
ber organizations. Some organizations send their managing director, others send international
coordinators and some oganizations decide the selection according to the agenda. If there are
many agricultural topics, for examplethey will send the agriculture expert. This is very different
among the organizations in the Foletwork because organizations are differently orgnized.
Some are working on a volunteer basis, others have a big office with many staff members. Thus,
some organizations cannot select representative out of a big pool of possible candidates, wer

as others have even specialized experts for different togs.

Trust is an important matter in the instruction practices of representatives in the Foletwork

as well. On the one hand, there is a need for trust, becausat all decisions carbe discussed with

the sending organization out of time constraits. Simiar as in the CC@Qetwork it is also de-

scribed that the interest in matters of international meetings is sometimes not that high in the

national organization (F1)./ T A ET OAOOEAxAA Al 01 AOOEAOI AOGAO OE

know in the spiritofwhi | ) EAQR4, PObA AMGBET 06 O ). @rily if 8c0alddO1 AOET |
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ad-hoc topics arise at the meeting, the representative decides depending on the importance of

the issues, if the national board should be consulted (ibid.). This is a main practickrepresenta-

tion. Asked on which grounds an international coordinator represents, the interviewee er
ObiI 1T AOd o6CiT A xglIl C¢iITA O AAROOOAT AET ¢ T &£ ET x OE
OEET EET C806j &uh 08 xcQ8 4sentatvéplagaAerybrhpbrtadt ADA T £ O

this kind of trusteeship representation practice.

51 AAO OEA AT 1 AEOEIT OEAO 1T AOEITTAI 1 OGCATEUAOEITI

international meetings, the chances are good that representation is practiced trusteeship:

Because the meetings and the results of those meetings are often quite or the general

meetings are quite on a high level so they are not really VERY important for the dey

day work of me and my colleagues so therefore there is hot TOO rhuinterest in really

preparing those meetings and the person going there knows generally what's i

portant for [own organization] so there is no NEED to prepare it in a better way but it i

think it would be good to give more attention so that people feahore connected to the

process and for the campaigns meeting well there will be a campaigner going generally

OEA AT T OAET AOT O T &£ A AAi PAECT O EA8O 0ODBDI O/
no need for bigger preparation but if well if necessary disuss it before the meeting(F1,

P. 45)

This lack of instruction of representatives is critically evaluated. A common preparation would

1A0 PAT PI A ET OEA 11 AAl 1T OCAT EUAOQEIT O O&AAT 11 0/
instructions of representatives take place, when representatives go to international meetings for

the first time (F7, P. 24) or when new campaigns start. Most often this dialogical instruction of
representative takes place within a restricted circle of interested persons in # organization

(F1, F5, P. 66). When the topics are more sensitive or more political, then more people or even

directors are involved in the preparing discussiongF4). Thus, also the envisioned topics to be

discussed at the international meetings are inflencing the way how representatives aren-

structed by the represented constituency.

(2) Communicating between representatives and represented
The knowledge of representatives in the CCRetwork can be characterized in two dimensions:

On the one hand, represemtives of the whole network in thelnternational Secretariat are not
always best informed about what is going on in the European member groups. They position
themselves as being able to get feedback from groups via social media such as Facebook pages
and twitter posts, but the bulk of information gathering should be done by the national pta
forms (C10, C2)On the other hand, therelevant and needed information is gathered fronthe
constituency that is geographically farther removed, the workers. Whatheir preferences and
interests are is of much more interest and a focus of deeper research (ibid.). It seems that the
interviewees from the International Secretariat perceive their roles as informed representatives

in terms of the substantive interests of worlers rather than as informed representatives of B-
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ropean national groups.At the representative level of national platformsthe information situa-
tion is mostly very good. Representatives themselves evaluate their own knowledge of congtit
AT AEAOS rdipdSikotsta® @@ high, especially if issues are not completely new (C4). If
this is not the case, representatives not knowing what is going on poses problems to the dun

tioning of campaigns,(C9). Thughe national representatives need to stay informed

The degree of knowledge that is needed to properly fulfill theoles as representativesdiffers
between the International Secretariat and national organizationsRepresentationat the Interna-
tional Secretariatis accounted for at theEuromeetings.Thus,there is a quite tight and frequent
control of the representation practices of theinternational Secretariat This is not the case in the
representation of workers, where control mechanisms are at best informal. Thiexplains the
worry of International Secretariat staff about a good informationflow from the workers to the
International Secretariat At the national level, representatives, as was described in the former
section of this chapter, rely much more often on their experience and anticipations. Foal

i AAOET ¢cO xEAOA OAPOAOGAT OAOEOAOGS 1 AT AAOGAO AOA

the local level than on the transnational level.

The practice of going through the decisions, topics and deliberation results of tli®iromeetings
with the national partner organizations also differs among the CCC national platforms. Whether
there is a practice of informing the represented constituency at the national level about decision
outcomes and new developments in the international network depends on manfactors. One
person from a Western European platform described this reporting as very difficult because
documents (e.g. written reports) have to be translated from English into the native language, as
almost nobody speaks English in the national platfornf-urthermore, there are time constraints
that hinder a thorough translation until the next meeting with platform members (C3, P. 75).
Other network members view the reporting of representatives to the national membership as a
necessity in order to eithe comply with certain norms of representation in the national platform

or to get the campaign work done, in other words to coordinate the work with other activities at
the national level. Issues from the international network level must be discussed in the namal
groups in order to see if there are disagreements in the group on the one hand and to start wor

ing on the campaign in order to stay on schedule on the other hand (C12, P.47).

Reporting back to the represented organization also requires that thisté with the working rou-
tines of the national organization. While some organizations meet very frequently, for example
every week, others meet only once a month or even less frequently. The lower the frequency of
general meetings is, the lower is the @ncethat representatives transfer their knowledge tothe
other organizations about the decisions made at thEuromeetings(C3, C4, C8). Some interwe

ees say that they fall back on-enail communication as an alternative, but such communication
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does not reallyreach their constituency (C3, C4). In general, it can be observed that newerme
bers of the network are much more prone to reporting back and deliberating with their congt
uency at home about the experiences and decisions at European or international rtiegs of the

CCtenetwork than older members.

2APDOAOAT OAOGETT AEAIT COAO AEEEAAO AiT1 ¢ AEAEAOAT O
ties. The representative, in this case the international coordinator in a national campaign, repr
sents the internaional campaign in the natioral group as well as vice versthe national group at
international campaign meetings. The representation of the national group in international
meetings is more relevant because at the international meetings, decisions are takinat affect

the national groups. International coordinators see themselves as the bridge or the mediator
between two very different spheres. One interviewee talked about the representative role as
being the hinge between individual groups in the nationaplatform and the international cam-
paign network (C9). This role as a hinge often requires a balance between suggesting new ideas
for projects in the international and national meetings and coordinating the wishes and ideas of
the represented, i.e. the nabnal groups. Many of these representational dialogues are done by e
mail. However, some people from the national groups might not read theirmails or only some

of them get back to their representative, the international coordinator, in order to discuss
whether they agree on certain projects or not. This specific characteristic ofrmail communica-

tion is sometimes even desired because the represented are not that interested in all matters of
international campaign activities. This can be becaugbere is not much time left for the decision
(C5, P. 2), or because the representative does not want to disturb the national groups during

their work:

In fact i report in between euromeetings and in between steering meetings byle AET § 8 q
let's say these ten peopl®f my network. they are very busy so if i send an-mail i do not
disturb them during their work and they can read if they like and if they don't read it, it's
a pity but after a while i can tell them, they start reading like five -enails one after the
other an- okay they catch up with it. so the amail is like a sort of NICE way to stay in
touch. if i REALLY need input i will call them. and i do this, both when i expect they will
support some point OR when i suspect they will completely disagree becauséeel it's
my role both to deal with agreement and disagreement. sometimes i even know thag-b
forehand, that some organization or some person in organization will disagree, so i will
look for that disagreement just to make sure that they have done a propepnsultation
(C4,P.73)

In the quote above, it seems as if the representative is seeking the discussion with the repr
sented groups only if the representative senses a sort of disagreement. This can be a zigzag
course between convincing and disapproval® i A U A Athird3 »fithe steering committee who
thought it was not a good idea so they droppedi dropped the idea fine.i mean i need the bak-

up of i will try to if i'm really convinced i will try to convince them but if they disagree i will drop

the ideA 8 6 | # 1The abiliy ofythe @epresented constituency to build an informed opinion
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al platforms and highly depends on the involved persons. This influencesetdeliberation pro-
cesses among representatives at such international meetings. If directors who cannot know all
the details of one specific campaign sit together with experts of one campaign, these discussions
can be only preliminary. Consequentially, thex is a practice of going back home after delibar

tion and talking to the constituency again (F4, P. 31).

If coordinators represent volunteers in the international campaign, they have to manage this
bridging role in a very ambitious way. Volunteers who gig their spare time for projects expect
more from their representatives than people who are employed in a membedGO of the inte-
national campaign network. Volunteers want to agree to projects because this is their only niot
vation to join a project. They ae not contracted employees who need to do projects because
they are paid for them. Thus, the dialogue between representatives and represented is much
more essential in this situation. Volunteers can literally always opt for the exit option. Thus, pe
resetAOEOAO AAOA 1 OAE 11 OA O OEEIT 106066 OEAEO
and above all keep the communication channel very open. In order for this to work well, there
must be an institutional frame, reliability of the representative, andclarity of responsibilities
(C5, P. 42). This picture of the relationship between representative and represented is charaete
ized by a very caring role of the representative, which initiates much of the decisions to be taken,
filters information for the r epresented, and helps out in other matters. The represented ared
pendent on the good will and power of judgment of the representative. The representative in
turn is dependent on the represented, too. If the represented volunteers decide that the repr

sentative is not doing a proper job, they can just quit.

The representation practice involves a high amount of deliberation between representatives and
represented, which go beyond the mere delegation of tasks or the anticipation of preferences. As
exemplary shown in the quote below, the mandate of the representative for an international
meeting is, at least in contested issues, broadly and openly discussed in order to have a real

mandate to decide in the name of the national group of volunteers.

| think it is about to DISCUSS! all things like that this is not something that's happening

I /A0 A Tout jf iBBIDES happen it is important to have a meeting WITHIN the orgaaiz

tion where you discuss PROs and CONs and if it is something we stay beHIND or NOT and
if it is NOT we then just go back and say sorry this is not something that we can WORK
on. so it is VERY important to have this implemented within the organizations since a lot
of the work is done by volunTEERSF9, P. 41)

(AOAR OEA OADOA GAdt Dk GathdrprérereBted fod féiriconsituency, but
to actively engage in discussion with the constituency and try to find a solution that suits all.

However, the dialogue of representative and represented can look very different from the pe
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spedive of an employed campaigner. In the following quote, we can see a different practice of

representation that creates an impression of opacity:

| think the decision making processes in other organizations are always big mysteries
for their colleagues andthen sometimes EVEN for the organizations themselves because
it's always a big struggle in because organizations are part of international networks well
and often it's the director that goes there and then there is a big discussion and then
there is a resllt and there were so many steps involved and then inbe= and then also
that's mixed with FUNDing cause if it's possible to get money a lot is possible (F1, P. 98)

In addition to the opacity of a multistep decisionmaking process, that is conducted by theep-

resentative and cannot be traced by the constituency, the interviewee also articulates a siisp

cion why there is so little representative interaction:& £ E08 O bHIT OOEAI A HBI CAO
A1 @bi.). This means it is better if decisioamaking processes are not attuned with the national
organizations, if funding is already in place. The difficulties in the representation dialoguesb

tween representatives and represented is confirmed by a representative. Asked the question:

071 01 A UI O KOAA WiHOBRBDOO T £ OEA %A OOHe fobokiaygA ET ¢ |
interviewee becomes very clear it is necessary to explain and advocate the matter of FOE at the

national level:

Yeah i do. CLEARLY,have really to constantly EXPLAIN and yes becauseamost of the

peop AOPAAEATI 1T U AOEAT AO T £ OEA AAOOGE AOO1I PA Uil O
mean many of things are not really relevant for us, and friend of the earth international yeah.

we're not involved in many of the of the programsfor MANY here and here it's a HEADf-0

fice, but if i speak or think about people you know in our local groups, they really have very

they know very little of friend of the earth and CARE really little about it, i guess and our
members well i don't know butyeah. we in general (local organization) does not commimn

cate a lot, it's really euphemism, about friend of the earth for different reason that i don't-a

ways understand myself butit's like that. (F5, P. 7576)

(3) Making representative claims about indiguals and discourses
The practice of making representative claims differs depending on the constituency that isrta

geted by the claim and on the range of the claim, i.e. how many people/groups or how many

matters are covered by the claim. Nobody in thECGnetwork, for example, made a general claim

01 OAPOAOGAT O OEA CAOIi AT O x1 OEAOO ET ! OEAT AT 010
this, because i think it would be to BOLD to say that we are actually representing the workers?

but they are theonesth O EO ET OEA AT A E W@hi®thishwas exphedsed b8 6 | #p
Western European organization, similar statements were made by NGOs that areclase contact

with the workers: @ will think that as campaigner we are onlylay these supportiverole and the

garment workers they have to stand up to the fight for their own rights. but of course the miet

od, we will we design a lot of programs and activity trying to s=support the worker garment

x] OEAOO O AECEO &I O EECEAO xACAO86 j#pch 08coQ
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The role of the representative is limitedto that of an assistant who supports the workers in their

fight. Both quotes show a denial of real agency, the agency is ascribed to the workersnthe

selves. In this network, we can observe a complex interplay of repres@tion practices. While

OEA TTAAT .' /0 TTOIiATTU OAPOAOGAT O OEA x1 OEAOOG A
network organizations, those European organizations, unlike thdéocal NGOs, represent the

xI OEAOOG AAI AT AO OT x A OA QerdnieritsbLAcRI NA@S rebdivé the IGIOE T T Al
imate right to participate in the network througE OEAEO Ox| OEE DI bedca@& x1 OE/
we are this is in the human rights project or in urgent appeal we are not, i mean we are not-ge

ting funds for a project aparticular so= amount, but this just because just for the fact that we are

working with the garment workers for their rights and entitlements, that allow us to be in ccc,

and thatiswhy cccA1 OT ET OT 1 OAOCdOHOP.BBY OEAEO x1 OE®6

The representation of local workers towards companies and in the international network erit

tles these NGOs to participate in the network and to benefit from funds and support. If asked

whom a local NGO represents, an NG#tivist OA £ZA OO O1  r@gsA notxthe virke® O 6
themselves and to corporate social responsibility. Thus, they rather claim to represent certain
normative concepts instead of a constituency as sucklve represent the workers' rights (C2)

and CSRinterested to call corporates accountable and to uphold arkers' rights Oj # p 1 -56).0 8 v v

It seems that many of the representative claims are very cautious and rather abstract. NGOwacti

ists in Western Europe and Asia alike emphasize the autonomy of workers and the mere instr

mental role of the representative seving the represented. If direct claims are made, then they

AOA T AAA ET OAIT AOGEIT OI 110106 OOAE AO xI®EAOOS

trepreneurship.

Inside the European network, representative claims are pronounced with much more self
esteem and implicitness. Representative claims are made here in a very formal way. Intewie
ees see themselves as representing the matters of their organization in the network meetings.
They arethe representatives of their organization, platform or even ampaign (C1, C4, C5). It
becomes complicated to decide if they represent their organization or the entire European GCC

network only when facing the international network (C2, 1415).

The following representative claim points to a topic that was discussedarlier: representing a
whole network gives more strength also at the national level and \ia-vis politicians and other
decision-makers. In this representative claim, southern organizations are specifically named as
being important represented organizatios because they give even more credibility to the orga
izations in Europe. International solidarity is thus claimed, as a concept to serve northern and

southern interests. It is very important that the claim to speak for Southern organizations is bu
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staniAOAA AU OEA OADPI OO0 1 &£ 31 OOEAOT 1 OCATEUAOQEITTC

the backbone of the general message of international solidarity.

In the end we represent here in [country] what seventy -six organization are thin k-

ing, so it's very inportant for example in our relation north-south it's ah really important

for us to be of an organization that has a lot of members in southern countries. so this is
quite often part of our message, that the impact of the north on the south and we can
translate, we can show that because we are testing on it from our southern groups, so it's
not just because of their view or because we saw image, NO it's because people from the
south TELL us what is going on and altogether we try to find solutions that fiteif north

and for south together, so this is, it think this is really the strength of friends of the earth
international, that the northern and the southern component are together and try tdind

a solution valid for both.(F8, P. 87)

Besides the northsouth solidarity that is that basis for broader representative claims, the fede
al character of theFoEnetwork is also used to argue that one can claim to represent the whole

FoE-network:

Well i well whenever i speak in [country] or communicate with the outide world like
media and politicians the way i see it is that i am communicating on behalf of [own-0
CAT EUAQOETTY xEEAE EO PAOO 1T £ j BQAREAAED]
OAPOAOGAT OET C 8 ET O1I 1T A AAOA Ge wehdvda cOrkE A
mon position on something so there is this double identity i'd say . (F3, P. 90)

This quote can be complemented by another interview passage, in which the interviewee speaks
about representing at first the network, because this is where a#itand together (F4, P. 64). So,
the national and transnational sphere are of course two spaces, where constituegesiare spoken
for but it seemsthat the transnational network is the main reference point for representative
claims. However, for global netwedk actors outside of Europe it can be quite unclear what the

representative positions of the FoEnetwork are:

Friends of the earth europe work at the parliament, so but they talk with everybody at
the parliament and when they when we have tavhen i have a meeting most of the
time it's not clear what POSition does friends of the earth europe have . you know, is
not clear. IF you are in the parliament, okay because we talk with someone from theneo
servatives, someone from the link, someone from the greens band friends of the earth
is really important, is really very clear WHAT position about something do you have. and
sometimes for me it's not clear you see from me as an activist in [home country] it's not
clear when i go europe, some groups, i don't know ihey if they have the same position
of the whole federation or of us, it's not clear (F13, P. 36)

Another representative claim targets the otheway around, representingthe own organization
and especially he volunteers, who cannot gado the international meetings:
What i repreSENTY represent MY organization - i hope, i mean i am there beCAUSE

basically because nobody else in my organization has been elected to go when it comes
to like volunTEERs when they have the ability to go then follow me but isialso that i
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have a responsibility to make their work easier as volunteers that is basically my=so i
take up their ideas and i motivate them to do stuff within the organization what they are
expected to do-and i also handle the boring parts of projectsd q AT Arep@tfddido
therefore i very much feel that i represent my organization when i go. (F9, P. 113)

In this representative claimis an emotional component of representation. The interview partner
expresses the feeling to represent the organizatigrbecause there is a felt responsibility towards
the volunteers. The one strong representative claim towards the main cause of FoE, the ienv

ronment, is articulated by a big Wester6OOT DPAAT 1T OCAT EUAOET 180 AAOQEOI
AEEAAOCSG Q1A GEMA AGiGEGR I A8 O ADOET 060 1T x1 OOAT O1 /

6.3.5 Conclusions

The CCC is a global network of NGOs whichrémted in Europe. The politicalpractices that are
conducted in the network alter through different phases of campaigning and in differenton-
texts within the network. The practices also changed over the time of the existence of CCC. This
variability of practices can be specifically observed in the way how participation and represeat
tion practices are conducted. While participation practicesre changing in terms of the scope of
inclusion during the course of campaign work, representation practices are differently practiced

according to the specific context.

The participation practices in both networksare in the first phases of campaigning dsed on
long-term processes of broadening the access to problem identification, closing and steering the
concrete formulation of campaign goals and then opening up processes agaiie empowe-
ment and learning practices inside theCCGnetwork are differently interpreted by the inter-
viewees. While core European network members value the norms of empowerment and try to
£l OOAO OEAEO DOAAOGEAAO OEOI OCE x1 OEOET PO AT A x1
producing countries identify a lack of a sensef political efficacy among workers, which makes it
hard for local NGOs to effectively reach workers with their empowerment strategieédditional-

ly to empowerment in the form of capacity building, the interviewees in the Folaetwork also
describe learning processes that evolve out of the collective experiences at meetings. These
learning processes encompass the increasing sense of sefficacy and the awareness of being
part of a strong network. The networks are generally open, but specialized and excluge ne-
work practices create boundaries between the core and the periphergince the funding comes
for most parts from European donors such as the European Commission, the European network
members administer the money, whereas nofturopean network membersare often respong-

ble for the field work. Although nonEuropean network members feel included in a way, they
raise concerns about this specific role allocation which produces problems for participation.
Leadership practices are on the one hand reinforcingxisting inequalities to a certain degree,

but on the other hand, leaders contribute to a more formalizd structured participation and
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they take charge of timeconsuming administrative resporsibilities so that others in the can-

paign have more time for theactual planning and decisioamaking practices.

Deliberation practices in the CC@etwork are generally very thoroughly planned and prepared.

A big difference can be identified between the fae®-face Euromeetingsand Skype meetings.
While the Euromeeting deliberations are accompanied and structured by different deliberation
methods and a moderator, Skype talks are often more informal and unstructured. Both forms of
deliberation are structured by an agenda. Skype talks differ frorBuromeetingsin that they al-
low for a broader access to deliberation due to the lower costs of participation. Howevehere
are restrictions of expressing oneself, following the deliberation and encouraging participation
in deliberation that make Skype deliberationan ambiguousexperience. Similar restrictions are
caused by the different level of English proficiency in the Ca@twork. Thus, deliberation prac-
tices are usually prepared and conducted in a very considerate manner with an eye on efficiency.
The deliberation practicesin the FoEnetwork are characterized by stepby-step procedures of
agendasetting, which change between openness and authoritative steering. A huge variety of
facilitation methods are outlined by many interviewees. However, due to scarce capacities, facil
OAOQGEIT EO 111U OOGAA AO OEA AEC CATAOAT 1 AAOET COF
issues are delicate or very important. The deliberation seems also very dependent on the ano
erators or facilitators in charge. As in the CCC network, these of languagéenfluences delibera-

tion practice.

Representation practices in the CCG@etwork depend very much on the national organizations.

Due to the high autonomy of network members, the representation practices of instructing pe

resentations, informing representatives and constituencies, and reporting back to the conaiit

encies depend on the internal coordination practices of the member organizations, especially the
AACOAA T &£ ET OAOT A1l &1 Of Al EUAOET T h OE & néwviki OEOU (
practices.The trusteeship model of representation is practiced in the national organization with

changing degrees4 EA 1T OAOAIT 1T OADPOAOGAT OAGET T AT Al AEIi 0 xEO
are rather cautious and sensitive in termsof workersé  @dtdrn#Bation. Representation prac-

ticesin the FoEnetwork are the most diverse practices among the three different types of pra

tices. This can be explained by the diversity of network member organization which are directly

involved in conducting representation practices. The positionings towards representation thus

vary from organization to organization and are thus conducted in many different ways. Thig+

sults in the gathering of very differently mandated, skilled and experienced representativest

international meetings and is also expressed in the practice of horizontal representation. e

ever, far geographical distances, structural inequalities and differently organization network

members influence the agency of &ors to practice representation.
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