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EU ENLARGEMENT AND MULTI-LEVEL
GOVERNANCE IN EUROPEAN PUBLIC
POLICY-MAKING: ACTORS, INSTITUTIONS
AND POLICY LEARNING

Christos J. Paraskevopoul os

Preface

One key objective of the project during the reference period was the critical analysis of the different
approaches and schools of thought in the debate on multi-level governance in the EU public policy-
making, institutional and policy learning, adaptation and Europeanization of the domestic structures at
both the national and sub-national levels of governance.

Thus, a draft paper has been prepared by Dr. C. Paraskevopoulos (L SE team) and was subsequently
circulated among the partners aiming at setting off discussion, constructive contributions and comments.

The paper was aso one of the foci of discussion in the workshop with externals organised in the
framework of the second project meeting at L SE London (26 February 2002).

Thefinal version of this paper presents the state of the art of the knowledge and research conducted in
the field and provides the basis for a common understanding of the different theoretical approaches

among the project partners.

Introduction: Globalisation and the changing conception of
Governance

Governance has become a state of the art but also a popular concept in much of the contemporary
debate in the socia sciences. A key reason for this popularity is attributed to its capacity for capturing the
multiplicity of actors, institutions and relationships involved in the process of governing, given that the
narrower term ‘government’ has gradualy become amost obsolete, having been outflanked by rapid
technological, socia and politica changes of the last quarter of the century. In particular, the
globalization of economic activities, information and finance, as a consequence of the rgpid technological
change and the gradual transformation of the technologica paradigm since the late 1960s has led to the
emergence of achanging, globalizing new political economy, characterised by increasing, internationally-

driven, interdependence among the actors, accompanied by high levels of risk and uncertainty, which
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derive mainly from technological change, knowledge and diversified information management capacities
(Boyer, 1988). This, in turn, has important implications for aimost all sectors of pblic policy, by
challenging the traditional role of the state as guarantor and provider of collective (public) goods and
undermining the pattern of corporatist arrangements for capital -labour relations. Both the key role of the
state in the provision of public goods and the corporatist model of interest intermediation are considered
intrinsic elements of the dominant —at least in Europe- regulatory regime based on mass production and
state interventionism during the first post-war period. The diminishing role of the state in the provision of
public goods is interpreted as a consequence of the predominance of supply-side economics and the
increasing importance of fiscal discipline imposed through cuts in public spending for securing
international competitiveness. Moreover, these international -competitiveness considerations have led to
the fundamental shift from theinterventionist to the regulatory state (Majone, 1998).

On the other hand, the undermining of corporatism at the national level and the gradual transformation
of the pattern of collective action and interest intermediation have been brought about by three
interrelated developments. First, there is a growing demand for regulation at the global/transnationa or
supranational levels by multinational companies and other private interest organizations who prefer
centralization of regulation at the supranational level because it reduces transaction costs and therefore
they do not see any reason for participation in the corporatist bargaining at the nationa level.
Subsequently, there has been a gradual transfer of crucia regulatory functions from nationa to
transnational (i.e. World Bank-WB, World Trade OrganizationrWTO) or supranational (i.e. EU
Commission) ingtitutions (J. Pierre, 2000; J. Pierre and B. G. Peters, 2000). Second, in a similar vein,
public interest organizations, such as environmental or consumer groups, view regulation at the global or
supranational levels as less costly and perhaps more effective than the national structures of interest
intermediation, and therefore they try to secure substantial resources to pursue lobbying strategies at the
global level. Finally, and perhaps more importantly, post-industrial society is no longer simply divided
between capital and labour and class has declined as major determinant of individuals political,
economic and socia interests and values. Conversdly, post-industrial society is characterized by
complexity and multiplicity of interests, which cannot be captured by corporatism. This is the case of
individuals with ‘post-material’ value orientations, who, being excluded from corporatist arrangements,
tend to join ‘new social movements’, such as the civil rights or the ecology movements. Further, the
hierarchica and top-down structure between peak and grassroots associations and the closeness of
tripartite meetings with state officials, asidentical features of corporatist intermediation, inhibit dialogue,
communication and flow of information between actors on a horizontal basis and may constitute a major
impediment to policy change and innovation in crucia public policy areas, while the policy outcomes of
corporatist arrangements cannot be seen as reflecting a broad socia consensus in post-industrial societies
(Schmitter and Lehmbruch, 1979). In sum, globaization has challenged corporatism as the dominant,
class-based pattern of collective action and interest intermediation, especialy in the post-war Europe and
brought about important economic and societal changes that favour a more pluralistic model at both the
international and national/domestic levels. Thus, despite the presence of a mix of representation styles
currently in Europe combining elements of corporatism, pluralism and neo-pluralism as a consequence of
the well-known co-existence of Anglo-Saxon pluralism and European corporatism (Hix, 1999), thereisa
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clear trend towards a rather pluralistic model of interest representation at both the supranational and
national levels (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991).

As the above analysis suggests, globaization has definitely eroded the traditional domestic political
authority of the state. However, it would be superfluous to assume that the state has become irrelevant as
ameso-level of governance. Instead, as recent research has shown (Swank, D. 2002), domestic political
institutions, such as institutions of interest intermediation, electoral systems and welfare state institutional
structures, are the real determinants of the impact of market internationalization and globalization on the
domestic policy-making arena. Thus, what does redly take place in this transitional period is a
transformation of the state, which still remains afunctional locus of public policy and governance (Pierre,
2000), especialy with regard to the notions of legitimacy and redistribution. Therefore, the debate about
governance has been brought about by a wide range of developments, as diversified as, in abstract terms,
the limited capacity of state hierarchy to ‘govern’ and regulate the rapid technological change, the
significant deregulation of the economy and the ‘marketization’ of policy-making and, on the other hand,
in parallel, the crisis of the “principa -agent” model in policy-making and consequently the increasing
role of societal (civil society) actors in the policy process (see Table 1). In that sense, governance has
become an umbrella concept for a wide variety of empirica phenomena about governing. In structura
terms, these include governance by hierarchies, governance by markets, governance by networks,
governance by (policy) communities, while, in procedural terms, governance is conceptualised as steering
and co-ordinating (see inter alia, Hood, C. 1998; Rhodes, R.A.W, 2000; CEC, 2001). In this light,
Getimis and Kafkalas (2002) point to the importance of place-specific contexts in exploring both the
demise of hierarchica regulatory policies and the opportunities and risks associated with the
generdisation of a more diffused governance mode. The forms and effectiveness with which the new
forms of governance promote policy goals, it is argued, depends upon particular territorial specificities
(political culture, processes of interest intermediation and actor involvement) indicating path dependency
iningtitutional and governance restructuring (Getimis and Kafkal as, 2002).

Table 1: Forms of governance

Forms of governance | Modes of  interest | Typesof actors Citizenship
intermediation

State Representative  majority | Political actors | vote
decisiong/hierarchica (governmental ingtitutions,
administrative local and regiona
interventions authorities, guangos)

Market Bargaining/market Economic actors | choice
exchange (individuals, enterprises)

Associations Bargaining/political Collective/corporate actors | Right to organize or
exchange (associations, chambers) join a collective

corporate actor
Civic interaction Arguing Civil society actors, social | Voice (direct actions)
movements

Source: H. Heindlt, et.d., (1999) Participatory Governance, Project Proposal submitted to the EU Commission, 5th
Framework Programme, First Call for Proposals.
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Europeanization, Adaptation and I nstitutional “Fitness’

The problematique about governance in the EU is raised as a crucial issue for public policy planning
and implementation, since the governance structures of the member states are facing the additional
challenge of adapting to a multi-layered policy-making environment at the EU level. Contemporary
studies on the EU public policy-making and the relevant academic debate about governancein the EU are
currently concentrated on the interactions between the Europeanization of public policy on the one hand
and the domestic structures of the member states on the other. The Europeanization process in public
policy is often related to the notion of modernization. Modernization, however, is a rather ambiguous
concept (Hood, 1998). In the case of the public policy-making structures of the CEECs, in particular, it
may refer smultaneoudly to a wide variety of policy options, such as the adoption of a Weberian-style
paradigm of governance based on hierarchical public bureaucracy, or the following of the current trend in
Western Europe towards the so called “doctrines’ of New Public Management, or the focus on the reform
strands of any of the Southern European countries, or even further the pursuit of a prototype mix in the
model of governance. Moreover, as recent research outcomes show, there is substantial differentiation
among the CEECs with regard to the paths of the modernization process they follow (Goetz, K, 2001;
Goetz, K and Hel. Wollmann, 2001). In this respect, the Europeanization of public policy congtitutes a
rather enduring and long-standing challenge for the administrative structures of the member states, and
hence it is viewed as an external shock for promoting institution+building, learning and policy-making
innovation at the domestic -national and subnational - levels.

Indeed, Europeanization, defined as the “ emergence and development at the European level of distinct
structures of governance” (Risse, T., et.al., 2001), refers to the complementary notions of opening the
structures of the traditional nation state to the supranational level, and, consequently, to the adaptation of
domestic policy-making structures to the EU multi-level system of governance. The nation of “ multi-
level governance” in the EU (Marks, 1993; Kohler-Koch, 1996; Marks et.,a, 1996a) implies that sub-
regional, regional, national and supranational authoritiesinteract with each other in two ways: first, across
different levels of government (vertical dimension); and, second, with other relevant actors within the
same level (horizontal dimension). Although it could be argued this system of governance might merely
reflect the multiplicity of governance structures among the member states in any sphere of public policy,
the multi-level system of governance, especialy in the cases of member states with a centralized state
structure, is considered itself asan ‘unintended con%quence’1 of the Europeanization of public policy.

Asit is obvious, within this complicated system of interactions, the crucia issue facing the member
states with regard to the public policy planning and implementation functionsis the challenge of adapting
to a multi-layered policy-making environment at the EU level. In this respect, given the multiplicity of
governance structures, organizational routines, norms and policy styles among the member states, the
notion of “goodness of fit” between the Europeanization processes of policy-making on the one hand and
the domestic ingtitutional settings, rules and practices on the other has been identified as a crucia
parameter for the adaptation process of the national structures to the European policy-making structures
in public policy in genera (Risse, T,.et.d., 2001; Cowles, Green M. and Th. Risse, 2001) and regional
policy in particular (Boerzel, T., 2001, 1999). What the term implies is the degree of “adaptational
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pressures’ that domestic ingtitutions and policy-making structures will face in order to comply with the
European rules and practices. In particular, given the distinctive character of the policy-making structures
at the European level” on the one hand and the fact that the Europeanization process is fundamentally
conceived of as a system of continuous interactions between EU policy-making rules and regulations and
domestic policy structures on the other, the better the “goodness of fit” between EU rules and domestic
practices the weaker the adaptational pressures will be for the domestic ingtitutional structures (Risse, et.
al, 2001). Conversely, policy misfits between the supranationa and the domestic levels of governance is
expected to exert high adaptational pressures which in turn lead to domestic structural change (ibid: 6-9).

In regiona policy, in particular, Europeanization has congtituted a challenge for well-established
structures within the systems of governance at both the national and subnational levels and played a
decisive role in the administrative restructuring process within the member states and in enhancing the
institutional capacity of the subnational systems of governance, by shaping the public/private relations
and promoting networking at the regional and local levels. Hence, its impact on the endogenous loca
development capacity is supposed to be twofold: a direct one, by providing increased resources, and an
indirect one, by shaping intraregiona interactions and thus promoting the creation of intra, inter and
transregional networks that support the local development initiatives. In that sense, the Europeanization
function in regiona policy is dmost synonymous to “subnational mobilization” at the European level
(Hooghe, 1995).

In the environment policy Europeanization has been traditionally interpreted as a process by which
new member states, either contribute to the formulation or advancement of the environment policy
towards their own national priorities (higher standards in environmenta protection) through the
intergovernmental bargaining, or adopt the already more advanced European regulations into their
domestic policies. This takes place within the framework of the well known intergovernmental bargaining
between the so called “ pioneers-forerunners’ group, consisting -prior to the last enlargement- mainly of
Germany, Denmark and Netherlands, and the “latecomers’ group, which comprises mainly the cohesion
countries (Spain, Portugal, Ireland and Greece) (Andersen and Liefferink, 1997). This, in turn, has led to
important institutional innovationsin almost al cohesion countries.

What becomes clear from the above analysis is that athough the Europeanization process plays a key
role in the transformation of the national systems of governance and in the improvement of ther
institutional capacity, domestic institutions and especially the pre-existing institutional infrastructure at
the national level matters for adaptation (Lenschow, 1997; Jeffery, 2000; Paraskevopoulos, 2001,a,b;
Risse, et.a, 2001; Boerzel, 2001). This importance of the pre-existing ingtitutional infrastructure has
become evident in the transition of the CEECs as well (Offe, C. 1996). This makes the comparative
research on the experience of the previous enlargement waves —cohesion+ countries relevant for
modelling the necessary reforms that the CEEcs should undertake in preparing for full membership. This
approach to the institutional function conceives of important institutions for the domestic policy-making
arena, such as veto points, political and organizational cultures, as “thick” mediating mechanisms that
affect crucialy actors' preferences through the “logic of appropriateness’, thus leading to the re-
conceptualization of their interests and identities (Risse, et.al, 2001). This interpretation of institutions is
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sociological in principle and therefore contrasts substantially with both the liberal intergovernmentalist

and the rational choice institutionalist approaches to integrationg, in two important respects: first, both
liberal intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, A, 1993, 1998) and rational choice institutionalism (Shepsle, K,
1989; North, D, 1990; HHlI, P. and Rosemary C. R.Taylor, 1996; Schneider, G and Lars and Erik
Cederman, 1994; Garret, G and G. Tsebelis, 1996; Pollack, M, 1996, 1997), based to a significant extent
on Olson's (1965) collective action and interest group theory, view actors as purely rational self-
interested utility maximisers and accordingly their preferences as exogenous from the broad ingtitutional
environment; and second, consequently, they adopt a“thin” interpretation of the role of institutions which
are viewed: as factors simply contributing to the enforcement and credibility of the agreements between
actors by the former; and as merely intervening variable between actors' preferences and policy outcomes
within the fundamental equation of political sci ence’ by the latter

However, although institutions may provide opportunities or incentives to actors or even affect their
preferences and identities and thus facilitating or inhibiting structural change, they cannot bring about
change on their own. This is done by actors and in that sense the crucial actorsrelated process here is
learning (Paraskevopoulos, C.J, 1998b, 2001a,b; Risse, T. et.d., 2001). Yet, while the learning process
fits well with the “thick” interpretation of ingtitutions by the “goodness of fit" approach, the problem is
that this approach does not provide an explicit institutional framework for facilitating learning and hence
the adaptation process, given that the conception of both the multiple veto points and the
political/organizational cultures are quite problematic with regard to the learning and adaptation
processes. In particular, although the concept of multiple veto points/players as it is used in the recent
globalization literature (see Swank, D, 2002) may be to a significant extent an important institutional
mechanism of the domestic policy-making structure for counterbalancing the global pressures, in the EU
system of governance it is likely to lead to consistent resistance to change, thus inhibiting the policy
innovation and adaptation processes (Thidlemann, E, 2000, 2002). The politicadl and organizationa
cultures, on the other hand, is a very broad term for a variety of ingtitutional functions which may
facilitate or inhibit the learning and adaptation processes, but it does not provide an explicit description of
appropriate ingtitutional structure for facilitating the learning process.

Thisweakness of the “goodness of fit” approach isevident in ailmost any field of public policy, where,
while it iswidely accepted that there is no any pan-European convergence paradigm, but rather domestic
ingtitutions, and, in particular crucial and sensitive aspects of the institutional structure, such as
cooperative culture, matter for the adaptation and Europeanization processes (Jeffery, Ch, 2000;
Paraskevopoul os, 1998a,b, 2001,a,b; Keating and Hooghe, 1996; Boerzel, T, 2001), there is ho provision
of any specific ingtitutiona framework that would facilitate the learning process.

This paper assumes that both the state-driven hierarchical and the market-based paradigms of
governance, which have dominated the Western culture and of course the governance structures of most
EU member states so far are inadequate for facilitating the learning and adaptation processes in public
policy. The first, because inhibits the flow of information, knowledge and hence the dialogue and
communication among the actors on a horizontal basis, and subsequently lacks the necessary for the

learning and adaptation processes flexibility. The second, because through the individualistic conception
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of human action upon which it is based, impedes rather than encourages collective action among the
actors. Thus, though the role of national governments in the transformation of the domestic governance
structure is crucia, the formation of preferences and coalitions at the domestic level cannot be seen as
being confined within the central state level, but rather should include the intrastate and state-society
relations (Lenschow, 1997) as precondition for ingtitutional performance, given that the latter is
conducive to government capacity.

This leads to the formulation of the main research hypothesis of this paper/project, which attributes a
crucia role to the domestic ingtitutional infrastructure, as mediating mechanism between supra national
and domestic governance structures, and consequently as a very important variable for integration in
genera and the study of the multi-level system of governance in European public policy in particular.
Thus institutions matter, in all their functions—either regulative, or cognitive or normative (Laffan, 2001)-
and across all levels of government for both the learning and integration processes and hence the process
of institution-building is crucia for the learning and adaptation processes in the CEEcs as well. This
paper provides a conceptualization and exemplification of the notion of institutiona thickness as a
fundamental precondition for the learning process within the EU public policy environment. The first
section analyses the concept of socia learning in the light of the new ingtitutionalist approach to
integration and examines the capacity of the learning approach for capturing the complexity of the
domestic preference formation function. The second section introduces the notions of socia capital and
networks as important components of institutional thickness and hence of the learning process. Section
three structures the system of multi-level governance in public policy. Finaly the last section draws the
main conclusions on the importance of exemplifying the notion of ingtitutional thickness as prerequisite

for learning.

Social learning and the “ Domestic Prefer ence For mation Function”:
an evolutionary approach to policy change

The notion of learning has emerged on awide range of social sciences as a crucia conceptua tool for
explaining adaptation and change of system parameters at both the micro and macro levels. In political
science learning, as an explanatory variable for mgjor changes (paradigm shifts) in the policy-making
process, has become a crucia concept for analysing the state-society relations and hence for
contemporary theories of the state (Hall, Peter, 1993). Thus within the theoretical framework of
integration in Europe learning focuses on the complexities of the process of domestic preference
formation (J.Richardson, 1996; B. Kohler-Koch, 1996; Jeffrey Checkel, 1999,2001; and C.J.
Paraskevopoulos, 2001), which have been, to a significant extent, overlooked by both rational choice
institutionalism and libera intergovernmentalism (Marks, G, 1996). It is considered as a function of
adaptable systems of ‘governance under uncertai nty’e, and in that sense it implies the process by which
actors acquire new interests and identities and form their preferences through interaction with broader
institutional contexts/norms (Checkel, J, 1999). Through these “structure-actor” interactions, actors adapt
their behaviour to meet the changes of the environment. As a predominantly interactive process, learning
is crucially dependent on the way in which the system of institutional interactions is shaped, the adequacy
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of information and communication flows, and the presence of fora for dialogue among the actors. The
latter enable institutional actors, by their joint involvement in the processes of “learning by doing” and
“learning by past successes and failures’, to become adaptable, rather than adapted to changing
conditions (Garmise, Sh, 1995). Learning in this environment is a function of past policy attempts (and
the involved actors’ interpretation of their successes and failures), of the capacities of ingtitutions to
design new activities, and of the changing ideas and shifting alliances and balance of power among the
actors.

In public policy the learning process has implications for the organizational structure of the domestic
politico-economic system. On the one hand it requires that the involved organizations are flexible to make
the appropriate structural adjustments to exploit the benefits of learning. On the other, it is crucially
dependent on experts who specialize in specific policy areas (P. Hall, 1993; J. Checkel, 1999). Because
this combination of flexibility and specialization is best achieved in networked organizations, the network
paradigm constitutes the appropriate organizationa form for the learning process (Storper, 1995). Finaly,
since learning is a process of ‘waking up and catching up’ (Sabel, C, 1994) and therefore usually
undermines the stability of relations between the transacting actors, informa socia norms and
conventions day a crucia role in providing the glue that cements and re-stabilizes the relations among
the involved actors.

Within the EU public policy environment, learning is viewed as significantly affected by the intended

and unintended conszequences7 of the redigribution of power and resources between the supranational,
national and subnational levels of government within the EU, and subsequently by the degree of
decentralization of the administrative structure of the state, which allows the stimulating of synergistic
effects among the loca actors. However, as existing evidence on disassociated with the state structure
intra and inter-state differentiation in the level of ingtitutional learning and adaptation shows,
intergovernmental relations constitute a dynamic system which cannot be smply reduced to a symptom
of the state structure (Klausen, and Goldsmith, 1997). Hence, certain capacities for collective action that
facilitate the shaping of interactions and the process of coalition-building among key social and economic
actors at the regional and local levels are raised as the most important prerequisite for socia learning and
adaptation (Jeffery, Ch, 2000; Paraskevopoulos, C.J, 1998a;b). This point has been reinforced by recent
research outcomes, showing tha the strength of associational culture and regional identity is the
underlying factor of regional maobilization at the European level, rather than a funding/resource focusing
logic (Marks, G. et.al., 1996b). In that sense, both formal and crucial informal ingtitutiona arrangements
play the decisive role in determining the learning capacity of regional and loca systems of governance
and subsequently the degree of their mobilization at the European level. Further, the increasing
importance of capacities for collective action for learning and adaptation processes is underlined by the
emergence of the network paradigm as an operational element of the institutiona infrastructure at all
stages of policy-making in the EU (Grote, J., 1997; B. Kohler-Koch, 1996; Kenis, Patrick and Volker
Schneider, 1991; Windhoff-Heritier Adrienne, 1993; Peterson, J, 1995). Thus, institutional networks and
social norms are introduced as conceptua tools for facilitating the learning and adaptation processes

through their capacity for resolving collective action problems: by structuring ingtitutional interactionsthe
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former, and by providing stable rules and procedures (socia norms) that facilitate exchange and flow of
information and reduce uncertainty the latter.

The learning approach, while accepting the crucial role attributed by rational choice institutionalism to
strategic interactions between actors as determinants of policy outcomes, it embodies path dependence
and unintended consequences as important parameters of institutional and policy change processes and
socia norms as regulators of the uncertainty that surrounds both policy and ingtitutional change. In that
sense, socid learning is a complicated process and hence should be distinguished from the simple sort of
learning (the so caled “single-loop learning” — Argyris and Schoen, 1978), where actors acquire new
information, alter strategies but they pursue given, fixed interests. This simple learning, of course, can be
captured adequately by the rational choice approach. Subsequently, the dynamic model of socid learning
may be seen as an attempt to bridge the gap between the rational choice and the historical/sociologica
ingtitutionalist approaches, by incorporating strategic interactions between actors, unintended
consequences and socia norms.

Institutional Prerequisitesfor Learning: Institutional Thickness as
“Goodness of fit” and therole of Social Capital

Although the emergence of the network metaphor on the study of policy-making in the EU has been
initially conceived of as areflection of the necessity for mapping the exchange relations among the actors
(Rhodes, R.A.W, 2000), thereal added value of the network analysisis linked to its capacity for capturing
the system of ingtitutional interactions (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982). Thiskey contribution of the network
paradigm is related to the re-conceptualization of power within networks, and to its implications for the
processes of exchange and interdependence. In particular, given that power within networksis ‘the ability
to attain higher levels of collective action’ (Metcalfe, L, 1981) and the high degree of resource
interdependencies among the actors within inter-organizational networks, power relations within
networks are mainly based on the process of exchange (Marin, B, 1990). The exchange process, in turn,
involves a variety of resources (money, information, knowledge) and constitutes one way to achieve
collective action among the actors. Thus, ingtitutional networks are defined as systems of interactions
involving both public and private ingtitutional actors, which are linked around a certain policy domain or
territory and hence bounded by it (Paraskevopoulos, C.J, 2001). In that sense, however, the network
paradigm overrides the rational choice new institutionalist approach in a constructive way, on the one
hand by taking into account and mapping the rationality-based exchange process, and on the other, by
capturing the main features of the broad ingtitutional environment in terms of interactions and
interdependencies among the actors. In doing so, the network metaphor becomes an important component
of the socidization function and hence of institutional thickness which assumes that exchange relations
do not depend on the availability of resources but on actors' perceptions about their value and usefulness,
and, therefore, the shaping of the exchange processis profoundly influenced by the broad socia context.

In this respect, the emergence of the network paradigm is viewed as consistent with economic
sociology's criticism about the under-socialized character of rationa choice new institutionalism and

particularly the functional -neoclassical explanation of the origin of social ingtitutions. Thisis particularly
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evident in Granovetter's 'embeddedness argument’ (1985), which emphasizes the socia character of
human action and stresses the role of networks in generating trust and in establishing expectations and
norms.

Within this theoretical framework, social capital has emerged as the second important component of
the socialization function. It is theoretically based on alimited rationality model, similar in many respects
to Axelrod's evolutionary approach to norms’ (Axelrod, 1997), and refers to ‘features of social
organization, such as trust, norms and networks that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating
coordinated action’ (Putnam, R.D, 1993). Trust constitutes the first important form of social capital. It is
linked to the volatility and hence uncertainty of modern institutional settings and is seen as a crucia
conceptual mechanism to resolve this uncertainty by shaping the relations between partners and
facilitating collective action. Social trust in modern complex settings, however, can arise from two related
forms of socia capita: norms of reciprocity and networks of civic engagement. Socia norms transfer the
right to control an action from the actor to others because that action has externalities, that is
consequences (positive or negative) for others. Norms arise when 'an action has similar externaities for a
set of others, yet markets in the rights of control of the action cannot easily be established, and no single
actor can profitably engage in an exchange to gain rights of control' (Coleman, J., 1990). The most
important norm is generalized reciprocity, which is based on a continuing relationship of exchange,
involving mutua expectations that a benefit granted now should be repaid in the future (Coleman, J,

1990). Generalized reciprocity, in turn, is associated with dense networks of social exchangeg, through
which the core relationships between reciprocity, reputation and trust are developed in a mutually
reinforcing way (Ostrom, El, 1998). Thus norms, and hence social capital, are sustained by sociaization
and by sanctions. These rorms facilitate the stability of intranetwork relations and hence the in-built
capacity of institutional networksto learn and adapt to changing circumstances.

Therefore, socia capital, being initialy itself a by-product of the exchange process, is transformed
into a public good, that is aresource for action available to individual actors. In that sense, itisviewed as
the appropriate conceptua tool ‘for introducing socia structure into the rationa action paradigm’
(Coleman, J, 1988) and hence for bidging the gap between rational or purposive action and social
structure (J. Coleman, 1988; El. Ostrom, 1995) and for facilitating the socidization function. Although
Coleman’s (1990) definition of social capital as ‘a set of inherent in the socia organization social-
structural resources that constitute capital assets for the individual’ implies that it refers to individual
actors (persons), it has been acknowledged as crucial factor for facilitating collective action among
corporate actors as well: ‘because purposive organizations can be actors just as persons can, relations
among corporate actors can constitute social capital for them as well’ (Coleman, J, 1988). Hence,
voluntary cooperation is easier in institutional settings that have inherited a substantial stock of social
capital, and the pursuit of collective goods is not seen as in contradiction with the pursuit of maximizing
individual wedlth.

To sum up, socia capita and institutional networks congtitute important components of the
socialization function, by influencing actors' preferences and identities the former, and by structuring the
exchange process the latter. Subsequently, social capita constitutes a semi-independent variable (in the

10
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sense that it depends on the exchange process) that, by affecting the formation of actors' preferences,
facilitates the stability of intra-network relations and hence the learning and adaptation processes within
institutional networks, which, in turn, function as an intervening variable between actors' preferences and
policy outcomes. As crucial components of institutional thickness and hence of the learning process,
social capital and ingtitutional networks may also be seen as important conceptual tools for bridging the
gap between the rationa choice and the historical/sociological institutionalist approaches. The latter,
without denying the rational and purposive character of human behaviour, emphasize path dependence
and unintended consequences as features of ingtitutional development (Rose, R, 1990; Thelen Kathleen
and Sven Steinmo, 1992; and Pierson, Paul, 1997) and the role of cultural norms and socid
appropriateness in affecting individual action (March, J. and J. Olsen, 1989; Checkel, J, 1999, 2001;
Cowles and Risse, 2001; DiMaggio P. and W. Powell, 1991). Thus, they view ingtitutions as an
independent variable, which affects actors' perceptions about their interests and identities.

In the field of the EU structural policy, socia capital and ingtitutional networks are considered as
important components of the local institutional infrastructure that play an important role in building forms
of collective governance at the national and especially at the subnational levels. Thisis an outcome of the
partnership principle, according to which the planning and monitoring procedures of the Operational
Programmes (OPs) of the Community Support Frameworks (CSFs) as well as of Community Initiatives
(Cls) involve dense, mostly horizontal, policy networks that reflect partnerships among local actors
involved in Structural Funds programmes. Social capital, on the other hand, is widely recognized as
intrinsic element of the institutional infrastructure that sustain political and technological innovation and
competitiveness of European regions (Cooke and Morgan, 1998).

Yet, the arising crucial issue is related to the role of history and path dependence logic in the creation
of socia capital and hence in the enhancing of the learning process. The inherent in ingtitutional learning
evolutionist approach does not contradict the path dependence analysis, since the function of ‘learning to
cooperate’ (Sabel, Ch., 1993) should be considered as a rather evolutionary process and, in that sense, it is
familiar with historical institutionalism (Rose, R, 1990; Pierson, Paul, 1996; Bulmer, S., 1998). However,
it should be distinguished from the deterministic interpretations of history, sinceit is based on the process
of making collective action a rational choice. Additionaly, the notions of civic engagement and strong
civil society, based on the presence of socia capital, condtitute intrinsic elements of Western culture,
which cannot be confined within the dualism of the rationality-based models of markets and hierarchies
(Finnemore, M. 1996). In this respect, Sabel's optimismlo, based on the notion of “studied trust”, is
relevant. It points to the bottomup process for the creation of socia capita and hence redefines the role

of public policy in encouraging initiatives, rather than imposing collective action and coordination.
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FIGURE 1
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The structure of the theoretical conceptsis depicted in Figure 1. As this structure demonstrates, social
norms (socia capital), as an important component of the socidlization function, play a key role in
achieving collective action, by influencing actors preferences about civic participation and group
activity. Thus it functions as a semi-independent variable, in the sense that it depends on the exchange
process which takes place within the networks. Collective action, in turn, constitutes an intervening
variable for the learning, adaptation and Europeanization processesin public policy, by facilitating formal
institution-building, influencing the leve of ingtitutional performance and thus determining public policy
outcomes. Finally, the Europeanization of public policy contributes to the sustaining and strengthening of
the ingtitutional capacity in terms of network structures, while actors' satisfaction with public policy
outcomes reinforces again the existing “ stock” of socia capital endowments.

In aum, socid capital and ingtitutional networks are identified as key components of institutional
thickness and consequently of the learning and adaptation processes in the European public policy
environment, by facilitating collective action among the actors through the processes of poalitica
exchange and socidization. In that sense, political exchange and socialization congtitute intrinsic
elements of the learning process. Thus, social capitad and networks should be viewed as crucid

conceptua tools for the learning institutional infrastructure and hence for the “goodness of fit” approach

. . . . . .11
to adaptation and Europeanization processesin EU public policy .

Structuring Multi-L evel Governancein European Public Policy

Under the above considerations, the theoretical model of a learning ingtitutional infrastructure in the
multi-level system of governance in European public policy is based on the presence of multiple networks
at any level of governance. At the supranational level, the EU Commission fulfils its legidative and
regulatory functions in an ingdtitutional environment dominated by dense networks consisting of
Commission officids, scientific experts, private interests, NGOs and other key sectoral actors. The
concept of ‘loose couplings' has been used to describe the conditions that permit (actor and structure)
adaptability and reform (Heinelt et al. 2002). Phenomena of differentiation, it is argued, reflect the
autonomy of the units (or parts) of the system and permit arearelated opportunities for autonomous
ingtitutional evolution and organizational learning. At the same time, a number of coherence
mechanisms. - by securing that individual and collective actors are till related to each other - are
presenting options for ‘coupling’ and guarantee the adaptability of the overall (multi-level) structure
(Heinelt et a. 2002). Y&, therole of the ‘ coherence mechanisms’ in preventing governance failure points
to the malleability of the reform process by - individua and collective - actors and stresses the importance
of actors actions through vetoes and blockades. This system of policy-making, characterized by the
building up of “ policy communities” and subsequently of collective identities in each policy area as the
outcome of the comitology system of decision-taking, reflects the tension between the corporatist and
pluralist models of interest representation at the supranational level of governance. The latter, however,
seemsto be dominant especially after the completion of theinternal market.
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At the domestic (date-society, subnational) level of governance collective learning requires the
presence of functional networks. Functional networks, which tend to have a horizonta rather than a
vertical structure and facilitate collective action by combining governmental and sectord local actors and
thus shaping the public/private relations and incorporating multiple type of resources, are considered as
providing the appropriate organizationa structure for learning and adaptation. Where there is lack of this
type of networks, asin the centralized member states, the adopted adjustment strategies are usually driven
by the centra state administrative structure and therefore, irrespective of their effectiveness and
efficiency, inhibit rather than facilitate the bottom-up learning and adaptation processes.

Yet, the Europeanization of public policy is considered a fundamenta change in the system
parameters that represents simultaneously a threat to the pre-existing institutional arrangements in both
the economic and mlitical spheres, and an opportunity for institution-building and network-creation,
especially in the less-favoured Obj. 1 regions. In particular, by challenging embedded structures and well-
established interests at the sub-national level, the Structural Funds programmes and the EU norms in the
environment policy cause instability in the intra-network relations, which leads to the resistance to change
on the part of some organizations for which change means loss of security and power. On the other hand,
the EU programmes and initiatives open up the process of institutional restructuring, especidly in
member states/regions with poor ingtitutional infrastructure, by weakening the position of firmly
established interests. This process facilitates the building of new institutions, because under specific
conditions which are relevant to the Obj. 1 regions, the process of institution-building presupposes the
redundancy of the old institutiona infrastructure (Storper, 1995). Thus, the presence of multiple and
collective leadership roles within the network can prevent the de-stabilization of the intra-network
relations, while, simultaneously, the collective response to the crisis can effectively moderate the
repercussions of the changes. Moreover, since institutional learning and adaptation are mainly processes
of ‘waking up and catching up’ (Sabel, 1994:137) and therefore usualy undermine the stability of
relations between the transacting institutional actors, an effective leadership functions as moderator of the
tensions between learning and monitoring of the power relations that the changes may engender. Defined
in this way, leadership requires the decentraization of power and responsibility and a high level of
involvement of the participants. On the other hand, trust provides the glue that cements and re-stabilizes
the relations among the actors and enhances the capacity of ingtitutional networks to adapt to changing
conditions.

The diagram of Figure 2 illustrates the way in which learning institutional networks a both the
supranational and domestic (state-society, sub-national) levels, based on the processes of exchange and
socialization, can facilitate collective learning and adaptation within the multi-level governance structure
of European regiona and environment policies. In particular, the graph reveals the way in which the
interactions a both the supranational and domestic levels of governance should be shaped. At the
supranationa level a plethora of networks between public, private and civil society actors around the EU
Commission corresponds to arather pluraistic, albeit with considerable elements of corporatism, policy-
making environment. At the domestic level the focus is on the subnationa and state-society ingtitutional
infrastructure. There is a group of actors (sub-national functional network) linked with strong ties, while
some of them (3,4,5) are loosely connected with other peripheral actors. This structure of interactions
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reflects both the need for leadership, involving public and private actors, and the importance of the
linkages with other peripheral actors for accessto new resources (information, knowledge, new ideas).
Furthermore, the graph demonstrates the distribution of power among the actors based on the process
of exchange, whereby an actor's power is strengthened by his’her ability to combine external, as well as
internal linkages and, therefore, access to multiple resources. The distribution of power within the
network plays a key role in shaping the intraregiona interactions and achieving collective action.
Findly, the role of socia capita is to facilitate collective action among the actors through the
socialization process, which involves their active participation in the provision of public goods and

services.

Conclusion

This paper, based on existing evidence from EU public policy, has attempted to show the role of the
learning capacity in facilitating the processes of both institutional and policy adaptation within the multi-
level system of governance of the European Union. Within this framework, social capital and institutional
networks are identified as crucial conceptua tools for the learning and adaptation processes, by
facilitating collective action among the actors through the processes of exchange and socialization. In
particular, while the main contribution of the network paradigm is the mapping of the exchange process
among the actors, because of its capacity for capturing the system of ingtitutiona interactions and
interdependencies and therefore the specifics of the broad structural environment, it is viewed as an
important component of the sociaization function as well. On the other hand, although social capita has
been primarily conceived of as a by-product of the exchange process, through its transformation into a
public good/resource available to individual actors, it influences the process of preference formation, thus
constituting a crucial tool for the socialization function.

Being conceptualized as the key tools of the socialization function within the learning process, social
capital and institutional networks are introduced by this paper as the appropriate concepts for softening
the fundamental assumptions of rational choice ingtitutionalism, which attributes protagonistic role to
actors preferences and views EU ingtitutions as merely an intervening variable between the preferences
of the member states governments and specific policy outcomes. Within this theoretical framework, the
concept of socia capital plays a key role as a semi-independent variable, which, being based on the
exchange process, affects crucially the shaping of actors' preferences and interests and subsequently the
system of interactions. Institutional networks, on the other hand, functions as intervening variable
between actors preferences and policy outcomes, thus structuring the exchange process. Thus, the
learning approach, while accepting the fundamenta merit of the rational choice approach, that is the role
of interactions among the actors and subsequently of the exchange process in achieving collective action
and building collective governance within the EU, does not overlook the impact of the broad institutional
environment on actors preferences through the sociaization function. In this respect, the learning
approach may be seen as an attempt to reconcile the rational choice and the sociological/historical
approaches to integration in Europe.

15



Liuc Papersn. 116, Suppl. a novembre 2002

Bibliography

Andersen, M. S and Duncan Liefferink (eds) (1997) European environmental policy: The pioneers,
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Argyris, Chrisand Donald A. Schoen (1978) Organizational Learning, Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Aspinwall, Mark and Gerald Schneider (2001) ‘Institutional research on the European Union: mapping
the field’, in Gerald Schneider and Mark Aspinwall (eds.) The rules of integration: Ingtitutionalist
approachesto the study of Europe, Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Aspinwall, Mark and Gerald Schneider (1998) Same Menu, Separate Tables: The Institutionalist Turnin
Palitical Science and the Sudy of European Integration, paper presented to the ECPR-Workshop on
the ‘Institutional Analysis of European Integration’, Univ. of Warwick, 23-28 March.

Axelrod, Robert (1984) The Evolution of Cooperation, New Y ork: Basic Books.

Axdrod, R. (1997) The Complexity of Cooperation: Agent-Based Models of Competition and
Collaboration, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Barro, R. J. and X. Sdai-Martin (1991) Convergence across states and regions, Brookings Papers on
Economic Activity, no 1 April.

Bates, Robert H (1988) 'Contra Contractarianism: Some Reflections on the New I nstitutionalism'’, Palitics
and Society, Vol. 16, No 2-3, pp.387-401.

Boerzel, Tanja (1999) ‘ Towards Convergence in Europe? Institutional Adaptation to Europeanization in
Germany and Spain’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 37, No 4, pp.573-96.

Boerzel, Tanja (2000) ‘Why there is no “southern problem”. On environmental leaders and laggards in
the European Union’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 7:1, pp.141-62.

Boerzel Tanja aad Thomas Risse (2000) When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and Domestic
Change, EUI Working Paper RSC No 2000/56.

Boerzel, Tanja (2001) ‘Europeanization and Territorial Ingtitutional Change: Toward Cooperative
Regionalism?, in M. Green Cowles, James Caporaso and Thomas Risse (eds.) Transforming Europe:
Europeanization and Domestic Change, Ithaca, NY :Cornell University Press.

Bulmer, Simon J. (1994) ‘The Governance of the European Union: A New Institutionalist Approach’,
Journal of Public Palicy, Vol. 13, No 4, pp.351-380.

Bulmer, Simon J. (1998) ‘New ingtitutionalism and the governance of the Single European Market’,
Journal of European Public Policy, 5:3, pp.365-386.

Caporaso, J. (1996) ‘The European Union and Forms of the State. Westphalian, Regulatory or Post-
Modern?, JCMS, 34:1, pp.29-52.

CEC (2001) Governance in the European Union (‘Cahiers of the Forward Sudies Unit), Olivier De
Schutter, Notis Lebessis and John Paterson (eds.), Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities.

Checkel, Jeffrey T (1997) ‘International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridging the Rationalist-
Constructivist Divide', European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 3(4), pp.473-495.

Checkel, Jeffrey T (1998) Social Construction, Ingtitutional Analysis and the Sudy of European
Integration, paper presented at the 26" ECPR-Joint Sessions of Workshops, University of Warwick,
23-28 March.

Checkel, Jeffrey (1999) ‘ Social Construction and Integration’, Journal of European Public Policy, Val. 6,
No 4, pp.545-60.

Checkel, Jeffrey (2001) ‘Constructing European ingtitutions', in Gerald Schneider, and Mark Aspinwall
(eds.) Therulesof integration: Institutionalist approachesto the study of Europe, pp. 19-39, European
Policy Research Unit Series, Manchester: Manchester University Press.

16



Christos J. Paraskevopoulos, EU enlargement and multi-level governance in european public policy-making: actors...

Chrigtiansen, T (1995) ‘Second Thoughts - The Committee of the Regions after its First Year’, in R.
Dehousse and T. Christiansen (eds.), What Model for the Committee of the Regions? Past Experiences
and Future Perspectives, EUI Working Paper, 95/2, Florence, EUI.

Coleman, James S (1988) ‘Socia Capital in the Creation of Human Capita’, American Journal of
Sociology, Vol. 94, Supplement, pp.95-120.

Coleman, James, S (1990) Foundations of Social Theory, Chs. 8, 12, Cambridge MA: Harvard University
Press.

Cooke Philip and Kevin Morgan, (1998) The Associational Economy: Firms, Regions and Innovation,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cowles, Green Maria and Thomas Risse (2001) ‘Transforming Europe: Conclusions, in M. Green
Cowles, James Caporaso and Thomas Risse (eds) Transforming Europe: Europeanization and
Domestic Change, Ithaca, NY :Cornell University Press.

DiMaggio, Paul and Walter Powell (1991) ‘Introduction’, in Powel and DiMaggio (eds), The New
Ingtitutionalismin Organizational Analysis, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Dowding Keith (1994) ‘The Compatibility of Behaviouralism, Rationad Choice and “New
Institutionalism”’, Journal of Theoretical Politics, 6(1), pp.105-117.

Featherstone Kevin and G. Kazamias (eds) (2001) Europeanization and the southern periphery, London:
Frank Cass.

Finnemore, Martha (1996), ‘Norms, culture, and the world politics. insights from sociology’s
institutionalism’, International Organization, 50(2), pp. 325-347.

Garmise, Shari, O (1995a) Institutional Networks and Industrial Restructuring: Local Initiatives toward
the Textile Industry in Nottingham and Prato, Unpublished Ph.D Thesis, LSE.

Garmise, Shari O, (1995b) ‘Economic development strategies in EmiliaaRomagna, in Martin Rhodes
(ed.) The regions and the new Europe: Patterns in core and periphery development, Manchester,
Manchester University Press.

Garrett, Geoffrey and George Tsebelis (1996) ‘An ingdtitutiona critique of intergovernmentalism’,
International Organization, 50(2), pp. 269-99.

Getimis, P. and Kafkalas, G. (2002) Reflections on Territorial Specificity and the Risks and Opportunities
of Participatory Governance in Multi-Level Context, paper presented at the LSE Workshop ‘EU
Enlargement and Multi-Level Governance in European regional and Environmental Policies’, London,
February 26",

Granovetter, Mark (1973) 'The Strength of Wesak Ties, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 78, No 6, pp.
1360-1380.

Granovetter, Mark (1985) 'Economic Action and Socid Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness,
American Journal of Sociology, Vol.91, No 3, pp.481-510.

Goetz, Klaus H (2001) ‘Making sense of post-communist central administration: modernization,
Europeanization or Latinization?, Journal of European Public Policy, 8:6, pp.1032-1051.

Goetz Klaus and Hellmut Wollmann (2001) ‘Governmentalizing central executives in post-communist
Europe: afour-country comparison’, Journal of European Public Policy, 8:6, pp. 864-887.

Goodin, Robert E.(1996) ‘Ingtitutions and Their Design’, in Robert Goodin (ed) The Theory of
Ingtitutional Design, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Grote, Jurgen R (1997) Interorganizational networks and social capital formation in the “ South of the
South” , RSC Working Paper No 97/38, Florence:EUI.

Haas, E. B, (1958) The Uniting of Europe: Padlitical, Social and Economic Forces 1950-1957, London:;
Stevens and Sons.

Haas, Peter M. (1992) ‘Introduction: epistemic communities and international policy coordination’,
International Organization, (Specia Issue), Val. 46, No 1, pp.1-35.

Hall, Peter A. (1993) ‘ Policy Paradigms, Social Learning and the State: The Case of

17



Liuc Papersn. 116, Suppl. a novembre 2002

Economic Policymaking in Britain’, Comparative Palitics, Vol. 25, pp.275-96.

Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C. R.Taylor (1996) ‘ Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms,
Political Studies, Val. 44, pp.936-57.

Hardin R (1982) Collective Action, Baltimore MD: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press.

Heindt, H. Lang, J. Malek, T. and Reissert, B. (2002) The EU Structural Funds. Curse and Merits
ofFragmented Policy Structures, paper presented at the LSE Workshop ‘EU Enlargment and Mullti-
Level Governance in European Regional and Environmental Policies’, London, February 26™".

Hix, Simon (1998) ‘The study of the European Union II: the “new governance” agenda and its riva’,
Journal of European Public Policy, 5:1, pp.38-65.

Hoffmann, S (1966) 'Obstinate or obsolete? The Fate of the Nation-State and the Case of Western
Europe', Daedalus, N0.95, pp.862-915.

Hood, Christopher (1998) The Art of the State: Culture, Rhetoric, and Public Management,
Oxford: Oxford University Press

Hooghe Liesbet and Michael Keating (1994) ‘ The politics of European Union regiona policy’ Journal of
European Public Policy, 1:3, pp.367-393.

Hooghe, Liesbet (1995) 'Subnational Mobilization in the European Union' West European Politics, Val.
18, No 3, pp. 175-198.

Jeffery, Charlie (1997) Sub-National Authorities and European Integration: Moving Beyond the Nation-
Sate?, paper presented at the Fifth Biennia International Conference of the European Community
Studies Association, Seattle, USA, May 29-June 1.

Jeffery, Charlie (2000) ‘ Sub-Nationa Mohilization and European Integration: Does it Make
Any Difference?, Journal of Common Market Sudies, Vol. 38, No 1, pp.1-23.

Keating, Michael and Liesbet Hooghe (1996) ‘By-Passing the NationState? Regions and the EU Poalicy
Process, in J.Richardson (ed.) European Union: Power and Policy Making, pp. 216-29, London:
Routledge.

Kenis, Patrick and Volker Schneider (1991) ‘Policy Networks and Policy Anaysis: Scrutinizing a New
Anaytical Toolbox’, in Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz (ed) Policy Networks. empirical evidence
and theoretical considerations, Colorado: Westview Press.

Klausen, K, Goldsmith M. (1997) ‘Conclusion: Loca Government and the European Union’, in M.
Goldsmith, K Klausen (eds) European Integration and Local Government, Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar.

Kohler-Koch Beate (1996) ‘ Catching up with change: the transformation of governance in the European
Union’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 3, No 3, pp.359-80.

Knoke, David, James H. Kuklinski (1982) Network Analysis, California: Sage Publications.

Laffan, Brigid (2001) ‘The European Union polity: a union of regulative, normative and cognitive
pillars', Journal of European Public Palicy, 8:5, pp. 709-727.

Lenschow, Andrea (1997) Transformation in European Environmental Governance, EUI Working
Papers, (RSC No 97/61).

Leonardi, R (1995) Convergence, Cohesion and Integration in the European Union, London: Macmillan
Press.

Lindberg, L. N. and Scheingold, S. A (1970) Europe's Would-Be Polity: Patterns of Change in the
European Community, Harvard: Harvard University Press.

March, James and Johan Olsen (1989) Rediscovering Ingtitutions: The Organizational Basis of Poalitics,
New York: Free Press.

Marin, Bernd (1990) 'Introduction’, in Bernd Marin (ed), Governance and generalized exchange: self-
organizing policy networksin action, Frankfurt: Campus Verlag.

18



Christos J. Paraskevopoulos, EU enlargement and multi-level governance in european public policy-making: actors...

Marks, G (1992), 'Structural Policy in the European Community' in A. Sbragia(ed), Euro-politics,
Ingtitutions and Policy-making in the 'New' European Community, Washington D.C: The Brookings
Ingtitution.

Marks, G (1993) 'Structural Policy and Multilevel Governancein the EC', in A.Cafruny &

Glenda Rosentha (eds), The Sate of the European Community: The Maastricht debates and Beyond,
Vol.2, pp. 391-410, London: Longman.

Marks Gary (1996) ‘An Actor-Centred Approach to Multi-Level Governance', Regional & Federal
Sudies, 6:2, pp.21-38.

Marks Gary, Liesbet Hooghe, Kermit Blank (19964) ‘ European Integration from the 1980s; State-Centric
v. Multi-level Governance' Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 34, No 3, pp.341-378.

Marks Gary, Nidsen Francois, Ray Leonard and Salk Jane (1996b) 'Competencies, Cracks and Conflicts:
Regional Mobilization in the European Union', in Gary Marks, Fritz W. Scharpf, Philippe Schmitter
and Wolfgang Streeck (eds) Governance in the European Union, pp.40-63, London: Sage
Publications.

Metcalfe, L (1981) 'Designing precarious partnerships, in P.C.Nystrom and W.H.Starbuck (eds)
Handbook of Organizational Design, Vol.1, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mitsos, Ach.(2000) ‘ Maximising Contribution to the European Integration Process as a

Prerequisite for the Maximisation of Gains, in Ach. Mitsos and El. Mossialos (eds) Contemporary
Greece and Europe, pp. 53-89, Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Mitsos, Ach. (2001) ‘ The Community’ s Redistributive and Development Role and the

Southern European Countries', in Heather D. Gibson (ed.) Economic Transformation, Democratization
and Integration into the European Union: Southern Europe in Comparative Perspective, pp. 306-342,
Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Moe, Terry M (1990) 'Political Ingtitutions: The Neglected Side of the Story', Journal of Law, Economics,
and Organization,Vol. 6, Specia Issue, pp.213-253.

Moravcsik, A (1993) 'Preferences and power in the European Community: aliberal intergovernmentalist
approach’ Journal of Common Market Sudies, Vol. 31, No 4, pp. 473-524.

Moravcsik, A (1998) The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and Sate Power from Rome to Maastricht,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

North, Douglass C (1990) Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Offe, Claus (1996) ‘Designing Institutions in East European Transitions', in Rob. E. Goodin (ed.) The
Theory of Ingtitutional Design, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Olson, Mancur (1965) The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups,
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Ostrom, Elinor (1990) Governing the Commons, New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Ostrom, Elinor (1995) 'Sdlf-organization and Social Capita’, Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 4,
No 1, pp.131-159.

Ostrom Elinor (1998) ‘A Behavioral Approach to the Rational Choice Theory of Collective Action’,
American Political Science Review, Vol. 92, No 1, pp. 1-22.

Paraskevopoulos, C.J (1998a) ‘Social Capital and the Public/Private Divide in Greek Regions', West
European Palitics, Vol. 21, No 2, pp.153-176.

Paraskevopoulos, C.J (1998b) ‘Social Capital, Ingtitutional Learning and European Regiona Policy:
evidence from Greece', Regional and Federal Sudies, VVol. 8, No 3, pp.31-64.

Paraskevopoulos, C.J(2001a) Socia Capital, Learning and EU Regional Policy Networks:
evidencefrom Greece; Government and Opposition, Val. 36, No 2, pp. 251-75.

19



Liuc Papersn. 116, Suppl. a novembre 2002

Paraskevopoulos, C, J (2001b) Interpreting Convergence in the European Union: Patterns of Collective
Action, Social Learning and Europeanization, London: Palgrave.

Peters, B.G (1999) Ingtitutional Theory in Political Science: The ‘New Institutionalism’, London: Pinter.

Peterson, J (1995) ‘ Decision-making in the European Union: towards a framework for analysis', Journal
of European Public Policy, 2 (1), pp.69-93.

Pierre, Jon (2000) ‘Introduction: Understanding Governance’, in Jon Pierre (ed) Debating Governance:
Authority, Seering and Democracy, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pierre, Jon and B. Guy Peters (2000) Governance, Politics and the Sate, Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Pierson, Paul (1996) ‘The Path to European Integration; A Historical Indtitutionaist Analysis),
Comparative Political Studies, 29(2), pp.123-163.

Pierson, Paul (1997) Increasing Returns, Path Dependence and the Study of Palitics, Jean Monnet Chair
Papers 44, Badia Fiesolana: European University Institute (The Robert SchumanCentre).

Pollack, Mark (1995) ‘Regiond Actorsin an Intergovernmental Play: The Making and Implementation of
EC Structura Policy’, in Carolyn Rhodes and Sonia Mazey (eds) The Sate of European Union, Vol.3:
Building a European Polity?, pp.361-390, Boulder, Colo: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Pollack, Mark A (1996) ‘The New Institutionalism and EC Governance; The Promise and Limits of
Ingtitutional Analysis’, Governance, Vol. 9, No 4, pp.429-58.

Pollack, Mark A. (1997) ‘Delegation, agency, and agenda setting in the European Community’,
International Organization, Vol. 51, No 1, pp.99-134.

Putnam, Robert D with R. Leonardi and R. Nanetti (1993) Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditionsin
Modern Italy, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Richardson, Jeremy (1996) Actor Based Modéels of National and EU Policy-Making, University of Essex,
Dept of Government, Discussion paper No 103.

Rhodes R.A.W (2000) ‘ Governance and Public Administration’, in J. Pierre (ed.) Debating Governance:
Authority, Steering and Democracy, pp. 54-90, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Risse, Thomas, Daniela Engelmann-Martin, Hans-Joachim Knopf and Klaus Roscher (1999) ‘ To Euro or
Not to Euro? The EMU and Identity Politics in the European Union’, European Journal of
International Relations, Vol. 5(2), pp. 147-187.

Risse, Thomas, Maria Green Cowles and James Caporaso (2001) ‘Europeanization and Domestic
Change: Introduction’, in M. Green Cowles, James Caporaso and Thomas Risse (eds.) Transforming
Europe: Europeanization and Domestic Change, Ithaca, NY :Cornell University Press.

Rose, Richard (1990) ‘ Inheritance Before Choice in Public Policy’, Journal of Theoretical Palitics, 2 (3),
pp. 263-291.

Sabel, Charles (1993) 'Studied Trust: Building New Forms of Cooperation in a Volatile Economy', in R.
Swedberg (ed) Explorations in Economic Sociology, pp.104-144, New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Sabel, Charles (1994) ‘Learning by Monitoring: The Institutions of Economic Development’, in N. J.
Smelser and Richard Swedberg (eds) The Handbook of Economic Sociology, Russel Sage Foundation,
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Scharpf, Fritz, W (1991) ‘Games Red Actors Could Play: The Chalenge of Complexity’, Journal of
Theoretical Palitics, Vol. 3, No 3, pp.277-304.

Scharpf, Fritz, W (1994) Community and Autonomy: Multilevel Policy-making in the European Union,
Working Paper, RSC, No 94/1, Florence: EUI.

Schmidt, Susanne K (1996) ‘ Sterile Debates and Dubious Generalizations: European Integration Theory
Tested by Telecommunications and Electricity’, Journal of Public Policy, 16(3), pp. 233-271.

Schmitter, P.C and Lehmbruch, G (eds.) (1979) Trends Towards Corporatist Intermediation,
London; Sage.

20



Christos J. Paraskevopoulos, EU enlargement and multi-level governance in european public policy-making: actors...

Schneider, Gerald and Lars-Erik Cederman (1994) ‘ The change of tide in political cooperation: a limited
information model of European integration’, International Organization, 48(4), pp.633-62.

Schneider, Gerald and Mark Aspinwall (eds.) (2001) The rules of integration: Institutionalist approaches
to the study of Europe, European Policy Research Unit Series, Manchester; Manchester University
Press.

Shepsle, Kenneth A (1989) 'Studying Institutions: Some Lessons from the Rational Choice Approach’,
Journal of Theoretical Politics, 1 (2), pp.131-147.

Storper, Michael (1995) ‘The Resurgence of Regiona Economies, Ten Years Later: The Region as a
Nexus of Untraded Interdependencies’, European Urban and Regional Studies, Vol.2, No 3, pp.191-
221.

Streeck, Wolfgang and Schmitter, P.C (1991) 'From National Corporatism to Transnational Pluralism:;
Organised Interestsin the Single European Market', Politicsand Society, Vol.19, No.2, pp.133-164.

Swank, Duane (2002) Global Capital, Pdlitical Institutions, and Policy Change in Developed Welfare
Sates, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, Paul (1991) ‘ The European Community and the state: assumptions, theories and
propositions’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 17, pp.109-125.

Taylor, Paul (1993) International Organisation in the Modern World: the Regional and the Global
process, sec. 2, London: Pinter.

Thelen Kathleen and Sven Steinmo (1992) ‘Historical ingtitutionalism in comparative politics, in Sven
Steinmo, Kathleen Thelen and Frank Longstreth (eds) Sructuring politics: Historical institutionalism
in comparative analysis, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.1-32.

Thielemann, Eiko (2000) ‘Europeanisation and Institutional Compatibility: Implementing European
Regional Policy in Germany’, Queen's Papers on Europeanization, Vol.1, No 4.

Thielemann, Eiko (2002) Two Types of Multi-Level Policy Making in the EU: The Tensions Between
Multi-Level Governance and Co-operative Federalism, paper presented at the LSE Workshop ‘EU
Enlargment and Multi-Level Governance in European Regiona and Environmental Policies’, London,
February 26",

Tsoukalis, Loukas (1998) The European Agenda: Issues of Globalization, Equity and Legitimacy, Jean
Monnet Chair Papers, 49, (Badia Fiesolana: European University Institute - The Robert Schuman
Centre).

Williamson, O. E (1975) Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and Antitrust Implications, New York: Free
Press.

Windhoff-Heritier Adrienne (1991) 'Institutions, Interests, and Political Choice, in Roland M. Czada and
Adrienne Windhoff-Heritier (eds), Political choice: ingtitutions, rules, and the limits of rationality,
Frankfurt: Campus Verlag& Westview Press.

Windhoff-Heritier Adrienne (1993) ‘Policy Network Analysis. A Tool for Comparative Political
Research’, in Hans Keman (ed.) Comparative politics. New directions in theory and method,
Amsterdam: VU University Press.

21



Liuc Papersn. 116, Suppl. a novembre 2002

Notes

" The term refers to the way in which the outcomes of intergovernmental bargains and in particular the
1988 reform of the Structural Funds can, as perfectly as neofunctionalist theory would have predicted,
lead to the mobilization of the dynamics of the system, and in this particular case to “multilevel
governance” (see Marks Gary, et.a, 1996a, and M. Pollack, 1995).

Although significant variation from one policy area to another is considered as the main feature of the
EU policy-making structures and practices, it has been argued that the EU institutiona structure is
more federal than unitary and its policy-making processes more pluralist than statist (Schmidt, V.
1997). In that respect, it has been predicted, that the more centralized and unitary member statesis
likely to face stronger adaptational pressures than the decentralized and federal ones (ibid.).

* New ingtitutionalism has emerged relatively recently in EU studies, “borrowed” from political science,
as a new and perhaps dominant theoretical framework of regional integration (see Aspinwall, M. and
, Gerald Schneider, 2001).
Ingtitutions constitute a crucial component of this equation, a synopsis of which is:Actors' preferences x
] Ingtitutions = Policy Outcomes
Adr. Windhoff-Heritier's (1991) notion of institution as 'restriction and opportunity' shows the
compatibility between new institutionalism and rational choice approach and hence it may be seen as
the foundation of rationa choice institutionalism (see also Keith Dowding, 1994; James Coleman,
1988; Moe, Terry, 1990; and G. Peters, 1999).
6 . . . . . .- . . .

Richardson attempts to introduce the notion of ‘ epistemic communities’, originally conceptualized in the
field of international relations (P. Haas, 1992), within the EU policy-making. Given that the concept
of ‘epistemic communities’ refers to the uncertainty of international actors and thus points to the role
of knowledge and information flows in facilitating co-operative relations, it is familiar with the
learning approach to regiona integration in Europe (see Richardson, 1996; Peter Haas, 1992

, Checkel, 1999; and B. Kohler-Koch, 1996).

The impact of the 1988 reforms of the Structural Funds on the redistribution of power between the levels
of government, by strengthening the role of the subnational level and establishing direct linkages
between supranational, national and subnationa authorities through their role in managing and
monitoring Operational Programmes (OPs) of the Community Support Frameworks (CSFs) constitute
a characteristic case of unintended consequences initialized by institutiona or policy reforms at the
EU level. Moreover, the core of these reforms remained almost unchanged even after the 1993 reform
put forward after the negotiations over the 1994-99 Structural Funds programme (see Pollack 1995).

° R. Axelrod's (1997:40-68) evolutionary approach to norms is based on a ‘limited rationdity’ model
which assumes that when actors make choices within complex ingtitutional and socia settings, they
are more likely to use the ‘trial-and-error’ approach rather than afully rationa choice approach based
on short-term calculations of utility maximization. Thus, individua actors tend to make long-term
choices based on adaptation of their behaviour to successful paradigms of the environment rather than
short-term, methodological individualism calculations-based choices. Within this framework, while
norms may emerge through interactions among small number of players, they endure and become
dominant through other actors adaptive behaviour. In this way, the most effective norms are more
likely to survive over time. Among the mechanisms used for the enforcement and strengthening of
norms (i.e. law, interndization, dominance) the most important is a specific mechanism called
“metanorms”. This mechanism is based on the willingness of cooperating actors to punish not only the
violators of a norm, but also those who do not enforce the norm, namely they do not participate in the
punishment of the violators. As it is obvious, sanctions and reputation are the most important
components of the metanorms mechanism. The function of the metanorms mechanism is better
understood by reference to paradigms from the area of international relations (i.e. Yugosavia).

It should be noted that generalized reciprocity as aform of social capital constitutes the most important
prerequisite for the process of political exchange. Given that the norm is rooted in the complexities of
the social exchange in broad sense, it is considered as a crucia function in which the process of
political exchange is embedded. Thus, in the field of regiona policy, generalized reciprocity, by
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sustaining the process of political exchange among the actors at the regiona level, is viewed as a
precondition for network creation and institution-building (see Cooke and Morgan, 1998).

** C. Sabel's notion of studied trust constitutes his rather optimistic answer to the question. Studied trust
refers to a 'kind of consensus and the associated forms of economic transactions that theoretically
result from associative' or '‘cooperative’ or ‘autopoietic -that is self-creating- 'reflexive’ systems.
These are systems in which ‘'the logic governing the development of each of the elements is
constantly reshaped by the development of all the others: the parts reflect the whole and vice versa.
Sabel's optimistic view on the creation of trust is based on the hypothesis that ‘trust is a congtitutive -

u hence in principle extensive- feature of socia life' (see Sabel, Ch. 1993).

However, as Dr. J. GQote suggested during the project’s workshop and conference at the LSE, the
notion of network as it is employed in the theoretical framework of governance needs to be
understood as a mainly ethnocentric concept, in the sense that it is closely related to the country-
specific broad ingtitutional environment. Thus its applicability and usefulness may be strongly
constrained by qualitative features of the countries’ institutional infrastructure in terms of institutional
capacity and therefore its appropriateness as an analytica tool may vary accordingly. In particular,
there is evidence to suggest that the degree of validity and hence applicability of the network analysis
israther highin institutionally developed societies and relatively low in the less developed ones. What
Dr. Grote' sintervention impliesfor the research project, is that the relevance of the traditional models
of socia organization, namely state and market, should not be easily overlooked by the research,
given that the reform of any of these may have to be subject of careful consideration with regard to the
necessary for the participating countries “investment” in institution-building. Moreover, these reforms
may involve a combination of traditional and new organizational structures, such as network

b development. This may be proved a necessity, especially for the CEECs.

Coherence mechanismsinclude;

a Accepted rules and norms for the exchange of information and co-ordination of actions
(procedura norms);

b) Shared valuesreevant in negotiations;

c) Anticipation of a possible authoritative final decision of a not directly involved authority
(shadow of hierarchy).
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