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1.The question
In this paper I want to focus on the “localising processes” of social policies in Italy, in order to explore how is politics changing in these processes and, more precisely, if, when and how these policies have significant effects of either impoverishing or reinvigorating democracy. As Barbier (in this issue) says with regard to the European imperative of “life-long learning”, we should consider social policies also as learning contexts of democratic habits, both at the governance level and in citizens’ political participation.  
As it stands this question is rather general and needs clarifying. It appears to be related to: a) the problematic  relationship between policy and politics, that was been argued already at the very beginnings of the public policy studies, by Lowi for instance 
; b) the “depoliticisation” of both policy actors and issues which has been noticed in the processes of privatization and marketization of social services (see for instance Clarke, 2004); c) the changes in democracy that follow the crisis of political representation, the diffusion of governance arrangements, and the related  discussions and experiments about “deliberative democracy”.  However, I want focus here on, more precisely, the organizational and inter-organizational forms developing in the field of social policies, to explore their effects on the organization of democracy. Theda Skocpol (2003) raises a similar question in her research on the transformations of voluntary organizations - including those involved in welfare – and their historical role in the US democracy. Skocpol focuses on the organisational variables and their implications for the organization of democracy: the variety of figures and voices that ‘combine’ in organising and taking part in decision-making processes to select issues and objectives and the related conditions of inclusion; the formation of the leadership and its sources of legitimacy; the conditions for achieving a role and a presence in the political arena; the presence in it of different voices and conflicts - all of which affect the ‘muscular tone’ of democracy. And she shows with much empirical evidence the transformations in the transition from organizations based on membership to organizations based on management, registering the processes of ‘diminishing democracy’ that are taking place, and the emergence of an ‘oligarchic’ power structure.
Skocpol disagrees with the claims of the various schools of ‘communitarians and their social capital cousins’ (particularly Putnam) by arguing that to investigate democracy’s state of health it is not enough to point out the presence of a tissue of associations founded on bonds of closeness, and still less to be satisfied with their local roots. Skocpol takes up Tocqueville again, but puts him back on his feet, so to speak: the vitality of the associations – in our case those that develop in the field of local social policy in particular – is a factor of democratic growth inasmuch as there is a widespread “knowledge of how to combine” in the individual organizations, in the organisational networks and in their connections to public institutions. This “knowledge” is the salt of democracy, according to Tocqueville. In other words, if we recognise that democracy is a learning process and that, as such, it requires nourishing, we should investigate if and how the organisational texture of social policy functions as, say, a school of democracy, in which people can learn what Tocqueville calls “the habits of the heart”, and if all those involved in this organisational tissue are in a condition to contribute to collective choices – with ideas, conflicts and decisions – and to recognise themselves in them.
So the question is more precise: as far as the organizational solidity of democracy is concerned, we need to examine the organizational texture of social policies, by looking at both its horizontal and  its vertical displaying. On the one hand,  we should analyse the types of organizations and of inter-organizational networks that work in this field, and, on the other the organizational relations –both top-down and bottom-up -  between government and civil society. 
2.The analytical field

The field of social policy is framed by three main processes of institutional change.
From government to governance. Social policy design and implementation at the local level is an important terrain for analyzing  the transition from government to governance. The latter, as we know, is characterised by the involvement of many different actors and places of decision in governing  policies. And in the case of social policy it is obviously organised civil society, or the so called ‘third sector’ that is involved. The now abundant research literature on governance has made clear that it is an ambiguous formula because it takes on different forms according to the contexts in which it is applied; and some crucial variables have been identified that lead to different results. How inclusive participation in political choices is, the presence or otherwise of conditions of resilience and learning in the course of policy processes, how representative the participants in the partnership are, how public or opaque are the decision-making levels and places – all these are important variables if we want to know about the degree and the organizational texture of democracy in governance. The role of the political-administrative institutions is in any case a crucial factor. 
What Le Gales and Lascumes (2005) have called ‘government through instruments’ is being developed in the framework of the governance of public policy in general, and social policy in particular. The instruments may consist of ‘soft’ frameworks of regulations, like standards (such as criteria of accreditation) in measures that limit or encourage types of coordination  (for example, coordination by market competition or by shared projects) in operative measures, such as the shifting of public expenditure from services to benefit. ‘Long-distance’ government by instruments is based on the principle of letting things be done rather than doing, within open and uncertain processes. It directs the actions of various agents in the field, by regulating (encouraging and limiting) their organizations,  aggregations, coordinations. The strategic tasks of social policies are pursued indirectly, through organizational effects. It is these organizational effects that my question suggest to analyse.

Contractualization. New forms of contracts redesign the operative, management and decision-making responsibilities in social policies. Contracts and contractual devices are introduced to organize both the partnerships involved in the governance and  the relationships between users and services. Our research shows a variety of contractual forms at both these levels. Looking at the contractualisation of the user-provider relationship, in particular, different formula can be found out, related to the different ways social policies assimilate the imperative to “activate” their recipients –another driving force in the remaking of social services. According to the instruments used,  the contractual position of the recipients enhances their freedom of choice among different and competing providers in a market-like organization, or their participation in the public arena to the choices regarding the services provided. These different positions of the recipients, giving rise to different types of citizenship, are a main focus in analyzing the organizational texture of social policies, and its influence on the organization of democracy. 

Localization. These ongoing transformations come together in the process of policy localisation, and their implications in terms of democratic organisation are to be measured first of all at the local level. The decisive impulse to localisation came, as we know, from Europe, whose programmes (and their financing) aim to make operative the principle of vertical subsidiarity. In Italy, this principle inspires the reform of clause V of the Constitution, which fixes the institutional framework of localisation by decentralizing the policy making, in matters such as health, assistance, housing, etc., at the Regional level. In different Regions, characterized by different institutional arrangements, we can find different citizenship profiles, and therefore ongoing processes reinvigorating or, on the contrary, diminishing democracy. Anyhow, localization opens up the problem of the scale of democracy.
3.Organizational variables
By examining local welfare regimes in different Regions, a typology of organizational forms can be built, that focuses on four levels of the organizational architecture of social policies: 1) the recipients’ position against service provision; 2) the shape of the (civic, non profit) organizations providing services; 3) the inter - organizational networks; 4) the partnerships in the social policy governance. At any level this typology recalls classical dichotomies and stresses two opposite organizational alternatives.
1) Organizing or disorganizing welfare recipients. The first strategic terrain concerns the position of the recipients within the organizational framework of social policies. The distinguishing feature in question can be summed up - quoting  Robert Castel (2003) - in the alternative between “collectives” and “collections of individuals”. Working on the weakening of social security systems, Castel points out in particular a weakening of those “collectives” that during the development of the welfare state organised membership, representation and the recognition of individuals in social policies, functioning as ‘supports to individuation’: trade unions, professional associations, users organizations, advocacy  groups. At the same time there has been a development in the treatment of those concerned as individuals, made free to choose between services but isolated, with the typical characteristics of the atomised consumer. On this regard Castel speaks of ‘injunctions to individuation’ and underlines the absence of mediating organisations that people can belong to, be helped by and be recognised in: instead there are simply “collections of individuals”, with little social identity through which they can be recognized and recognise themselves as agents – not targets, not objects – of policy actions and choices. 
So we need to see if social policies work to encourage the development of an organizational framework in which people concerned can find support for their “individuation”, and can make their voice heard, or if they encourage relations of supply and demand in which those concerned, as consumers, can exercise their freedom of choice simply changing the supplier. In our research we examined, for example, two different types of monetary transfers in the health and social services that respond to the imperatives of “individualization” and “activation” by applying a contractual model: vouchers (or similar schemes) and “individualised projects”. I cannot go into detail here,  I merely note that the image of the ‘collection of individuals’ is a good description of what is created through monetary transfer measures like vouchers, which treat recipients as atomized  consumers free to choose among different services. By contrast, the “individualised project” (and other measures that are sometimes associated with it) promotes an organizational environment that supports the recipients in making choices on their own project, and on the services to be provided for putting into practice this project. Here the difference is clear between giving people the freedom to change the service provider through the “exit” option, and giving them the right to “voice” on the service to be provided 
.  In the same direction, and more generally, we should investigate the various organizational formulas that can be encouraged in the different situations – from self-help, to project groups, to users’ associations – and that could recreate conditions of belonging and recognition through which people involved –especially, I insist on this point, those more in need of help - can participate in and influence policies. 

2) Organizational forms of  voluntary or non-profit welfare agencies The second terrain is that of the organisational forms of the civil society operating in the field of social policies, mainly  the so called ‘third sector’. Here the alternative is the one suggested by Theda Skocpol, in the research already quoted, between “membership” and “management”. Looking at  the results of our research on the private non-profit agencies which provide social and health services, I can notice the presence of both these two alternative organizational forms. On the one hand there are agencies characterized by a managerial – or corporate - structure, with a well established division between leaders, or executives, and operators; these last have a subordinate position, and are excluded from the decision making of the organization. On the other hand there are organizations built on the participation of those involved, who contribute to both the organizations’ choices and activities; the differences –in views, competences etc. – among the members are combined together so that the organization itself  is recognized as a shared result. Sometimes – more often  in  social cooperatives – the recipients themselves are involved as members, and are elected in the organization’s board. The cement of the former is command, of the latter is discussion. And the leadership is differently legitimized too, being more “oligarchic” (as Skocpol says) in the first case and more “democratic” in the second.   
3) Inter-organizational forms in the policy making. The third terrain is the shape of the organizational networks, alliances, and generally inter-organizational coordinations that are involved in the governance of a policy. To take up the dichotomy March and Olsen use in discussing the ways for combining together different preferences (1995),  in this case the alternative is between “aggregation” and “integration”. We need to see if the organizational actors are induced to collaborate (and conflict) with each other to control and share out resources, or to build together projects and share aims and results.  Is it the means or the ends that holds the organizations together? Are the networks coordinated through (market) competition, or through “cooperative conflict”? Are the organizations encouraged (or obliged) to be homogeneous – for example by being incorporated in a single ‘brand-name’ (this is often the case in consortia) – or to play up their different identities, and to discuss aims, reasons, choices and criteria for choices, so that the inter-organizational field  resembles a political arena? In our research we found out that these different inter-organizational forms give rise to different models of governance, the one more grounded on plurality the other more grounded on power concentration. It is worth noting that the instruments of governing – especially the type of incentives to coordination - clearly influence the shape of these different arrangements. 
Vertical connections and the organization of governance. Finally, the ways the different organizational actors are connected to public authorities and the policy decision making also influence the degree of democracy. On this regard, we could refer to the alternative between “bargaining” and “arguing” that Jon Elster established (1993; 1998) by analyzing two different constitutional processes. This alternative draws our attention on how the governance of social policies is organized, and suggests to look at: a) the degree and forms of representation of interests and claims (especially whether it is based on lobbying or on constituencies); b) the degree of openness and inclusiveness of the processes which organize the partnerships; c) whether the decision making procedures are exposed to public scrutiny and discussion...On the modes of governance and the conditions for democratic governance a good deal of literature and research findings is available, and I can’t get into details here 
. It is only worth noting that this last organizational variable is correlated to the three previous ones by a two-way tie: these last influence the ways governance is organized and, reciprocally, the organization of the policy governance directs, encourages, or constrains the actors in the field to organize themselves in one way or in the other one (by incentives, for instance, as we have already seen,  or more generally by framing their choices, practices and discourses). It could be recognized here the working of the phenomenon of “institutional isomorphism”, as organization scholars call it, in which similar organizational features spread through different organizations giving the whole picture a  significant consistency.  
This typology of organizational variables, which has been built by stressing two alternatives at four levels, is to be considered an analytical tool for investigating and comparing  the organization of local social policies and its influence on the organization – or disorganization - of democracy (Clarke, 2006). The empirical world of organizations, practices and institutional arrangements in the field is obviously far more complex and mixed, and we can see different alternatives at the same level and at different levels cohabiting in the same local welfare regime. However, by comparing different Regional welfare regimes our research lets guess trends to an adjustement, or thickening, of these organizational variables in the same direction.  The most clear cases of our polarization appear to be those of Lombardy and Friuli. In the former the organizational forms that we have associated with the key words, “collections of individuals”, “management”, “aggregation”, and “bargaining” are more present, while the latter, by contrast, offers a lot of examples of recipients’ “collectives”, organizations based on “membership”, governance instruments promoting “integration”, and deliberative arenas for “arguing”. While in Lombardy the “marketization” is quite developed and gives the social policies a strategic role in promoting a “spontaneous social order”, in Friuli the organization of social policies constitutes a strategic terrain for  “making society” (Donzelot, 2003), society being seen in that case as a deliberate social order, as such provided with a degree of reflexivity, through politics. 
Conclusions
To sum up, organizational variables appear  to be a relevant and promising analytical focus for exploring and comparing the performance of social policies in terms of democracy, i.e. in terms of democratic habits they contribute to feed and diffuse in both civil society and government institutions. This hypothesis would deserve more research, and it should be added to the list of questions that guide the analyses of (local) welfare regimes: these last need to be examined and evaluated, planned and supervised, not only with regard to their outcomes in terms of efficiency and effectiveness, not only for their redistributive aims and effects, by following a fairness criterion, but also with regard to their political effects on the democratic tissue of society. For democracy, or rather democratic politics, is the third indispensable leg for “squaring the circle”, as Dahrendorf would say.
However, it is in facing questions of democracy that a doubt on the localization of social policies emerges: We can find local welfare arrangements that reinvigorate democracy by enhancing democratic governance and citizens’ participation in the res publica, but is local democracy, if any, enough? 
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� See Lowi(1972): “policy determines politics”


� I shall recall briefly the research on new social policies developed and discussed in the workshop Sui Generis. Sociologia dell’azione pubblica (University of Milano Bicocca). See inter alia Bifulco (2005), Monteleone (forthcoming).





� I’m referring here to the Hirschman’s alternative between exit and voice. I’m referring also to the parameter of  “capability for voice”, grounded on the Sen’s capability approach, that has been singled out for analysing and assessing  job insertion measures (see Bonvin, Farvaque, 2006)  


� To begin with, see De Leonardis, Bifulco (2003, i.e. the first paper suggested for this lecture)
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