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Contemporary public administration has shifted from hierarchical, state-centric models 

toward multilevel and multicentric governance, in which authority is dispersed across 

governments, markets, civil society, and citizens. While citizen participation and co-

production are central to legitimacy, inclusiveness, and public service performance, 

structural inequalities, power asymmetries, and coordination challenges frequently 

constrain meaningful influence, producing engagement that is often symbolic rather 

than substantive. Drawing on postinternationalist theory, this paper conceptualizes 

governance as a turbulent, fragmented, and overlapping system characterized by 

distant proximities, where interdependence coexists with unequal access to power. It 

examines how these dynamics shape citizen participation, highlighting how structural, 

relational, and digital inequalities mediate the translation of presence into influence. 

The analysis integrates empirical examples from diverse governance contexts to 

illustrate the risks of co-optation and agenda capture and identifies drivers and barriers 

of substantive participation. Practically, the paper offers guidance for public managers, 

emphasizing heterarchical leadership, adaptive coordination, and the design of 

participatory mechanisms that ensure inclusiveness, accountability, and measurable 

public value. By linking theoretical insights on turbulence, fragmegration, and distant 

proximities with strategies for public administration, the paper reframes citizen 

engagement not as a bureaucratic add-on, but as a structurally conditioned 

determinant of legitimacy, innovation, and effectiveness in complex governance 

systems. 
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Abstrak 
Administrasi publik kontemporer telah bergeser dari model hierarkis yang berpusat 

pada negara menuju tata kelola multilevel dan multisentris, di mana otoritas tersebar 

di antara pemerintah, pasar, masyarakat sipil, dan warga. Partisipasi warga dan ko-

produksi menjadi pusat legitimasi, inklusivitas, dan kinerja layanan publik. Namun, 

ketimpangan struktural, asimetri kekuasaan, dan tantangan koordinasi sering 

membatasi pengaruh secara nyata, sehingga partisipasi sering bersifat simbolis. 

Berdasarkan teori pascainterasionis, artikel ini memandang tata kelola sebagai sistem 

yang turbulen, terfragmentasi, dan tumpang-tindih, dengan “kedekatan jarak jauh” di 

mana saling ketergantungan hidup berdampingan dengan akses kekuasaan yang tidak 

setara. Artikel ini menelaah bagaimana dinamika tersebut membentuk partisipasi 

warga, menyoroti bagaimana ketimpangan struktural, relasional, dan digital 

memediasi penerjemahan kehadiran menjadi pengaruh. Analisis ini mengintegrasikan 

contoh empiris dari konteks tata kelola yang beragam untuk menunjukkan risiko ko-

optasi dan penguasaan agenda serta mengidentifikasi pendorong dan penghambat 

partisipasi substantif. Secara praktis, artikel ini memberikan panduan bagi manajer 

publik, menekankan kepemimpinan heterarkis, koordinasi adaptif, dan desain 

mekanisme partisipatif yang memastikan inklusivitas, akuntabilitas, dan nilai publik 
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yang terukur. Dengan mengaitkan wawasan teoretis tentang turbulensi, fragmegrasi, 

dan kedekatan jarak jauh dengan strategi administrasi publik, artikel ini memposisikan 

keterlibatan warga bukan sekadar tambahan birokratis, melainkan sebagai determinan 

yang dikondisikan secara struktural bagi legitimasi, inovasi, dan efektivitas dalam 

sistem tata kelola yang kompleks. 
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1. Introduction 

Over the past several decades, public administration has shifted from 

hierarchical, state-centric paradigms toward multicentric and multilevel 

arrangements, in which authority is dispersed across governmental bodies, civil 

society, market actors, and citizens (Sørensen & Torfing, 2021). Within these 

arrangements, citizen participation and co-production have become central to 

legitimacy, inclusiveness, and public service performance, offering avenues to 

mobilize local knowledge and collaborative power in addressing complex problems 

(Brandsen et al., 2016; Trondal et al., 2022). Yet this turn toward participation is neither 

straightforward nor unproblematic as power asymmetries, misaligned incentives, and 

coordination challenges frequently constrain meaningful influence, producing forms 

of engagement that are more symbolic than substantive (Huxham & Vangen, 2000; 

Ryan, 2012; McGinnis, 2011). Khatri and Paudel (2025) investigate the barriers and 

prospects of women’s participation in local governance in Nepal, revealing that while 

there has been an increase in representation due to policy changes, this advancement 

does not necessarily translate into substantial influence in decision-making. Similarly, 

Sherpa & Chepang (2025) found that representation does not equate to influence in 

Indigenous governance, highlighting that the existence of legal frameworks 

supporting participation is insufficient if they are not complemented by mechanisms 

that ensure genuine engagement of all stakeholders. 

Technological change amplifies these tensions. Digital platforms and 

networked communication can lower barriers to entry, facilitate collective action, and 

extend the reach of co-productive practices (Bennett & Segerberg, 2012). At the same 

time, persistent disparities in digital literacy, access, and organizational capacity 

reproduce unequal proximities to decision-making, increasing the risk that well-

resourced actors dominate participatory arenas (Martini & Sgambato, 2025). These 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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dynamics operate within broader processes of glocalization, where local problem-

solving is entwined with transnational flows of ideas, resources, and authority 

(Guilbaud, 2020; Cerny & Prichard, 2017), further complicating the translation of 

participation into measurable public value. 

Democratic theory offers criteria for evaluating these dynamics. Deliberative 

democracy emphasizes the importance of reasoned discourse, equity, and the 

substantial inclusion of marginalized voices, positing that mere procedural access is 

insufficient for meaningful engagement within governance frameworks (Fage-Butler, 

2020; Gebh, 2020; Gutmann and Thompson, 2004). This aligns with the argument that 

participatory processes must not only create spaces for presence but empower citizens 

to actively shape decisions through informed deliberation (Ramadoni, 2025; Saragih et 

al., 2025). Agnostic pluralism further enriches this discourse by challenging the 

presumption that consensus is a necessary outcome. It acknowledges the reality of 

persistent disagreements among diverse groups and advocates for participatory 

designs resilient to conflict while safeguarding the potential for meaningful impact 

(Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2006; Turcanu et al., 2020; Liston et al., 2013). These perspectives 

clarify that substantive participation requires not only presence but institutional 

responsiveness under conditions of complexity. 

Yet a central theoretical tension remains unresolved. While prescriptive 

frameworks articulate standards for meaningful engagement, they are seldom situated 

within governance environments where authority is fragmented across scales and 

actors. Multilevel arrangements disperse decision-making into fluid domes marked by 

asymmetrical resources, shifting coalitions, and uneven proximities to power. Existing 

scholarship documents symbolic inclusion and structural inequality, but it 

insufficiently theorizes how conditions of turbulence and dispersed authority mediate 

the realization of substantive participation. The challenge, therefore, is not merely to 

design participatory forums, but to understand how democratic aspirations are 

reshaped, constrained, or co-opted within governance systems characterized by 

fragmentation, crisis, and structurally unequal influence. 

To address this tension, this paper adopts postinternationalism as its 

conceptual foundation. Postinternationalism conceptualizes governance as unfolding 

across overlapping spheres of authority, cutting across territorial hierarchies and 

producing conditions of turbulence, fragmegration, and distant proximities, 

interdependence without equal influence (Rosenau, 1990, 2003). Contemporary public 

administration research stresses that such turbulence challenges conventional 
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instruments of control while demanding adaptive, network-sensitive responses from 

public organizations (Ansell et al., 2023). Viewed through this lens, co-production is 

both an avenue for innovation and a site of conflict, in which participation can be co-

opted to advance pre-determined agendas (Saifullah & Ahmad, 2020; Cerny, 2022). 

The argument advanced here is twofold. Theoretically, the paper extends the 

concepts of turbulence, distant proximities, and fragmegration to the analysis of citizen 

participation in multilevel governance, clarifying how the diffusion of authority and 

interdependent networks shapes who participates, how influence is exercised, and 

with what effects (Cerny & Prichard, 2017; Rosenau, 2003). Practically, it develops 

guidance for public managers tasked with translating participation into performance, 

specifically; institutionalizing safeguards against co-optation, leveraging digital tools 

while addressing inequalities of access and capacity, designing processes that link 

inclusiveness to meaningful influence and measurable outcomes, and building 

adaptive capabilities to manage turbulence (Kaufmann & Sidney, 2020; Ansell et al., 

2023). 

By dissecting these elements, the paper integrates democratic principles with 

structural analyses of multicentric governance, reframing citizen participation not as a 

procedural supplement to public administration but as a structurally conditioned 

determinant of legitimacy, accountability, and public value in turbulent governance 

systems. 

2. Theoretical Framework: Postinternationalism, Turbulence and Co-production 

Traditional models of governance, grounded in hierarchical and centralized 

control, are increasingly inadequate for explaining or managing the complexity of 

contemporary public administration (Hobbs, 2000; Bellamy, 2017). In response, 

scholars have emphasized networked, collaborative, and multi-actor forms of 

governance, in which authority is dispersed across governments, nonstate actors, civil 

society, and citizens (Torfing et al., 2012; Hooghe & Marks, 2001; Isett et al., 2011). This 

intellectual curve aligns closely with Rosenau’s (1990, 2003) postinternationalism, 

which conceptualizes governance as inherently turbulent, fragmented, and shaped by 

overlapping spheres of authority that extend beyond the nation-state. 

At the core of postinternationalism is turbulence: the persistent instability 

arising when diverse actors, states, international organizations, firms, civil society, and 

communities, pursue competing priorities across local, national, and transnational 

scales. This multi-actor environment generates uncertainty, nonlinear dynamics, and 
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rapid shifts in agendas and coalitions. Governance under such conditions departs from 

linearity and predictable control and it is shaped by distant proximities, a paradox in 

which intensifying interdependence brings people closer while inequalities in access 

and power persist. Local decisions vibrate across broader systems, global shocks 

penetrate local systems, yet information, resources, and authority remain unevenly 

distributed, leaving some actors structurally near power while others remain 

persistently distant (Maull, 2011). 

Complementing these dynamics is fragmegration, which describes the 

simultaneous forces of integration and fragmentation. Policy domains coagulate across 

borders and networks even as authority fragments among multiple nodes, 

highlighting the complex and unpredictable nature of contemporary governance 

(Rosenau, 2003). These interlinked dynamics clarify why citizen participation in 

multilevel governance is both indispensable and precarious: interdependence opens 

new entry points for engagement, yet uneven proximities and continual fragmentation 

determine who can participate, how influence is exercised, and with what outcomes. 

These theoretical constructs illuminate the challenges of co-production. 

Collaborative arrangements enable citizens and civil society to contribute localized 

knowledge, resources, and innovative practices to public decision-making (Bradley & 

Mahmoud, 2024; Bloodgood et al., 2023; Foley et al., 2021). Yet, such arrangements are 

prone to cooptation, as institutional or well-resourced actors may shape agendas to 

serve predetermined objectives, reducing participation to symbolic inclusion rather 

than substantive influence (Ferreira, 2025; Huxham & Vangen, 2000). The relational 

complexities inherent in collaboration, divergent interests, competing priorities, and 

power asymmetries, often exacerbate these tendencies, generating conflict and stalling 

meaningful engagement. 

Empirical studies underscore how structural and relational asymmetries 

constrain participatory governance. Ulibarrí et al. (2023) show that influential NGOs 

and government actors dominate environmental management agendas, marginalizing 

alternative perspectives. Cheung and Fuller (2022) reveal similar dynamics in Hong 

Kong’s climate governance, where institutional preferences frequently outweigh 

citizen input. In Malaysia, Darmais et al. (2023) document how government authority 

eclipses community voices, producing policies aligned with official priorities rather 

than collaborative solutions to drug smuggling. Parallel patterns are evident in 

authoritarian contexts: Mikhasev and Golosov (2023) illustrate how Russian regimes 

co-opt private actors into state-aligned coalitions, while Bruun and Rubin (2022) 
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demonstrate strategic manipulation of water management in Vietnam. In Indonesia, 

corporate dominance similarly undermines local engagement in ecological 

governance, particularly in mangrove rehabilitation (Widiyaningrum & Riaji, 2023). 

Beyond institutional and political constraints, structural barriers such as limited 

resources, institutional design, and accountability mechanisms disproportionately 

affect underrepresented groups, curtailing their capacity to participate meaningfully 

(Passmore et al., 2021; Madsen & Brix, 2024; Krieger, 2020). At the same time, 

technological innovations intensify turbulence: digital platforms, online communities, 

and open data initiatives expand opportunities for mobilization, yet they can also 

reproduce asymmetries of access, digital literacy, and organizational capacity 

(McNeely, 2024; Agostino et al., 2020). 

Postinternationalism provides a critical lens for understanding these dynamics. 

Governance is no longer confined to fixed territorial boundaries but unfolds across 

multicentric networks in which authority is diffuse, contested, and adaptive. 

Consequently, co-production cannot be assumed to produce equitable outcomes. 

Instead, effective governance requires responsiveness to turbulence, uneven 

proximities, and fragmegration, ensuring that participatory initiatives are not only 

inclusive but capable of delivering tangible improvements in legitimacy, 

accountability, and public performance.  

3. Civic Engagement 

Citizen engagement in multilevel governance is shaped by dynamic factors that 

both enable and constrain engagement. Structural reforms, societal transformations, 

and technological innovations have opened new entry points for collaboration. Yet 

enduring inequalities, design flaws, and power asymmetries often limit participation 

to symbolic inclusion, highlighting the need for governance frameworks that translate 

engagement into tangible public value. 

Several factors propel the expansion of co-productive governance. First, 

technological innovations, particularly digital platforms, and social media, have 

lowered barriers to entry by enabling rapid information sharing, collective 

mobilization, and translocal advocacy (Houtzager et al., 2020; Riggs, 2018). These tools 

facilitate decentralized engagement that extends participation beyond traditional 

institutional boundaries, allowing citizens to influence decision-making across 

multiple levels of governance (Karthikeyan et al., 2024). 
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Second, societal transformations, including rising education levels, greater civic 

awareness, and the growth of transnational networks, have built a more informed and 

assertive citizenry. Citizens increasingly demand voice in policymaking and 

accountability in service delivery, with civil society organizations, NGOs, and 

advocacy groups acting as intermediaries that link citizen priorities with institutional 

processes (Chatterjee & Kumar, 2024; Foley, Hines, & Wessel, 2021; Bradley & 

Mahmoud, 2024; Bloodgood et al., 2023). 

Third, globalization and glocalization have embedded local problem-solving 

within broader institutional and social networks, connecting local knowledge to global 

resources and ideas (Arkhipov & Yeletsky, 2021; Guilbaud, 2020). These 

interdependencies enhance opportunities for innovation but also require coordination 

across multiple scales, underscoring the turbulent and interdependent nature of 

contemporary governance. 

Despite these enabling conditions, several barriers continue to constrain 

meaningful engagement. First, power asymmetries remain pervasive. Dominant 

actors, such as state institutions, well-resourced NGOs, or private entities, can shape 

participatory agendas to legitimize predetermined outcomes, limiting citizen influence 

and eroding trust (Shi, 2022; Arko, 2019; Visser & Kreemers, 2019). Second, structural 

and institutional limitations restrict engagement. Limited capacity, accountability 

constraints, and resource inequalities disproportionately affect marginalized groups, 

often producing participatory fatigue, where repeated engagement opportunities fail 

to translate into substantive influence (Vivier & Sanchez‐Betancourt, 2023; 

Migchelbrink & Walle, 2020; Eckerd & Heidelberg, 2019). 

Third, digital inequalities introduce additional asymmetries. While digital 

platforms expand access, disparities in infrastructure, literacy, and organizational 

support reproduce uneven proximities to decision-making (Nnenna et al., 2024; 

Ranchordás, 2022; Iyer & Kuriakose, 2024; Syahruddin et al., 2023). As Rosenau’s 

(2003) concept of distant proximities suggests, apparent inclusiveness may mask 

structural exclusion, leaving marginalized actors persistently distant from influence. 

Fourth, institutional design and incentive structures can reinforce selective 

participation. Rules, norms, and accountability mechanisms often privilege certain 

voices, particularly when engagement is framed as consultative rather than co-

productive (Erman & Todorovski, 2010; Su, Du, Sohn, & Xu, 2017). Such arrangements 

heighten the risk of cooptation, whereby powerful actors validate existing decisions 

rather than integrate diverse perspectives. 
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These undercurrents illustrate a central tension: participation is expected to 

enhance legitimacy and performance, yet poorly designed processes can undermine 

both. Effective management of multilevel co-production requires acknowledging 

participation’s dual character, as a driver of innovation and a potential instrument of 

domination. By addressing structural inequalities, ensuring equitable access to digital 

tools, and designing processes that link engagement to concrete outcomes, public 

administrators can move participation beyond ritualized inclusion toward the 

generation of genuine public value. 

4. Dispersed Authority 

Postinternationalism emphasizes that authority is no longer monopolized by 

the state but dispersed across multiple scales and actors (Rosenau, 1990, 2003). This 

reconfiguration, evident both globally and locally alike, reshapes the dynamics of 

power, legitimacy, and accountability. Authority is increasingly exercised in 

pluralized arenas where governments, NGOs, civic associations, and community 

organizations share space, yet rarely on equal terms (Volk, 2019; Guilbaud, 2020). 

What emerges is not a smooth diffusion of power but a contested field in which 

asymmetries determine whose voices prevail. 

This pluralization creates opportunities for innovation by broadening the 

knowledge base and mobilizing diverse resources, but it also generates vulnerabilities. 

Research shows that non-state actors can enrich governance by amplifying citizen 

priorities, providing expertise, and facilitating coordination across levels (Ferguson & 

Mansbach, 2007; Foley, Bronson, & Campbell, 2021). Yet other studies highlight how 

this same diversity often leads to agenda capture: powerful NGOs or institutional 

actors dominate, steering participatory processes to reflect predetermined outcomes 

(Panke & Stapel, 2024). Authority, therefore, is not simply distributed but constantly 

contested, reflecting the turbulence and adaptive character of contemporary 

governance systems (Rosenau, 2003). 

Scholars have proposed various strategies for managing this contested 

environment. Chong’s (2002) plus nonstate approach argues for the integration of civic 

and private actors into decision-making, recognizing their capacity to contribute 

resources and legitimacy. Similarly, collaborative governance emphasizes the design 

of shared processes that allow diverse actors to deliberate on equal footing, with 

structured rules to balance influence (Torfing et al., 2012). Sørensen et al., (2020) 

highlight the role of political boundary-spanning, where elected officials and 

administrators actively bridge divides between representative institutions and 
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collective spaces, ensuring citizen input is not overshadowed by technocratic or elite 

actors. Klijn & Koppenjan (2000) advance network governance, in which public 

managers assume a facilitative role to coordinate diverse actors while safeguarding 

against dominance and exclusion. These strategies reflect different attempts to 

translate pluralization into equitable participation rather than symbolic inclusion. 

Nonetheless, as Chikvaidze (2020) and Teivainen and Trommer (2016) caution, 

nonstate actors often pursue agendas that diverge from collective goals, producing 

resistance and strategic contestation. Collaboration, therefore, is never neutral but 

always embedded in asymmetrical relations that privilege stronger actors. The 

redefinition of authority thus brings with it the persistent risk of cooptation. Processes 

may appear inclusive while remaining substantively constrained, with engagement 

reduced to symbolic validation rather than genuine deliberation (Stapper, 2021; 

Sørensen et al., 2020). Such outcomes erode trust and threaten the legitimacy of 

governance arrangements. 

To counter these risks, authority must be consciously structured through 

mechanisms of transparency, independent supervision, and safeguards against 

agenda capture (Bagherzadeh et al., 2021). For public managers and policymakers, this 

reframing requires a shift from hierarchical control to heterarchical leadership. 

Authority must be treated as a negotiated process in which institutions enable 

meaningful participation rather than dictate outcomes. Unless participatory systems 

are designed to ensure that diverse voices exert real influence, the promise of 

multicentric governance risks collapsing into a symbolic procedure.  

5. Understanding Distant Proximities 

Understanding the role of citizens in multilevel governance requires grappling 

with distant proximities, the paradox that actors are drawn closer through 

interdependence while remaining unequally positioned to shape outcomes. In this 

reality, inclusion does not guarantee influence (Rosenau, 2003). Citizens may be 

formally invited into co-productive processes, yet structural disparities in resources, 

knowledge, and authority determine whether their participation resonates or 

dissipates. This paradox is especially evident in glocalized governance through which 

local problems are intertwined with global agendas (Drori et al., 2014; Iermakova et 

al., 2021; Belamghari, 2020). Citizens’ input vibrates across scales but is filtered through 

mediators such as NGOs, state agencies, or corporations, with disproportionate 

influence. This is exemplified in the Western Balkans, where advocacy NGOs have 
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navigated digital transformation to enhance their engagement strategies, yet face 

challenges regarding their influence due to existing power structures (Lushka, 2025).  

Rosenau’s (2003) violin metaphor captures this dynamic vividly: each actor’s 

string vibrates across the governance network, but the strength of the resonance 

depends on the actor’s positional power. NGOs, advocacy groups, and state 

institutions may thus dominate the orchestration of policy, relegating citizen 

contributions to background notes (Khanakwa & Mbonigaba, 2022; Moghrabi & 

Sabharwal, 2017). Kassen (2020) discusses how innovative data-driven collaborations 

in Nordic countries can enhance public services, yet these benefits are often not evenly 

distributed, leading to disparities in access and influence.  

The digital revolution further complicates these proximities. Digital platforms 

and open data initiatives lower barriers to information and mobilization 

(Trautendorfer et al., 2025; Mallinson, 2019), yet they simultaneously reproduce 

uneven access. Citizens with digital literacy, organizational capacity, and 

infrastructural support stand “closer” to decision-making, while others remain 

effectively distant. These asymmetries risk deepening inequalities in influence by 

privileging well-connected or digitally fluent actors. Kaur (2025) in research on youth 

political mobilization in the Global South indicates that while digital tools have 

bolstered the visibility and reach of activist movements, those who lack digital skills 

or infrastructure are consistently marginalized.  

Finally, Rosenau’s (2003) concept of fragmegration, the simultaneous pressures 

of integration and fragmentation, illustrates the instability of these proximities. 

Collaborative governance requires coordination across diverse mandates and 

resources, but the very complexity of multicentric systems produces fragmentation, 

ambiguity, and inconsistent opportunities for engagement (Kessa et al., 2021). For 

citizens, this often translates into participation without traction: invited to the table yet 

constrained from shaping outcomes (Åström & Karlsson, 2020; Xin et al., 2022). Such 

experiences erode trust, create participation fatigue, and weaken the legitimacy of 

governance arrangements (Indama, 2022; Hartanti et al., 2021). 

Distant proximities thus highlight a central dilemma for public managers: how 

to transform formal inclusion into substantive influence. The task is not simply to 

broaden access but to close the gap between presence and impact. Addressing these 

uneven proximities, by designing participatory mechanisms that amplify 

marginalized voices and institutionalize responsiveness, can shift citizen engagement 
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from symbolic legitimacy toward a genuine driver of trust, innovation, and 

effectiveness in governance. 

6. Managing Multicentrism 
The decline of hierarchical state-centrism has produced governance 

arrangements that are increasingly multicentric, with authority dispersed across 

governments, markets, civil society, and citizens (Rosenau, 2003; Hobbs, 2000; 

Bellamy, 2017). These environments demand coordination across levels and sectors in 

which power is negotiated within overlapping and adaptive networks rather than 

monopolized by the state (Rogers, 2009; Ferguson & Mansbach, 2007). Such networks 

are indispensable for confronting super-wicked problems, including climate change, 

pandemics, and complex urban development, whose scale, urgency, and cross-sectoral 

spillovers exceed the capacity of any single institution. Addressing these challenges 

requires sustained coordination across fragmented jurisdictions, policy domains, and 

organizational boundaries (Bannink et al., 2024; Ansell & Trondal, 2017).  

Yet distributed authority generates vulnerabilities. Power asymmetries and 

resource disparities allow dominant actors to exploit gaps in coordination, steering 

decisions in ways that marginalize weaker voices. For example, in the global health 

arena, studies have shown that well-resourced international health NGOs can 

overshadow local community perspectives during public health emergencies, thus 

depriving those communities of necessary representation (PA et al., 2024; 

Nguyahambi & Rugeiyamu, 2025). Hobbs’ (2000) “Swiss cheese” metaphor aptly 

captures these governance holes: spaces where authority is absent or fragmented, and 

outcomes are shaped by those with the resources to step in, rather than those 

representing the broader community (Townsend et al., 2025). 

Digital technologies both expand and complicate these dynamics. While 

platforms and social media provide new channels for engagement, they also reinforce 

uneven proximities: actors with greater digital capacity or institutional connections are 

disproportionately able to amplify their influence (Hancock, 2022; Gordon, 2017; 

Milhaupt & Pargendler, 2017). For instance, during the COVID-19 pandemic, 

marginalized communities struggled to voice their needs through digital platforms, 

highlighting the growing divide between those adept at leveraging technology and 

those who remain disconnected (Patterson et al., 2024; Springman et al., 2022). 

Management in a multicentric environment resembles a heterarchical 

arrangement, in which authority is non-hierarchically distributed across actors and 
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scales, and the manager’s role is to facilitate coordination, ensure accountability, and 

create conditions in which citizen participation achieves substantive influence 

(Lichtarski & Piórkowska, 2021; Cumming, 2016). Establishing boundary-spanning 

roles and cross-sectoral liaison mechanisms can help translate local input into coherent 

decision-making across networks. For instance, the establishment of integrative 

governance structures has proven effective in managing local water resources, 

exemplified by the collaborative actions in Ottawa that reveal how partnerships 

among various stakeholders can enhance urban sustainability practices (Zeemering, 

2016). Governance structures should incorporate deliberative mechanisms that 

empower citizens to influence agenda-setting, policy design, and resource allocation. 

A successful instance of this approach is found in the participatory budgeting practices 

in Toledo, Spain, which allow citizens to directly influence local fiscal decisions 

(Rottmann, 2023).  

A focus on safeguarding against the capture of governance processes is vital. 

This can be achieved through enhanced mechanisms that ensure citizen contributions 

are recognized and integrated. The use of citizen oversight boards in urban 

development projects in California has been shown to enhance accountability and 

responsiveness (Groenfeldt & Schmidt, 2013). Fourth, addressing digital disparities is 

crucial to democratizing participation (Pigola et al., 2022). Initiatives in countries like 

Estonia, where e-governance aims to facilitate access to public services for all citizens, 

illustrate how digital tools can be designed with inclusivity in mind (Lucas & Smith, 

2019). 

Governance networks should cultivate adaptive capacities to facilitate 

responses to turbulence, utilizing scenario planning, iterative policy development, and 

flexible coordination mechanisms (Samnakay et al., 2024). In the field of climate 

adaptation, regional collaboration in places like Norway has highlighted how adaptive 

governance can respond effectively to local conditions while still aligning with 

national climate objectives (Hillmer-Pegram & Robards, 2015). 

Through these mechanisms, the management of multicentric networks is 

redefined from controlling dispersed actors to strategically coordinating conditions 

that enhance citizen participation. This reframing addresses the earlier articulated 

challenge of transforming citizen engagement from meresymbolic inclusion to genuine 

influence within multilevel, multicentric governance frameworks. 
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7. Conclusion & Recommendations 
In the 21st century, governance is increasingly characterized not by hierarchical 

state control, but by multicentric networks where authority is dispersed, contested, 

and fluid (Rosenau, 2003). In this evolving landscape, citizens, NGOs, and public 

agencies engage across multiple levels to co-produce services and influence policy, 

presenting both significant opportunities for inclusion and inherent risks of 

domination. This analysis emphasizes that citizen participation is not a 

straightforward diffusion of power; rather, it is shaped by shifting authority, the 

complexities of distant proximities, and the challenges associated with managing 

multicentric networks. 

Consequently, public managers must prioritize not only the invitation for 

participation but also its translation into substantive influence and measurable public 

value. Three critical insights arise from this discourse. First, authority within 

multicentric governance structures is not merely shared but actively negotiated and 

contested. This requires the design of participatory processes equipped with 

institutional safeguards against domination by more powerful actors (Kokx & 

Kempen, 2010). Second, the paradox of distant proximities illustrates that mere 

presence does not guarantee impact; citizen voices may be included in formal 

processes yet remain substantively marginal (Belletti et al., 2024). Thus, mechanisms 

must be established to connect citizen contributions directly to decision-making, 

resource allocation, and accountability. Third, the presence of governance holes allows 

dominant actors to maneuver effectively, stressing the need for adaptive coordination 

strategies that protect weaker participants from being overshadowed by those 

wielding greater resources (Mickwitz et al., 2021). 

Ultimately, the effectiveness of co-productive governance hinges on 

reconciliation of ongoing tensions between equity and efficiency, inclusion and 

accountability, as well as collaboration and performance. Resilience should be 

understood not merely as institutional survival, but as the capacity for renewal amidst 

ongoing turbulence. This theoretical position offers a powerful catalyst for innovation, 

legitimacy, and sustainable public value that is essential in navigating the complexities 

of modern governance. 
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