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Abstract

The goal of the paper is to present and discusptblminary conceptual framework of Dual
System Approach (DSA), which is a research methdaetutilized in the studies of policy
process. DSA is supposed to help researchers exalat understand the course and results of

policy processes taking place in a political system

In the paper it is argued that the dialogue betweamemporary theoretical approaches toward
policy process may benefit from a common methodm@b@pproach, and that such an
approach could be based on the combination of cexitgl theory, systems theory and

cybernetics.

The method is conceptualized on the theoreticatlmesented by David Easton (Easton 1979)
and on two models of system identification (“black” and “white box” models). Within the
method, the analysis of interactions between diffeactors in the political system is combined
with the analysis of their institutional and orgaational setting and ends with the analysis of
influence. The method is designed in a manneriligauboth qualitative and quantitative data.
In the paper, the introductory design of the vaiidia procedure will also be presented.



Introduction — the complexity of policy process pheomena

Policy analysis is not only expected to help un@ded and explain the past and present nature of
policy processes, but to predict the directionsheir potential evolution as well. However, the
growing complexity of policy processes, especiaflyliberal democratic regimes, poses major

analytical problems to the research community.

Firstly, policy areas are always substantially cempProblems present in the public sphere are
multi-faceted, cross-disciplinary, and difficult tmmprehend for individuals (Lindblom 1959;

Ackoff 1974). The more we know about the probleheniselves, the more complex they appear
in the context of other problems. This means, &zah of the issues on the agenda is inevitably
coupled by other issues. In this sense, e.g. spkealthcare problems is strongly dependent on

the capability to harmonize them with other, emzimnmental and education problems.

Secondly, each of the ongoing policy processe®isptex as well. Coping with public issues
involves multi-channel communication between piaed members of a political community
(Duverger 1967). The political goals and interegtsonstantly interacting actors penetrate their
struggle for power, which takes place on the folynahd informally institutionalized rules
(Deutsch 1966; Easton 1979, 1990). The rules daem ahutually inconsistent or conflicting with
the logic of action and behavior of the actors Iugd in the policy process (Lindblom, Woodhouse
1968).

Thus, the policy process analysis follows distipaths, and the growing number of approaches
and theories seems to be a clear evidence of thegaity the researchers face (Sabatier 2007).
Along with the fact that the research communityresiledges the complexity of policy processes,
the more general question emerges however: is thesay the scholars advocating different
theoretical standpoints could test the same hygetheeven though they preclude different
approaches at various steps of the research poejdobm research questions, through the choice
of data sources, data collection methods, to ae¢mpretation procedures? The goal of the paper

is to show some of the possible clues for a pas#ivswer to this question.

Especially in recent years, more and more atteritasbeen paid to the development of methods
that would give a comprehensive insight into comgleenomena, but a relatively small number
of them regards policy processes (Geyer 2015; Rish®oyle 2000). Complexity theory suggests
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that complex political process take place at défiferlevels of a political system, and this has
consequences at all levels of political action|ludmg organizational, institutional, national/stat
and international (Cairney 2012; Alter, Meunier 20Duit, Galaz 2008; Judge, Earnshaw 1994).

At the same time, it is still debated, whether ctamipy should be analyzed as a highly complicated
or as an emergent phenomenon (Bailey 1994), argdvthiat kind of complexity-directed theory
the researcher should start with to approach theyparocesses adequately. This points to another
field of practical decisions within the researckiga. Namely, should the policy process be treated
as a “whole”, with its nonlinearity, and threshdaffects, or should it be divided into different
stages or parts, taking place at different levélpatitical system that involve different political
actors (Byrne 1998; Jervis 1998).

One of the main issues in that respect is how mobtee the knowledge about structural factors of
the policy process with the internal dynamics @& policy process under study. However, there
has been no specific analytical method in poliggrded studies that would make it possible to
combine the analysis of interactions between afiepolitical actors — individual, collective or
organizational — within the political process, aheé analysis of their structural environment,
basing on the initial assumption about the potdntqual importance of both in the policy

process.

Theories of policy process and two system identifition models

In a number of theoretical approaches to policyess very similar elements seem to be present,
although their role and significance differs betwélee frameworks. Each of the theories defines
policy process differently, and — what is more imgot — presents the actors within the policy
process in a specific way. The actors are to pessesrying degree of capabilities to influence
the policy process, as also the structural featofethe environment seem to constrain them
differently. One of the best known classificatiaigpolicy process theories, by Sabatier, provides
a general introduction to the problems discussed (®abatier 2007).

In his first review of policy process theories (iext review revealed an even more complex set
of theories), Sabatier divided seven theoreti@higworks into two separate groups. According to

Sabatier, the first group of frameworks is suppdseaelp explain “policy change within a given



political system or set of institutional arrangentsénin other words, the first group of theories is
aimed at providing the best explanation possibl#effactors shaping the types and dynamics of
actions within a particular political system. Thecend group of frameworks is supposed to
“provide explanations of variation across a largeber of political systems” (Sabatier 2007: 10),

which precludes that one can differentiate theuiest and functions of these systems.

In particular, in the first grougtages heuristipresupposes a step-by-step, rational decisionngaki
structure of the policy process. This feature makesapproach especially vulnerable to criticisms
of empirically oriented researchers, as it is erely difficult to find any political system in whic
this type of linear logic is followednstitutional rational choicés focused on the structural factors,
that are to affect the behavior of the rationalividuals, who are motivated by material self-
interest. This approach gives a more actor orienied on the nature of policy process. In this
view, actors are supposed to define the goalsraadded outcomes of the policy process, although
they are constrained by different institutionaliges. In themultiple streams framewarkhe role

of actors seems to be even more significant. Thpaach argues for the combination of three
types of joint mechanisms: problem stream, politgasn, and politics stream that could be
creatively joined by policy entrepreneurs. The emteneurs have the possibility of influencing the
policy, by utilizing “windows of opportunity”. Onhe other hand, @unctuated equilibrium
framework(PE), shows how in some systems, after long psraddncremental changes, major
changes actually happen. It is due to the numeaotisns of political actors who exploit multiple
“policy venues” and contribute to the of emergeoteew “policy images”. Finally, thadvocacy
coalition framework/ACF), gives an insight in the policy process assult of the interaction of
actors involved in the policy process, and showsrtiportance of belief systems of both - decision

makers and stakeholders in the political system.

In the second group of frameworks presented bytiapthe theories seek for the explanations of
policy process based on factors impacting the ipalitsystem understood as a whdRalicy
diffusion frameworkargues that the differences in policy adoptionhpastem from the
characteristics of the political system, and frdra variety of diffusion processes, including the
activity of policy networks. This policy networkect makes it more actor-oriented thanftirnel

and other frameworks in large-N comparative studiBise latter presents the variety of policy



outcomes mostly as effects of the combination ofremgeneral structural factors, such as

socioeconomic conditions, public opinion and paditiinstitutions.

The classification of theories presented by Sabagems to be coherent with the most basic
presumptions of the systems theory, and of diffesgstem identification models in particular. The
first group of policy process theories could becdbgd as the ones consistent with the “white
box” model of system identification, and the secgnaup as the ones that could be perceived as

the ones that follow a “black box” model (see Feyl).

Figure 1. Representation of a system in a “black bd and a “white box” convention

Black box White box

|

It is best to present both of these models staftom the simplest one. In the “black box” model,
system is perceived as an indivisible unit, whigm$forms inputs into outputs, and all influence
that comes from the environment to the systemaisstormed by the system, which — in turn —
influences the environment. The feedback loop mashahelps to understand the internal logic
of the system, without observing what is exactlggening in it. In this model it is possible to draw
conclusions regarding the system function fromviery observation of the impact it performs vis

a vis environment at different moments of the popoocess.

On the other hand, in the “white box” model, theteyn is defined as a set of interrelated elements.
Each of the elements is identified, and togethey tire organized or configured in a certain way.
This makes it possible to analyze both the stratttonditions and the role of interactions of agent

within the policy process.

At different points of time, different elements pldifferent roles and their mutual dependence

varies. For instance, the system may consist oéroglements (e.g. stakeholders) organized



horizontally and/or vertically. System A may beedement of a larger class (e.g. a network), and
thus remain interconnected, with other elementsiZbotal dimension). However, system A may
be also a part of system B (e.g. political systeanyl thus constitute a subsystem of the latter (the

vertical dimension).

In the classification of Sabatier, the “black boxiodel seems to be more applicable to the
comparative studies focused on the questions teabaeveal the set of variables important for
the overall operation of the systems under stpdjidy diffusion frameworkndfunnel and other
frameworks in large-N comparative studie€onversely, the “white box” model seems more
suitable for all the inquiries that focus on th@dmics of interactions between individuals, groups
and organizations as well the inner system conttbat shape thermétitutional rational choice,
multiple streams framework, punctuated equilibrivamework, advocacy coalition framewdrk
From this point of view, thestages heuristic- should be treated as a mixed model approacc.
Although it precludes the cycle of phases, nonem can be definitely demarcated of the other,

because of their complexity on various levels.

Various methodological approaches to complex phenana

In contemporary empirical studies of political pgeses numerous qualitative, quantitative, as well
as multi-method approaches are used. This oftats leathe lack of scientific dialogue between
researchers of different methodological backgrouadshe methods seem to direct the inquiries

to different conclusions (Steffensmeier, Brady,li€oR008).

It is sometimes argued that qualitative methodsbast suited for exploratory inferences within
the boundaries of the system (or phenomena) uridey $Denzin, Lincoln 2011; Yanow 2003).
These can rely on different types of data, suctests image, film, and audio-recordings. In the
theory-driven studies, collecting data, systemagjzand coding it from the point of view of
research questions and hypotheses, enables theraleses to trace the processes taking place
within the system, interpret the particular intéi@es and, in effect, understand the complexity of
political phenomena. Case studies seem to be 8teekample of such methods. In case studies, it
is relatively easy to trace the influence of actarsl their role in the policy process. The natire
the relations and communication between actorssgential parts of the study that aims at showing

the specifics and internal dynamics of the phen@nen



The interpretative nature of the case study metldogs not help to compare thousands of cases
though. Statistical methods are more feasible isrébgard. The latter helps receive insights into
the correlation of many objects (units of obsevad), based on quantitative datasets. However,
they treat the units of observations as possessrtgin traits and characteristics (variables) that
are important only in the context of their potehtiarrelation with the traits and characteristi€s o
other units of observations (Agresti, Finlay 2007)s the number of observations and a set of
particular variables that gives researchers thexppity to explain complex political processes.
Such a standpoint is present e.g. in the comparativdies regarding the quality of governance
(Kaufmann, Kraay, Mastruzzi 2005).

On the other hand, social network analysis (SNAggian opportunity for the researchers to
analyze the structural features of the system ustiety (Emirbayer, Goodwin 1994; Rogers,
Lawrence 1981). It utilizes the idea of relatiopshjconnections/ties/edges) as a key to understand
the causes and consequences of the patterns dibmsldps between social actors (nodes)
(Freeman 2004). Some of the clue concepts in reg@ardomplexity of the network are:
“multiplexity”, which stands for the number of difient ties between actors and “centrality” that
refers to the importance or influence of particubators within the network under study
(Hanneman, Riddle 2011).

Contemporary social network analysis is of valuetf@ analysis of complex policy processes,
although it does not help much in exploring theatyics of mutual interactions between particular
actors (Mgnsted 1995). Its main focus is to stindydtructural features of the network, especially
when the power and policy structures are consid@ed/ding 1995; Marsh, Rhodes 1992; Maoz,
Somer-Topcu 2010). However, there are also attetopteke the network analysis methods more
comparative (Serdult, Hirshi 2004).

A strong impulse for complexity-oriented studiespalicy processes comes from the scholars
notifying that the plurality of methodological appches poses significant challenges (Ahmed, Sil
2012; Poteete, Ostrom 2005). A growing interest ragnihe mixed-method oriented scholars is
regards the best strategies of integrating qudainBtaqualitative and social network analysis
(Bazeley 2009; Chi 1997; Coviello 2005; Edwards ®@0Ecott 2011). According to these
researchers, inquiries may be more reliable andrats; if different perspectives in one research

design are utilized. In the past years a strongem@nt of researchers aimed at developing multi-
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method research approaches (MMR) (Creswell 2018¢lfes Tashakkori 2009). One of the most
promising ones is the Comparative Configurationativd (Ragin, Rihoux 2009). In the method,
itis assumed that the in-depth study of a numbeagses may help to identify the clue determinants
of the wider process. Thus, the method presuppobegh level of knowledge on each of the many
cases studied and relies on the interpretative etenpe of the researcher. One of the shortcomings
of this approach stems from the fact, that theszuase nature of the studies does not help reveal
the internal causal logic of the policy process€Rin, Rohlfing 2009). It is still debated, e.g. what
type of logic (e.g. Boolean or fuzzy sets) is kmsted for the analysis, and thus this category of

methods becomes pluralized itself.

Specific approach to policy process comes fromgdreeral systems theory and cybernetics (von
Bertallanfy 1950; Wiener 1965). Although these mdthdiffer in the ways the systems should be
understood (Nettl 1966; Oliga 1988). A growing atien is being paid here to the analysis of the
organization of the decision making process (Ma@sen, 2005; Wildavsky 1966, Pietr2000).
One of the most advanced types of analyses ofaictienist and structural aspects of the systems
are the designs utilizing the analysis of Systemddyics and Soft Systems Methods (Lane, Oliva
1998). Other types of methods are derived fromesgstanalysis, which has been developed for
practical purposes, starting from Lindblom and Wumase (Lindblom, Woodhouse 1968). The
system is here analyzed as a means or instrumanstiupposed to bring the desired goals to the
decision makers (objectives). The systems compléxiperceived as one of the major constrains

to rational decision making, which should be actedtfor in at various phases of policy making.

Theoretical sources of the proposed methodologicapproach

The variety of theoretical approaches to policy cess shows that there is a significant
disagreement on what the analysis of policy prosésaild primarily take into consideration in
order to make the research fruitful. Should theséhle general features of the system as a whole
(e.g. type of political regime, economic structunge of political culture), particular actions of
political actors and their coalitions, maybe alavith their structural/institutional conditions df a
these combined (Altmann, Koch 1998)?

The proposed approach aims at addressing thisgmofsbom the perspective of systems theory.

Within the approach the complexity of the policpgess is not taken for granted, but is perceived
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as a specific feature of political life, a definiogncept, and one of the central problem in the

research design.

The proposed method is based on one of the masgmeed works of political systems theory, in
particular David Easton’§he Analysis of Political Lifé1976). Easton’s approach has been
considered of great value on the theoretical letaelyvever it received little attention at an
operational level, neither was it adopted to pofioycess analysis as a basis for specific, coherent

system-based methodological approach.

Easton treated the political system primarily asopan and adaptive system — a “black box” —
which transforms the inputs from the environmenthef political system (demands and supports)
into outputs (decisions and actions) when the \salaea society are to be allocated. The feedback
loop between the system as a whole and its envieahis supposed to help the system keep its
stability and integrity. On the other hand, althloigaston rarely analyzed the problem of voluntary
action, he also assumed that all political intecas in a society form a system of behavior, and
thus form a system in its “white box” sense (Eastéi6: 19, 21). This very distinction seems to
be the most promising direction for further reshastanalysis of complex political processes, as
it helps to switch the analysis of the processkimgeplace at different levels of inquiry (Astrém
and Eykhoff 1971; Backlund 2000; Hall, Fagen 1956ng 1987).

In his work, Easton assumed that there is a constamange of information and energy within the
system under study and between the system ancvisoement, which makes the political
phenomena dynamic and complex. The exchange betvdiiéerent political actors is
predominantly based on the stimuli-response orldaekl loop mechanism. Hence, it is also
assumed there that the events within the systenbased on communication. The power and
influence of actors could be analyzed there in ¢betext of systems traits, such as systems
integrity, authority and legitimacy. However, aeteame time, Easton treated members of the
system as quasi-autonomous, as they may haveneBugot only on the particular decisions, but
on the very structure of decision making processas The actors are to possess the capability
of learning and changing the functioning of thetsys purposefully, which in effect could pose

impact on the structure and operation of the syste whole.

The theory of David Easton helps to describe ampdbéx not only what is happening in the system,

but how it is happening as well. It is also cohéremough to help to seek for the particular
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procedures of analysis, as Easton presents his igigstematically. The theory seems to be
universal enough to make the dialogue betweenypliacess theoretical frameworks possible, as
it operates on a high level of abstraction. Finale categories used in the theory are possible to
implement in the analyses of policy process, asidea of feedback loop presupposes the
information and energy exchange between differantispof the society, regardless of the type of

the regime under study.

In this theory , political power and influence abulot be treated as a prerequisite of a particular
actor (individual person, political organization iostitution). It should be rather perceived as a
derivative of the role the actor plays in the pcédit environment. In this meaning, some of the
actors are perceived as more and some as lessrnitifll) due to the conditions of the environment
and their own capabilities and at the same timditiéa influence in that sense is a constant,
dynamic, reciprocal and non-linear process takihacer between actors that is based on
communication within a particular structural franoety which is coherent with other cybernetic
approaches (Deutsch 1966, Wiener 1965).

The building blocks of DSA

It is assumed, that the complex policy process sgr&ées of interrelated events taking place on
various levels of a political system simultaneoushyolving different political actors, formal
rules, and informal patterns of behavior. The pmitactor is in that context every entity — e.qg.
individual, organizational or institutional — exd¢ag influence within policy process (Crozier,
Friedberg 1982).

System identification models stand on differentiagstions, and each of them gives an opportunity
to reflect on different aspects of the policy pssehe nature of policy change (“black box”) and
the determinants of interaction between variousracwithin a policy process (“white box”).
Consequently, different research hypotheses ipadliey process research could be tested. For this
reason the features of both, the “white box” anld¢k box” model, at different moments will be

utilized.

In the method, two models of system identificatshrould be combined in order to develop a set

of procedures for the analysis of policy process &ingle political system. In that way the method
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seems to be more applicable to the theories caregoas white box model frameworks, although
it is possible to account for the plurality andfeliénces of political systems if the analysis & th

policy process focuses on the global level.

At the same time, different types of analyses shdel implemented in the method, as the policy
process is inherently dynamic and all actions witiie process are constrained in various ways.
Thus, structural aspects of the policy process lghoel analyzed along with the interaction of the
actors. In consequence, the preliminary researchxmaight look like the one presented in Table
1. The significance and role of the building blockshe method are described below.

Table 1. The DSA research matrix - three types anthree phases of analysis

Black box phase | White box phase | Conclusions

Structural analysis

Analysis of interactions

Analysis of influence

The black box phaseThe main question to be answered throughout théiselis: what is the
function of the process — “what is being changédie political process should be treated as
occurring in a “black box”, which means that thalgsis should focus on the inputs and outputs
(e.g. official numerical datasets regarding soaral economic problems of the society along with
the official documents generated by public insimias).

The white box phase.The main question to be answered throughout thasehs: how is it
happening — “who/what is doing what and whyfe analysis of the process as a “white box” will
be primarily based on the datasets regarding conuation between actors throughout the

process.

At the same time it is assumed that both structamalysis and analysis of interactions may be

treated as starting points of a linear, one timedr research project or as elements of the cycle i
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the research design focused at testing variousthgpes at different points of time and different
points of departure.

Figure 2. Three types of analyses within the propesl method schemes

Three types of analysis in a linear scheme Three types of analysis combined in a cycle

(start: structural analysis)

=

Analysis of Structural

Structural Analysisof Analysisof influence analysis

analysls interactions influence

Analysis of Structural Analysisof
interactions analyss influence
Analysis of

interactions

The structural analysis is supposed to enable the discovery of the midtiedsionality of
relations between actors within the political pisxcef different levels (See: Freeman 2004; Scott,
Carrington 2011). The formal and informal relatidoefween the actors should be treated as basic

aspects of the organizational and institutiondirsgbf a process under study.

Theanalysis of interactionsis supposed to unveil the dynamics of behaviowbeh the political
actors in the particular policy process. This cdaddachieved by inducing the actions and reactions
of actors that should be traced on the basis disiseof events in the chronological perspective
(Mazur 1976).

The analysis of influenceis supposed to integrate the structural analysils the analysis of
interactions in each of the two phases. In ordeotaprehend the relative meaning of events for
the final result of the analysis , the dynamicetdractions presented in the context of e.gmegi
political and procedural variables (Axelrod 1976né&lo-Silver, Pfeffer 2004).

Validation procedure — healthcare policy process ithe parliamentary subsystem

If the method is to be of value, it should be téstad proved applicable and useful. It should also
give a clear knowledge on the accuracy and religlaif the conclusions. DSA is based on systems
12



theory and cybernetics, which together argue tingites processes take place at different levels of
the political systems. That is why, it seems sidficthat the analysis is narrowed to one group of
processes within one type of institution within ghaitical system. In the validation procedure it
is assumed that the processes taking place widhitodratic parliament could be a feasible source
of knowledge on the strengths and weaknesses of DSA

The goal of the research project aimed at validatfdD SA is to explore and describe the healthcare
policy process in the parliamentary system of gowemt. It is intended to determine the scope of
influence on the healthcare reform (Archer 1982jrBayer, Mische, 1998) of different actors in
Poland.Political influenceis defined as the capability of an actor to exealtange in policy.
Political structureis understood in its formal and procedural seagsd, each actor is treated as

semi-autonomous. It is assumed that parliamentangtsre makes all decisions interdependent.

In particular, the project aims at grasping theedwstnants that inform and/or disturb acotrs’
capability for influencing the decision making pess, by studying the dynamics of 1) the
involvement of actors in political networks, 2) aggment in the political discourse in different
moments in time. In the method, also relation tdriests assigned to particular actors by researcher
will be determined (here: convergent/conflictual).

The “black box” phaseThe policy process of the legislative healthcsystem reform will be
analyzed from the point of view of inputs (e.g.fthaf projects of legal acts) and outputs (e.g.
implemented legal act). The nature and/or scopshahges will be analyzed, in each step of the
process (e.g. all documents generated and subnfidteeading in the parliamentary standing

committee).

The “white box” phaseThe policy process will be analyzed from the pointiew of the dynamics

of interactions — the arguments presented in thmtds by government, opposition deputies,
lobbies, other stakeholders will be traces anadr thedative meaning for different actors will by
analyzed). The mutual relationships, the scopenweblvement in the process and character of
actions and reactions will be in the center of gsial

Structural analysisThe set of structural variables are: regime véemlfe.g. relations between

legislative and executive branch); political vatesb (e.g. party affiliation and government-
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opposition division in parliament), and proceduvalriables (e.g. Sejm internal regulations,

standing committee regulations, legislative procefiu

In Figure 3 a network of actors and the traitshefit structural environment are visualized. Each
of the circles represent one political actor — hare individual (Deputy, Stakeholder), whose
structural situation is shown by particular formahd informal characteristics (here:

governing/opposition party, leader, backbencher).

Figure 3. The projected network view of the actorand their structural setting in the political process

Description

D — Deputy

S — Stakeholder

O — Opposition Party

G — Governing Party

L — Leader

B — Backbencher

PM — Prime Minister

Pro - Convergent
interests in the decision
making process

Con - Conflictual
interests in the decision
making process

Analysis of interactionsEach event taking place in a particular pointimiet will be interpreted.
The events will be coded within an integrated, gatve framework, which will show its relative
meaning (e.g. positive/negative — “+”, “-*) andestgth (strong, modest, weak — “3”, “2”, “1")
(Mazur 1976). The event may be also coded as havimgutral or no meaning (“0”) (See: Figure
4 below).

In Figure 4 the dynamics of interactions betweep taetors in the parliamentary debate are
presented (e.g. Stakeholders: S, Pro and S, Cae Figure 3). Basing on the analysis of the
meaning of specific facts for the policy processdqughout expert interpretation, supported by
automated data processing), the researcher shewtle to draw conclusions on the nature of the
relations between actors and incorporate this kedgé to the interpretation of the relative

meaning of particular behavior of actors in theteghof the process under study). For example,
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the interaction presented in the Figure 3 (betw&eRro and S, Con) may be determined as an
unstable one (see Figure 4), if one stakeholdgr &.Pro) presents arguments in line with his/her
political interest and the intensity will be integped as growing (see events: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10,42, 1

16), and the other stakeholder (here: S, Con) pteske opposite views (see events 3,5, 7, 9, 11,
13, 15). From the researchers’ point of view, tiaald be a hint that this relation may change into

an open conflict.

Figure 4. The projected view of the action-reactiomlynamics between two actors, as the example of ftdse

and negative behavior in the political process
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The final part of the project will be focused orawing conclusions. The main question to be
answered throughout this phase is “what is hapetiimoughout the process — “who/what

influenced what and in what way”. In the final pbathe interpretation of the relative character
and scope of influence with the specific project«ein criteria will be comprehended and

conclusions will be drawn (e.g. understanding tegs/character of policy change vs. the role of
particular stakeholders in the process of reguidtids well different logics of action and patterns

of conditioned behavior will be revealed.

Summary

The proposed method is aimed at helping policy ggsgcesearchers conduct empirical studies, by
providing a conceptual framework that integrates models of system identification — “black
box” and “white box” models in one research designs
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It is assumed that the proposed method will hefdyare interactions of different actors and impact
of different factors in complex political systerby,enabling researchers to systematize and reflect
on the behavioral and structural aspects of steugml power and substance of decision making
processes in the democratic political system. lhisnded that the method will also help better
conceptualize and operationalize research desigislate the logics the researchers apply to
inquiries in the comparative studies and test ttoeii@cy of conclusions drawn from the analysis

of complex political phenomena.
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