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Governance matters in both democratic and non-democratic regimes, since its success and failure concerns the legitimacy of the government and the well-being of the people. The majority of governance literature revolves around the concern of how governance can work effectively. The present study argues that this approach to governance is to a great extent misleading because it understands governance in an apolitical way. The study attempts to bring politics back in the studies on governance. By problematizing the political nature of governance, we put forward a political thesis of governance. In the political thesis, an alternative assumed goal of governance, i.e., minimizing domination, and an alternative problematic on governance, i.e., how different governance modes will lead to varying effects, are articulated. 

To empirically substantiate the political thesis, this study analyzes the post-disaster governance of reconstruction following Typhoon Morakot in 2009
. As the permanent housing policy for resettling disaster survivors is officially claimed to be to be “the pivotal policy of post-Typhoon Morakot community reconstruction”
 and also “the symbol of public-private collaboration”
, this study will focus analytically on how the permanent housing policy is made and implemented. The aim of this article is not only to empirically examine how officially-proclaimed public-private collaboration works in reality, but also to theoretically demonstrate the explanatory ability of the political thesis of governance by illustrating how the different governance modes produce varying effects for the communities undergoing reconstruction.
By comparing the three governance modes consisting of the state, four giant NGOs, and aboriginal communities, my argument can be summarized as follows. Destruction effects occurred in the governance mode involving the Buddhist Tzu Chi Foundation (hereafter, Tzu Chi) which is ideologically unfamiliar with and organizationally autonomous from the disaster-affected aboriginal communities, but ideologically familiar with and organizationally autonomous from the state. Empowerment effects occurred in the governance mode involving the Presbyterian Church in Taiwan (hereafter, Presbyterian Church) which is ideologically familiar with and organizationally embedded with aboriginal communities, but ideologically unfamiliar with and organizationally autonomous from the state. Dependence effects occurred in the governance mode involving World Vision Taiwan (hereafter, World Vision) and the Red Cross Society of the Republic of China (hereafter, Red Cross) which are organizational autonomous from and maintain ideologically equidistance from both the state and the disaster-affected communities. 

This study is organized as follows. In section one, I criticize the two main theses of governance and put forward an alternative political approach. In section two, the research design of this study, methods of data collection, the strategy of case selection are illustrated. In section three, I discuss the preexisting relations between the state and communities, NGOs and the state, and NGOs and communities in order. In section four, I discuss power asymmetries in collaborative governance during post-Morakot reconstruction, the three governance modes, and their effects. The last section is the conclusion, in which theoretical and practical implications of this study are offered. 

I. Literature Review
Governance in this study refers to “collaborative governance,” which has been generally understood as the public-private collaboration in governing. To the best of my knowledge, the most inclusive yet concise definition of collaborative governance is offered by Ansell and Gash (2007: 544) as follows: 

A governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets. 

There appear to be two main views of the rise of this new governing arrangement: one is the functional view; the other, the historical-structural view. The functional view recognizes that governance is usually applied in problematic conditions within which conventional governing arrangements fail. For some practitioners and theorists, governance is expected to be “an alternative to the adversarialism of interest group pluralism and to the accountability failures of managerialism” (Ansell and Gash 2007). Unsurprisingly, functionalist viewpoints understand the rise of governance as a new governing arrangement designed to “fulfill functions such as overcoming information asymmetries, blame shifting, commitment, and dealing with complex, technical issues (Thatcher 2002: 125).” Unlike the context-free functional view, the historical-structural view pays more attention to the influences of contextual factors on the rise of governance. By highlighting “political traditions and state structures, policy learning and institutional isomorphism, and political leadership” (Thatcher 2002: 126), the historical-structural view comes up with an argument that the rise of governance can be better explained by exogenous factors rather than by the endogenous functional/practical values of governance. 

Different views of the rise of governance naturally lead to varying prescriptions on critical variables that influence whether or not the governance will work effectively. The historical-structural view tends to emphasize conditions, such as “the prior history of conflict or cooperation, the incentives for stakeholders to participate, power and resources imbalances, leadership, and institutional design” (Ansell and Gash 2007), under which the private-public collaborations on governance will be more or less successful, while the functional view is inclined to “identify a series of factors that are crucial within the collaborative process itself, including face-to-face dialogue, trust building, and the development of commitment and shared understanding” (Ansell and Gash 2007). That is to say, historical-structural thinking gives rise to an argument, which is called “the precondition thesis” in this study, that some preconditions are more conducive to collaborative governance than others so as to answer the question of “how governance can work effectively”, while the functional view draws forth “the technique thesis,” stating that collaborative governance can be improved through certain technical arrangements. 
I.1 Critiques of Precondition and Technique Thesis 
Both of the theses, despite their respective strengths, suffer from one significant fault. As an ex post analysis, the precondition thesis enjoys the advantages of hindsight to explore the conditions conducive or detrimental to governance, but it nonetheless, often unintentionally, tends to undervalue or under-analyze human agency. While their retrospective analyses of preconditions may be rigorous, the precondition thesis may achieve more analytical satisfaction than practical applications, because actors in the real world can hardly mold the conditions they considered favorable to effective governance previous to the governing arrangements coming into operation. The technique thesis, by contrast, analytically gives more credit to human agency for discovering or developing a variety of techniques facilitating communications among actors. Its limitations, nevertheless, are also apparent: even the best techniques for promoting mutual trust and understanding cannot resolve all divisions. 

Despite their respective flaws of neglecting human agency and making overly technical arguments that may lack practical application, the two theses are still theoretically valid and insightful in many cases. However, politically sensitive theorists and practitioners have reasons to feel uneasy about the two theses, since they appear never to look squarely at the political nature of governance. In other words, for all their merits, both of the two theses suffer a common crucial drawback: in assuming an unproblematic political nature of governance, they offer apolitical analytical frameworks for analyzing a highly political issue, i.e. governance. 

Given that the state is typically the initiator or instigator of governance, it is strange that the political nature of governance has been usually, consciously or unconsciously, neglected or ruled out from most analyses in the discipline of public policy, making many studies on collaborative governance apolitical or de-politicized. There are at least three inconvenient facts in the real world that should be recognized in public policy analysis: firstly, the various state and non-state actors involved in governance possess asymmetric powers and resources; secondly, they may have differing interests in governance projects, which are sometimes irreducibly at odds; thirdly, due to their asymmetric power relations and diverse interests, they very likely have very different perceptions about what “effective” governance means. In a word, governance is always political, because it always involves asymmetric power relations, varying interests, and different perceptions of the goal of governance among various actors. 

I.2 Toward a Political Thesis of Governance
Premised on the view that collaborative governance can be viewed as a branch of deliberative democracy, I will begin with a discussion of an analysis by a leading democracy theorist, Ian Shapiro (2003). In one of his earlier works, Shapiro (1999) directly addressed the crucial elements of governance by contending: “enough of deliberation: politics is about interests and power”. Shapiro’s contention is to a great extent against the current that favors the apolitical theses of governance. It is this rare political sensitivity to deliberative democracy that makes Shapiro’s analysis a valuable and appropriate starting point for us to engage in the task of putting forward a political thesis of governance. 

As Shapiro (2003) correctly points out, both the aggregative and deliberative traditions of democracy theory “share Rousseau’s assumption that democracy’s task is to express a general will that reflects the common good”. In governance literature, the central governing arrangement based on “consensus” is essentially a synonym for “a general will that reflects the common good”. When placing consensus as the primary goal, governance theories, including the above-mentioned precondition and technique theses, assume the existence of a consensus among all actors, with which the governance can engender results satisfying for all. Thus, the main task for practitioners involved in governance is to find or to achieve a consensus and then develop policies that serve this consensus. Both theses found their faith of the consensus upon either a Habermasian or Rawlsian priori assumption of specific collective rationality, both of which have been theoretically contested and also criticized for their empirical shakiness.
 

If we take the three abovementioned inconvenient facts seriously, we are very likely to conclude that the goal of consensus is impossible to achieve. Kenneth Arrow (1951), the founder of modern social choice theory, put forth the famous “impossibility theorem” that states “if the decision-making body has at least two members and at least three options to decide among, then it is impossible to design a social welfare function
 that satisfies all these conditions at once and respects transitivity too”. It is reasonable to assume that nearly all governing arrangements involve more than two members and three options. Theoretically questionable as the occurrence of the consensus is, the pursuit of consensus may be worse, degenerating into an oppressive process where disadvantaged actors suffer under conditions of asymmetric power relations among actors. 

Faith in consensus may ultimately be an illusion based on implausible expectations of collective rationality. Moreover, it may reflect a misconstruction of what successful governance requires. In my view, both the precondition and technique theses have suffered from overestimating not only the necessity of a preexisting consensus but the importance of consensus for governance. In other words, consensus among actors is neither a necessary nor sufficient precondition for the success of governance, and thus it should neither be the primary goal of governance practitioners nor the core concern of governance theorists.

Here I would like to put forth an alternative goal of governance. Shapiro’s inspiring view on democracy engenders some insights appropriate for our framework of reference. For Shapiro, democracy is better thought of as “a means of managing power relations so as to minimize domination”. Shapiro indicates that power relations are ubiquitous to human interaction in social life but, nevertheless, the existence of power relations does not always indicate domination. He conceives of domination as “resulting from the illegitimate exercise of power”. It is therefore appropriate, in my view, to set “minimizing domination” as the alternative goal of collaborative governance. It must be noted that this goal can be pursed under not only under democratic regimes but also non-democratic ones. 

This alternative assumed goal is political, because it confronts the core of politics, i.e. power; it is more formalist, for it manages to minimize domination in the process and output of governance rather than to seek a substantially-loaded consensus; it is also more feasible, and maybe less oppressive, to reduce domination than to pursue a consensus among actors; theoretically speaking, it is based on a minimal assumption on human rationality: actors are merely required to be sufficiently rational to identify and voice their interests.

By problematizing its political nature, this study offers an alternative perspective for studying governance. If one important task for governance theorists is to devise ways for practitioners to facilitate better governance, then governance theory should be informed by considerable attention to the political nature of governance. Differing from the precondition thesis emphasizing the external contextual factors correlated to governance and the technique thesis focusing the internal functional values of governance, the political thesis articulated in this study highlights the power relations among actors within the new governing arrangement. Taking seriously the three inconvenient facts in governance, i.e., asymmetric power relations, irreconcilable conflicting interests, and diverse perceptions of effective governance among actors, the more appropriate question we should ask, then, is not “how the governance can work effectively” but rather “how different governance modes will lead to varying effects”. Following the logic of the modified problematic, the political thesis, unlike the other two theses which explain the success or failure of governance in terms of either preconditions or the techniques, argues that the “governance mode” itself is the determinist of governance. Therefore, the modified problematic shift the focus from pursuing a consensus serving the common good to specifying the natures of governance modes under which the practices of governance can operate to achieve an alternative goal, i.e., minimizing domination caused by illegitimate exercise of power. 

To be sure, there are good ethical/normative reasons for people to reduce domination. However, in empirical sense, the challenge of reducing domination in social life still perplexes not only democracy theorists but also governance theorists. The question of how to structure an appropriate governance mode within which state and non-state actors will discover incentives to reduce domination in the process and output of governance has still not been answered empirically. 
I.3 A Political Thesis of the Collaborative Governance of Post-disaster Reconstruction
In this section, I would like first to borrow the concept of the “stakeholder” from the governance literature (Friedman and Miles 2009), and decipher it with the help of political lens so as to construct a political thesis of governance in post-disaster reconstruction. With the rise of so-called new public management, which privileges the applications of market mechanisms in public administration, the concept of “stakeholder”, which is rendered from “stockholder”, a commercial notion within business field, has gradually prevailed in discussions on the new form of public management. By turning the passive notion of “the governed” into the active concept of the “the stakeholder” which implies that those who are expected to be influenced by the output of governance have the right to participate in governance, theorists have redefined civil participation and policy responsiveness of governance.
However, though it may be helpful to address democratic deficiency, “stakeholder” is to some extent a misleading concept. The “stakeholder” guides our thinking on governance in the same way that stockholders think and behave in cooperate governance: stockholders seek to maximize their economic interests; the stocks they posses are identical in quality but only varied in quantity; the economic interests each stockholder depends on the share of stocks he/she owns. When our understanding of governance is framed in this way, the political nature of governance is dissimulated. In the real world, stakeholders in governance have varying goals; they pursue varied interests beyond simply maximizing economic return; their stakes in governance differ not only in quantity but also in quality; the interests each stakeholder can acquire depend on the asymmetric power relations in governance rather than the size of an individual’s stake. In a word, the concept of the “stakeholder” induces researchers to understand governance in an apolitical way, with the misleading effect of dissimulating the political nature of governance. In the following paragraphs, I will use the concept of “stakeholder” with awareness of its pitfalls to construct a political thesis. 
The state is viewed as a natural and necessary stakeholder in the governance of post-disaster reconstruction. Sensitive researchers may ask further: what is the state’s common stake in each form of governance? The answer is, to put it simply, “rule”. The state may become involved in governance to fulfill specific political purposes, comply with mandates, including court orders and legislation, or allocate governmental funds, but, regardless of the purpose or motivation, the government’s involvement unavoidably involves securing or enhancing the legitimacy of its rule. Unsuccessful governance inevitably undermines the legitimacy of the state’s rule. Therefore, the state yields part of its power of rule to non-state actors in expectation of the better output produced by this new governing arrangement, with which its legitimacy of rule may be secured or even enhanced. For the state, “governance” in political essence involves “yielding part of the power of rule”. 

In addition to the state, two kinds of non-state actor are supposed to be included in the process of governance. Resourceful indirect non-state stakeholders will be included if their resources, information, and technologies are considered contributive to governance. Weak and materially deficient direct non-state stakeholders are also allowed to participate if their information, preferences, or participations are deemed decisive to the failure or success of governance. 

A direct non-state stakeholder is kind of “transferee” who is dependent on the output of governance and therefore bears its failure and success directly. For direct stakeholders, governance in political sense means “a sort of partial self-rule”. An indirect non-state stakeholder is kind of “participant” who is neither directly dependent on the output of governance urgently nor bears the failure and success of governance directly. An indirect stakeholder participates in governance for other reasons, such as moral or legal obligations, or even self-interest. For indirect stakeholders, governance in political sense means “gaining partial power yielded by the state to participate in other non-state actors’ partial self-rule”.

The coordination among the three kinds of actors, i.e. the state, the direct non-state stakeholder, and the indirect non-state stakeholder, constitutes what I called “governance mode” in this study. For analytical purposes, the state in this study refers to the central government or the related local governments in a collective sense rather than specific civil servants; similarly, direct non-state stakeholders and the indirect non-state stakeholders do not refer to any specific individuals but to each of the four NGOs and each of the disaster-affected aboriginal communities. 
The political thesis can be summarized as follows. Power asymmetries exist in collaborative governance involving the state as well as direct and indirect non-state stakeholders. Power asymmetries among the three actors may induce illegitimate exercise of power with which domination arises. However, the domination can be minimized, or at least reduced, by adopting the appropriate governance mode. Different governance modes may produce varying effects. A better governance mode is one by which the illegitimate exercise of power can be reduced to the minimum.

II. Methodology 

II.1 Research Design 
In this study, the most similar system design (MSSD, Teune and Przeworski  1970), also known as Mill’s (1950) method of difference, is employed to illustrate relationships between each of three governance modes and their effects. Following the logic of MSSD, the different effects (dependent variable) produced by the three governance modes are explained by a single factor in the governance mode (independent variable) while the other potential factors of explanation (control variables) are kept almost constant. The key explanatory factor is the NGOs’ relational patterns with communities and the state. The other potential factors in the three governance modes, such as the characteristics of state and communities and contextual factors like the post-disaster situation can be largely held constant. In a word, the three governance modes are largely identical, differing only in terms of relational patterns between the NGOs and the other two actors that explain the three different effects for the communities undergoing reconstruction.
II.2 Methods of Data Collection
Multiple methods were adopted to collect data. The fieldwork was executed between April and December, 2012. During these nine months, I carried out on-the-spot inspections of areas damaged by Typhoon Morakot, permanent houses, and sheltering houses, conducted more than sixty intensive interviews, and was invited to participate as an observer at thirteen reconstruction meetings. Related governmental statistics and sources as well as published and unpublished textual materials produced by NGOs were also applied in this study.

II.3 Case Selection
Table I shows the population from which we can choose appropriate cases for comparison as well as the actual number and share of permanent houses built by each NGO. A purposive case selection strategy is adopted to choose appropriate cases so as to serve the theoretical interests of this study. The primary strategy I adopt is to select NGOs which built permanent houses mainly for aboriginal communities. This strategy implies two advantages: one is theoretical, the other representative. As for the former, aboriginal communities are more appropriate object for research than non-aboriginal communities due to their long-term politically, socio-economically, and culturally disadvantaged position in society, which is very likely to produce patterns of asymmetric powers relations with giant NGOs and the state within governance modes. Since this study intends to problematize the political nature of governance by exploring how the varying patterns of power relations among actors within governance modes produce different effects, the selection of NGOs which built permanent houses for aboriginal communities serves our theoretical interests well. As to the latter, much permanent provision was in accordance with the officially-calculated demand for disaster-affected aboriginal communities located in mountainous areas. Only few disaster-affected non-aboriginal individual villagers in plains areas required permanent houses. Therefore, selecting NGOs which built permanent houses for the aboriginal communities also fits requirements of representativeness. 
Table I NGOs’ Share of Permanent House
	NGO
	Number of Houses
	Share of Houses

	Tzu Chi
	1,268
	36%

	Red Cross
	1,356
	39%

	World Vision
	738
	21%

	Presbyterian Church
	36
	1%

	Dharma Drum Mountain Humanities and Social Improvement Foundation
	65
	2%

	Chang Yung-Fa Foundation
	18
	1% (rounded up from 0.5%)

	Total
	3,481
	100%


Sources: Ministry of the Interior (2014). The Experience of Post-Typhoon Morakot Reconstruction-The Series of Community Reconstruction. Conference on the Short-term, Middle-term, and Long-term Replacement, 18 February, 2014, at School of Continuing Education of Chinese Culture University, Taipei. 
According to the strategy, the latter two Foundations, i.e., Dharma Drum Mountain Humanities and Social Improvement Foundation and Chang Yung-Fa Foundation, are excluded because the permanent houses they built are mainly for disaster-affected non-aboriginal individual villagers living on the plain. In addition, these two foundations only contributed a small number (2.4%) of permanent houses. By contrast, the former three NGOs are selected because they contributed the large majority (96.6%) of the permanent houses, almost all of which were built for aboriginal communities, but also for their theoretical prominence for developing our model of governance modes. The Presbyterian Church is selected for its theoretical prominence in our model, since it provides us with a sharp contrast to the governance mode of the former three NGOs, though the permanent houses it built were a very small proportion (1%) of the total, nearly all of which were built aboriginal communities. 

Seawright and Gerring (2008: 300-1) named this case selection strategy “diverse case method”, by which I wish to find cases that exemplify each type of causal mechanism within governance modes. The case selection also satisfies what Seawright and Gerring (2008: 296) call “the same twin objectives as random sampling; that is, one desires (1) a representative sample and (2) useful variation on the dimensions of theoretical interest”. I will employ the former four NGOs to conduct a comparative analysis of governance mode following the logic of MSSD with qualitative typologies. It should also be noted that, given that the task of permanent house building has been implemented as an ad hoc project in each of the four NGOs, we are safe to assume each NGO’s internal homogeneity in carrying out the construction of permanent houses in different places. That is to say, there is very little intra-NGO diversity in values and policies on the construction of permanent houses. On the contrary, the inter-NGO diversities of value and policy are exactly what we want to examine. 

 III. Preexisting Conditions of State-Communities-NGOs Relations
In this section, I will discuss the preexisting conditions of state-communities relations, NGOs-state relations, and NGOs-Communities in order.   
III.1 Preexisting Conditions of State-Communities Relations
In this part, I first discuss the preexisting conditions of state-community relations and then describe the relational pattern between state and communities in the post-Morakot reconstruction. 
The state plays an important role in the governance of post-disaster reconstruction. Though the areas undergoing reconstruction are scattered across southern Taiwan, the characteristics of the state that the communities and the NGOs confronted are largely the same. Firstly, in terms of central-local ruling structure, the state is divided between “blue” central government and “green” local government.
 Secondly, both the central and the local government have a non-aboriginal leadership. The leadership of central government are the second generation of the Chinese émigrés who relocated to Taiwan after the KMT’s defeat in the Chinese Civil War; the leadership of local governments are the descendants of the settlers from Fujian and Guangdong Provinces of the Manchu Empire migrating into Taiwan between the 17th and 19th century for economic reasons and the plain aborigines who had been culturally and ethnically assimilated by the Han. That is to say, both the central and local leaderships are culturally and ideologically aloof from the aboriginal communities, and the aborigines have very little voice in both the central and local governments. Thirdly, in terms of the administrative division of labor, the central government is mainly in charge of removing regulatory barriers, while the local governments are charged with the tasks of investigating the demand for permanent housing and finding appropriate land for the construction. 

Four of fourteen officially-recognized aboriginal tribes–Bunun in Kaohsiung, Rukai in Kaohsiung and Pingtung, Paiwan in Pingtung and Taitung, and Tsou in Chiayi–were hit particularly severely by Typhoon Morakot. These aboriginal communities played the weakest roles in the governance mode of the post-disaster reconstruction not only because they just suffered from the disaster but also due to their long-term political, socio-economic, and cultural disadvantages.
Hundreds, or maybe thousands, of Austronesian aboriginal communities have existed in Taiwan for thousands of years. They had functioned as politically, socio-economically, and culturally self-sufficient units which were independent from yet interrelated to one another.
 No unified, dominant, and lasting political authority had been established over the aboriginals until the arrival of the modern Japanese colonial state. The comprehensive subjugation of the aboriginals started from the beginning of 20th century.
 Aboriginal subjugation was aggravated during the second half of 20th century when Taiwan had been liberated from its former Japanese colonizers and had been put under the rule of the Chinese émigré ROC.

After WWII, the outward flow of young people has been a prevailing phenomenon among all aboriginal communities: adolescents must leave their communities to acquire secondary education, that is, further assimilation in cultural sense; most youth must remain in cities after completing their education to look for so-called “third-D” jobs
. It is estimated approximately 45% of the aboriginal population lives outside their original communities. Those who have remained in their original communities are mainly the elderly, pre-school and elementary-school children, the retired, and those who are unable or unwilling to work in the mainstream society. Generally speaking, the communal economy consists of two separate parts: the state-supplying parts and the small-scale peasant economy. The former includes salaries for local-level civil servants and the social welfare such as pensions for the elderly, the retired, and low-income families. The latter is a self-supporting economy with very little surplus output to sell. 
In terms of politics, aborigines were the most marginalized group under both the rule of the Japanese or ROC, and in both the authoritarian or democratic periods. In the eyes of the Japanese and the ROC state, aborigines are “barbarians” lacking Japaneseness or Chineseness; therefore, they are deemed as the secondary of the secondary-class peoples and should be ruled under the special administration until their extreme deficiencies of Japaneseness/Chineseness and the low-level civilization were “cured” by assimilationist policies. Even after the democratization of the ROC regime, aborigines are still politically marginalized. Aborigines who are estimated to constitute 2% of the population of the island, about 520,000 people spread widely across Taiwan, have very little say in representative democracy. 
Given the abovementioned historical origins and political structure, it is not surprising that a close relationship between the state and the aboriginal communities did not exist. The worse, the communities had been entirely excluded from the decision-making process of the permanent housing policy and the construction of the permanent houses which was farmed out to the NGOs. Put simply, the state, deliberately or unconsciously, kept itself organizationally autonomous from the communities in the reconstruction process. As a result, the preexisting ideological gap between the state and the aboriginal communities unavoidably widened. To conclude, in terms of state-community relations, the state is organizationally autonomous and ideologically unfamiliar with the aboriginal communities in the governance modes of post-disaster reconstruction. 

III.2 Preexisting Conditions of NGO-State Relations 
In this part, I discuss the preexisting relations between the four NGOs and the state. The former three NGOs, i.e. Tzu Chi, Red Cross, and World Vision, are largely identical but with minor differences in terms of their relations with the state, while the Presbyterian Church differs fundamentally from them in this aspect. I will first analyze the NGO-state relations of the first three NGOs, before comparing this mode with that of the Presbyterian Church.
The Former Three NGOs

In terms of NGO-state relations, the three NGOs uphold the principle of political neutrality or claim to “make no discrimination as to nationality, race, religious beliefs, class, or political opinions”. However, claims of political neutrality or non-discrimination on the basis political, socio-economic, religious, or ethnic cleavages must be approached with caution. For example, Cheng-tian Kuo (2008: 110-1), the leading political scientist on religion-politics relations in Taiwan, shows why Tzu Chi, or at least lay believers who dominate the organization, have strongly preferred pan-blue parties through the organization’s personnel, experiences of NGO-state interaction, and the normative values upheld by the organization.

However, here I will turn to another significant, if not more important, dimension shared by the three NGOs, to which Kuo paid no attention. This dimension concerns the causes of the organizations and the means by which they realize their causes. As charitable organizations, the three NGOs primarily focused on providing a variety of social services as their major business, such as humanistic rescue, delivering welfare to the poor, weak, sick, and needy, providing relief in the event of natural disasters, and other activities for the public good. The way they carry out these social services is characterized by four principles. The first is “residual welfare delivery”. Charities, out of benevolence, deliver welfare to the disadvantaged individuals or communities suffering from the failures of family, market, or state and natural disasters. These are so-called “residual” remedial measures which only come into operation when other social institutions do not work properly. The second is “ex post problem-solving”. Although the NGOs emphasize morality as a means of reducing problems in advance, most of their work emphasizes ex post problem-solving rather than problem-preventing. This is related to the third principle: “indifference to structural injustice”. The NGOs make consistent efforts to address social problems, but rarely touch on their historical, political, or structural origins, and try to appear non-critical on public issues. Although the NGOs may find the problems they attempt to address are the result of an unjust social structure, they would rather condemn the demoralization of human beings than tackle the structure of injustice. Their inclination of personal/moral attribution interrelates with the fourth principle: “no involvement with the politics of opposition”. Yet although they claim political neutrality, they do not isolate themselves from political affairs or politicians, and in fact frequently cooperate with the government. The political neutrality they uphold actually means “no involvements with the politics of opposition”. That is to say, they do not choose any means which may challenge the state or undermine the legitimacy of rule to resolve social problems. 

These four principles manifest the fundamental relations of NGOs with the state, as filling up societal fissures the state cannot resolve or which are even caused by the state, while not threatening the existing structure and government. Far from threatening the government, the expansion of these organizations and the execution of their businesses in fact required the cooperation, or at least the consent, of the authoritarian government. Thus, the consequence of their work is to preserve the social structure and safeguarding the authoritarian government. In a political sense, their function is to repair the elapsing legitimacy of the state without undermining the structure underlying the state’s rule. There is absolutely nothing apolitical or politically neutral about this role.
The three NGOs have not exhibited significant differences on these four principles before and after Taiwan’s democratization. The principles have not merely served as practical guidelines for avoiding pressure from the authoritarian government, but have become an intrinsically coherent ideology internalized by members of the three NGOs. This ideology is staunchly conservative, favoring the maintenance of political and societal status quo. It is easily compatible with most ideologies of rule, but rarely with progressive approaches which are supposed to challenge existing structures. In a word, the self-designated work of the three NGOs and its underlying ideologies enjoy innate intimacy with the state. 
Presbyterian Church
In terms of NGO-state relations, the Presbyterian Church has developed a trajectory differing from that of the former three NGOs. The Presbyterian Church is a Reformed Christian religious organization, rather than a charity organization. To be sure, it had also engaged in “residual-style” social services during the 1950s and the 1960s. Nevertheless, it did not self-restrict its social business within the scope of residual welfare delivery. With the rise of native-born young priests, a comprehensive democratic theology advocating the protection of human rights, the justification and promotion of civil participation in public affairs, and the establishment of democratic institutions was gradually developed within the church in the late 1960s (Kuo 2008: 38-45). During the 1970s, in order to push for further political reforms, it boldly advocated a civil and multicultural Taiwanese nationalism in complete opposition to the official ideology, i.e., an irredentist, authoritarian, and ethnically hierarchical Chinese nationalism (Sia 2013), which provoked a response from the repressive government. The Church’s general secretary and some priests and lay members were arrested and imprisoned after being accused of involvement in the Meilidao Incident in 1979, the most influential event in Taiwan’s democratization. The imprisonment of church members triggered a public rupture between Presbyterian Church and the KMT government. The Church started to make public contact with the opposition movement and to devote itself to various social movements concerning workers, farmers, and aborigines, as well as campaigning for Taiwan independence and against nuclear power. It is widely accepted that Presbyterian Church and its members played important catalytic roles in Taiwan’s democratization. 

The way Presbyterian Church carries out its social business is basically the opposite of the four principles to which the other three NGOs adhere. It also performs “residual welfare delivery” like the other charities, but it is not satisfied with residual ex post problem-solving. It therefore turns to problem-preventing practices, tackling the unjust structure through involvement in opposition politics and social movements. 

From the perspective of social and political participation, the Presbyterian Church obviously holds a fundamentally different view on NGO-state relations. The Church’s democratic theology challenged the KMT’s authoritarian rule and precipitated political reform; its civil and multicultural Taiwanese nationalism challenged the ideological foundations of the ROC’s rule over Taiwan. Church members believe that their actions to correct the wrongdoings of the government or to oppose the unjust regime are justified by their faith in God – or “obeying God rather than man”. They have also used “stewardship”, a Christian notion that humans are mandated by God to manage the earth well, as an ethic of responsibility which is the basis for their political and social participations in various issues. This ideology is naturally more compatible with progressive thinking, since it seeks to improve existing structures and challenge existing ruling ideologies. In a word, Presbyterian Church’s social business and its underlying ideology are a source of potential, and often public, confrontation with the state. 
III.3 Preexisting Conditions of NGO-Community Relations
In this part, I discuss preexisting relations between the four NGOs and the aboriginal communities from two dimensions: aboriginal participation in the NGOs and the NGO’s participations in aboriginal affairs. 
Aboriginal Participation in the NGOs
During the first 25 years after WWII, the Presbyterian Church experienced a rapid growth of aboriginal believers and congregations, which together with the growth of other denominations was called “the evangelizing miracle of the 20th century”. In 2009, aboriginal membership amounted to one third of total membership, and 42% of congregations were aboriginal (511/1230). In addition to their significant membership numbers, aboriginal members also have an institutionalized say in the organization. The Presbyterian Church is quite a decentralized organization. A distinctive “representative federalism” has been applied in its three-level organization consisting of the general assembly, 27 presbyteries, and more than 1200 congregations. The Presbyterian Church is something like “The United Presbyteries of Taiwan”, and each Presbytery enjoys high-degree autonomy from other Presbyteries and the general assembly. Of the twenty-seven Presbyteries, fifteen are aboriginal. The general assembly headquarters functions in a similar way to a federal government. National-level policies are made by the general assembly committees which are composed by the representatives from the Presbyteries. That is to say, the aboriginal voice in the Church is institutionalized. The organizing principle of representative federalism ensures the self-rule of each aboriginal Presbytery and a significant aboriginal say in national-level decision making. 

Aboriginal participation in the three other NGOs differs greatly from that of the Presbyterian Church in terms of membership, institutionalized say, ethnic self-government, though the NGOs share the same three-level organization.
 The aboriginal membership of Tzu Chi and the Red Cross are both tiny. Buddhism-oriented Tzu Chi is not attractive for evangelized aboriginals, while the bourgeoisie odor prevailing within the Red Cross, making it something like a leisure club for the upper-middle class, deters socio-economically disadvantaged aboriginal members from participating. Their tiny aboriginal memberships naturally cannot constitute grounds for an institutionalized voice and self-government based on ethnicity. Of these three NGOs, World Vision has a much larger share of aboriginal membership (36%).
 However, World Vision is a highly-centralized organization where major principles and policies are formulated and implemented in a top-down way and affiliates are tightly supervised. Aboriginal members are mainly distributed in aboriginal local offices, with a few in the regional offices in charge of aboriginal affairs. Due to centralized nature of the organization, the regional and local offices function like substations to implement centrally dictated polices made. That is to say, aboriginal members in World Vision, although significant in number, do not have an institutionalized say in decision making, let alone being able to realize ethnic-based self-government. 
NGO’s Participations in Aboriginal Affairs
The four NGO’s participation in aboriginal affairs also varies greatly. Tzu Chi and the Red Cross had little experience with aboriginal affairs before participating in the post-Morakot reconstruction, while World Vision and Presbyterian Church have had long-term involvement in aboriginal affairs, though through diverse approaches. The approaches of the latter two are compared as follows.

World Vision has made unremitting efforts in serving people in remote areas since 1970s through the above-mentioned social services. They try hard to mitigate the miserable conditions of individuals in aboriginal communities by delivering welfare and helping them fit in to mainstream non-aboriginal society. As mentioned in the previous section, the Presbyterian Church engaged in the “residual-style” social services even earlier than World Vision but has not limited its involvements in aboriginal affairs to that. Since the 1980s, the Presbyterian Church has devoted itself to various aboriginal-related social and cultural movements.
 Its goal is not only to mitigate the miserable conditions in aboriginal communities, but also to rectify unjust political and societal structures. It does not envisage aborigines fitting themselves in to the mainstream non-aboriginal society but instead aims to politically and culturally empower communities so as to live integrative, equal, and self-governing lives.
IV. Power Asymmetries, Three Models of Governance Mode, and their Effects

IV.1 Power Asymmetries in Collaborative Governance

Generally speaking, a public policy, in terms of time sequence, can be divided into two stages: decision making and implementation. Two basic facts in these two stages revealed extreme power asymmetries in the post-Morakot reconstruction. Firstly, direct non-state stakeholders, i.e. aboriginal communities, were excluded from decision making in the permanent housing policy. In addition to the related central and local officials, the policy making process of permanent housing involved Tzu Chi, Red Cross, World Vision, and two construction companies, while aboriginal communities had no chance to participate in the making of the policy which was vital for their futures.
 The officially-claimed “collaborative governance” actually refers to the collaboration between the state and the giant NGOs, that is, indirect non-state stakeholders, in which the voice of direct stakeholders was ironically deemed as omissible.

Secondly, after state farmed out the construction of permanent houses, the NGOs gained the state-mandated power to implement the permanent housing policy, together with aboriginal communities. There is an evident power asymmetry in this collaborative governance of implementing the permanent housing policy: on one side stand indirect stakeholders, the giant NGOs who had raised significant donations from society;
 on the other side were the direct stakeholders, the disadvantaged minorities who just suffered from the disaster.

IV.2 Three Models of Governance Mode 

Although the governance modes have a similar form, consisting of the state, the NGO, and the communities, the relational patterns among the three actors of each mode in fact determined actual governance practice in varied ways. From the patterns whereby these four NGOs were related to state and communities, we are able to identify three subtypes of governance mode, which are named after the NGO involved, i.e. Tzu Chi Model, Red Cross-World Vision Model, and Presbyterian Church Model. In this section, I will conduct a comparative analysis of the three models and discuss their different effects. 
Tzu Chi Model
The Tzu Chi Model is characterized as organizationally autonomous from the state and communities, as well as ideologically familiar with the state, yet distant from communities. 

In the post-Morakot reconstruction, Tzu Chi, like the other three NGOs was organizationally autonomous from the state in terms of resources, personnel, and organizational structure. First of all, the four NGOs raised a large amount of funds from society for relief and reconstruction. This means they did not have to rely on government funding. Secondly, they had sufficient manpower consisting of their own staff and mobilized volunteers to carry out reconstruction projects. Thirdly, they operated the reconstruction through their own ad hoc project teams which were independent from public agencies, although external cooperation between the NGOs and public agencies of reconstruction did occur.  
Tzu Chi played a very influential role in policy making on permanent housing
 and took the lead in constructing the permanent houses,
 but it did not establish close organizational connections with communities when implementing the policy. Tzu Chi has significantly greater accesses to government than to the communities. Firstly, as mentioned previously, Tzu Chi lacked experience dealing with aboriginal affairs. Moreover, as Tzu Chi was constructing permanent houses, disaster-affected communities were still in the process of being resettled in widely-scattered temporary dwellings such as cantonments, schools, and temples. Thus, communities had real difficulties restoring their internal governing institutions and integrating internal opinions in order to negotiate with Tzu Chi. Thirdly, Tzu Chi’s Buddhist background deterred evangelized aboriginal communities from making close organizational connections. In short, Tzu Chi was organizationally autonomous from communities –meaning that communities had a little say in Tzu Chi’s building of permanent houses. An ironic picture emerged: the indirect stakeholder gained state-mandated power to dominate collaborative governance in which the direct stakeholders had no say. 
Turning to the ideological dimension, Tzu Chi’s “mitigating-oriented ideology”, shared with the Red Cross and World Vision, is intimately linked to the ideology of the state, but also, as post-Morakot reconstruction highlighted, incompatible with that of the aboriginal communities. 
During the process of reconstruction, Tzu Chi’s mitigating-oriented ideology was “upgraded” to a “self-righteous vanguardism” in the name of philanthropy. The major characteristic of this self-righteous vanguardism are the assertion that the organization is more aware of the needs of the communities than the communities themselves. This mentality guided Tzu Chi’s actions; Tzu Chi both makes decisions on behalf of the aboriginal communities but also tries to convince the communities that these decisions are for their own benefit. Tzu Chi members firmly believed this mentality and their vanguard actions to be legitimate and fair.

The self-righteous vanguardism may not be megalomaniac, but certainly reflects an “empathy gulf” and modernist mentality. As mentioned previously, when compared to World Vision or the Presbyterian Church, Tzu Chi has much less understanding of aboriginal communities. The racial-ethnic, religious, socio-economic, and urban-rural differences between Tzu Chi and communities – i.e. Han immigrant/Austronesian aboriginal, Buddhist/Christian, bourgeoisie/disadvantaged, and plain/mountainous – mutually reinforced one another and caused a sense of alienation. Moreover, Tzu Chi’s organizational autonomy unintentionally institutionalized power asymmetries and solidified the sense of alienation between itself and communities. The massive disparity of living conditions formed what a Shapiro called “empathy gulf” (2003: 9) that hindered Tzu Chi from identifying with communities and responding to their demands sympathetically. The other basis of the self-righteous vanguardism is Tzu Chi’s obstinate modernist mentality which espouses a “technology first” view and holds a “linear view of development” as self-evident. Unsurprisingly, although it claimed to appreciate cultural diversity, Tzu Chi had no confidence in the indigenous knowledge
 of aborigines, dismissing them as backward people who needed external help in order to “catch up” in the development of human history.
Tzu Chi’s ideology was highly overlapped with that of state. Their thinking and actual practices in the post-Morakot governance were guided by an “overlapping consensus” between Tzu Chi and the state. First, in terms of policy making procedure, Tzu Chi and the state, were both indifferent to the complaints and protests from communities about their absence from decision making. Instead, they tried to mollify the communities by consulting with them on some minor modifications after policy had been made. Second, in terms of the cause of the disaster, they both attributed the mudflows and landslides to aboriginal small-scale self-supporting farming, avoiding placing any blame on unsustainable official lumbering, large-scale public construction projects such as the cross-watershed diversion, and officially-harbored illegal logging and profit-seeking activities carried out by non-aborigines. Under the slogan of “recuperating mountains and forests”, the state and Tzu Chi advocated resettling aboriginal communities from their homes in the mountains to permanent houses on the plain, while remaining blind to causes of the disaster. Third, they chose permanent housing over interim housing on the basis of their own administrative interests rather than the demands of the communities.

Fourth, when marking out safe and unsafe areas, due to their “technology first” perspective, they had much stronger confidence in the evaluations made by geological experts after short visits than the knowledge of aboriginal communities who have lived there for thousands of years. Fifth, in terms of cultural preservation, they were obsessed with “touristizing” aboriginal cultures by establishing areas of permanent housing as popular sightseeing spots. In the name of cultural and economic restoration, they invested in handicraft workshops to appropriate aboriginal symbols and cultural elements for the manufacture of exotic commodities marketed to tourists brought in by Tzu Chi or public bodies. Sixth, their image of the home was based on a city-oriented and legally-prescribed model based on utility for atomized individuals. The model was quite different from aborigines’ village-oriented and communal-wide imagination of the home, causing significant conflicts which will be discussed in later sections. Seventh, in economic terms, their sole strategy was “coaching” aborigines to adapt to the capitalist production system. They either encouraged aboriginal inhabitants to find a job in the nearby city or gave “preferential treatment” to aboriginal farmers who originally worked on their own lands to be transformed into farm labors working in a large-scale modernized farm established near the permanent houses by multinational corporations.
It is difficult to deny that Tzu Chi and the state implemented the permanent housing policy in good faith. The problems arose mainly because they implemented the policy with the intention to “improve” the communities according to their own value system. That is to say, they did not conduct reconstruction in the hope of restoring the situation prior to the disaster, but instead aimed to transform the aboriginal communities based on their own ideological preferences. 
Against their exceptions, this transformative reconstruction triggered strong reactions from communities. Some of those who moved into the first-phase permanent houses in Shanlin Tzu-Chi Da-Ai Park expressed regret, while others simply returned to their homes in the mountains in silent protest. Others charged Tzu Chi with “charity hegemonism” and collectively refused to accept the organization’s permanent houses.
 Other communities who had yet to be allocated permanent houses resorted to other NGOs. As a result, following the strong reactions from aboriginal communities, two alternative modes emerged: the Presbyterian Church model and the Red Cross-World Vision model. 
Presbyterian Church Model
The Presbyterian Church model is characterized as organizationally autonomous from the state yet embedded with communities, as well as ideologically conflicting with the state but ideological close to the communities. 
The Presbyterian Church was not one of officially-favored NGOs included permanent housing policy making. Its involvement was basically in response to aboriginal reactions to the Tzu Chi model of reconstruction. The Presbyterian Church is organizationally autonomous from the state but also made use of its preexisting organizations embedded within communities, and closely coordinated local-level reconstruction with the Church’s headquarters. Relief and reconstruction was mainly carried out by six reconstruction stations linked to related Presbyteries
 and led by the general secretary of each Presbytery. Furthermore, a policy reconstruction station led by the Minister in charge of the General Assembly Aboriginal mission responsible for “the reconstruction of official reconstruction policies” was also established in Taipei. These seven reconstruction stations were coordinated by the reconstruction center led by the associate general secretary of General Assembly. 
The institutional autonomy of Presbyteries also had some financial benefits. Although the Presbyterian Church raised less in funding than the other NGOs,
 it had sustained four-year ordinary expenditures for the seven reconstruction stations as well as the costs of reconstruction projects and permanent houses. Another notable feature was that each reconstruction station enjoyed a high-degree of autonomy in utilizing funding to execute projects suited to local conditions. 

Turning to ideology, the Church’s “liberating-oriented ideology” contradicts the dominant ideology of the state. At the same time, the Church has emerged an advocate of aboriginal self-consciousness and rights by devoting itself to various aboriginal-related social and cultural movements. After involvement in reconstruction, the liberating-oriented ideology had been further refined through the filter of aboriginal awareness into a discourse in complete opposition to the self-righteous vanguardism prevailing in the Tzu Chi model. 
The spirit of this ideology is an optimistic anti-vanguardism, based on the belief that aborigines can self-govern effectively if they are treated fairly and that successful reconstruction can be achieved only when aboriginal voices are taken seriously. This optimistic anti-vanguardism is ideologically rooted in civil and multicultural Taiwanese nationalism and the envisioning of a multinational nation-state that have been developed within the Presbyterian Church since the 1970s. The other basis for the optimistic anti-vanguardism is empirical. Experiences of aboriginal self-rule in fifteen Presbyteries have constituted firm grounds for the Presbyterian Church’s faith in the self-governing capabilities of aboriginal communities. 
This optimistic anti-vanguardism has manifested itself in the Church’s discourses and practices. First, in terms of policy making procedure, the Church has strongly criticized the exclusion of aboriginal voices. They argued communities should not just be consulted through ex post policy-orientation meetings but also substantially participate in decision making, and asserted that policy making without aboriginal participation was illegitimate and would inevitably cause suffering for communities. Second, in terms of the cause of the disaster, they ascribed the blame to long-term inappropriate policies on mountains and forests and the non-aboriginal abuse of mountainous lands rather than to the small-scale, self-supporting aboriginal farming. As a result, they rejected the “recuperating mountains and forests” reasoning, insisting that reconstruction should be carried out according to aboriginal aspirations in or nearby the original aboriginal communities rather than in the plains. Third, faced with a policy choice between interim and permanent housing, they considered interim housing more appropriate. Communities need time to restore internal self-governing institutions and gather opinions from the community. Interim housing offers a transitional shelter while the community makes further decisions after careful consideration. 

Fourth, in terms of marking out safe and unsafe areas, the Church argued that indigenous knowledge was at least as important as “experimental knowledge”. In some cases, they could be mutually reinforcing, while in other cases, the former may more sound that the latter. Moreover, they denounced the way that the government marked out unsafe areas without aboriginal participation as illegal.
 Fifth, in terms of cultural preservation, they protested that Tzu Chi did not respect aboriginals’ Christian faith and even tried to convert them to Buddhism. They also opposed “touristizing” aboriginal culture and were disgusted at the prospect of their new living space becoming an exotic sightseeing spot. Sixth, they imagined their home as part of a village-oriented and communal-wide model. Due to its non-aboriginal and Buddhism-oriented nature, Tzu Chi, which built houses, and the state, which made regulations concerning the distributing of houses, showed little understanding of aboriginal conditions. Tzu Chi and the state understood home in an individual sense, while aboriginals understood it in a communal sense, as not merely a building in which members of the nuclear family live together but also a communal space for clan
 and collective utility
. Seventh, in economic terms, they strove to restore aboriginal economy to self-sufficiency, relying on the land rather than wages. They criticized farm jobs provided by the multinational corporation for transforming self-supporting farmers into exploited farming labor. Additionally, they helped communities rebuild irrigation systems, provided crop seeds, encouraged cultivation of high-price cash crops, and established marketing networks which avoided exploitation by middleman.

The Presbyterian Church was most distinct from the other three NGOs in its employment of collective action, generally characterized by three features. Firstly, in order to protect aboriginal rights and interests, it did not hesitate to contradict the officially-established policy. Secondly, the goal of its collective action is primarily to organize people so as to negotiate with the state collectively. Thirdly, social struggle as a last resort is never excluded from the negotiation repertoire. Three examples are explained below.
Hearing about the poorly adapted accommodation of the Bunun aboriginals who had moved into the Shanlin Tzu-Chi Da-Ai Park in Kaohsiung, Rukai aboriginals were concerned about their proposed move to Changzhi Lily Aboriginal Community in Pingtung, which was also to be built by Tzu Chi. At that time, Tzu Chi had already begun constructing the first-phase 164 units. Some Rukai aboriginals asked the Presbyterian Church to intervene. The Rukai Presbytery came forward as requested to integrate the four Christian denominations
 in Rukai communities. It was a tough task which had never happened before, as the four denominations were fragmented and competing for the allegiances of the small Rukai population. Eventually, they resolved to replace Tzu Chi with the Presbyterian Church to execute the second-phase permanent housing and successfully persuaded the then Pingtung County governor, who was also a Presbyterian member, to accept their alternative plan. 
The second case occurred in Kaohsiung. Many Bunun aboriginals in Minzu and Qinhe Villages were similarly unwilling to resettle in Shanlin Tzu-Chi Da-Ai Park, and preferred to rebuild near their original homes in the mountains. Their aspirations were obstructed by a lack of funds and the opposition from the then Kaohsiung County governor who reportedly had close connections with Tzu Chi. Since most of them were members of the Presbyterian Church, the Church was therefore charged with the tasks of coordinating fund-raising and negotiating with the government.
 With the help of donations from the Church, the Red Cross, and World Vision as well as the governor’s failure in reelection, they eventually constructed shelters in the areas where their ancestors had lived safely many generations. These shelters meant that the residents did not move to permanent houses on the plain by providing an alternative safe place to remain in the event of a typhoon. The construction of shelters was obviously against the officially-established permanent housing policy. 

The third case is the formation of Indigenous Peoples Action Coalition of Taiwan (IPACT), an umbrella organization consisting of forty-five aboriginal, human rights, and environmental groups as well as post-Morakot self-help organizations, in which Presbyterian pastors of different aboriginal origins took the leadership.
 The Church also supported IPACT administratively and financially. IPACT put forth very radical arguments and comprehensive appeals concerning aboriginal rights. For example, based on the Indigenous Peoples Basic Law and Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples of the United Nations, they claimed natural sovereignty over aboriginal traditional territories and urged decolonization from Han settlers and the ROC state. They held numerous press conferences, organized blockades and guerrilla protests, and waged a large-scale overnight demonstration in front of Presidential Hall on the first anniversary of Typhoon Morakot. During the demonstration, they accused the government of destroying aboriginal communities by forcibly implementing the permanent housing policy.

Red Cross-World Vision Model
The Red Cross-World Vision Model is characterized by its organizational autonomy from the state and communities as well as being ideologically equidistant from the state and communities. 

As mentioned previously, like the other two NGOs, the Red Cross and World Vision are organizationally autonomous from the state. They were also two of the three officially-favored NGOs which were included in policy making. However, they did not act on their own will, but instead passively implemented officially-dictated policies. In other words, they did not act like Tzu Chi which played a key role in the policy change from interim housing to permanent housing, nor like the Presbyterian Church which promoted policies and ideas that were not officially supported. In terms of the relations between NGOs and communities, the Red Cross and World Vision acted more like benevolent providers of disastrous relief and social services from the outside rather than insiders who had close connections to the communities. They initially constructed nearly 300 interim houses, before complying with the policy to build permanent houses for communities. In addition to permanent housing, they also sponsored the construction of shelters in Minzu and Qinhe when the newly-elected Kaohsiung city governor did not oppose them. They constructed as many houses as possible for communities. The communities generally preferred these houses because they did not incorporate Buddhist facades and decorations.
During post-Morakot reconstruction, the Red Cross and World Vision were primarily concerned with residual welfare delivery. They deliberately maintained a moderate mitigating-oriented ideology policy, executed officially-dictated tasks faithfully, and never criticized official policies publicly. The two NGOs provided all professional and financial assistance possible to the communities, but did not speak up for aboriginal rights and interests or become involved in collective community action at the expense of their relationship with the state.
Although their stance was compatible with the state, the two NGOs were not as assertive as Tzu Chi or the Presbyterian Church, and tried to stay ideologically equidistant from the state and to communities. Their ideologies were neither “self-righteous vanguardism” nor the “optimistic anti-vanguardism”. They did not aim to transform communities according to their own preferences, but they also did not attempt to empower aboriginals. They felt it safe to stay somewhere in-between. Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978) can explain why they strived to remain ideologically opaque during the controversial process of post-disaster reconstruction. Both the Red Cross and World Vision are highly depended on the public donations (accounting for nearly 70% of their annual revenue), and are therefore unwilling to take sides in controversies in order to maintain the confidence of different social groups.


IV.3 Three Types of Effects
It is unsurprising that actors involved in reconstruction vary greatly in their appraisals of the permanent housing policy. Tzu Chi and the state – at least the central government – are proud of their efficient collaboration in implementing the policy. The Presbyterian Church, together with aboriginal organizations, strongly condemns the policy as presumptuous and unjust, leading to the division and oppression of aboriginal communities. The Red Cross and World Vision emphasize their contribution to helping aboriginals restore stable lives. 

It would be fairer and more relevant, in my view, to appraise the achievement of the policy from the perspective of aboriginal communities’ conditions, inasmuch as the major goal of the permanent housing policy is to help aboriginal communities restore, or improve (as Tzu Chi and the state claim), their living conditions. Therefore, a more appropriate perspective to appraise the achievement of the policy is to illustrate how the collaborative governance of permanent housing influences aboriginal communities. The analyses in previous sections manifest the fact that different governance modes produce very different effects for aboriginal communities. What effects have the three models produced on the disadvantaged aboriginal communities that suffered from the disaster?

From the perspective of addressing power asymmetries, the Tzu Chi model does not address the first power asymmetry in policy making, and actually reinforces the asymmetric power relations when implementing the policy. 
 The Presbyterian Church Model, though not always successfully, tries to improve the first asymmetric power relations in policy making and minimizes the second power asymmetry by its mutual embeddedness with communities. The Red Cross-World Vision model does not address the first power asymmetry in policy making, but tries not to reinforce the asymmetric power relations when implementing the policy. 

Many aboriginals worry about that the disintegration of communities is inevitable under the Tzu Chi model of governance. This anxiety is not groundless. Following application of this model, aboriginal communities were excluded from decision making, stigmatized as the cause of the disaster, forced to live in permanent houses with Buddhist decorations, had their indigenous knowledge denigrated, could not participate in marking out safe and unsafe areas, and faced the “touristizing” of aboriginal cultures, conflicts on how to imagine the home, the destruction of traditional self-supporting farming, and forced recruitment into a large-scale profit-oriented farms. Acts of passive resistance and collective actions triggered by the application of the Tzu Chi Model embody deep concerns about an assault on aboriginal communities. In a word, the Tzu Chi model should be condemned for the destructive effects in had on communities. 
The Presbyterian Church Model goes the other way. In response to aboriginal reactions against the Tzu Chi model of reconstruction, the Church became involved in reconstruction based on liberating-oriented ideology and optimistic anti-vanguardism, favoring aboriginals but contradicting the ideologies of Tzu Chi and the state. The organizational embeddedness between the Church and communities enable aboriginals to carry out the reconstruction through their own efforts and in their own ways. In principle, the Church does not directly distribute money to disaster-affected aboriginals, but provides financial support to enable them stand on their own feet. In order to defend aboriginal rights and interests, it has no fear of organizing collective actions, even waging social struggles against official policies. Though the future seems filled with gloom, the Church still makes unremitting efforts to stand by and empower aboriginal communities in the political, socio-economical, and cultural domains. In a word, the Presbyterian Church model deserves recognition for empowering aboriginal conditions.

The effects produced by Red Cross/World Vision model are somewhere in-between. Both organizations continue their past mode of residual welfare delivery without attempting to deal with structural injustice. They deliver disaster relief and social services which indeed contribute to the stabilization of communities. However, this type of residual welfare delivery does not enable disadvantaged minorities to be self-reliant, and instead actually reinforces their addiction to outside assistance. On the one hand, residual welfare delivery sustains structural injustice; on the other hand, it does little to empower communities to demand reform. In a word, the Red Cross/World Vision Model produced dependence effects on aboriginal conditions.

V. Conclusion
At the theoretical level, this study offers a political thesis which highlights the human agency which is excessively undervalued by the precondition thesis, while also avoiding the unduly technical-oriented development of the technique thesis on the other hand. This study points out that “governance mode” is a crucial determinant of governance. By highlighting “the politics of governance”, this study infuses theoretical stimulus into the discipline of public policy which has been traditionally characterized by an apolitical/de-politicized mindset. One important lesson from the analysis of the post-Morakot reconstruction is, to adapt Barrington Moore’s (1966) famous phrase, “no good politics, no good governance”. 

When arguing “no good politics, no good governance”, collaborative governance as an institution in the deliberative tradition of democracy is unavoidably interlinked with mechanisms of representative democracy in both theoretical and empirical senses. Minimizing domination in governance concerns the application of democratic control over the state and also giant NGOs. As mentioned previously, for the state, unsuccessful governance will inevitably undermine the legitimacy of rule – this means the possibility of losing power through electoral competition for leaders of the government. From this perspective, the value of competition is twofold: it disciplines political leaders with the threat of losing power in the same way that NGOs are disciplined by the threat of bankruptcy of social reputation, and it gives would-be leaders of the state or giant NGOs the incentive to be more responsive to the communities than their competitors. In this sense, electoral devices of representative democracy and a vibrant and diverse civil society seem to be important conditions for real and benign collaborative governance. 
This study also offers important practical implications for communities, NGOs, and especially the state. For NGOs: the win-win outcome between giant NGOs and disadvantaged minorities will come into being only when the stronger is willing to sincerely cooperate with, rather than dominate, the weaker. NGOs must consider carefully how to prevent benevolence from deteriorating into bullying in order to avoid causing resentment among disadvantaged minorities.
At the same time, communities must be aware that aid from giant NGOs or the state is a double-edged sword. Picking an appropriate NGO is a top priority. If it is in reality unfeasible to pick a preferred NGO, strengthening communal solidarity is the only way to collaborate with the NGO or the state on an equal basis. Communities may introduce another NGO as the last resort to balance power asymmetries if they are too weak to resist the original NGO or the state.

For the state, governance mode does matter, and public agencies should take the initiative to structure a proper governance mode. It is natural that public agencies prefer to cooperate with NGOs which are organizational or ideological familiar with the state. However, a convenient choice is not always a good choice. For successful governance with which the government may secure or enhance its legitimacy, public agencies are advised to choose non-state partners to participate in governance and, if necessary, to institutionally adjust asymmetric power structures between direct and indirect non-state stakeholders. The state can create mechanisms to make giant NGOs more accountable. Such mechanisms may include setting up a formal and legal-prescribed joint-committee consisting of the involved NGO and communities, in which those vulnerable to the power of others are granted rights of appeal, delay, and even veto. The domination caused by illegitimate exercise of power may be reduced, if communities can make good use of these rights to balance power asymmetries between them and the giant NGOs. 
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� Typhoon Morakot, which hit Taiwan on August 8, 2009, was the most devastating typhoon to impact � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taiwan" \o "Taiwan" �Taiwan� in recorded history. The storm produced unprecedented amounts of rainfall, 2,500mm in four days which was equal to the volume of annual precipitation, triggering enormous mudslides and severe flooding throughout southern and eastern Taiwan. � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xiaolin,_Taiwan" \o "Xiaolin, Taiwan" �Xiaolin� village, inhabited by the Pingpu tribe in Kaoshiung County, was the most horrifying case. The village was completely flattened by a landslide, with an estimated 500 people buried alive. Roads and railways were broken, buildings and bridges were destroyed, mountains became deformed, and torrential rivers ran outside of watercourses. The catastrophic damage left at least 681 people dead, and eighteen others missing (most of them are feared dead), 4975 houses destroyed or damaged and roughly � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taiwan_dollar" \o "Taiwan dollar" �NT$�110 billion ($3.3 billion USD) in damages.


� This claim is from Jenn-Chuan Chern who was firstly the associate chief executive of the Morakot Post-Disaster Reconstruction Council, Executive Yuan and later assumed the post of chief executive. Please refer to Jenn-Chuan Chern and Shih-Yi Hung (2012). 


� This claim is from The Construction and Planning Agency, Ministry of the Interior, Executive Yuan. Please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.cpami.gov.tw/pda_chinese/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=14534&Itemid=141" ��http://www.cpami.gov.tw/pda_chinese/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=14534&Itemid=141�.





� For criticisms of well-known concepts developed by Jürgen Habermas’s (1979, 1984) such as “ideal speech situation” and “communicative rationality”, please refer to Foucault (1988), Calhoun (1992), Cohen (1995), Fraser (1987), Ryan (1992), Eley (1992), and Kompridis (2006). For criticisms of John Rawls’s (1971) concepts of “veil of ignorance” and “overlapping consensus”, please refer to Sandel (1998), Young (1990), Taylor (1994), and Kymlicka (1991). 





� Social welfare function is basically a modern idiom “translated” from its classical synonym – a general will that reflects the common good.


� The “blue” central government is controlled by the Kuomintang (KMT), while the “green” local governments are controlled by the the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP). Since 2008, the KMT has controlled the central government, while disaster-affected counties such as Kaohsiung, Chiayi, and Pingtung have been ruled by the DPP. The only exception is Taitung County which is ruled by the KMT This study mainly focuses on the permanent house policy implemented in Kaohsiung, Chiayi, and Pingtung. The permanent houses in Taitung were built by World Vision and Red Cross. However, the theoretical prominence of World Vision and Red Cross can be also examined in the cases of Kaohsiung, Chiayi, and Pingtung. Thus, for analytical reasons, the case of Taitung is excluded from the analysis in this study.


� They frequently engaged in fierce battles not only against one another, but also against the plain aborigines, armed merchant-explorers from Spain and the Netherlands, armed pirate-merchant groups cruising around the East and South China Sea such as the Koxinga family, settler groups from the southern provinces of the Manchu Empire, and incompetent and corrupt local officials sent by Manchu Empire between the 17th and 19th century. 


� The Japanese colonizers during the first half of 20th century invaded, conquered, occupied, and consolidated their rule over all aboriginal tribes with the help of the modern army and advanced weaponry. Aboriginals were politically categorized into the lower layer of the dual administrative system in Taiwan without being granted with Japanese citizenship; they faced forced cultural assimilation by the Japanese through compulsory education; their traditional territories were confiscated and the abundant natural resources that provided their living for generations were exploited to expand metropolitan prosperity. 


� The Japanese-designed discriminative dual-administration has been largely maintained to politically separate aborigines from other citizens. Aborigines were forced to become culturally assimilated again, this time with the Chinese. In addition to the confiscation of their lands and the more rapacious and unsustainable exploitation of the natural resources, the ROC state, with the help of the expansion of capitalist economy, destroyed much of the pre-modern and self-sufficient economic mode of each aboriginal community. 


� Third-D jobs refer to those dangerous, dirty, and difficult jobs.


� Using statistical data, Kuo argues that “despite the consistent effort of its paramount leader Ven. Zhengyan to claim political neutrality, its members reveal strong and consistent support for pan-blue candidates” (2008: 110-1). Even after controlling for gender and ethnicity effects, their political attitude “is still in favour of the pan-blue” (Kuo 2008: 110-1). Kuo’s three explanations for this phenomenon are pregnant with meaning. Firstly, Tzu Chi had “recruited many housewives of pro-KMT politicians and businessmen during the 1980s and 1990s” and “these women assumed the middle to upper-level leadership” in the organization later on. Secondly, “Tzu Chi’s rapid expansion of religious buildings and activities required the cooperation of the KMT government and politicians, which left a good impression on Tzu Chi’s members” (C. Huang 2005: 5-9, cited from Kuo 2008). Thirdly, “Ven. Zhengyan frequently espouse the virtues of obedience, meekness, peace, and harmony, which might be more consistent with the political styles of KMT candidates than that of DPP candidates” (Huang 2005, cited from Kuo 2008).


� Tzu Chi has a headquarters, eight affiliates, and 62 liaison offices; Red Cross has a national society, four provincial chapters, and 22 county chapters; World Vision has a headquarters, six regional offices, and 64 local offices. 





� Please refer to Kuo-cheng Chuan (2001).


� Take some important movements for examples: returning traditional territories to aborigines, against the landfill of nuclear waste in aboriginal areas, saving teenage prostitutes, pulling down the statue of Wu Feng which symbolizes racism against aborigines, the rectification of aboriginal names, opposition to the construction of dams in aboriginal areas, opposition to the privatization of aboriginal lands, of the passing of the Indigenous Peoples Basic Law and Self-rule Law, translating the Bible into each aboriginal language, and the revitalization of aboriginal cultures and languages.  


� It was until 17 August, 2009 the officially-announced policy was still adhered to interim housing. By 27 August, the policy dramatically changed to “permanent housing in priority, interim housing if necessary”. Whoever is the initiator of this policy change, one thing is clear that the disaster-affected aboriginal communities had no say in the decision making. The permanent housing policy was made so “efficiently” within the post-disaster 20 days. By 27 August, the task of rescuing some remote aboriginal communities was not fulfilled yet, let along having aboriginal voice in the policy making. About the policy making process, please refer to Jenn-Chuan Chern and Shih-Yi Hung (2012) and also Ministry of the Interior (2014).


� Steven Lukes (1974) discusses the three dimensions of power. The second dimension of power is so-called “non-decision making power” by which the government controls the agenda in debates to make certain issues or voice unacceptable, or even absent, in the discussions of the policy making. The exclusion of the aboriginal voice from the decision making of the permanent housing is exactly caused by the government’s manipulation of the second dimension of power.


� Tzu Chi received 4.6 billion, Red Cross 3.8 billion, and World Vision 1.3 billion (NTD) from societal donations which were legally designated for the post-Morakot relief.  


� This judgment of power asymmetry is based on the theoretical insights of resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). Resource dependence theory considers power as relational, situational and potentially mutual, recognizes resources as a basis of power, and thus argue that power and resource dependence are directly linked. Its basic argument can be summarized as that organization A’s power over organization B is equal to organization B’s dependence on organization A’s resources.


� I happened to witness a dispute between officials and a representative of Tzu Chi in an official conference on the experiences of permanent housing. In his presentation, the director of the Construction and Planning Agency at the Ministry of the Interior complained that Tzu Chi decided to construct permanent houses by itself. However, the representative of Tzu Chi retorted that it was the then premier who made a phone call to Tzu Chi to ask it build permanent houses. The chief secretary of the Morakot Post-Disaster Reconstruction Council tried to smooth things over by saying that it was indeed the then premier who made a phone call to Tzu Chi to discuss the permanent housing policy and agreed that Tzu Chi should build permanent houses. Whatever the truth, their conversations revealed a stunning fact that the policy change from the temporary replacement-oriented interim housing to the resettlement-oriented permanent housing was very possibly decided in a private phone call between the premier and a giant NGO. What an efficient collaboration!


� The Shanlin Tzu-Chi Da-Ai Park is the largest permanent housing site in the post-Morakot reconstruction. The site contains 1,002 permanent houses, of which 752 houses were built during the first phase of construction. Please refer to Tzu Chi’s website: 


� HYPERLINK "http://tw.tzuchi.org/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=874%3Atzu-chi-completes-second-phase-of-community-for-taiwan-typhoon-victims&catid=42%3Atyphoon-morakot&Itemid=160&lang=en" �http://tw.tzuchi.org/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=874%3Atzu-chi-completes-second-phase-of-community-for-taiwan-typhoon-victims&catid=42%3Atyphoon-morakot&Itemid=160&lang=en�.� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0198278713" ��


� I had an informal conversation with a representative of Tzu Chi during a break at an official conference on the experiences of permanent housing. The representative had just made a defence of Tzu Chi’s permanent housing policy from criticisms of representative aboriginal organizations. When I asked him about the execution of the policy, he turned to me with a kindly smile, saying that “even though aboriginal inhabitants always complain about the permanent housing policy, I believe their children will eventually thank their parents for resettling them from their homes in the mountains to the permanent houses in the plains”. 


� Indigenous knowledge, also known as local knowledge, traditional knowledge, or traditional environmental knowledge, refers to the local wisdom which has been passed from generation to generation. It is a non-structured knowledge which differs from Western-based systematic and structured scientific knowledge. However, in recent years, many studies have argued that indigenous knowledge and scientific knowledge are to some extent consistent and can therefore supplement each other. Please refer to Chalmers and Fabricius (2007). 


� They are concerned more with administrative convenience than aboriginal aspirations. For more about their concerns, please refer to


� HYPERLINK "http://www.taiwan-panorama.com/tw/show_issue.php?id=201089908028c.txt&table=0&h1=&h2" �http://www.taiwan-panorama.com/tw/show_issue.php?id=201089908028c.txt&table=0&h1=&h2�=.


� Rukai aboriginals of Haucha Village, who urgently needed collective resettlement after their village was buried under mudflows and landslides charged Tzu Chi with “charity hegemonism” and collectively refused to accept the organization’s permanent houses.


Please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.coolloud.org.tw/node/45535" �http://www.coolloud.org.tw/node/45535�


� Five reconstruction stations were set up under the Paiwan, Rukai, South Bunun, Tsou, and Pingtung Presbyteries. The sixth is the Taitung reconstruction station under the direction of the Alliance for Mission in Eastern Taiwan consisting of four aboriginal Presbyteries and one non-aboriginal Presbytery. 


� PCT raised about 270 million NTD for the four-year post-Morakot reconstruction. The size of this fund is roughly equivalent to the annual budget of the various ministries and General Assembly administration.


� The government allegedly violated the Special Statute for the Morakot Post-Disaster Reconstruction, the Indigenous Peoples Basic Law, the Constitution of ROC, and the United Nations Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 


� The regulations made by the state, to which Tzu Chi adheres, prescribe three different sizes of houses to distribute according to the numbers of registered permanent residents. However, it is common in aboriginal communities that some family members live and register their residence outside for reasons of work or education but return home regularly. In addition, aboriginals retain much closer clan ties than non-aboriginal urban inhabitants, and make frequent visits to their relatives. Even more, some aboriginal families do not set up separate households for cultural or economic reasons, while not all family members register their permanent residence there. These aboriginal conditions give rise to a phenomenon: the number of those who actually live in the house usually exceed the registered number of residents. Without an understanding the situation in aboriginal communities, the permanent houses built by Tzu Chi and distributed by the state can hardly satisfy what I called “clan utility” of aboriginal inhabitants. 


� Most aboriginal communities have several churches belonging to different denominations. These churches are important venues for religious, cultural, social, and political events. It is fair to say that the daily life of aboriginals is lived collectively around churches. Aboriginal inhabitants’ “collective utility” can hardly be satisfied if permanent housing areas where they live have no church. However, Tzu Chi’s original plans for permanent housing included no churches, and instead called for two Buddhist halls. After protests from aboriginals and the churches, Tzu Chi agreed to convert the function of the two Buddhist halls into that of Christian churches, but the Buddhist exteriors and some Buddhist quotes on the facades still remain. Through negotiations with the state, the inhabitants of Rinari and Changzhi Lily Aboriginal Community, the second and the third largest permanent housing projects located in Pingtung, second only in scale to Shanlin Tzu-Chi Da-Ai Park in Kaohsiung, acquired permission to rebuild the churches from their original communities. After the construction of churches is completed, these two permanent housing areas will be the most church-intensive places in Taiwan (with nine churches in Rinari and twelve churches inin Changzhi Lily Aboriginal Community). 


� Please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.ct.org.tw/news/detail/2013-02178" �http://www.ct.org.tw/news/detail/2013-02178�


� The three other denominations are the Methodist Church, Catholic Church, and Seventh-day Adventist Church.


� For information on Qinhe, please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://forgemind.net/phpbb/viewtopic.php?t=19961" �http://forgemind.net/phpbb/viewtopic.php?t=19961�, and


� HYPERLINK "http://typhoon.pct.org.tw/news.aspx?strBlockID=B00238&strContentID=C2010070200006&strDesc=&strSiteID=&strPub=&strCTID=CT0287&strASP=news" �http://typhoon.pct.org.tw/news.aspx?strBlockID=B00238&strContentID=C2010070200006&strDesc=&strSiteID=&strPub=&strCTID=CT0287&strASP=news�.


For information on Minzu, also known as Nansalu in Bunun, please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://weekly-pctpress.org/2013/3185/3185_06.pdf" �http://weekly-pctpress.org/2013/3185/3185_06.pdf�.


� Please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.88news.org/?p=1974" �http://www.88news.org/?p=1974�.


� For information about the demonstration, please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.epochtimes.com/b5/10/8/6/n2988078.htm" �http://www.epochtimes.com/b5/10/8/6/n2988078.htm� and


� HYPERLINK "http://news.ltn.com.tw/news/focus/paper/416056" �http://news.ltn.com.tw/news/focus/paper/416056�.


� Resource dependence theory also explains why Tzu Chi and the Presbyterian Church can be so assertive –unlike the Red Cross and World Vision, both of them are financially self-sufficient organizations which do not rely on external donations . 


� The first power asymmetry is the exclusion of direct non-state stakeholders, i.e. aboriginal communities, from the process of policy making. The second power asymmetry is the evident power asymmetry between giant NGOs with vast amounts of societal donations and aboriginal communities who just suffered from the disaster in the process of implementing the policy.
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