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Policy analyses have repeatedly shown that theypliocess is far from constituting an ordered
phenomenon as presumed by the sequential approatitei1970s (H. Lasswell, 1956, C.O.
Jones, 1970). The study of policy change showss#mee complexity which proves difficult to
model. Various explanatory models have been prapbsé their comparability remains rather
low. Authors do not always engage at the same lgivahalysis and the way in which the notion
of “policy change” should be conceived is rarelgatdissed. Indeed, the unit of analysis varies
from one case to another without an explanatiothefpreferred choice. This subject must be
considered seriously because, depending on thateshihve way of perceiving the process of
change differs strongly. Further, studies of chaageoften not very expansive on the definition
of the term policy change. However specifying issnponents, (i.e. the elements that one must
observe to confirm or not the presence of policgngie) appears a necessary preliminary stage
before trying to qualify the process of change.

The first part of this paper seeks to identify agious units of analysis usually employed for the
study of policy change and argues for the relevaricie choice of "public problems" as the
most pertinent unit of analysis. The second pasppses a specific definition of the notion of
policy change which serves as a basis for the dpugnt of an analytical framework respectful
of the complexity of the phenomenon. This framewsrkased on the postpositivist approaches
to public action (M. Edelman, 1991; C. RocheforR&\. Cobb, 1994; D. Stone, 1997) and puts
the process of problem definition at the hearthef analysis. The last part briefly presents the
main results of the application of this framewookain historical analysis of clean air policy in
France and in Greece (C.A. Vlassopoulos, 1999, 000

This study makes it possible to note that the carepts of policy change do not evolve at the
same tempo, neither with the same intensity. | lguadified this phenomenon as “double speed
policy change® This thesis results from the analysis of a speeifpirical setting and to this
end cannot claim generalisation before it is tegtedther cases. Nevertheless the comparative
and historical dimensions of the analysis and ti@oe of two countries varying considerably in
their social, political and economic structure isgitaen the validity of the results.

Y In French | qualify this phenomenon as “changengedeux vitesse”. | have not found in French oEimlish a
term signifying simultaneously ‘tempo’ and ‘intetysi An alternative formula could be “double dynawmipolicy
change”.



A/Looking for a unit of analysis

A survey of the literature shows that there is ansensus on the level to choose in order to better
apprehend the process of change. The most comnsatdgted unit is “public policy”. The
choice of public policy as unit of analysis presehbwever certain disadvantages that | will
discuss first. Secondly | propose that if one mabesattention from public policies to “public
problems”, this can moderate these disadvantageés@ate new perspectives for the study of
policy change.

1. The limits of the "policy" choice

Public policies constitute the most often used ohianalysis for research. But the definition of
the term "policy” has never been the subject okeosus among specialists. It is used to describe
various forms of public action which are not withedfects on the observation of policy change.
Moreover, public policies are temporarily and spiétisituated. The limited life time of a policy
does not allow a longitudinal analysis and prevémesdiscovery of policy inheritance. Further,
since public problems are multi-sectoral, a pulgdaicy covers only a part of the problem
administrationIn the study of policy change what is interestiogvhver is to study how various
policies merge or separate themselves over tira@swer a given problem.

We can represent policies like Russian dolls emdasithin one another. Let’s take the example
of the environment which is often used as a casgdysfor "policy changes". What is called
environmental policy representssactoral policymade up of a series @&fsue policiedike clean
air policy, water quality policy wastes managempaticy, etc. An issue policy can also be
divided in more restrictegub-issue policiesMotor vehicle pollution policy or industrial pation
policy are examples of this type. Further, the @oto promote clean motor vehicle technology is
a component (or measure) of motor vehicle pollupadicy. In short the term "public policy"
concerns very different levels of public intervents.

In his presentation of the advocacy coalition md@i&abatier (1988, 138) studies an issue policy
(clean air) but uses indifferently sub-sectoradkglair pollution) and sectoral (like agriculture)
examples. P. Sabatier and A.M. Brusher’'s (1993jclartcovers the impact of the new
environmental policy on a series of issue poligrethe basin of Lake Tahoma. What the authors
call a "policy subsystem™" comprises a large nundfeactors coming from all the issue policies
under examination (water, air, town planning) taowhis added the new environmental coalition.
H.C. Jenkins-Smith (1988), analyses a series of xestricted measures related to U.S. energy
policy like the size of the Petroleum Reserve,ghee of natural gas, or the organisation of the
refinery market. For him the term "policy subsystaefers to a rather narrow configuration of
actors who is relatively homogeneous becausedbisposed of energy experts in each one of
these issues. P. Hall (1993) studies a paradigrohtinge within a policy sector, that of British
economic policy, and its impact on issue policibattcompose the sector (inflation policy,
unemployment policy, monetary policy, fiscal polieyc.).

The choice of a sectoral or sub-sectoral unit aflysis is not without importance for the study of
policy change because it has implications for tlay w which this change is perceived. The
sectoral level is a much more crowded space than dhb-sectoral. For example the



environmental sector includes all the actors cammmwith soil pollution, sea, air problems, etc.
This overload in actors with different percepti@m interests make changes and policy learning
rarer than changes exclusively concerning an issseib-issue policy. These changes when they
occur cover the theoretical foundation of publiti@c (there intensity will be discussed below).
Thus P. Hall describes the passage from Keynesmitithe monetarism of the British economic
policy as a paradigmatic change. P. Muller and @&edt (1987) speak about the change of
“reférenciel global” within the French agriculturakctor of the 80’s. P. Sabatier and A.M.
Brasher refer to major changes of the belief systgeep core) to describe the impact of the
environmental sector on a series of the pre-exjstablic policie$. These large-scale sectoral
changes cover however only one dimensions of thegss of change and risk under-estimating
the importance of sub-sectoral changes. Issueypdfiianges are more diversified. These policies
can undergo the effects of the paradigmatic chavigeh affects the sector to which they belong
(as in the case examined by P. Hall). They can atstergo internal modifications often of low
importance that P. Sabatier describes as “neaf oorsecondary aspects” and P. Hall as change
of first and second order. These changes conceradjustments of current programmes. Issue
policies can lastly undergo more important charegéecting not only policy instruments but also
the perceptions and beliefs of policy actors. bt tase, as the example of clean air policy shows,
new programmes can emerge without any large-seatersl change.

The study of a sectoral policy with simultaneouslgsis of a series of representative issue
policies can give a rich image of the process ahge but the choice of public policies as unit of
analysis is likely to prove temporally and spagiakstrictive. First, the temporality of public
policies does not coincide with that of the probldmat they deal with. To take up again the
example of clean air, aad hocpolicy on the matter began in France with the 1961 lawiand
Greece with the programme of 1982. This does nanntewever that before these dates the
problem was not known. It was dealt within otheblpupolicies. To fix attention on a public
policy runs the risk of ignoring the period preceglits emergence, which is highly important for
the comprehension of its inheritance. Further abgearance of a new polidpes not inevitably
eliminate the other policies which coped with thelglem up to that point. The actors in place
fight in order not to lose the budgets they contnodl the influence they exert over the matter.
Thus, after the appearance of an ad hoc clearmbaypindustrial policy continued managing a
part of the problem.

The choice of public policy as a unit of analyseaves therefore certain dimensions of the
process of change in the shade. The shift of adteritom policies to public problems seems to
better respect the complexity of the phenomenon.

2. The "public problem" choice: a post —positiviapproach

We can define public problems (or policy probleras)social problems dealt with by the public

2 Baumgartner and Jones study many case where theeneironmental sector transformed issyesceived
positively (nuclear plants, pesticidds)problems perceived negatively. Thus, the autbbserve “dramatic” policy
changes. We consider that those examples constéttiter cases of policy creation than policy chamgest of the
time policies that perceive issues negatively dohmmg an end to policies that perceive the sessads positively.
For example, nuclear energy production and the afspesticides in agriculture continue besides thet that
alternative energy and agriculture policies haventiavented. In that sense policy change appessdimmatic.



authoritie. This first definition requires better specificati because the concept of a ‘public
problem’ is as polysemous as the concept of pyimiecy and can cover different realities. To
take up again the previous example, environmergiatiation is a public problem as well as air
pollution, motor vehicle pollution or pollution bgad emissions. All these problems take the
form of the same Russian doll that we evoked abawepollution is an environmental problem,
motor vehicle pollution a component of air pollutiand lead emissions a component of motor
vehicle pollution. Is there a most pertinent Iefeglthe study of policy change?

To answer this question we adhere to the postpissitapproach which proposes considering
social and public problems through three epistegiodd premises: 1. Problems are complex
events related to the construction and reconstmuaf political causes, of structures, of roles and
of moral positions (Mr Edelman:45; D. A. Rochefartd R. W. Cobb, 249). 2. This construction
takes the form of a definitional process throughcivtlihe participants' successive interactions get
the problem "unrolled” (M. Spector & J.1. Kitsugde26). 3. This definitional process is a question
of power because those who manage to impose tlimvof the problem distribute the roles
between the actors concerned and decide on theumssa® be applied. (E.E. Schattschneider,
1975,102; D. Stone, 1997, 197)

Postpositivist sociology and in particular the umfhtial work of M. Spector and J.I. Kitsuse,
covers primarily the construction of social probtenWhen these studies refer to the public
authorities, they are perceived as an additiona@rac the current definitional process. When a
social problem is transformed into a public prohleta definition follows a specific process
which has to be connected to the fact that theyerita problem within the public sphere places
the official authorities in the position of the bestrator of this process. Social actors can
negotiate only via the official authorities. Whatthe impact of this situation in the definitional
process? Make into

In the case of a social problem, negotiations betwactors cover primarily the causes of the
problem and marginally its consequences. The irapo# attached to the causes is obvious since
these distribute between the different actors ts of the resolution of the problem (which will
pay and which will benefit). The reference to thensequences of the problem has only a
symbolic impact: justifying to the other particigarihe perception that certain actors have of a
given situation. Whatever the justifications arejsi up to the actors concerned to solve the
problem while agreeing on its causes and, thergforéhe solutions to apply. On the contrary, in
the case of public problems, the evocation of thesequences has at the same time a symbolic
and concrete impact. This difference is relatetheofact that those who are concerned with the
problem do not coincide with those who are resgmador solving it, namely a public authority.

Each reference to the consequences of the prolestitutes, in the case of public problems, not
only a justification legitimizing to differing deges the intervention of political leaders ("we tact
protect the citizens' health ", "we act to guarargafety”, etc), but also a means of the distraouti
of competences within the State. In this sense d&lgan (1991, 50) writes that the construction
of a problem invites the recognition of the authoof those who claim to have one or another

% Baumgartner and Jones use the term ‘valence issu#gscribe issues that are perceived and distusdy in a
negative way.



type of competences. Let us take again the exawipksr pollution: it can be defined as an

industrial problem or as a motor vehicle problerhisTdetermines the causes of the problem. It
can also be defined as a public health risk ornasrevironmental problem. This determines the
consequences produced by the presence of the proBle will be seen below, according to

whether the definition of the problem covers heglthtection or environmental protection, the

distribution of competences between administratoranges.

It is then possible to claim that the definitionaopublic problem is carried out through a double

definitional process: the first determines the esusf the problem and answers the question "what
is the problem?"; the second determines the comesegs of the problem and answers the

guestion "why does this situation constitute a [oil?".

To reveal this double process a specific partibbpublic action must be performed. One could
choose to study environmental degradation. Bueth@aronment does not generate a definitional
debate on its consequences. Environmental protedsica "self-justified” question in that it
constitutes an accepted social value (to say that raust protect the environment does not
require any additional justification). In order be@ able to identify the double definition of a
public problem, an "hetero-justified” problem mbst chosen namely a problem that necessitates
a broader justification to be admitted as indisplgéathis is the case of air pollution which has to
be justified with reference to environmental qualipublic health, quality of life, etc
Simultaneously the selected problem must be safftty broad to be able to generate a debate on
its causes. For example, in J. Gusfield's studgkdrg and driving constitutes a mono-causal
problem: the problem is alcoholism. The qualitytted roadway, the driver's age, young drivers’
training, etc can also cause accidents but ardiaotissed. To obtain a multi-causal problem one
must therefore climb up a level and to choose thelpm of road accidents.

According to what precedes, various arguments eapub forward to support the relevance of
the choice of the public problem as a unit of asialyn the study of change.

1- In order to reconstruct the process of problefindion and redefinition this choice invites
us to adopt a longitudinal viewpoint. During thisopess the problem can pass thought
different sectors and be the subject of variouslipytmolicies. Thus the analyst must go
beyond the narrow borders of a sector and/or aftdippolicy to study their inheritance and
thus to better appreciate the weight of the pagtthe innovative elements introduced in each
definitional stage. This also makes it possibledentify within the same study the different
dimensions of policy change: the impact producedmiine problem penetrates a new sector,
the effects of the emergence of a new programmibeoadding of new measures into the
current programme.

2- As an issue of power, problem definition dividee actors into winners and losers and
legitimates certain courses of action to the dedntrof others. Thus, the reconstitution of the
definitional process has to go together with thentification of the problem subsystémnd

* We use the term “problem subsystem” instead ofity subsystems” in order to describe the actoabitised
around a public problem and participating moreesslactively to successive formulations of poliégre®rder to
cope with the problem.



of the programmes of action. The analytical framewproposed below is based on the
interaction between these three variables and tadution throughout the definitional
process.

3- The distinction between the definition of thexsequences and the definition of the causes
of the problem makes it possible to better speitig/relationship between changes of ideas,
changes of actors and changes of policy contergranames/measures and thereby to better
evaluate the tempo and the intensity of the prookshange.

B/What policy change might means and how it might & analysed?

As C.J. Bosso suggests (1993, 201), the efforteibeb understand the process of problem
definition can answer in a more relevant way théyWwand "how" of policy change. More than
the question of "why public policies change?" ithe question of "how this change is carried
out?" that is privileged here. Because public pedi@lways generate winners and losers, change
is always possible. The dissatisfied are in seafclfiavourable conditions enabling them to
improve their position by modifying the dominanfidéion of the problem and the policy action.

In other words, change must be considered as aahagitenomenon and immobility has rather to
be the subject of interrogation. In order to prapa@m answer to the second question it is
important to define precisely what policy changgmimean. Following such definition we will
propose a framework for the analysis of policy den

1. Variables and dimensions of Policy change

M. Howlett and M. Ramesh (1998) rightly affirm thaere is not only one source of change, nor
only one tempo of change, nor only one intensitylicy change is an eminently complex

phenomenon and its study requires not only theispegeon of its components (i.e. the elements
that must be analysed to affirm the presence, graiachange) but also the consideration of its
tempo (i.e. the rapidity with which the change aosguand its importance (i.e. the deviation

produced in relation to the previous state balance)

In a more or less explicit way, policy change isognized when a new programme emerges. P.
Sabatier (1988: 1) explicitly refers to change ashange in governmental programmes. He
relates this change to modifications of the bedieftem within a "policy subsystem". R. Rose and
P.L. Davies (1994) evaluate the rhythm of policyarge in terms of the number of new
programmes voted in the space of a century in @atdin. P. Hall (1997: 279) identifies three
orders of change covering various components ofeatirprograms (the organisation of the
instruments, the instruments themselves and thearoley of goals behind policy). F.
Baumgartner and B. Jones (1993: 132-33) remain pessise in their definition and evoke
alternatively the change in "policy outcomes", ipplenactments”, "policy action" or "program
creation”. For those authors policy change is #wilt of the interaction between policy venue
and of policy image. The two independent varialohesnly underlined as being at the origin of
policy change are actors and ideas. According &mgés in ideas and actors, policy change can
be more or less rapid, more or less important (Mwldtt & M. Ramesh 1998, 473).
Simultaneous changes in ideas and in actors shgemérate rapid and paradigmatic policy
change. One can bring two criticisms to this catieh between actors, ideas and programmes.



First, the analysis seldom goes beyond the obvesssof the appearance of a new actor, a new
idea and/or a new program. This is more often e ovhen the analysis is longitudinal and
multisectoral. The scale of the data pushes towihed choice of quantitative rather than
gualitative analysis. For example the very intengstinalyses of F. Baumgartner and B. Jones
and that of R. Rose and P.L. Davis remain primagiantitative and do not seek to appreciate
the concrete impact of the change on the studielityeThe analysis of air pollution in France
and in Greece makes it possible to note that tpeaance of a new actor and new programme
can be less innovative than it appears at firgttsigonsequently the study of policy change does
not have to be limited to the identification of awative elements. It has to seek to evaluate the
importance of change: to what extent does the esnersyof a new actor disturb the previous
balances, to what extent does the content of apuwy programme modify the pre-established
method of problem regulation? In this case a qtetive approach is important as an entry to
identify the periods of upheaval and the emergeriaeew actors, new ideas and new programs
likely to challenge the status quo. But in ordestiady the extent of change the simultaneous use
of qualitative longitudinal analysis, especiallysaburse and content analysis, seems equally
necessary.

Secondly, as G. Dudley and J. Richardson remark@@8( 731) "a paradigmatic shift in terms of
ideas and values may not be immediately expresstatms of policy outcomes”. Indeed the case
of air pollution contests the correlation betwedrange in actors and ideas and change in the
policy content. We will see further that the app@ae of new actors and/or of new perceptions
of the problem may not generate changes in theeobrdf policy. However all these partial
changes must be considered seriously because #meintoduce important modifications. The
change of discourse and problem definition caneiample influence the balance of power
between policy actors and transform the naturdnefsubsystem. This was the case in France at
the beginning of the 1970s: the subsystem becas® dliralist and more homogeneous and
made it possible to limit the visibility of the fgrlem and to prevent the emergence of new
measures.

From what precedes, it appears to us relevantiesider policy change abe result of changes
in all or some of three interactive variables: idegproblem definition), actors (public and
private) and policy content (measuyeBurther there is no reason to consideriori that these
variables evolve inevitably at the same tempo aitld the same intensity.

2. Constructing an analytical model

The distinction between the definition of conseaquesnand the definition of causes can serve as a
means to better specify the relationship betweenctianges of the above three variables and
therefore to better evaluate the tempo and thasitieof policy change.

Since the determination of the causes influencesaittors that have to assume the cost of
problem resolution, the study of the causal deéinitshould allow the identification of the
private actors mobilised around the problem. Thendien of the consequences should make it
possible to identify the institutional actors are tway competences are distributed between
policy sectors. Therefore it should be possibledonect changes of the causal definition with
changes in the balance of power between privatersaa@nd changes in the definition of the



consequences with institutional restructurings.weswill observe in the following paragraph,
the definition of air pollution as a motor vehigeoblem actively mobilised car manufacturers
within the problem subsystem. At the same time,inldestrial lobby became less visible and is
positioned at the margin of the subsystem. Itsnitédn as an environmental problem transferred
in both countries, the attribution of the politicahd administrative responsibility for policy
making to the Environmental sector. The changatenperception of the consequences and/or
causes of the problem should in addition modifyrentr programmes in order to adapt them to
the new causes to fight and the new consequenca®io.

Like any attempt to model reality this analyticedrhework schematises the complexity of the
process of change. Air pollution shows for exantpkg the public and private actors do not act
independently of one another: the interpenetrdiietaveen the public and private spheres and the
close relations established between public agereidorganised interest groups means that the
mobilisation of a public actor often involves tmeplication of the corresponding administration
and vice versa (J. Chevallier, 1994, 373). Thiseola&ion should not however negate the
interest of the analytical framework presented hveinich does not claim to be exhaustive but
rather proposes a relevant reading of the compgiex@menon imperceptible as a whole.

The longitudinal study of the double definitionabpess signifies reconstituting the genealogy
of the policy problem, i.e. the stages through Wwhit passed until arriving at its current
definition. As M. Spector and J.l. Kitsuse proptss involves “unrolling” the problem and the
best way to do this seems to be to move backwdris. dperation can end when the researcher
considers that he or she has acquired sufficidatrimation on the inheritance of the policy to be
able to appreciate the process of change. All decdsnwhich provide information about the
way the problem is defined and discussed in thdipsbhere are useful (daily press, reports,
transcription of debates, meetings and intervieW#jh regard nevertheless to policy problems
parliamentary debates, which are available on dirmaous basis for long periods of time and
transcribed with precision, constitute a major seunf investigation. They not only allow the
collection of dominant discourse but also the idigation of the phases of the appearance of
new governmental programs and/or of the abolitibprevious programs. The difficulty here is
above all semiological: seldom are the same tes®ed in the long term to speak about the same
phenomenon. The historical approach and the uskeoparliamentary records’ index makes it
possible to reconstitute the various terms emplageglalify the problem. This is a central part
of the definitional analysis. Air pollution for exgle has been qualified since the 19th century
in France as: putrid odours, black smoke, nuisgpaiytion. The use of the term “air pollution”
appeared in both countries only in the 1930s.

Moreover it is important to juxtapose the phasesedgfinition of the causes and consequences
with the chronological listing of the program s@t The study of air pollution does not always
shows a coincidence between the two processe® tlaar be definitional change without the
appearance of a new program. Lastly, around eagbdpef redefinition and emergence of new
programs it is important to locate and identify thetors present and the balance of power
between them. After this preliminary work the temand the intensity of change can be
appreciated. Therefore discourse analysis is aorapt source of information. Do all the actors
accept the dominant definition of the problem? [Bme actors take a less active part in the
debates? Do they remain vague in the way thatekele the problem? Content analysis of the



current program constitutes a second major sourdgafarmation. Do programmes comprise
clear objectives? Do they define precise and féasieans different from those employed up
until now? What is the margin of action they giegoblicy actors?

C/Two speed policy changes in clean air policy infknce and Greece

The double definitional process of air pollutione@ the beginning of industrialisation covers the
period from the beginning of the 19th century imrf@e and the beginning of ®@entury in
Greece. As it is impossible to present in deta# thng definitional story, we will selectively
present certain changes which better demonstratedhtribution of the analytical framework
proposed here. Despite the social, political ar@hemic differences between the two countries
the comparison reveals certain regularities inrthelicy change process.

1. Redefining consequences and institutions

For almost two centuries air pollution in France kaown only one redefinition in terms of the
consequences that it generates. The discourse wiedloped around the Napoleonic law of
1810 to justify the intervention of the state ie thomain of air quality defined air pollution as a
public health risk. This definition had a directpgatt on the institutional organization of clean air
action. The principal "expert" heard on this matiexs the hygienist present within the public
service and in Parliament. Throughout the 19th wgnhygienists gradually affirmed their
position within the new problem subsystem. Durihg same period the new “grand corps
d’Etat” of the mining engineers, was created andrghd with promoting industrialisation.
Mining engineers also looked to control the problama to impose their technocratic vision of
pollution over the health vision. This confrontatibetween engineers and hygienists within the
state led to a specific division of competences thlects the balance between contradictory
visions and interests. This compromise was givamciaie expression by the 1961 law on air
pollution and odours. Air pollution was defined apublic health problem and the ministry of
health was named the official authority responsifole the coordination of clean air action.
However the law did not give any possibility fot@omous action to that ministry: measures to
combat industrial pollution were elaborated andliadpby the mining engineers within the
ministry of Industry and the measures concerningtomwehicle pollution remained the
responsibility of the ministry of transport in ditecollaboration with car manufacturers. The new
law tried to assemble in only one text the varicosiponents of the problem managed until then
within various public policies but the administoats partially competent in this field with the
support of the polluters’ lobby succeeded in mamg their competencies confining the
ministry of health to the role of a simple supeovis

The environmental era in the 1970s marked an impbrthange in the previous equilibrium: air
pollution was no longer discussed as a healthaimskwas defined as an environmental problem.
This definitional change can be described as ragidar as the discussions on environmental
degradation started officially in 1969 and two yehlater the first program for the protection of
the environment emerged. Since then air pollutias been transferred into the new policy
sector. This change can be also described as rdmicause the nature of the problem changed
since it started to be discussed in new terms.irAt Sight we can say that this redefinition
produced important modifications to the problemidsy/stem. First of all, the new ministry of



the environment emerged in 1971, and in 1973 bylgirdecree and without any public debate
the ministry of health was deprived of its competsnwhich were transferred to the new
ministry. Was this change as radical as it injiappears?

The French ministry of the environment was madéyphe transfer of civil servants and of
competences from the pre-existing administratidnshe case of air pollution, the issue was
taken over within the new ministry by the mininggereers transferred from the ministry of
industry to the new ministry. The environmental seaved as an opportunity for the mining
engineers to impose themselves as the body mopteatito deal with the problem. With this
reorganisation they also took charge of motor vehpollution but they did not contest the
authority of the ministry of transport and of caamafacturers who continued to decide on the
policy to be followed on the matter. In other waqrddter the 1970’s the polluters and their
administrations managed to exclude the health atitefrom the subsystem and to monopolise
clean air policy (C.A. Vlassopoulos, 2007). In fight of the role that the hygienists and the
mining engineers played for one and a half cergutiee changes that occurred in the 1970s
appear minor insofar as they rather confirm thesiptant incapacity of the health specialists to
impose themselves within the problem subsystentlamaapacity of the polluters to control the
domain. Thus the conditions of policy making andplementation remained eminently
fragmented and controlled by the actors hostileléan air policy objectives. The respect of
previous balances can explain why the redefinitbair pollution as an environmental problem
did not give rise to a new governmental programe TB61 law stayed active for another 25
years after the creation of the ministry of theissnment.

The case of Greece reveals certain similaritiecwhonfirm the capacity of actors to contain the
process of change. For historical, political andneenic reasons the first national public debate
on air quality emerged in Greece a century laterl@11). Pollution was not defined as a public
health problem but as an urban problem. From 1B0Y/enizelo's progressive party placed the
country’s modernisation at the centre of its poditiproject (G. Mavrogordatos & C. Hatziiossif,
1992). To carry out this modernisation project thew political class represented by the
Venizelian party was supported by a new technacsliie trained in civil engineering at the new
Polytechnic School of Athens. All modernisationip@s drawn up by the elite of town civil
planning engineers concerned the organisation atmhalisation of urban space. Whereas there
was neither real industrialisation nor car traéftche beginning of the #@century, the debate on
air pollution covered above all motor vehicle pta which was better integrated into the urban
dimension of the modernization project. The absenuke car manufacturers in Greece also
facilitated the development of a very rigorous fcdil discourse against the new means of
transport (C.A. Vlassopoulos, 2005). From this motrend until the environmental era all the
legislative initiatives in the field of air pollwh were taken by the technocratic elite within the
ministry of public works and the ministry of tramsp Further, the creation in 1923 of the
Technical Chamber of Greece, which played the double of representative of the engineers’
interests and of official advisor to the government development policies, gave scientific
validation and support to the ministerial initiags:

As was the case in France, the environmental efefired air pollution as an environmental

problem. After the end of the dictatorship in 1876ew ministry of the environment took charge
of the problem. Even more than in France, the appea of this ministry marked no rupture in

10



relation to the past. The new ministry of the eonment consisted of a reinforced Ministry of the
Public Works promoted to a Department of the Enviment, of Town Planning and of Public
Works. As in the French case, this definitional ndiea did not give birth to new clean air
measures.

In the two countries studied, the redefinition lo¢ tconsequences of the problem marked some
changes but the tempo and intensity of these clsangeed according to the variables under
consideration. Only the way of representing thébjenm changed radically since it was discussed
in new terms and presented as a ‘new’ problem. Neitutional actors appeared during this
period and competences were redistributed withenState. But an analysis of these changes in
the light of an historical approach makes it pdssitb appreciate the weight of policy
inheritance: the actors already involved in the adstration of the problem had sufficient
legitimacy and authority to allow them to contalmetchange. Thus, the appearance of the
Department of the Environment did not trouble thstaklished equilibrium. Further this
definitional change did not modify the measuresupeto deal with the problem.

T.1 “Redefinition of the consequences and policy emge”

Type
SPEED INTENSITY
Variable
FR GR FR GR
IDEAS Rapid Rapid Radical Radical
ACTORS Rapid Rapid Weak Weak
PROGRAMME None None None None

2. Redefining causes and polluters

In France air pollution was initially defined apeblem that was due to industrialisation. Some
rare debates mentioned other sources of pollutkenthe car or central heating but they received
little publicity. Until the 1990s (with an exceptiat the beginning of the 1980s marked by the
European debate on acid rain) all public debatdsthp emphasis on industry. This remark
confirms D. Stone's and M. Edelman’s analysis vthey note that in the public sphere problems
are always defined in a simplified way. The firausal redefinition took place in 1996 with the

enactment of the law on air pollution and the raiouse of energy. Since then air pollution has
been defined as a motor vehicle problem.

The powerful lobby of car manufacturers with théinmate collaboration of the ministry of
transport succeeded for nearly a century in keefiagjuestion of motor vehicle pollution off the
political agenda. A public policy monopoly was thareated around motor vehicle policy which
maintained it at the periphery of the clean airsyskem in order to preserve the agenda denial.
Three factors (conjunctural, political and strat@gnet to make it possible to break this balance.
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First a confidential study on the harmfulness otanemissions was published in the daily press.
At this time the Minister for the Environment waeeking an issue to mark her political career.
Finally the mining engineers of the ministry of #m@vironment supported their Minister because
they perceived her legislative project as an opmity to discharge industry of the blame that
had hung over it since the 19th century (C.A. \gsailos, 1999).

What was the impact of this new causal definitiontiee actors involved? This redefinition did
not create new actors. It did however redistriibtepower between existing actors. For the first
time, the Minister of the Environment played aniactrole in clean air policy. Further the
balance of power between polluters was reconfiguiidee industrialists who were until this
moment very active within the subsystem fell bagkte periphery of the subsystem. On the
contrary, car manufacturers became much more aatideplaced themselves at the heart of the
subsystem. Thus it is not surprising to observe tha former were quasi absent from the
negotiations of the 1996 law while the represewgstiof the car manufactures intervened very
actively.

Was there an impact on the policy content? Thie tartnew programme was set up aiming at
motor vehicles and car traffic for the first tinlhe enactment of this law, the causal redefinition
of the problem and the redistribution of power kegw the actors leads us to suppose the
presence of a major change. This first estimatoomoderated however after analysis of the
preparatory debates and of the contents of the [E8@6The pressure exerted by the motor lobby
was very high obliging the Minister to progressiveémove from her project the most radical
and innovative measures. The document finally emacbnstitutes a vague text full of wishes
without regulatory measures and requiring a comalile number of decrees for its application.
The rupture envisaged initially by the Minister fitre Environment did not take place. This
observation also makes it possible to nuance thpoitance of the changes concerning policy
actors. The reinforcement of the Minister for theviEonment within the subsystem was real but
its autonomy remained limited because the othesraaid not loose all their resources. If car
manufacturers lost the symbolic, definitional lettthey succeeded in imposing their limits
regarding the content of the new law. The trada@ldragmented way of dealing with the problem
also remained unchanged and the ministry of tramspontinued to exert its control over
decisions concerning motor vehicles.

In contrast to the French case, air pollution ire€ge, has been discussed particularly as a car
traffic problem. A law was passed in 1912 concegrtime rationalisation of industrial facilities
but did not generate public debate. The seconthptte define industry as an important polluter
by the dictators at the beginning of the 1970s istexd of a demagogic effort to condemn capital
in the name of public interest. Otherwise all thstdry of air pollution in Greece has been
marked by the clear condemnation of car traffic tredappearance of rather strict and innovatory
regulations. For example, in 1911 the law on @witl penal liability for drivers was followed by
a protectoral decree forbidding lorries from crogsthe town centre of Athens. In 1930, the
Highway Code condemned drivers whose vehicle ethitiexious fumes. While in France the
problem of fumes emitted by diesel engines is balidly discussed, in Greece, a prescription of
1937 stipulates that: "all types of diesel vehiosch emit smoke and odoufs. ] will be
penalised by a withdrawal of their licence forvbe¢n two and ten daysThus in Greece we do
not note any major redefinition of the causes efgloblem. The political change of 1981 and the
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great publicity given to the problem during thectbeal period made it possible, however, to set
up in 1982 the firsad hocclean air programme. This generated for the fins¢ the mobilisation

of certain categories of actors like the Trust @f enporters and the taxi drivers’ trade unions.
Like past initiatives, this program was quite stgcoving the autonomy of which the Greek

government disposes in dealing with this dimensibiihe problem

T.2 “Redefinition of the causes and policy change”

Type SPEED INTENSITY
Variable FR GR* FR GR
IDEAS Rapid Slow Radical Weak
ACTORS Rapid Slow Weak Weak
PROGRAMME Rapid Slow Weak Weak

[* The specificity of the Greek social and politicahtext makes the description of causal redefinitind change
difficult to schematizp

D/ Some conclusions

1. Both definitional processes of the air pollutionArance and in Greece show that with each
redefinition stage the subsystem undergoes motdit® Changes in the perceptions of the
consequences primarily has an impact on the itistital actors responsible for problem solving
while changes in the definition of causes influentdge identity and position of private actors.
Policy content does not change with each changefafition.

In the two cases studied, the only change whictksnarrupture with the past is in the definition
of the problem. In each redefinition a new percapbf the problem is created: the nature of the
problem changes in the sense that it is mentiomelddéscussed in new terms. Changes (even
rapid) concerning the configuration of actors ane policy content appear much less radical. |
have qualified this phenomenon as "double speedypohange”. This is related to the policy
inheritance, i.e. to agreements and practices twddan the way of dealing with the problem
which reduce the rupture introduced by changebkerdefinition of the problem. When the battle
over symbols and representations is lost, actors mabilize other means to preserve their
interests and position.

Even if these changes do not mark a rupture andadcsucceed in breaking the established
methods of problem administration, they open prospéor further modifications in policy
variables. F. Baumgartner and B. Jones (1993, ld@h¢hat "issue redefinition and institutional
control combine to make possible the alterationwben stability and rapid change that

5The Greek case made it possible however to demonstrate a limit in the acceptance of a connection between the way a problem is
defined, the actors mobilised and the contents of the policy: in a context like that of Greece at the beginning of the 20" century the
political and social spheres are disconnected and policy initiatives do not respond to publicly expressed social needs. Thus a series
of initiatives (like that of the 1912’s law) remain confined within the government space and the mobilisation of the actors concerned
remains very superficial.
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characterizes political systems" Paraphrasingstaitement we claim tharoblem definition and
the configuration of actors combined with the pplicontents make possible simultaneous
changes of variable tempo and intensity

2. Does clean air policy tell us something about getous and exogenous determinants of
change? No regularity appears on this subject. @byehere is a combination of external and
internal elements to the subsystem which combingréduce the change. This is the case with
the transfer of air pollution policy into the emuiimental sector which coincided both in France
and in Greece with the imposition internationalfytlte new environmental values at the end of
the 1960’s. By appropriating these new values, ractdready involved in clean air policy
succeeded in consolidating their position withia fubsystem. Motor vehicle pollution policy is
related to the European debate on acid rain and &iigsions but also to research within some
French scientific communities and to the ministenntiative for agenda setting. In Greece,
motor vehicle pollution policy is primarily due toternal elements (the town planner's
sovereignty and the absence of a motor vehicleyobb

Actors in search of opportunities to modify thestixig equilibrium as well as actors looking to
preserve this equilibrium are always present wighoticy subsystems. This seems however more
the case for the French clean air policy subsystean for the Greek one which is monopolized
by a community of experts and lacks strong integrsups potentially hostile to the policy
content. The plurality within the French policy sybtem has prohibited any possibility for a
common base to build a consensus and thus forypohiented learning (H.C. Jenkins-Smith
1988, 199).

3. Does the combination between historical and coatpa analysis make it possible to
formulate generalisations? The results regardiegatialysis of clean air policy change can be
valid only for the studied cases. Neverthelesghbsis of «double speed policy change" can take
the form of a “proposal for generalisation” to kested in other case studies. The analytical
framework for observing policy change, can take fibren of a "formal theory" (R. Boudon,
1991, 76) which does not aim to explain the potihgnge process but to underline the usefulness
of considering certain variables in the study dfgyochange.
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