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Abstract

At present, a surprisingly wide variety of commentators and observers seem to
agree that Europeans are failing to tackle urgent policy challenges. As a result,
so the argument does, Europeans are falling further and further behind in an
increasingly competitive global race. Part of the reason, these commentators
believe, is the very nature of policy challenges that face European politicians,
policy-makers and citizens. Today’s policy problems are messy: underlying
causes are rarely known in full, the impacts are complex, and repercussions are
likely to spill over into other policy domains or jurisdictions. For this reason,
polities across the European continent feature divisive and protracted policy
conflicts about how to solve messy policy problems.

This thesis, then, sets out to understand the nature of this policy conflict
about messy policy problems in contemporary policy-making contexts. Con-
ventionally, the social sciences explain policy conflict in terms of a clash of
self-interested policy actors. Interest-based approaches, however, tell only part
of the story. In particular, they entirely omit the impact of ideas, knowledge and
world-views on conflicts about messy policy problems. Since, however, “ideas
matter” in policy-making, understanding of policy conflict requires analysing
the way policy actors clash over ideas and knowledge. This, then, gives rise
to the three general research questions of the thesis: is there a way to analyse
policy conflict in terms of ideas, knowledge and world-views; what insights into
conflict in contemporary European policy domains does such an ideas-based
approach offer; and what can the analysis of ideas-driven policy conflict tell
us about governance in European policy domains? The thesis addresses these
questions in two parts.

Part I of the thesis develops the conceptual framework for policy-oriented
discourse analysis designed to analyse conflict about messy policy problems.
Chapters 2, 3 and 4 provide both the general conceptual backdrop as well as
introduce central concepts and tools used in the discourse-analytical framework.
Chapter 2 introduces the idea of the “differentiated polity” by discussing (pre-
dominantly British) literature on policy networks and policy communities. The
differentiated polity — that is the realisation that contemporary policy-making
takes place in functionally segregated and specialised institutional network —
provides the institutional setting for the discourse-analytical framework. In
turn, Chapter 3 maintained that what goes on between policy actors in pol-
icy networks and policy communities is fundamentally argumentative and con-
flictual. By critically reviewing the so-called “Argumentative Turn in Policy
Analysis and Planning”, the chapter contributes a range of instruments, con-
cepts and tools that aim to analyse the impact of divergent ideas, knowledge
and world-views on contemporary policy processes. In Chapter 4, the the-
sis discusses five different theories that explain policy processes in terms of
the interaction between ideas and institutions: the “Politology of Knowledge”
[Nullmeier and Riib, 1993], the “Multiple Streams Analysis” [Kingdon, 1984,
Kingdon, 1995|, “Epistemic Communities” [Adler and Haas, 1992], “Advocacy
Framework Coalition” [Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993b], and “cultural the-
ory”. This chapter discusses and compares the strengths and weaknesses of each



theory thereby identifying the key concepts and tools deployed in the discourse-
analytical conceptual framework.

Chapter 5 develops the conceptual framework for policy-oriented discourse
analysis by building in the synergies between different frameworks and theories
discussed in Part I of the thesis. The aim here is to capitalise on the mu-
tual strengths of each approach while avoiding the specific weaknesses. The
conceptual framework explains policy conflict over messy issues in terms of fun-
damentally incompatible “perceptual lenses” or policy-frames. Policy actors
— networks of individuals that coalesce around a particular policy frame and
policy project — use these lenses or frames to make sense of complex and uncer-
tain policy problems. These policy frames, however, are fundamentally biased
because they emerge from and legitimate incompatible forms of social organisa-
tion. Yet, since frames are irreducible, all knowledge about messy policy issues
is inherently relative and partial. The discourse-analytical framework uses the
“policy stories” method to reconstruct and compare arguments based on frames
in terms of coherent narratives. In this way, the chapter designs a discourse-
analytical framework capable of systematic analysing the scope, structure, and
impact of policy conflict about messy policy problems.

Part IT of the thesis applies the discourse-analytical framework to three dis-
tinct policy domains: European transport policy, environmental security and
pension reform. Chapters 6, 7, and 8 each feature a similar structure. In each
chapter, the analysis uses the policy stories method to gauge the scope of pol-
icy conflict by comparing and juxtaposing contending policy stories about the
particular issue. Moreover, in each chapter the analysis also explores the struc-
ture of policy conflict: here, each chapter scrutinises and compares the areas of
agreement and disagreement between each policy story. Last, the chapters also
examine the potential impacts of contending policy arguments. This involves
scrutinising the contending policy arguments for blind-spots and weaknesses.
Given that of policy arguments emerge from frames based in fundamentally
incompatible forms of social organisation, the chapters find that ideas-driven
policy conflict about complex, uncertain and transversal policy problems is en-
demic and intractable. Thus, the case studies suggest that a wide scope of policy
conflict increases the likelihood of policy debate deteriorating into a “dialogue of
the deaf”. The inherent selectivity of policy frames, in turn, implies that a nar-
row scope of policy conflict leaves policy processes vulnerable to unanticipated
consequences and policy failure. Chapter 9 applies the conceptual framework to
explore the impact of frame-based policy conflict on recent continental European
pension reform experiences. Counter to much of the social scientific literature,
the chapter shows how widening the scope of policy conflict in European pen-
sion reform debates brought about structural changes in continental European
pension systems.

The conclusion reviews the argument, evidence and findings of the previous
chapters. The frame-based discourse analysis of Part II suggests that inevitable
and intractable policy conflict is a valuable, if volatile, resource for dealing with
messy policy problems. On the one hand, a wide scope of conflict maximises
the pool of potential policy solutions available to policy actors while minimis-
ing unanticipated consequences. On the other hand, a responsive policy debate
ensures that contending policy actors profit from the critical potential of policy
conflict without descending into a dialogue of the deaf. Based on the application
of the discourse-analytical framework to three different policy domains, the con-



clusion outlines an agenda for future research. This research will revolve around
two main ideas. First, future research will explore the implication of a frame-
based analysis of policy conflict for pluralist democracy in Europe. The analysis
in the empirical chapters of Part II suggests a positive relationship between pol-
icy conflict, policy change and pluralist democracy. A future research agenda
will investigate how the discourse-analytical framework can be deployed to re-
furbish pluralist theory and practice for contemporary policy processes. Second,
the future research agenda will also look at how the discourse-analytical frame-
work may be applied to overcoming or mitigating intractable policy conflict
about complex, uncertain and transversal policy problems.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: Contending
with Policy Mess

In terms of public policy-making, Europeans have got off to an inauspicious start
into the 21st century. Creaking welfare states, outdated tax systems, and overly
protective labour laws are threatening to stifle economic growth and employ-
ment. Environmental problems such as global climate change or transboundary
air pollution are likely to leave coming generations with an unsalvageable mess.
Inefficient research and development infrastructures mean that Europeans will
continue to lag behind the USA and Asia in the development of future technolo-
gies. Thorny issues concerning immigration into Europe have fuelled unsavoury
behaviour in both host and immigrant populations. In addition to this (far from
exhaustive) list of unresolved policy issues, localisation and rapid socio-cultural
changes have transformed beyond recognition the contexts for dealing with any
policy issue, including old favourites such as unemployment, crime or social pol-
icy. If Europeans are to continue enjoying the quality of life they have become
accustomed to, many commentators from politics, policy-making, the media and
academia warn, policy-makers need to act immediately and decisively to solve
the pressing policy challenges of our time.

But, as even the most cursory survey of any policy issue in Europe will
confirm, this is easier said than done. Fundamental economic, political and
socio-cultural changes in Furope have not only remodelled the backdrop for
policy-making, they have also changed the very nature of policy challenges Eu-
ropean politicians, policy-makers and citizens face today. As the Cabinet Office
in the UK points out, the

“...world for which policy-makers have to develop policies is be-
coming increasingly complex, uncertain and unpredictable. The
electorate is better informed, has rising expectation and is making
growing demands for services tailored to their individual needs. Key
policy issues, such as social exclusion and reducing crime, overlap
and have proved resistant to previous attempts to tackle them, yet
the world is increasingly inter-connected and inter-dependent. Issues
switch quickly from the domestic to the international arena and an
increasingly wide diversity of interests needs to be co-coordinated
and harnessed. Governments across the world need to be able to
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respond quickly to events to provide the support that people need
to adapt to change and that businesses need to prosper. In paral-
lel with these external pressures, the Government is asking policy
makers to focus on solutions that work across existing organisa-
tional boundaries and on bringing about change in the real world.
Policy makers must adapt to this new, fast-moving, challenging
environment if public policy is to remain credible and effective”
[Strategic Policy-Making Team, 1999].

Contemporary policy problems, then, are messy.

The uncertain, complex and transversal nature of contemporary policy prob-
lems give rise to divisive and persistent policy conflict about how to solve them.
Not only are these conflicts protracted and increasingly bitter, they have also
proved remarkably resistant to resolution
[Rein and Schon, 1993, Rein and Schon, 1994]. This, in turn, has created it-
erative and circular policy processes yielding incremental policy outputs far
removed from the ideal of rational policy-making [Hogwood and Gunn, 1984,
de Leon, 1999]. The widely perceived inability of European policy-makers to
master these problems, as the Cabinet Office suggests with characteristically
British reserve, is raising uncomfortable questions about the legitimacy of democ-
racy in Europe
[Bergheim et al., 2003, Commission, 2001]. Repeated disappointments and the
perceived inability to deal with urgent policy problems have led European cit-
izens to disengage with politics and pluralist democracy [OECD PUMA, 2001,
Caddy, 2001, Commission, 2001]. Decreasing voter turnout and the worrying
success of (mostly right-wing) extremist parties at elections across Europe are
outcomes of what the European Commission perceives to be a central policy
paradox:

“On the one hand, Europeans want them [policy-makers| to find
solutions to the major problems confronting our societies. On the
other hand, people increasingly distrust institutions and politics or
are simply not interested in them” [Commission, 2001, p.3].

If governments in Europe are to remain “credible and effective” with Euro-
pean voters, then, they will have to understand and deal with intractable and
persistent policy conflict.

1.1 Conflict as a Clash of Interest

One way of understanding policy conflict is to model it in terms of self-interested
competition between rational policy actors. On this view, conflict about messy
policy issues stubbornly resists resolution, thinkers such as George Tsebelis,
Kent Weaver, Paul Pierson and many others contend, due to institutional char-
acteristics of European polities. Pluralist democracies provide organised inter-
ests with power over the policy process disproportionate to either their size
or actual socio-economic influence [Tsebelis, 2002, Bonoli, 2000, Pierson, 1996,
Pierson, 2001, Bergheim et al., 2003]. Strategically placed at critical junctures
in the decision-making process (so-called “veto-points”), these policy actors
(so-called “veto-players”) can derail or threaten to derail any policy initia-
tive perceived to jeopardise their interests. Political institutions that offer
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veto-players many opportunities to contest government policy, George Tse-
belis argues, make a departure from the policy status quo is highly unlikely.
What little policy change does take place is typically accompanied by vocifer-
ous squabbling and haggling as governments buy off obstructive veto-players
[Leibfried and Obinger, 2001, Bonoli, 2000).

The implications of this argument are to restore policy-making capability to
governments by diminishing the influence of veto-players. Indeed, much (but
by no means all) of what goes under the catch-phrase of “modern government”
reflects this line of argumentation [OECD PUMA, 2001, Caddy, 2001]. In prac-
tise, this has meant reducing the scope of policy conflict at both the institutional
and ideational level.

At the structural level, policy actors across Europe are currently debating
how best to streamline and simplify political institutions at regional, national
and European level ( Osterreichkonvent, Konvent fiir Deutschland, European
Convention). Here, advocates suggest to first separate the appropriate policy-
making competences at different levels of governance and, second, to pare down
substantive policy input across different levels of governance to the merely ad-
visory (the subsidiarity principle) [Strohmeier, 2003]. Moreover, advocates also
urge policy-makers to shake-up ossified power relations within levels of gover-
nance. Policy proposals include changes to electoral systems [Strohmeier, 2003],
reform of socio-economic decision-making [Bergheim et al., 2003] and
re-alignments in the horizontal separation of power towards the executive
[Herzog, 2004]. In either case, the expressed aim is to reduce the influence
of veto-players by curtailing their ability to generate policy conflict.

At the ideational level, policy actors (particularly in the UK and at European
level) plan to contain policy conflict with sophisticated knowledge management
systems. By basing policy on objective evidence about “what works”, policy ac-
tors hope to create “a common policy focus, [thereby] encouraging participation
and mutual understanding. . .” among policy actors
[Strategic Policy-Making Team, 1999, emphasis added]. On this view, values are
not only detrimental to understanding and participation, policy positions based
on values are “...likely to fail because they may not be grounded in the eco-
nomic, institutional and social reality of the problem” [The Urban Institute, 2003,
emphasis added, p.2]. By definition, arguments that challenge the prevalent per-
ception of 'what works’ can be safely ignored based as they must be on values
rather than evidence. In this way, knowledge management systems designed to
bring about “Evidence-Based Policy-Making” help control the policy agenda by
narrowing the scope of permitted problems and solutions in the debate.

1.2 Conflict as a Clash of Ideas

While contemporary politics in Europe undoubtedly is a conflict about who gets
what, when and how [Lasswell, 1936], that is not all it is. Another and possibly
more fruitful way of coming to terms with protracted and intractable policy
conflict is to think of it as the encounter of incommensurable ideas, ideologies
and world-views.

On this view, ideas matter. Here, argue thinkers such as Deborah Stone,
Frank Fischer, John Dryzek or Giandomenico Majone, ideas are far more than
the public face of cynically self-interested politicking. Rather, ideas, ideologies
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and world-views instill in policy actors the passion and drive for political en-
gagement and confrontation. Shared values help policy actors forge coalitions
and associations, help them identify shared causes as well as target common
enemies. In this sense, as the policy scientists Paul Sabatier and Hank Jenkins-
Smith argue, ideas and values not only motivate, they also are the “glue” en-
abling political communities to cohere and persevere in the face of adversity
[Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993b]. Thus, boiling political conflict down to
disputes about “distributional equilibria” [Bonoli, 2000] ignores what Deborah
Stone calls “the essence of policy-making in political communities: the struggle
over ideas” [Stone, 1988, Stone, 1997, see also Chapter 3].

However, placing ideas rather than self-interest at the heart of an explana-
tory strategy is more than a matter of intellectual taste or fancy. At a more fun-
damental level, ideas, ideologies and world-views matter because policy actors
rely on them to make sense of complex, uncertain and transversal policy issues
[Schwarz and Thompson, 1990, Rayner, 1991, Adler and Haas, 1992]. Uncer-
tainty means that facts and evidence do not speak for themselves
[Thompson, 1997]. On the contrary, to be of any practical use to policy-makers,
data and evidence require interpretation and judgement
[Vickers, 1965, Fischer and Forester, 1993, Strategic Policy-Making Team, 1999].
By highlighting some aspects while backgrounding others, ideas and world-
views help policy actors identify salience and relevance of data for policy-
making. The criteria for fore- and backgrounding, however, are “trans-scientific”
[Weinberg, 1972]: they are beyond validation by rational, objective or scientific
means. For this reason, interpretation of messy policy issues relies on the values
that underlie particular world-views [Rayner, 1991].

Since understanding messy policy problems requires the mobilisation of ideas
and values, explaining policy conflict in terms of competing rational self-interests
alone no longer seems a viable option. Successful policy-making in terms of a
self-interested bargaining paradigm assumes a common base for finding and ne-
gotiating mutually beneficial trade-offs [Lindblom, 1958, Wildavsky, 1987]. The
basic problem with complex, uncertain and transversal policy challenges is that
the base has become the object of negotiation and dispute. Policy conflict re-
volving around messy policy issues is about the basic nature of the issue and
what this could mean for policy making rather than the distribution of the
associated costs and benefits.

This raises three sets of questions:

Is there a way of systematically analysing policy conflict that takes account
of the role of ideas in European policy processes? In other words, can we
devise a conceptual framework that

e explains how ideas generate intractable and persistent policy conflict?

e allows us to explore the characteristics of policy conflict in European
policy domains?

e provides a way of identifying and understanding the role of policy
conflict in processes of institutional and policy change?

What insights into conflict in contemporary European policy domains does
such an ideas-based approach offer?
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e How do messy policy problems get framed and how does that lead to
policy conflict?

e What is the nature of policy conflict in these domains?

e How do framings affect potential solutions for messy policy problems?

What can the analysis of ideas-driven policy conflict tell us about governance
in European policy domains?

e How does ideas-based policy conflict impinge on policy change in
Europe?

e What are the implications of an ideas-based analysis for the struc-
tures and processes of policy-making in European policy domains?

These are precisely the questions this thesis will address.

1.3 Aims and Research Tasks

The overall aim of this thesis is to explore how the simple but powerful insight
that “ideas matter” affects the understanding and analysis of conflict about
complex, uncertain and transversal policy problems. Pursuing this overall aim
implies addressing three constituent objectives, each generating a specific set of
research tasks.

First, the thesis will examine the theoretical implications of the insight that
“ideas matter” for policy analysis. The necessary concepts and tools for integrat-
ing ideas into the analysis of policy conflict are scattered across many different
approaches in the social sciences. The thesis aims to identify the relevant con-
cepts in the policy sciences and integrate them into a conceptual framework for
analysing policy conflict about messy policy problems. By using a plurality of
different approaches, the framework aims to exploit complementarities of the
relevant contemporary theories of policy-making. In this way, the conceptual
framework can build on the strengths while avoiding the weaknesses of exist-
ing approaches (as best as is possible). In terms of research tasks, the thesis
will first explore and assess the strengths, weaknesses and complementarities of
selected theories of policy-making. Then the thesis will integrate the relevant
concepts and tools into an analytical framework for understanding how ideas
give rise to conflict about messy policy problems.

Second, the thesis aims to show how such a conceptual framework offers
insights into policy conflict in European policy domains. By applying the
framework to policy debates in three European policy domains, the thesis aims
to demonstrate that a conceptual strategy incorporating ideas, knowledge and
world-views significantly contributes to our understanding of contemporary policy-
making. In this sense, the thesis aims to show that an ideational explanation
can augment and complement more conventional accounts of conflict based on
rational self-interest. The research tasks that emerge from this aim relate to
the application of the conceptual framework for policy-oriented discourse analy-
sis. After operationalising the conceptual framework for empirical analysis, the
thesis will apply the framework to policy domains in Europe. In applying the
conceptual framework, the analysis will identify, explore and compare compet-
ing narratives that policy actors devise to make sense of messy policy issues. In
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this way, the thesis aims to gauge the conflicts that surround complex, uncertain
and transversal policy challenges.

Last, yet closely related, the thesis will elicit the wider implication of an
ideas-based analysis for the governance of European policy domains. On the
one hand, this involves exploring the relationship between ideas-based conflict
and policy change in European policy domains. On the other hand, the analysis
will also take investigate the structural and procedural ramifications for sub-
political policy-making. These will then lead to an outline of an agenda for
future research into contemporary policy-making, conflict and democracy at
both a theoretical-conceptual and practical-empirical level.

The thesis will pursue the objectives and research tasks in two parts. In
Part I of the thesis, Chapters 2, 3,4, and 5 critically review a selection of dif-
ferent approaches and theories in contemporary policy sciences. The goal here
is to assemble a conceptual framework for analysing and comparing competing
discourses in contemporary policy making. In Part IT of the thesis (Chapters 6,
7, 8 and 9) will apply this framework to three different policy issues: European
transport policy, environmental security and pension reform. In the concluding
chapter, the thesis will summarise and compare the findings and discuss their
wider implications for pluralist democracy in Europe. This exposition will be
of a forward-looking character in that it plots the direction in which the thesis
points both conceptual-theoretical and empirical-practical future research.

The rest of this introduction outlines the basic argument of the thesis by
providing an overview of the chapters.

1.4 Ideas, Discourses and Policy-Making: The
Conceptual Framework for Analysing Con-
flict about Messy Policy Problems

The observation that “ideas matter” in policy process is almost a truism. A far
more controversial and, therefore, more interesting question to ask about ideas
in policymaking is: how and in what ways do ideas matter in contemporary
policy processes?

Ideas matter, this thesis suggests, because institutions matter [Putnam, 1993,
Pierson, 1996, March and Olsen, 1989, Pierson, 2001]. On this view, institu-
tions and ideas are inextricably intertwined
[Douglas, 1970, Douglas, 1987, Douglas, 1992, Douglas, 1996]. Institution give
rise to systematic shared sets of ideas and knowledge that help its members
impose meaning on a potentially anarchic set of events [Rayner, 1991]. Here,
knowledge and meaning are public resources that individuals draw on in social
interaction and co-operation [Geertz, 1973]. Thus, ideas enable and coordinate
collective action (such as, for example, policy-making). Collective action, in
turn, produces and reproduces institutions: by drawing on knowledge to create
meaning, ideas and knowledge prescribes social practise which in turn repro-
duces patterns of transaction typical to particular institutions. On this view,
conflict over the definition, understanding and solution of messy policy prob-
lems flares when members of different institutions bring their perceptual lenses
to bear on complex, uncertain and transversal policy problems. Thus, the in-
terrelationship between ideas and institutions in policy-making provides the
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theoretical and methodological focus for this thesis.

In Part I, the thesis will investigate how institutions and ideas impinge of
policy-making by adopting a methodologically pluralist approach. Attempting
to explain contemporary policy processes within only one theory, Wayne Par-
sons argues, inevitably overtaxes the explanatory capabilities of the particular
approach [Parsons, 1995]. That is why Parsons believes public policy analysis

“...to be essentially a bootstrapping activity. No one theory or
model is adequate to explain the complexity of the policy activity
of the modern state. The analyst must accept the pluralistic na-
ture of the enquiry, both in terms of the interdisciplinary quality
of investigation and the need for a hermeneutic tolerance of diver-
sity. The analysis of public policy therefore involves an appreciation
of the network of ideas, concepts and words which form the world
of explanation within which policy-making and analysis take place”
[Parsons, 1995, p.73].

Understanding the relationships and processes through which institutions
and ideas impinge on policy-making, then, implies using a number of different
theoretical and methodological tools. Such a pluralist approach allows the ana-
lyst to explore the same phenomena from different theoretical vantage points and
through different “perceptual lenses” [Allison, 1971]. This process of conceptual
triangulation provides a balanced and more complete picture of the particular
aspect of policy-making under scrutiny by forcing the analyst to engage in a
critical process of reflection.

For this reason, the chapters of Part I introduce and critically discuss a range
of different contemporary approaches to explaining policy-making. The under-
lying aim of this section is twofold. First, the chapters provide the conceptual
background for the theoretical and empirical analysis of this thesis. Second, the
analysis in Part I also trawls through a selection of relevant theories, frame-
works and approaches in search of concepts that can help structure the analysis
of conflict about messy policy challenges.

Chapter 2 outlines some of the conceptual tools for analysing the insti-
tutional and organisational structures of policy-making in Europe. This ap-
proach invites the analyst to focus attention on the structures and processes
that make-up the subpolitics of contemporary policy-making. The policy sci-
ences use theories of policy networks and policy communities to map structures
of subpolitical policy-making. The basic premise of policy network approaches
is that contemporary democracies are so-called “differentiated polities”. Here,
the growing remit of the state coupled with the increasing technical sophisti-
cation of policy issues have meant that policy-making takes place in discrete,
issue-oriented and highly specialised organisational networks. These networks
consist of organisations from the public, the private and the tertiary sectors.

Concentrating mainly on European thinkers, Chapter 2 introduces and re-
views the two contending schools on policy networks and policy communi-
ties. One approach, associated with the work of the British political scien-
tist R.A.W. Rhodes, understands policy networks as sectoral configurations
in which organisations relate to each other in terms of resource dependencies
[Rhodes, 1990, Rhodes, 1997]. Here, the network metaphor describes the in-
stitutional location or venues of policy-making. The second school of thought,
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associated with the American political scientist Hugh Heclo or the British re-
searcher Jeremy Richardson, prefers to think about policy communities as so-
cial units consisting of individual policy-makers [Heclo, 1978, Richardson, 1982].
This approach, in turn, understands policy communities more in terms of pol-
icy actors rather than policy venues. Both approaches come to different con-
clusions about the democratic and governance implications of the differenti-
ated polity. Policy networks, Rhodes argues, represent a threat to popular
sovereignty and democratic accountability because representative democracies
are poorly equipped for controlling policy networks. Richardson, in turn, ar-
gues that policy communities, far from being a threat to democracy, are a fresh
articulation of pluralism and pluralist policy-making. However, both strands
of literature thematise access to policy networks and policy communities as a
key determinant of contemporary policy-making. Chapter 2 closes by critically
examining the key weaknesses in the policy network and policy community lit-
erature. Unnecessary terminological confusion aside, policy network and policy
community concepts overemphasises organisational continuity to the detriment
of understanding institutional change. Moreover, theories of policy networks
and policy communities have little to say about the role of ideas and ideologies
in the differentiated policy-making.

While Chapter 2 concentrates on the institutions of policy-making, Chap-
ter 3 looks at the role of ideas, ideology and knowledge in the policy pro-
cess. In this chapter, the thesis reviews a collection of theories and frame-
works that, taken together, account for the so-called “Argumentative Turn
in Policy Analysis and Planning” [Stone, 1988, Majone, 1989, Dryzek, 1990,
Fischer and Forester, 1993, Stone, 1997]. More a multi-disciplinary assortment
of different social scientific approaches than a coherent theory, the Argumen-
tative Turn urges us to reconsider the relationship between ideas and policy-
making. Rather than conceiving policy-making as rational problem-solving, we
should think of policy-making as an argumentative process. This basic insight
has a number of ramifications for both policy-making and policy analysis.

First, it suggests we abandon the belief that applying scientific methods to
objective policy problems invariably leads to better, meaning more rational,
decision-making. Such a belief, the core of what Deborah Stone calls the “ra-
tionality project”, emerges from a number of questionable assumptions about
the relationship between knowledge and reality, the underlying model of soci-
ety, as well as the perception of the individual within this society [Stone, 1997,
Stone, 1988].

Second, the argumentative nature of policy-making suggests that policy-
analysis and politics are about crafting and deploying plausible arguments. Far
from separating the objective from the subjective, effective policy analysis uses
a battery of rhetorical skills to weave values and facts into an argumentative
fabric. Using these arguments, policy actors define problems, apportion blame,
identify solutions and ascribe responsibilities. Thus, argue proponents of the
Argumentative Turn, we can think of politics as the conflict over the naming and
labelling of issues. These conflicts, originating in fundamentally incompatible
ways of viewing the world or “frames”, are not amenable to resolution by rational
methods. On the one hand, this implies that no system of knowledge — be it
science, religion, common sense, or intuition — provides the analyst with a
privileged epistemological vantage point. On the other hand, it also implies
that policy analysts not only take part in political processes but, by naming
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and labelling policy issues, can significantly shape policy outcomes.

Third, this view of the policy process implies a methodological reorientation
of policy analysis. If politics consists of the struggle between political communi-
ties over the naming and labelling of contested issues, then policy analysis needs
to concentrate both on the way policy actors define these issues and how the
conflict over contested definitions plays out in the public sphere. The former
suggests that policy analysis should concentrate on so-called frame analysis or
discourse analysis [Rein and Schén, 1993, Rein and Schon, 1994, Dryzek, 1990,
Dryzek, 1993]. This involves analysing the narratives contending actors from
competing political communities construct to lay a claim on policy issues. The
second aspect suggests a reorientation of policy analysis itself. Since policy-
making is fundamentally an argumentative process, policy analysis should sup-
port and enhance this process. Therefore, the thinkers of the Argumentative
Turn focus on the mode and characteristics of argumentation in policy-making.
Instead of providing knowledge about substantive issues, policy analysts should
focus their discursive analyses on maintaining the democratic integrity of the
deliberative and argumentative policy process. In other words, contend the
proponents of the Argumentative Turn, policy analysts are well situated and
sufficiently qualified to become the guardians of deliberative and argumentative
democracy.

Yet, the Argumentative Turn also has decisive weaknesses. In particular,
the more radical approaches envisage a pivotal and democratically spurious role
for argumentative policy analysts. Using their specialist skills, policy analysts
should graduate from being mere technicians to being the moral guardians of
democracy. However, without adequate democratic safeguards, about which
the Argumentative Turn is silent, this new role of policy analysis is as open
to abuse as is the conventional role of analysis and planning. What is more,
while the Argumentative Turn acknowledges the relationship between ideas and
institutions, it has lamentably little to say about how social structures affect
frames or policy narratives.

Chapter 4 reviews four conceptu