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Abstract

Globalization and Europeanization are two of the most commonly used
concepts in the social sciences and in popular political discourse.
Europeanization is seen as a major challenge to traditional understandings of the
nation-state and is often characterized as a consequence or cause of
globalization. In addition, the public policy literature has become increasingly
concerned with processes of policy transfer and it is assumed that such
processes have increased in an era of globalization. At the same time there has
been a recognition within political science that understanding governance purely
through state-centred institutional approaches is no longer tenable. It 1s argued
that in order to understand domestic governance we must examine the impact of
international, transnational, and, where appropriate, global forces on governing

structures and processes. However, the extent to which these forces are

transforming the nature of state governance remains an empirical question and



thus creates the need for an important reflexive research agenda for closely
analysing demonstration effects of increased internationalization in public
administration, and, in particularly, the role of non-governmental international
agents of policy change such as knowledge institutions. This thesis provides an
exploration of the dynamic linkages between these phenomena.

A structure and agency framework that emphasises the dialectical
interrelationship between the two is used and has a dual purpose. It informs the
ontological, epistemological and methodological basis of the thesis by adopting

a critical realist approach and 1t provides a useful framework for presenting a
comprehensive understanding of the role of knowledge institutions in processes
of policy transfer within a globalized and Europeanised environment. Two
main arguments are advanced in the thesis. Firstly, it 1s contended that policy
transfer 1s a process of globalization and Europeanization that can lead to policy
convergence or divergence. Further, that processes of globalization and
Europeanization manifest themselves in both policy convergence and
divergence. The policy transfer network model (Evans and Davies, 1999)
proves to be a useful heuristic device for mapping and comparing processes of
policy transfer. Secondly, it is claimed that in an era of globalization
knowledge institutions often perform a crucial role as agents of policy transfer.

These claims are substantiated through the research findings from three

case-studies that examine the role of knowledge institutions 1n three separate
processes of policy transfer. The first case-study evaluates the role of the Dutch
knowledge institution The International Dialogues Foundation in a process of
transferring youth employment policy programmes within the European Union
and also to Arab-Mediterranean countries. The second case-study analyses the
transfer of an environmental policy programme, Ecotrans, from Denmark to
East Germany and Greece through the assistance of the German knowledge
institution Understandingbus. The third case-study explores the role of the
Greek knowledge institution Paremvassi during the transfer of the Ombudsman

institution to Greece.
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1 Introduction

This thesis focuses on the role of European knowledge institutions in
processes of policy transfer.' This focus is informed by the central
theoretical and empirical weaknesses in the literature on policy transfer and
knowledge institutions. Studies of policy transfer emphasise agents such as
policy-makers (e.g. Evans, 1999) or international organisations (e.g.
Bomberg and Peterson, 2000) but not enough attention has been paid to non-

governmental agents such as knowledge institutions. Indeed Stone (2000) is

one of only a few scholars who deal with the role of knowledge institutions
in processes of policy transfer. However, she has largely identified an
agenda for research that other scholars should pursue through rigorous

empirical investigation. This thesis therefore provides a more elaborate




study of the phenomena by offering a multi-level framework based on a
structure and agency perspective and by exploring three European case-
studies of the role of knowledge institutions in processes of policy transfer.

This European dimension adds a further element of originality to the thesis

because very few studies focus on European knowledge institutions (e.g.
Stone, Denham and Garnett, eds, 1998) and even fewer have a comparative
dimension (e.g. Day, 2000).

A further source of originality in this thesis is that in order to study the
role of knowledge institutions in processes of policy transfer, it develops a
multi-level theoretical framework. As Evans (1999: 30) observes, the
concept of policy transfer is used to describe ‘a process in which knowledge
about institutions, policies or delivery systems at one sector or level of
governance is used in the development of institutions, policies or delivery
systems at another sector or level of governance’. Recent literature reviews
on the study of policy transfer (see: Bennett, 1991 and 1991a; Rose, 1991;
Bennett and Howlett, 1992; Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996; Evans and Davies,
1999: and, Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000) have rigorously assessed differences
in the nature of process, institutional culture, technology, policy content, the
role of agents and discourse, from the perspective of a variety of disciplines.
Indeed, it is evident that policy transfer has attracted both significant and
multi-disciplinary attention. Yet, despite this attention policy transfer
analysis remains an area of research that is under theorised and existing
approaches are weak in explanatory power. As a case in point the study of

policy transfer has revealed a growing academic interest in processes of

transfer (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000) that have arisen as a function of the
phenomena of globalization (Hay and Marsh, eds, 1999) and
Europeanization but although there have been some attempts to map out the
theoretical implications of this development (see Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000

and Evans and Davies, 1999), there have been few attempts to combine

theoretical with rigorous empirical enquiry.

1. As it is elaborated in chapter 4, Knowledge Institutions are defined as orﬁanisations
which are distinct from government, which have as an objective to provide advice on
a diverse range of policy issues through the use of ¢ognitive and elite mobilisation.

2




The Research Problem .

The thesis focuses on the role of knowledge institutions as agents of
policy transfer and thereby exposes a gap in the existing literature; the need
for a systematic discussion of knowledge institutions as potential agents of
policy change. Moreover, the focus of the empirical study upon the role of
European knowledge institutions provides an additional source of originality
as much of the existing literature is concerned with American think-tanks
(see, for example, Stone, 1996). The investigation of this glaring gap in the
existing literature constitutes the main subject of this thesis and the basis for
the empirical research which explores the relationship between policy

transfer and the phenomena of globalization and Europeanization. Finally,

the development of a multi-level theoretical framework based on a structure
and agency approach offers a map for the study of the structures (e.g. the
EU) and the agents (e.g. knowledge institutions) involved as well as their

environment (e.g. the discourse of globalization).

The Research Questions

The following propositions are addressed which focus on the role of

knowledge institutions as potential agents of policy transfer:

Knowledge institutions are key agents for the dissemination of ideas and

thus of policy transfer in the international domain. Hence processes of

globalization in public policy are driven by ideas, as well as by factors such

as global economic convergence.

Knowledge institutions become influential agents of policy transfer when

they succeed in persuading policy makers that they possess policy relevant

evidence-based knowledge.’

2. The term ‘evidence-based policy’ is used in its general meaning to describe
‘evidence-influenced’ or ‘evidence-aware’ public policy (Davies, Nutley and Smith,

2000: 11).




Two further propositions provide a measure of the multi-level scope of the

theoretical and empirical enquiry to follow:

Lesson drawing, which provides for policy transfer, constitutes a decisive
Jactor in the policy decisions of states. The scope and intensity of this

phenomenon has exacerbated due to processes of globalization and

Europeanization.

At the same time, policy transfer itself represents an important process of
globalization and Europeanization, leading to convergence of institutions,
policies and paradigms which provide further opportunities for policy

transfer to occur

The Central Thesis

The central thesis of this study is that in order to develop a holistic
understanding of policy development, a multi-level structure and agency
approach should be adopted. Such an approach allows for the macro, meso
and micro levels of analysis to be combined within a single framework. In
particular, in this study, processes of globalization and Europeanization that
represent the macro-level of analysis, the policy transfer network model that
refers to the meso-level of analysis and the role of knowledge institutions
that operate primarily at the micro-level analysis, are brought together within
an analytical ensemble. Three case-studies of knowledge institutions in the
Netherlands, Germany and Greece are explored and compared in order to

evaluate and further develop this multi-level framework of analysis.

Methodology

Three case-studies of European knowledge institutions have been selected
as they involve three basic forms of policy transfer — ‘ideas’ (the IDF case-
study), ‘programmes’ (the Understandigbus case-study) and ‘institutions’
(the Paremvassi case-study). Additionally, the case-studies encompass a

variety of European countries with different historical backgrounds, different




policy-making processes and different roles for their civil societies. Detailed
research propositions evolve from the theoretical part of the study. These
propositions are then explored through a comparative case study analysis. A
systematic comparative method using the policy transfer network framework
as an organising frame for comparative analysis (Evans and Davies, 1999)
has been developed to identify differences and similarities between'the case-
studies. The primary research materials consist mainly of qualitative
analysis (participant observation and deep and group interviews with key

actors) and documentary analysis. A detailed exposition of the
methodological approach deployed in the thesis is presented in Chapter Five.

Empirical Research

The empirical part of the project consists of an inquiry into the influence

of three knowledge institutions on three separate processes of policy transfer:

1. The International Dialogues Foundation (IDF), a Dutch knowledge

institution seeking to influence the development of youth employment

policy;

2. Understandingbus, a German knowledge institution seeking to influence
the development of policy programmes that combine environmental issues

with employment opportunities and,

3. Paremvassi, a Greek institution seeking to secure the introduction of an

Ombudsman in Greek public administration.

The IDF case-study concentrates on the transfer of policy ideas on youth
employment projects both within EU member-states and to Arab-
Mediterranean countries. This transfer of ideas was the consequence of an
unsuccessful attempt to transfer youth employment policy programmes. The
Understandingbus case-study investigates the successful and unsuccessful
transfer of environmental employment programmes for Small and Medium
Sized Enterprises from Denmark to East Germany and to Greece. Finally,

the third case-study explores the hybrid policy transfer of the Ombudsman



institution to Greece. The similarities and differences between these
processes of policy transfer are also compared.

In sum these cases have been selected for five main reasons. Firstly, they
concern knowledge institutions that function in a typical way as described in
the literature on think-tanks and this should allow for the generation of
generalisable knowledge claims. Secondly, the three knowledge institutions
under study are situated in three different European Union countries and
include Northern and Southern examples. Thirdly, the case-studies look at
different types of policy transfer such as the transfer of ideas, programmes
and institutions. Fourthly, the three knowledge institutions have followed
different methodologies of policy transfer such as the organisation of
conferences and the publication of studies. And, finally, the author was
lessed with excellent access to the target organisations involved in the three
case-studies. Futhermore, practical assistance was offered through help with

fieldwork expenses and language 1ssues.

Organisational Structure

The thesis is arranged into two parts - Theory and Method and Empirical
Analysis. Part One consists of four chapters. Chapter Two presents the
framework of analysis through a discussion of the structure and agent
problem in empirical research. Firstly, the background of the structure and
agency debate in political science is introduced and an attempt to define the
terms ‘structure’ and ‘agent’ follows. The relationship between structure and
agent is then evaluated and an emphasis is placed on the importance of
dialectical approaches. Finally, five theoretical propositions are presented
within a multi-level framework for conducting empirical research on the
impact of processes of globalization and Europeanization on processes of
policy transfer.

Chapter Three investigates the structural environment of the thesis. It
attempts to integrate the macro and meso-levels of analysis through an
analysis of the role of policy transfer as a process of globalization and
Europeanization. Firstly, the concepts of globalization and Europeanization

are analysed and their multi-dimensionality is emphasised. In order to




further dissagregate the phenomena, globalization and Europeanization are
conceptualised in terms of processes of policy convergence and/or
divergence. It is then argued that policy transfer can be understood as a

process that can lead to policy convergence and/or policy divergence and
thus facilitate or constrain the phenomena of globalization and
Europeanization. In the next section, the term ﬁolicy transfer is analysed and
a discussion of the literature on the process of policy transfer is offered.
Knowledge resources are seen as a central concern in the study of processes
of policy transfer and hence the next section discusses a range of frameworks

such as advocacy coalitions and epistemic communtties that have been used

to explain processes of learning. It is argued that the policy transfer network
model is the most appropriate approach for comparing the role of knowledge
institutions in processes of policy transfer.

Chapter Four focuses on the micro-level of analysis with an emphasis on
the third sector and the nature and role of knowledge institutions which are
the main agents under study. Firstly, the nature of the third sector is
evaluated and the myths related to this sector are identified. The chapter

then reviews the literature on think-tanks and some suggestions are made on

how to develop a comparative approach to such organisations. A definition
and a two-dimensional typology of knowledge institutions is then proposed.
Finally, an approach to how to study the influence of knowledge institutions
in public policy 1s offered.

Chapter Five consists of a methodological introduction to the nature of
the study. The ontology and epistemology underpinning the study is
summarised and then a discussion of the methodological choices that have
been made is offered. This includes: a rationale for why qualitative and not
quantitative methodology has been used; a presentation of the advantages of
a comparative case-study methodology over a single case-study approach;
and, a defence of why techniques such as individual and group interviews,
participant observation and documentary analysis have been deployed.

In Chapter Six the thesis turns to empirical analysis utilising the policy
transfer network model as a heuristic device for organising the case study

findings. It begins with a case-study of the transfer of ideas. The aim of the

case-study 1s to assess the role of a Dutch knowledge institution, the IDF,



during the transfer of youth employment policy ideas. Firstly, the discourse
of the case-study is considered and then the structures and agents involved in
the policy transfer process are identified. In the ensuing section, the
relationship between structures and agents is analysed. This includes an
evaluation of their interaction during a conference in Bonn and its aftermath.
Finally, the theoretical propositions presented in the first part of the thesis
are evaluated in the light of the case study ﬁnaings.

Chapter Seven explores the transfer of policy programmes by focussing
on the role of the German knowledge institution Understandingbus during
the transfer of Ecotrans; an environmental policy programme. This case-
study follows the same structure as the previous one. The discourse is
outlined and then the structures and agents involved in the policy transfer
process are introduced. Their relationship is analysed by first looking at the
Headways research action which preceded the Ecotrans project. The
Ecotrans project is then discussed, starting with a presentation of the Danish
model that was transferred and continuing with an analysis of the

relationship between structures and agents in Saxony, Piracus and Barnsley
which were the target areas for policy change. An evaluation of the results
of the Ecotrans project is also offered. Finally, once again the theoretical
propositions presented in the first part of the thesis are evaluated in the light

of the case study findings.
The third and final case-study is presented in Chapter Eight. It focuses on

the transfer of institutions. In particularly, the role of the Greek knowledge
institution Paremvassi during the transfer of the Ombudsman institution to
Greece. The discourse of the case-study as well as the structures and agents
involved are considered and the relationship between the structures and
agents during the policy transfer process is analysed. Here a historical
approach is adopted that evaluates the incremental acceptance of the
Ombudsman institution in Greek public administration. The emergence of a
hybrid policy transfer in which lessons from several different models were
combined in order to design the institution of the Greek Ombudsman is then
explored. Finally, the theoretical propositions drawn at the outset of the

thesis are contrasted with the empirical findings of the case-study.




Chapter Nine summarises and compares the empirical findings of the
three case-studies. Firstly, the relationships between the structures and the
agents are compared using the related theoretical propositions as the context
of evaluation. A discussion of how processes of globalization and
Europeanization have impacted on the three case-studies follows, together
with an assessment of whether these cases provide instances of policy
convergence or policy divergence. Finally, the policy transfer network
model is used in order to compare the role of knowledge institutions during
the three different processes of policy transfer.

The thesis concludes with a review of the theoretical and empirical
contribution of the thesis to the literature, a sketch of research problems that
warrant further analysis and some tentative normative conclusions about the

role of European knowledge institutions in processes of policy transfer.

Ethical Considerations

There were no particularly thorny ethical issues to consider in the conduct
of this research. For example, no requests. were made to maintain the
confidentiality of the identity of tI;e interviewees or for any of the
information ob{ained. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that all the data that
has been collected during the research process has only been used for the

purposes of completing the thesis.

The Importance of the Study

Through a combination of theoretical and empirical enquiry this thesis
attempts to advance beyond the existing literature in three broad ways. First,
it offers the first attempt to organise an empirical, comparative study of
policy transfer using a multi-level structure and agent framework. Second, it
provides the first systematic study of the role of European knowledge
Institutions in processes of policy transfer. Third, it presents the first rigorous

evaluation of the impact of processes of globalisation and Europeanisation

on processes of policy transfer.



This exercise should be of interest to a number of audiences. It should
make a contribution to the work of two sets of scholars: those of public
policy and those of international relations. In addition to its academic value,
the project will also be of use to policy practitioners. It will demonstrate to
public officials and to knowledge institutions the prerequisites for successful
policy transfers, highlight the difficulties in attempting to disseminate
policies and ideas between diverse environments and emphasize the

importance of finding local solutions to global problems.
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Part One:

Theory and Method



2 The Structure and Agent Problem in

Empirical Research

Introduction

The ‘structure and agent’ problem is one of the most controversial issues in
contemporary social science. How does policy change take place? Are the actions
taken by agents responsible for policy change? Is policy change determined by the
structures through which agency is given meaning? Or is it a combination of the
possibilities and limitations offered by structures as well as of the actions taken by
agents? Every research project within the social sciences confronts these questions.
The difference and strength of this thesis is that it acknowledges the centrality of this

question and makes a conscious effort to explicitly take a standpoint on the issue. In

this chapter, it is argued that an approach that focuses on structure and agency

11



interaction is intuitively most compelling and different theoretical interpretations of a
‘dialectical’ approach to this relationship are explored. The purpose of this chapter is
twofold. At a theoretical level it aims to provide an explanation of the structure and
agent relationship that is useful for public policy analysis. Atamore practical level it
attempts to produce a framework of analysis that will offer some guidelines for more
systematic empirical research. The scope of this chapter is rather limited when

compared with the challenges that the issue of structure and agent brings to political
science. It merely aims to provide an outline of the relationship between structure
and agent in order to define the ontological, epistemological and methodological
basis of the thesis. This will allow for a more comprehensive theoretical and
empirical study of globalization, of processes of policy transfer and of the role of
kndwledge institutions within that process. The chapter is divided into five sections.
The first section explores the question of why the ‘structure and agent’ problem is
important in political science. In the second and third sections the concepts of
structure and agent are discussed, and some working definitions are established. The
fourth section investigates the most difficult aspect of the problem, the dynamics of
the relationship between structure and agent. In the fifth section the empirical utility

of a ‘structure and agent’ framework for understanding public policy 1s discussed.

The ‘Structure and Agent’ Problem in Political Science

- The ‘structure and agent’ problem is a central one in social science and
philosophy. It is closely related to some other important questions within the social
sciences such as the nature of the relationship between the individual and society and
between the macro and the micro-levels of society. Layder (1994: 3) describes the
individual-society discussion as the most basic one. It has its roots in the political
thought of Aristotle where we encounter the first documented theorisation of the
relationship between the public (the idea of ‘polis’ as the highest form of association
of individuals) and the private domains. Ever since this first analysis an exhaustive
discussion of the issue has emerged from a diverse range of epistemological positions
and disciplines generating a plethora of nomenclatures. The second conundrum that

has preoccupied contemporary sociological thought is the relationship between the

macro and the micro levels of polities. The micro-level concentrates on personal

12



interactions while the macro-level concentrates on the larger scale activities of
organisations, institutions and culture and the problem is to understand the
interrelationship between the two (Layder, 1994: 1-3). This chapter draws from both
these discussions but uses the terms ‘structure and agent’ because they are more
commonly used in political science. Although it is a vast issue and plenty has been
written from sociological and philosophical perspectives, including combinations of
both, very little has been said from the perspective of political science and even less
from a public policy point of view (see Hay, 1998). Sibeon (1999: 139) correctly
argues that the structure-agent problematic requires an interdisciplinary treatment
combining knowledge from philosophy, sociology, psychology and political science.
In order for theoretical and empirical research in public policy to gain advantage from
this debate a focus should be placed on the sociological tradition rather than the
philosophical as it lends itself more heavily to empirical research. This section
discusses the reasons why the ‘structure and agent’ problem is important for political
science and in particularly for public policy.

The most significant reason why the structure and agent debate is so interesting,
but at the same time so difficult to tackle, is that it tries to provide an understanding

of the distribution of power at a particular historical conjecture. It embraces the

whole social world, and tries to answer the question of who or what is responsible for
social change or stasis at a particular moment. The issue of power is central in
political science and investigating whether power resources can be 1dentified with
agents, structures or a combination of the two is a very important dimension of power
analysis. Such a broad question involves ontological, epistemological and .
methodological considerations that have been of interest to different theorists. Terms
like the above are difficult to define because they have different meanings across the
social sciences. The definitions that follow relate strongly to the use of the terms in
political science. The word ontology literally means the ‘study of being’ but in
political science it is used in a more general way to signify the assumptions about
social reality that are made in a given time (Scruton, 1983: 333). For example, it is
an ontological assumption for a political system which is based on a religion to accept
the existence of God. The word epistemology derives from the Greek words
‘episteme’, which means ‘knowledge about something’, and, ‘logos’, which means

‘reason’ or ‘explanation’ and refers to the study of the nature of knowledge and

13




justification (Audi, 1995: 233). Epistemology is used to describe the ways through
which social scientists accumulate knowledge about social reality. So, an approach
which is based on positivism will follow a different epistemology to an approach

which is based on realism. Methodology is a term closely related to epistemology

and 1s concerned with the methods that social scientists use in order to find and gather
the elements that they need to gain knowledge about social reality. For example, a
positivist epistemology would easily lead to a quantitative methodology using
statistical data as its evidence. The exploration of the *structure and agent’ problem
as a source of power analysis has a direct impact on the ontological, epistemological
and methodological underpinnings of the thesis.

A further reason why the ‘structure and agent’ problem is so significant in
political science is that the attempt to define the terms ‘structure and agent’ within
any research project leads to a more conscious use of them. So, the theoretical
attempt to define what structure and agent means followed by an identification of the
particular structures and agents involved in a specific area under study will offer a
research project greater clarity. To take this claim further, a linkage between these
two major concepts 1s also important in order to gain a more complete image of social
reality. Such an exercise will lead the researcher to the inclusion in the research
project of variables and research mechanisms after conscious reasoning about
decisions and their justifications. Finally, the application of this theoretical
discussion to an empirical study can situate the research project in a broader social
context. To summarise the main reason why the ‘structure and agent’ problem is
important for political science and in particular for public policy is because it
provides a corrective device to ensure that the researcher raises ontological,
epistemological and methodological questions seriously. In the next section a first

step towards a more complete discussion of the ‘structure and agent’ problem is taken

by both exploring and attempting to reach a definition, of the term structure.
What is a Structure?
To define what a structure or what an agent is, only deals with the first half of

the problem. By this I mean that when we begin the process of making a definition
we are already taking a theoretical standpoint which directs us to a particular

14



understanding of the relationship between the two concepts. At the same time
defining structure or agent is a very difficult task because both concepts are quite
abstract and they have been used in very diverse ways. In this section a review of
some of the ways that the term structure has been used in social theory is made and

then a working definition is outlined.

Looking at some of the major theorists that have dealt with the structure and
agency problem we can observe quite a variety of interpretations of the meaning of
structure. What is of interest to us here is not so much how uni-dimensional
approaches advance on the matter, but how the theorists that see an interrelationship
between the two concepts, define structure. Giddens (1984: 16-17), before giving his
own definition of structure observes that functionalists see structure asa " 'patterning’
of social relations or social phenomena" and structuralists as "an intersection of
presence and absence; underlying codes (that) have to be interred from surface
manifestations". Both of these perceptions are quite general and they don't-leave
much space for the agent. Giddens distinguishes the structure from the term system
and describes structure as an ensemble of formal and habitual rules and resources.
His distinction of system and structure has often been seen as artificial by his critics
(e.g. Held and Thompson, 1989) and causes a problem in his theory of structuration.
Apart from this, his definition of structure is quite useful because it includes the rules
and the habits of the institutions and of the actors and so it provides a space for the
analysis of the agent. Structures for Giddens are involved in a continuous process of
change.

Layder (1994: 155-157), when discussing Giddens® definition of structure in
relation to Bourdieu's theory of ‘habitus’, reveals once more the problem of definition
within the social sciences. For Giddens structure is the "external social context of
behaviour"' (Layder, 1994: 156) and for Bourdieu habitus is "the durable set of
dispositions which we carry around in our heads as social actors as a result of our
experience in certain kinds of backgrounds and circumstances (class, language,
ethnicity, gender and so on)" (Layder, 1994: 157). If we compare the two definitions
we realise that what Giddens defines as structure is more or less what Bourdieu
defines as 'habitus'. Although the use of different terms with the same meaning by
social scientists can be confusing, what is important is to notice how structure and

agency is closely interrelated in both cases. This kind of interrelated definition of
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structures 1s quite common among social scientists who explore the duality or the
dualism of the two concepts. Layder (1994: 5), for example, defines structure as "the
social relationships which provide the social context or conditions under which
people act".

Another feature of the definitions which have been offered by theorists is to
emphasise the dynamic relationship between structure and agency. Sibeon (1999:
142) claims that structure is the "relatively enduring though not immutable
circumstances within which actors operate”. In the same vein Cerny (1990: 4) sees
structures as "the pattern of constraints and opportunities for action and choice" and
notices that once they develop they tend to reproduce themselves, but at the same
time to incorporate incremental changes. This kind of emphasis in the definition of
structure is very important because sometimes structures are wrongly taken as stable
just because they change at a slower pace than agents.

Another important issue in the definition of structure is whether ﬂaey are broad
or narrow. The definitions that we have discussed up to now are almost all quite
broad as they refer to structures as 'context', 'set of dispositions', 'social relationships',
'circumstances’ or 'patterns’. To add to this list, Sztompka (1993: 213) defines
structures as "abstract social wholes of a superindividual sort, representing social
reality sui generis (societies, cultures, civilizations, socio-economic formations,
social systems etc)". In sum, social structures can be everything that is not an agent.
This definition clearly lacks precision as we shall see in the case of collective
agencies in the next section. Some writers try to limit what can be included within
the term structure. For example, Giddens (1984) differentiates ‘structure’ from
‘system’ and Sibeon (1999: 142) distinguishes ‘structures’ from ‘social chance’.
Sibeon describes social chance as the outcome of expected or unforseen instances of
action, social patterns or trends such as industrialisation or environmental pollution.
Even these approaches are often quite confusing because they try to control the use of
language, and this might be easy within a definition but it becomes very complicated
as soon as we turn to empirical analysis.

As we can see from the above discussion, to define structure, is a difficult task.

Even concentrating upon the public policy field and trying to define structure within
that framework does not always make the task any easier. Bulpitt (1995, cited in
Buller, 1999) claims that because of the difficulty of the problem we should leave it
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to the agents to define what structure is. To a certain extent this claim is a
compelling one as what 1s seen as a structure by an agent, might be seen as a
collective agent by a structure. For example, from the point of view of a think-tank
the government could be seen as a structure, but from the point of view of an
international organisation a government could be also described as a collective agent
which exists among others such as other governments or non governmental
organisations. Although this observation is useful, Bulpitt’s approach is not taken
forward because it falls into the trap of intentionalism by completely relying on the
agent perception for the definition of structure. By holding a crtical realist
standpoint, it is argued that there is a social reality that can be observed independently
of the agents perceptions which means that structure is real and should be defined
(Lewis, 2000). From the moment that we accept that the concept of agent doesn't
refer only to individuals an overlapping of concepts is inevitable, even if we accept as
a general rule, that there are some broad characteristics that we can attribute to

structures. These are: firstly, that structures are dynamic phenomena which change
over time, and, secondly, that they always constitute the external environment to the

actions of agents. In the next section the term 'agent' is analysed in order to prepare

the ground for the discussion of the relationship between the two concepts.

What is an Agent?

The discussion of structure predisposes us towards particular definitions of the

term 'agent'. As with structure, agent is a term that has been used in a variety of ways

and that is why it is important to be clear about how it is used. In this section some of

the possible ways of using the term 'agent' are discussed and then a definition of how
it is to be used in the thesis is given.

The most important issue when addressing the term 'agent' is the fact that it has
been used in two diametrically different ways by theorists. Some social theorists (e.g.
Foucault, 1980) refer to the 'agent' as meaning only the individual and others (e.g.
Sztompka, 1993) use the term in a way that means alternatively individuals and
groups. The difference is central because it is one thing to investigate the relationship
between the individual, its psychological and social world, and social structures, and

another thing to study collectivities of individuals which could even be described as
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structures.
Layder (1994:5) defines agency as "the ability of human beings to make a
difference in the world". He clearly argues that agency refers only to individuals and

not to collective actors. For Layder agency is equivalent to action which is a quite

common interpretation of the concept. Friedman and Starr (1997: 9-18), are
concerned with the issue from an international relations perspective and define agents
as the individual international elite. Members of the international elite are
individuals that function at an international level and share the same international
structures but probably different regional and domestic ones. They study the
relationship between structure and agency by understanding agents as equivalent to
willingness for action. In this formulation the agents are linked with structures which
In turn are seen as equivalent to opportunities for action. Againin this case the agent
1s seen as the active part of the relationship.

Not all social theorists limit the notion of agents to individuals. Sibeon (1999:
141) states that an agent is "an entity that, in principle has the means of formulating
and acting upon decisions". An entity can be either an individual or a social actor
such as a government, a department or a trade union. Sibeon agrees with Hindess
(1986: 116) that an entity cannot be considered as an agent if it is not able to make
decisions. So, a loose entity such as a social class or a social movement does not fall
within the definition of an agent. This observation has very important implications
for empirical research because it limits collective agents to very concrete entities with
specific capacities. Conversely, Sztompka (1993: 213) describes agents as individuals
or members of concrete collectivities which can be groups, associations,

communities, social movements etc. Although such a broad definition can be useful

in a theoretical sense, it 1s not very practical for empirical research as it makes the
study of agents far too complex.

A useful observation on theory building that is important when we try to define
‘agent’ 1s drawn by Mouzelis (1995). He makes a distinction between two types of
theory. There is theory that operates as a research tool and then there is theory that
plays the role of a provisional end-product. Consequently, the type of theory which
we intend to develop informs how we define concepts such as an ‘agent’. From the

perspective of a theory as an end-product, a broad definition like the one given by

Sztompka (1993: 213) might be more useful as it allows for better conceptual linkage

18



with the concept of 'structure’. On the other hand, if the purpose of the definitionis to
make provisions for empirical research, a more concrete definition like that proposed
by Sibeon (1999) or Hindess (1986) may be more appropriate.

For the purposes of public policy research it is argued that the term 'agent’
should refer to both individuals and collectivities. Of course, the cases where an
individual challenges structures on his or her own are quite rare. Even leaders that
play pivotal roles within revolutionary epochs are invariably part of a collective. So,
although the 'individual’ 1s accepted as part of the definition, at the level of research

the definition should usually be expanded to collectivities. A further caveat is useful
here; for an entity to be defined as an agent it should be able to make decisions
(Sibeon, 1999; Hindess, 1986). This is a very important condition which has
significant implications for empirical research, but it has to be combined with a very
loose definition of structures in order to allow for informal networks to be
incorporated in the research. So, for example a policy network which includes a
number of organisations could be described as an agent if it is able to make common
decisions, but would be described as a structure if not.

The heart of the problem 1is that the concepts of structure and agency are quite
fluid because what may be deemed an agent from one point of view can be deemed a
structure from another point of view.! For example, for an individual that works in
an organisation, the organisation represents a structure, but for a government
department that deals with the organisation, the organisation is an agent. So, ina
way, whether we are dealing with an agent or with a structure depends on the position
we are looking at it from. Figure 2.1 provides a schematic representation of this

argument and identifies a range of concentric relationships. The individual could be

positioned at the centre of the circle and the first circle around him/her is a structure

at least from his/her point of view (e.g. the organisation A where he/she works). If
the second circle is, the government, for example, all the circles before it (the

organisation A in this case) could be conceptualised as agents and all the circles after

1. This statement is influenced by Bulpitt’s (1995) claim that the definition of a structure
should be left to the agent but it entails a critical realist argument by accepting the existence of
structure independently of the agent’s perception.
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Figure 2.1: A Definition of Structure and Agent

it as structures. Thus it can be observed that from one perspective organisation A can

be conceptualised as an agent and from another it can be conceptualised as a

structure.

The Relationship between Structure and Agent

The purpose of this section is to explore some of the most influential
approaches to the relationship between structure and agency and to establish which s
the most useful model for public policy analysis. The difficulty of such a task is that

it involves solving a theoretical and an empirical problem at the same time. Layder
(1994) in his book Understanding Social Theory provides a framework for the
different forms that the structure and agency debate has taken. The first two forms
are at their extremes quite one-sided and give prominence to either the structure or
the agent. Although there is a tendency to move forward from such uni-dimensional
explanations of social reality, it is still useful to learn from them and build upon
them. These approaches are termed uni-dimensional because they tend to explain
social reality by focussing on one dimension of the problem, the structure or the agent

(see Box 2.1).

Box 2.1: The Structure and Agent Relationship

Uni-dimensional approaches Dialectical approaches

Structuralism
Functionalism

Structuration theory
(e.g.Giddens,1984)

Cntical realism (e.g. Sztompka, 1993)
Analytical dualism (e.g. Archer, 1985)

Intentionalism Co-existence of duality and dualism
(e.g. Mouzelis, 1995)
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The first group of this kind of theories places an emphasis upon structure, and
can be distinguished within the Marxist and the functionalist traditions. The Marxist
tradition tends to be structuralist although many of its followers (and indeed Marx
himself) recognised some sort of dialectical relationship between structure and
agency. Jessop (1990: 260) drawing on Poulantzas' work argues that 'the state is a
social relation which can indeed be analysed as the site, the generator and the product
of strategies'. Jessop brings structure and agency together but his analysis still allows
for a static and strong structure and a dynamic, but less important, agent acting within
it. For example, the state can be described as a static and strong structure and the
pressure groups acting within it are seen as dynamic but less important agents.
Callinicos (1995), in his examination of the issue from the standpoint of orthodox
Marxism, sees structure and agency as closely interrelated and claims that "the
analysis of structure in terms of their role in determining agent's causal powers allows
us to avoid the dead end of structuralism" (Callinicos, 1995: 236). By accepting that
agents have the power to influence structure, this approach shows that there 1s a way
of applying an orthodox Marxist approach to the structure and agent problem without
falling into problems of structuralism and its assumption that structure is the

determinant, rather than one determinant among a range of possibilities.

Functionalism also has a tendency to emphasise social wholes at the expense of social
participants. A functionalist approach tends to relate the existence of structures with
particular functions. Hence, there is a reason for the existence of structures that can
help us understand how a society functions. Because of this, an understanding of
social reality once again takes structure as a starting point. Sociologists such as

Mouzelis (1995), take functionalism as a starting point, reconstitute i1t and propose a

more balanced framework of structure and agency. Mouzelis takes quite an original
position, arguing that both agents and structures can exist at both the micro and
macro levels and asserts that "inasmuch as all actors are both products and producers
of the social world, macro actors (economic, political, social, cultural) are much more
producers that products" (Mouzelis, 1995: 147). This point seems quite useful and
prompts us to realise that not all structures or all agents have the same amount of
power and this is why they are expected to have different impact on social reality.
The second group of uni-dimensional approaches focus on the individual and

see the world as a complex of social interactions and as a subjective experience
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(Layder, 1994: 8). The symbolic interactionist and the phenomenological approaches
in sociology are the most important of this kind. Layder (1994: 89-90) correctly
argues that these approaches do not confront the structure and agency problem
because they are only interested in the micro level. They try to understand the
individual, the way he or she acts in everyday life and they also bring into focus the
importance of language and meaning. These approaches have had a great influence in
the social sciences and have offered something to the structure and agent debate by
taking the focus away from the grand narratives of Marxism and pluralism and by

introducing a methodological approach which is more directed to the individual as

the focus of research.

A dialectical approach to the structure and agent relationship is more
compelling because it recognises the existence of a totality, its current absence, error
and incompleteness and the potentiality of a more inclusive totality (Bhaskar, 1997:
146). Embracing a dialectical approach to structure and agency relationship has
ontological and epistemological implications because it entails both the existence of a
social reality and the importance of subjective interpretation. Hay (1995: 192) argues
that social theory which recognises the dialectical relationship between structure and
agency can be categorised into two groups: structuration theory, as it has been
developed by Giddens (1984) and critical realism (e.g. Bhaskar, 1986, Sztompka,
1993). To these two approaches, Archer's (1996) analytical dualism can be added
because it differs from the other two in that it accepts that dualism (the study of
structure and agent as separate units), can be useful at an analytical level. Finally, as
Sibeon (1999: 140) observes, there is a fourth quite unique approach that analyses the
relationship between structure and agency as both duality and dualism depending on
the focus of analysis (Mouzelis: 1995). These approaches are now critically analysed
in order to establish which is the most useful framework for the purposes of empirical
research in public policy.

Structuration theory can certainly be described as the most influential approach
to the structure and agency debate. It argues that the dualism in which classical social
theories conceptualise the relationship between structure and agency should be
replaced with the concept of duality of structure (Giddens, 1984). As Giddens (1984:
235) puts it, 'the constitution of agents and structures are not two independently given

sets of phenomena, a dualism, but represent a duality’. So, structure and agency are
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two sides of the same coin that exist in a duality and are involved in a dialectical
relationship, where 'the structural properties of social systems are both medium and
outcome of the practices they recursively organise' (Giddens, 1984: 25). The
dialectical exchange doesn't exist in a vacuum, but in a particular space-time
relationship where the absent (past and future) agents are also important.
Structuration theory has been criticised for being no more than sophisticated
intentionalism (Hay, 1995: 198) but it has also been described as a way out of the
problem of structure and agency (Layder, 1994: 212). Structuration theory appears to
offer useful theoretical tools by sensitising us to the dialectical interrelationship of
structure and agency and to the importance of time as an independent variable. From
an empirical point of view, how useful structuration theory is, depends upon the case:
that 1s being examined because the duality of structure and agency is not always so
central to a successful analysis. For example, we can conjecture that processes of
globalization and processes of policy transfer co-exist in a duality but whether the
notion of duality is useful in order to study a particular organisation that takes part in
this process depends on the empirical case we are looking at. Not all organisations
respond in the same way to the impact of processes of globalization, so they can
either co-exist in a duality or not.

One of the main critiques of Giddens' structuration theory, which also offers a
new method for understanding the relationship, is provided by Archer (1985, 1996).
Archer argues that the way to study the relationship between structure agency is
through analytical dualism which differs from the philosophical dualism attacked by
Giddens. By analytical dualism she means that although structure and agency are two
aspects of social life, we cannot study them simultaneously because they don't co-
exist through time. She proposes the concept of 'morphogenesis’ instead of
structuration as a method for analysing the processes of changes to structures. The
difference between morphogenesis and structuration is that the former is not only a
process, but Lalso leads to an end-product, that of structural elaboration. In her words,
'The morphogenetic perspective is not only dualistic but sequential, dealing in endless
cycles of structural conditioning/social interaction/structural elaboration - thus
unravelling the dialectical interplay between structure and action' (1985: 61). The
two approaches, structuration and morphogenesis, seem to lend a great deal from

each other, but morphogenesis seems more useful for public policy analysis than
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structuration theory because, although it accepts the dualitsf of structure, it allows for
a separate analysis of the two, and then their combination through the analysis of
structural elaboration.

A third approach, which is of significant interest to public policy, is provided
by Stompka (1993) and comes from the critical realism stream. Sztompka, unlike
Archer, doesn't accept the justification of analytical dualism and unlike Giddens sees
an even closer relationship than that acknowledged by the duality of structure.
Structure and agent are 'fused together in one human social world' (Sztompka, 1993:
217) or as Hay remarks (1995: 200), critical realism sees 'structure and agency as two
metals in the alloy from which the coin is moulded'. For Sztompka (1993:215) both
structures and agents are self-contained, but structures are functioning within three
forms of dynamics: a) the principle of inertia, which says that things are more likely
to continue working as they already do; b) the principle of momentum, which says
that when a phase is reached it is likely to proceed to the next one; and c) the
principle of sequence which claims that there are routines in social life which have to
be followed. These principles are suggestive of a deterministic approach to social
life. This is not, however, what Sztompka is working towards because as he argues,
the actions of the agents do not follow a pattern and the social world is being born
through the fusion of the two. The utility of the principles is that they demonstrate
the flexibility of agents in contrast with structures. However, the model seems to lose
balance at this point because it presupposes that the agents are not limited by the
same principles as the structures. It is left to empirical research to justify or to falsify
such a claim, but a generalisation of this sort is not sustainable because different
conditions allowing or not allowing for flexibility can exist at different times for both
structures and agents.

An important strength of the model is that it recognises the significance of the
wider context through the concepts of ‘nature’ and ‘consciousness’(Sztompka, 1993:
220-222).> Nature refers to the external natural conditions and the biological
constitution of individuals and consciousness refers to 'superindividual relational
networks binding ideas, beliefs, concepts in the comprehensive blocks of ideologies,
doctrines, creeds, theories, traditions' (Sztompka, 1993: 221). Human praxis, which

is the result of the fusion of structure and agency, is surrounded by this environment,

2. The term ‘discourse’ 1s also used elsewhere 1n the thesis instead of the term ‘consciousness’
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but the environment itself-is not static. Both nature and consciousness are both
shaping and being shaped by praxis. He proceeds by including time in his model and
like Archer, he can see an end-product which is continuously changed through time.
He differs from Archer in that for him structure and agency doesn't exist in an
analytical dualism, but 'praxis at a certain time moulds the agency at a later time,
which 1s actualised in changed praxis at a still later time, and this process continues
unendingly' (Sztompka, 1993:226). He concludes by adding a relativistic tone to his
model by stating that even this description of social reality and its development might
be true now but it can change in the course of history.

The final approach which I am going to engage with is that developed by
Mouzelis (1995) in his book Sociological Theory: What went wrong? For Mouzelis
both duality and dualism can exist in the relationship between structﬁre and agency.
Sibeon (1999: 140) summarises the point by saying that duality will exist when actors
reproduce the social structures, and dualism when actors distance themselves from

social structures. This kind of theoretical approach is quite useful for the researcher

because it doesn't predispose the nature of the relationship, but at the same time it
offers some directions for empirical analysis. A further source of originality in
Mougzelis's work is that he distinguishes the macro and micro division from the
structure and agency one. For him both structures and agencies can be micro as well
as macro: 'whether we are dealing with actors/interactions or institutional structures,
macro refers to cases where the impact of institutionalised rules (when instantiated)
or actors practices stretch widely in time and space; micro applies where this impact
is very limited' (Mouzelis, 1995: 155). He continues by saying that the actors,
because they want to have an impact, are trying to enter higher hierarchical games by
increasing their economic, political, cultural and social capital. This doesn't mean
that the actors are producers of the social world. Actors are both producers and
products of social structures, but the macro actors are more producers than products
(Mouzelis, 1995: 144-147). The strength of Mouzelis's approach is that he offers a
theoretical model for empirical research that allows for a variety of agents and
structures both to interact with each other and to construct different kinds of

relationships.

The dialectical approach that informs the ontological and epistemological

because it is more common and approachable in public policy analysis.
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dimensions of this thesis is critical realism. Bhaskar (1997: 139) argues that:

Ideas and ideational connections are part of everything and everything is real.
This means that the centrality of ideas and consequently of the agent 1s accepted but it
1s seen as an integral part of a social reality that manifests itself in social structures.
In order to understand and explain the totality of this social-human world emphasis
should be placed on both ideas and structures. At an epistemological level, this thesis
rejects both positivism and empiricism because it acknowledges the importance of
ideas. This has an immediate impact on the methodology of the thesis that is
qualitative rather than quantitative and uses in depth interviewing and participant
observation as a mean of observing and understanding the role of ideas in policy-
making processes. Although the ontological and epistemological foundation of this
thesis is clearly critical realism, to establish one coherent theoretical model which
would be useful for public policy empirical research is not an easy task. A fruitful
approach to the structure and agency issue should be broad enough to offer flexibility,
but at the same time concrete enough to be useful as a framework for empirical
research. In order to succeed in that, propositions are drawn from all four dialectical
approaches that have been presented.

Structure and agency can instantly exist in a duality or a dualism depending on
whether the outcomes of their functions converge or diverge (Mouzelis, 1995). The
end-product of their interaction at one time, which Archer (1985) calls ‘structural
elaboration’, will influence the structure and agency relatibnship at another time. At
this point it is important to take into account Mouzelis' claim that macro-actors and
macro-structures will have more influence over time. Finally, account should be
taken of the environment within which the relationship exists, which includes both

nature and consciousness (Sztompka, 1993). It was noted earlier that nature refers to
the natural environment that surrounds us and consciousness to an abstract set of
ideas, beliefs, traditions and doctrines which are shared within our societies. Both of
them influence, and are being influenced, by the structure and agency relationship. In

the next section the above claims will be analysed further and evaluated in relation to

their value for empirical research.
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The Structure and Agent Problem in Empirical Research

The presentation of the structure and agency debate has largely been confined to
a conceptual discussion. This section discusses the way that the structure and agency
debate can be linked to empirical analysis. A dialectical approach to the structure and
agent relationship is accepted as the central thesis and then a mixture of propositions
that derives from all four dialectical approaches is put forward in order to be
empirically' scrutinised. Although vast differences exist between the different
approaches such as Archer’s acceptance of analyﬁcal dualism and Bhaskar’s criticism
of dualistic or split ontology a mixture of their propositions at an empirical level is
justified and is required. The reason for that is the centrality of the dialectical nature
of the relationship and the way in which these approaches are learning from each
other through criticism and further development. First, five propositions are outlined
and related to empirical analysis and then the implications of such a connection are

discussed in more detatl.

The first proposition which is drawn is that we need a loose definition of both
structure and agent because whether we classify an entity as a structure or as an
agent depends on where we stand in the system of concentric circles. For empirical
research this means that when we enter a research project our first task is to identify
the structures and the agents that are involved and are of interest to our research. So,
for example, if the research project concerns the role of pressure groups in
environmental policy the first question that we have to address is to ascertain whether
a pressure group can be conceptualised as a structure or an agent and the same for the
other entities involved. In this case a pressure group would be classified as an agent
because we are looking at it from the perspective of governmental environmental
policy and the influence it has on it.

The second proposition that is drawn is that structure and agent will either
exist in a duality or a dualism depending on whether the agents reproduce the
structures or distance themselves from them (Mouzelis, 1995). To apply this in
empirical analysis means that we have to investigate the relationships between the
structures and agents contained in the tesearch project and try to identify existent
dualities and/or dualisms. So, if we return to the previous example we could describe

the relationship between pressure groups and the government as a duality where

-
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pressure groups advise the government in such a way that the governmental structure
is reproduced even if some changes occurred. Or, we could configure the relationship
as a dualism where pressure groups distance themselves from government and
approach another structure (such an international organisation) or even come out of
existence, when they cannot get funding or supporters for their campaigns. Such an
analysis provides flexibility for our research and allows for the investigation of the
occurrence of various types of relatiqnships between the structures and agents. This
" form of empirical analysis can lead to further theoretical generalisations of the cases
where duality exists and the cases where dualism takes place.

The third proposition that is drawn is that structural elaboration will emerge
from the interaction between structure and agent at one time/place and will influence
this relationship at another time/place (Archer, 1985). This proposition offers to our
research project historical sensitivity. To study the relationship between pressure
groups and government in environmental policy making at one time, we need to
know about the history of the relationships. In the same vein, an in depth study of
pressure group-government relationships can facilitate an understanding about future
relationships.

The fourth proposition that is drawn follows from Mouzelis's (1995) distinction
between micro and macro actors and structures and his claim that macro actorsand
structures will have more influence over time. This point is directly related to the
previous one about the importance of studying relationships through time but directs
our analysis to the distinction between more and less important entities with different
levels of influence over time. So, in the previous example we would have to add an
investigation of macro and micro actors and structures. For instance, Greenpeace
could be described as a macro-level actor because it is a large international
environmental pressure group with representations in many different countries. On
the other hand a local environmental group with very focussed ‘street-level’ projects
could be described as a micro-level actor. The significance of this proposition is that
it leads the researcher to more conscious decisions about the structures and agents to
be studied depending on whether they could be classified as micro or macro.

The fifth proposition is that the environment or the nature and the
consciousness within which the relationship exists should be taken into account

(Sztompka, 1993). In our example the importance of this point can be clearly seen. It
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is not enough to study the relationship between pressure groups and the government
if we want to develop a deep understanding of policy making in the environment
policy arena. A study of the actual natural phenomena on which pressure groups
sustain their arguments is needed as well as a discussion of the general belief systems
of the society with regard to environmental issues would be necessary.? This task is
not an easy one because ‘nature’ is not always so central to the policy under study and
belief systems are not easily observed because different agents often embrace
competitive systems. In any case nature and consciousness should be taken into

account in order to ensure that the objectives of a research project take into account
general environmental concerns.
So, what are the direct implications of these five propositions for empirical

rescarch? The most important one is that the structure and agent discussion brings
into focus a number of entities that have to be observed and makes us aware of a
number of relationships that are important facets of research in power analysis.
Additionally, it calls for a dynamic exploration of the phenomena being analysed, by
focussing on the impact of structure and agent over time. At a more practical level, it
informs our understanding of what i1s meant by structure and agent which impacts on
the construction of qualitative questionnaires for interviews and it also directs the
Investigation towards avenues that otherwise could be neglected, such as the study of

a particular structure or agent.

In Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to address the structure and agent problem in
political science and to suggest some possible ways of linking it to public policy
analysis and empirical research. Although this is evidently a very broad project and
many different approaches exist, some general conclusions may be reached which
will aid the thesis in subsequent chapters.

The first set of findings focus on the reasons why the structure and agent debate

3. Itis not implied that environmental problems consist an objective reality. Pressure groups
depending on their belief systems select which evidence they will use in order to sustain their
position.
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is important in political science. In brief, this is because a structure and agent
framework attempts to identify the power distribution which informs social,
economic and political change. Hence, the approach has a direct implication for the
ontological, epistemological and methodological positions adopted in any research
endeavour. Additionally, the discussion of the structure and agent problem provides
broader linkages into issues of social theory and a more reflexive and conscious use
of the terms under study. The ontological, epistemological and methodological basis
of this thesis is informed by critical realism because the relationship between the

world of ideas and the world of praxis, between structure and agency are understood

on a fusion. |

The second set of findings refers to the definition of structure and agent. A
structure is a dynamic phenomenon which changes over time and constitutes the
external environment to the actions of agents. An agent, at least in public policy
analysis, refers most of the time to collectivities of individuals that have the ability to

make their own decisions. The way in which structure and agent are related to each

other is a more complicated issue. Five theoretical propositions may be identified
which emerge from this debate and prove particularly useful for empirical research in
public policy. These five propositions will impact on my empirical research in four
| main ways.

Firstly, terms such as globalization and knowledge institutions have to be
classified as either structures or agents depending on where we stand in the
system of concentric circles. The possibility of referring to globalization as the
environment of the structure and agent relationship also has to be further
explored.

Secondly, the dualities and dualisms present in this project need to be
addressed. For example, it is suggested that globalization and knowledge
institutions exist in a duality and that policy transfer is one of the processes
through which they relate to each other.

Thirdly, a longitudinal approach is taken throughout the thesis in order to study
the impact of structural elaboration on past and future policy changes.
Finally, micro-level and macro-level agents and structures have to be identified
in order to guide the scope of the empirical research.

In the next chapter, the structural and environmental dimensions that inform
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agency are operationalised. The macro and meso-levels of analysis are integrated
through an analysis of the role of policy transfer as a process of globalization and

Europeanization. The policy transfer network model is then introduced as the most

appropriate approach for analysing the role of knowledge institutions in processes of

policy transfer.
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3 Globalization and Europeanization:

The Process of Policy Transfer

Introduction

Globalization and Europeanization are two of the most trendy terms that have
been applied in both the social sciences and in popular political discourse over the
last decade. Everything is caused by globalization and at the same time everything is
evidence of globalization. Europeanization is seen as a major challenge to traditional
conceptualisations of the nation-state and 1s often presented as a consequence of, ora
constraint on globalization. Additionally, the public policy literature is more and
more concerned with processes of policy transfer and it is assumed that such
processes have increased in an era of globalization. This chapter provides an

exploration of the linkages between the above phenomena and it offers an
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operationalisation of the environmental and structural dimension of the structure and
agency framework that was developed in the previous chapter. The concepts of
globalization and Europeanization are understood as the environment or the discourse
within which structures and agents interact. It is further argued that specific
manifestations of globalization and Europeanization such as the EU can also be seen
as structures in themselves. Finally, it is also claimed that a formal policy transfer

network can be described as either a structure or an agent depending on where it
stands in the system of concentric circles. If a policy transfer network is informal, it

is best described as part of the environment within which structures and agents
interact during processes of policy transfer.
There are two main theoretical arguments developed in this chapter. Firstly, it

is suggested that processes of globalization and Europeanization manifest themselves
in both policy convergence and policy divergence. Moreover, it is contended that
policy transfer is a mechanism of these processes. Secondly, the policy transfer
network model (Evans and Davies, 1999) is presented as a useful heuristic device for

comparing the role of knowledge institutions in processes of policy transfer.

The chapter is organised into two sections. In the first section the concept of
globalization and Europeanization are disaggregated and a link is made with the

phenomena of policy convergence and divergence as well as with the mechanism of
policy transfer. In the second section, the mechanism of policy transfer is further

analysed and the policy transfer network model 1s compared to other approaches in

order to be applied later in the thests.

The Concepts of Globalization and Europeanization

Globalization is a term that is widely used within the social science literature.

Each discipline emphasises different aspects of the phenomenon, but there is
common agreement across these literatures that further analysis of the phenomenon is
required. As Waters (1995: 1) claims “globalization may be the concept of the
'1990's, a key idea by which we understand the transition of human society in the third

millennium”.
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Disaggregating the Concept of Globalization

A debate is ongoing between sociologists who examine the phenomenon of
globalization in relation to the concepts of modernity and post-modernity. Robertson
(1992) argues that globalization is a major social transformation, which may be
viewed as a continuation of modernity. Culture lies at the centre of his analysis,
because he considers it a decisive element in the creation of a global consciousness
which is to an extent, responsible for the development of globalization as a discourse.
Albrow (1996) prefers to use the term ‘globality’ as globalization refers to a process
of change. For him ‘globality’ is the historical stage following modemnity,
distinguished by characteristics such as global environmental problems and the
revolution in communications. Conversely, Giddens (1991) sees globalization as a
tendency within modernity. He argues that it is a ‘dialectical’ phenomenon, whereby
in conditions of high modernity interlinked transformations occur at two poles of a
dialectic, the global and the local. Of special interest in his analysis is the
transformation of self-identity through processes of globalization. Finally,
Featherstone and Lash (1995: 1-24) present a discussion about modernity and
globalization as a successor to the modernity/post-modernity debate. In their
discussion, they note a shift in social theory from a focus on time to space, in the
sense that the changes we are facing are to be understood through the lens of space
compression.

The discussion of globalization in human geography follows the same pattern.
For geographers, time and space compression, as a result of the development of
transportation and communication, is responsible for the shrinking of the world
(Allen and Hamnett, 1995: 1-10). In communication studies special emphasis is
given to the consequences of the communication revolution and its relevance to the
phenomenon of globalization (Mowlana, 1986; Thompson, 1995).

It is in international relations, political science and economics, where the focus
of analysis centres on the role of the state. Some see it as the withering away of the
state and as a new form in the organisation of human society (e.g. Held, 1991, 1996).
The existence of common problems (Cleveland, 1990; McKinlay and Little, 1986)
forces governments to co-operate and this results in the internationalisation of

decision-making and the necessity for a ‘cosmopolitan governance’, capable of
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solving common problems in a global spectrum (Held, 1991, 1996). In opposition to
this approach, are the sceptics, who claim that there is nothing new in the process and
that the state is not withering away (e.g. Hirst and Thompson, 1996 and Harman,
1996). Their arguments are mainly economically driven and they note that the world
economy is not globalized to the extent that some assert, since the number of
transnational corporations is not as great as suggested and most trade still takes place
between industrial states. Among the sceptics, one can find writers (e.g. Anderson,
1995: 65-106) arguing that we are facing a phenomenon of regionalisation and not of
globalization. This is discussed in more detail later in the chapter. Somewhere in the
middle stand writers such as Cerny (1996,1997 and 1998) who claim that the state
isn’t withering away, but its functions and structures are changing in a more
globalized world.

This third wave approach to globalization is more sophisticated and allows for
an in depth analysis of the phenomena found under this multi-dimensional term.
Globalization is seen as a multifaceted process that is both material and ideational.
Third wave writers deny the irreversibility of globalization and describe it as a
developing process where a number of governmental and non-governmental agents
participate and have important roles to play (Higgott, 1999: 23-24). This kind of
approach requires two changes in the analysis of globalization. Firstly, the state
should be analysed as an agent of equal importance to others, adapting to
globalization and at the same time influencing the process. Secondly, no special
emphasis should be given to economic globalization but it should be studied as a
multidimensional concept where political, economic and cultural factors have a
significant role to play (Hay and Marsh, 1999: 9). In short, there is a call to distance
ourselves from the structuralism of the globalization thesis (Dearlove, 2000) and to
disaggregate it into its elements.

The main question that arises out of these observations is linked to the general
discussion of structure and agency and this is whether globalization may be
considered a process, a structure or a discourse. Globalization is very often described
as a process. For example it has been defined as "a process (or set of processes) that
embodies a transformation in the spatial organisation of social relations and
transactions, generating transcontinental or interregional flows and networks of
activity, interaction and power" (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt and Perraton, 1999: 483).

Although, defining globalization as a process can be convenient because a process is
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something very general which doesn't limit what can be included within it, it can also
be problematic. A process is something abstract that doesn't necessarily explain who
or what is responsible for it. This is what has lead most of the literature on
globalization down a structuralist pathway where processes occur without agents
(Hay, 2000).

Globalization can be partially described as a structure. If this is so we should
refer to the structure and agency relationship in order to analyse globalization.
Depending on the situation, structure and agency are elements in a dialectical
relationship either in a duality or a dualism. This means that in order to properly
analyse the structural manifestations of globalization we also need to look at the
relevant agents. An example of globalization as a structure is that of the European
Union (EU). Ifthe EU is to be analysed as a structural trend in globalization both the
structures (e.g. institutions) and the agents (e.g. states, pressure groups) involved and
their relationship should be studied. Wincott (1999) correctly argues that

globalization is not a useful term in any attempt to understand European integration

unless we analyse the particular links of cause and effect, and focus on both the

structures and agents involved.

Globalization can also be the environment within which structures and agents
interact or in other terms a discourse which directs and is being directed by the
various agents involved in public policy. Globalization has been described as "a way
of thinking about the world" (Kofman and Youngs, 1996: 1) or as "global
consciousness" (Robertson, 1992: 183) or as a "discursive formation" in Foucault's
terminology (Gill, 1995: 400). The above descriptions of globalization seem to be
right but they need to be linked to the structure and agency discussion in order to
improve our explanatory capability in relation to social reality. Hay (2000) notices
that apart from the structure and agency discussion, there is the ideational/ material
pair which tends to be seen as distinct but he argues that the two should be linked.
For him the two pairs are interwoven. If we take this argument further, we could say
that the discursive dimension of globalization is part of the ideational sphere which
could be further analysed as part of the belief systems in which the agents operate.
Of course the structural and the ideational dimensions of globalization exist in a
dialectical relationship which means that the agents are being influenced by the
discourse of globalization but at the same time they are responsible for any movement

towards a more globalized environment. In this respect, Rosamond's (1999: 659)
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remark that it is not correct to say elites are using globalization as a rhetoric is

important because such a view will imply that there is no interaction between the
environment and the ideas of the agents. This is why it needs to be broken down into

parts and explored with reference to the structure and agency issue.

A note should be made that the terms globalization, internationalisation and
transnationalisation are often used interchangeably within the literature.
Internationalisation can be used in the same way as globalization, but it can also refer
to a previous ‘stage’ of globalization. Hirst and Thompson (Hirst and Thompson,
1996; Hirst, 1997) argue that the economy is highly internationalised, but not
globalized. Gummett, in the introduction to his edited volume Globalization and
Public Policy (1996: 4), claims that “authors (in this volume) use whichever term
seems more appropriate in their context”. Transnationalisation is also an elusive
concept. McGrew (1992), for example, asserts that “transnational relations describe
those networks, associations or interactions, which cut across national societies,
creating linkages between individuals, groups, organizations and communities within
different nation-states” and he differentiates them from transgovernmental relations
which “refer to those networks of direct contacts between departments within
different national governments, that are not under complete central control”.

The borders between different disciplines of the social sciences are loose, so the
above discussion generalises the arguments of a few authors in order to give a
structured introduction to the broad theme of globalization. What changes in the
above approaches is the focus of analysis and the extent to which each approach
accepts that globalization is occurring. Globalization is a complex phenomenon with
many diverse and often conflicting consequences and this is why it leaves space for

such a variety of approaches and interpretations within the social sciences. The

definition adopted is that:

Globalization is just a convenient term for the multi-dimensional processes by
which the global system is being made. (Axford, 1995: 26)

In the next section the phenomenon of regionalisation is discussed, as an alternative

way of comprehending this changing world.
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Globalization versus Regionalisation

An alternative way of understanding the way the world is changing is to study it
through the lens of ‘regionalisation’. Regionalisation has been described as atrend in
the international system of nation-states organiéing themselves into regional blocks
such as the EU (Sideri, 1997: 49). Two main approaches to the relationship between
globalization and regionalisation can be distinguished within the literature. The first
interprets regionalisation as a response to globalization pressures (e.g. Sideri, 1997;
Brook, 1995) and the second sees it as an alternative conceptualisation of reality to
that of globalization (e.g. Harman, 1996; Hirst and Thompson, 1996).

Sideri (1997: 38-42) argues that the development of regional blocks is a
response to the processes of globalization and can be viewed as an attempt by nation-
states to control what they cannot control at the national or the global level because of
the international nature of the problems which they face. Contemporary problems
exist beyond the borders of nations (Cleveland, 1990) and regional integration, which
leads to the harmonisation of national policies, is a rational response to this
problematic. In the same vein Brook (1995: 113-150) understands regional
arrangements as a part of the process of globalization through which states attempt to
protect their interests. Brook is critical of such attempts, because they complicate the
system even more. His discussion about the complex nature of the system could be
partially true, depending on which aspect of it we are studying. It could be argued
that regional blocks are accommodating the system by organising common policies
towards common problems. In any case, the main point of interest in this approach
lies in the argument that regionalisation is interpreted as part of, and also as a
response to the pressures of globalization.

The second approach sees regionalisation as an alternative way of
understanding reality. Harman (1996: 7-9), from a Marxist perspective, claims that
what is actually described as an internationalisation of capital is in fact a

regionalisation of capital, as companies usually invest within their own region. He

continues:

This picture suggests we might be faced not with global integration but with
regional integration within each of the North American, Japanese and European
parts of the advanced industrial world. If that were so, the in-word
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‘globalization’ would have to be replaced by the word ‘regionalisation’

(Harman, 1996: 9).
Hirst and Thompson (1996: 408-442, 1996) make some similar claims about the
rhetoric of globalization, but in a less ideologically loaded way. They challenge
writers who claim that the international economy is ungovernable (e.g. Ohmae, 1990)
and one of the central arguments they employ is that nation-states are developing new
forms of governance through trade blocks such as the EU. By combining the
discussions on globalization and regionalisation, the concept of Europeanization is

discussed in the next section.

The Concept of Europeanization

Europeanization is a term that made its first appearance in the 1990s (e.g.
Ladrech, 1994) in order to describe a process different to European integration and to
harmonization that are concepts focusing on the domestic adjustment of the member-
states to EU obligations. Europeanization is a concept acknowledging the two way
process of policy change between the EU and domestic environments (Featherstone,
2001). Attempting to define Europeanization leads to the same level of complexity
as does any attempt to define globalization. Europeanization has been defined as "a
process by which domestic policy areas become increasingly subject to European
policy-making" (Borzel, 1999:574) but it can also be a structure or a discourse as was
the case with globalization. The relationship between globalization and
Europeanization, following the discussion on globalization and regionalisation, has
been described in three different ways within the literature. Europeanization has been
seen as a response to processes of globalization (e.g. Leibfried, 2000), as a facilitator
of globalization (Rosamond, 1999) or as a process which is not necessarily connected
to globalization (Wincott, 1999).

The three different approaches to the relationship between globalization and
Europeanization are connected to the three waves of the globalization literature. The
idea that Europeanization is a response to or a facilitator of processes of globalization
is directly connected to the thesis of the death of the nation state (e.g. Brook, 1995:
113-150). Because the European Union is the most developed regional block, it has
been used as an example of an alternative form of governance to the nation-state.

Whether Europeanization is seen as a response to, or as a facilitator of globalization
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depends upon whether what is described as globalization is understood as a threat or
as a positive challenge to existing structures and institutions. The problem with both
approaches is that they tend to be structuralist. They provide links between the two
phenomena without really analysing the interrelationship between the structures and
the agents involved in great detail and the way that this leads to policy change.
Wincott's (1999) view that Europeanization is not necessarily a consequence of
globalization is closer to the third wave literature on globalization. His analysis is a
critique of the structuralism of globalization theories and of the voluntarism -focus on
the agency- of European integration theories. His argument is more compatible with
the idea of globalization being a multi-dimensional concept. It also leaves space fora
more in depth investigation of whether or not particular aspects of globalization are
connected to phenomena considered under the heading Europeanization. Even more
importantly, an approach like this avoids presenting European integration as both
evidence for and cause of globalization at the same time; an approach that doesn't

explain anything. In conclusion, globalization and Europeanization may or may not

be phenomena connected to each other. In order to investigate the relationship
between them both of them should be seen as multi-dimensional concepts and
specific instances and manifestations should be studied under the lens of a structure
and agency approach. Concentrating on instances of policy convergence and

divergence is suggested to be the way forward.

Policy Convergence and/or Divergence

The question of whether different societies are converging or diverging isnota
new one. Contemporary discussion started in the 1960s, at a more normative level
rather than as an interpretation of reality, when social scientists (e.g. Tinbergen,
1959) predicted the socio-economic convergence of the USA and the USSR.
Galbraith (1972) for instance, argued that the USA and the USSR would eventually
converge, because they were both industrial societies in which large corporations had
a central position in their system. He continued by asserting that this convergence
would allow them to come to an agreement over the control of nuclear weapons
(Galbraith, 1972: 394-95). Rostow (1968) predicted that all indust-rial societies
would follow the same stages of economic growth. Here technology is often

identified as the engine of convergence (Kerr et al., 1973). The main idea emerging
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here, is that we are facing the ‘end of ideology’ through the industrialisation of
society (Bell, 1960). Kerr et al. (1973) describe how processes of industrialisation
are leading both to uniformity and to diversity. They provide a list of different causes
for diversity and for uniformity, but their main conclusion is that uniformity draws on
economic forces which are leading to the ‘one best way’ identified by technology,
and that diversity draws on cultural and political forces. They predict that economic
forces will prove to be more powerful and that industrialised societies will eventually

converge.

The question of convergence and divergence continued to preoccupy social

scientists throughout the 1970s, but the way that the development of social reality
was conceptualised was changing. In 1981 Inkeles discussed the extent to which
industrial societies were developing common sociocultural systems through the
processes of modernisation. He identified forces for convergence and for divergence
but he finally concluded that through the diffusion of new technologies and of

rational solutions to common social problems industrial societies were converging

toward a common social structure. In recent years the discussion of convergence and
divergence has reappeared, but the framework has shifted from industrialisation and
modernisation to internationalisation and globalization (e.g. Cerny, 1996, Berger and
Dore, 1996 and Unger and Van Waarden, 19935).

Before discussing the development of the question of convergence and
divergence in the globalization literature, the two terms should be defined. Inkeles
(1981: 13) defines convergence as “moving from different positions toward some
common point” and divergence as the “movement away from a given point, common
or not, to new points further apart than was the case in the original condition”
(Inkeles, 1981: 22). His definitions are broad, as is his analysis which looks at five
rather distant elements: modes of production, institutional forms, patterns of social
relationships, systems of behaviour and systems of political and economic control
(Inkeles, 1981: 8). A useful way to specify the research on convergence and
divergence is given by Unger and Van Waarden (1995: 4) through a set of questions.
The first question is, what is that converges? They distinguish studies on convergence
of the social system in general, of segments of society such as the economy and
political or legal structures, and of policies. The second question is, what are the
causes of convergence? In order to answer this question they examine the

relationship between convergence and globalization and then investigate mechanisms
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of convergence, such as lesson-drawing. A significant omission from their study is
that they don’t discuss divergence as a potential feature of globalization, but
otherwise their analysis is a useful starting point.

An interesting revival of the question of convergence and divergence, but this
time in the globalization framework, is provided by Cerny (1996,1997, 1998). For
him convergence and divergence are two different aspects of globalization. He
doesn’t specify whether the discussion is about convergence/divergence of the whole
society or of certain policies only, but 1t can be assumed that he refers to changes in
society in general by focussing mainly on examples of different policies. His central
argument is that the welfare state is being transformed into a ‘competition state’
through the pressures of globalization. This development is not necessarily translated
into convergence, as different states respond in divergent ways to the drive for
competitiveness. He illustrates his argument through examples of different policies
such as changes in trade policies due to international agreements, or through

examples of changing aspects of society such as the decay of the idea of community

in amore globalized world. His presentation of the subject is very general and can be
contrasted to the discussion of industrialisation and modernization as causes of
convergence/divergence. Another problem is that he doesn’t discuss the mechanisms

through which globalization leads to convergence or divergence in ‘competition

states’.

Berger and Dore (1996) offer a more focused analysis. They consider the
internationalisation of the economy as a cause of convergence. Case studies of
different aspects of the economy and from different countries are discussed. Berger
and Dore (1996) distinguish three pathways through which internationalisation leads
to convergence: market forces, the diffusion of best practice among institutions and
choices made through international negotiation or coercion. The importance of
domestic factors is also stressed (Berger, 1996: 19). The conclusions of this analysis
cannot be generalised as they only concern the field of economic policy, which is
quite a particularistic part of national policies. Again, the mechanisms of
convergence are not extensively discussed.

Unger and Van Waarden (1995: 19-21) provide a more detailed discussion of
the mechanisms or channels of convergence within the framework of globalization,
but again their analysis is just part of an introduction to a study of convergence in the

field of economic policy. They note that international competition and laws
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instigated by supranational organisations are reasons for convergence, but also assert
that policy-makers are involved in decisions. Their argument is close to Berger and
Dore’s claim that domestic factors do matter in the process of convergence, but
Unger and Van Waarden go further in investigating the actual mechanisms of
convergence. They argue that policy-makers have various options and this is why
they wish to acquire knowledge. They refer to Bennett’s (1991) typology of policy
learning and especially to processes of emulation, elite networking and penetration, as
channels of convergence (these concepts are discussed further in a following section).
They conclude with a call for further research in that field and especially in the
distinction between policy learning and emulation. Although these ideas are referred
to in the introduction, their case studies, as is clearly stated, concentrate on market

forces, imitation and enforcement as mechanisms of convergence.

It can be seen from the above discussion that although the question of
convergence and divergence is an old one, little has be done to investigate these
phenomena empirically, and even less has been done in the field of public policy.
This chapter focuses on policy convergence and divergence as part of the general
discussion on convergence/divergence. Policy convergence, and consequently policy
divergence, are understood in Bennett’s (1991: 215-233) terms, which means that
they include a vast spectrum of outcomes, such as convergence of policy goals, policy
content, policy instruments, policy outcomes and policy styles. These possible
categories of policy convergence or divergence are seen as guidelines and not as an
exhaustive list. Empirical research is needed in order to identify what kind of policy
convergence or divergence occurs, why it occurs, and what is its significance. The
general discussion on globalization and Europeanization as causes of
convergence/divergence is not enough by itself. More should be done in the field in
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