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4 A T H E O R E T I C A L F R A M E W O R K O F P O L I C Y C H A N G E , 

TRADITION A N D LEARNING 

The production of interaction has three fundamental elements: its constitution as 

'meaningful'; its constitution as a moral order; and its constitution as the operation of 

relations of power. Anthony Giddens, 1976:104 

Traditionally, policy scientists have concerned themselves largely with examining the 
logic of political decision making in terms of competing interest. Central to this 
approach is the idea that actors' interests provide a self-evident starting point from 
which purposive behavior can be scientifically studied. The question of origin of 
interest is not faced by the politics of interest model. Recent approaches use frames of 
meaning, rathet than interests, as their focus, since these are more inclusive and more 
verifiable (Fischer 1980; Sabatier 1987; Schwarz and Thompson 1990; Thompson, Ellis 
and Wildavsky 1990). Within the politics of meaning model (Sedetberg 1984), the 
behavior of policy makers is guided by their policy belief systems, which include the 
perception of where their interest lies. The logic of political decision making, then, 
should be examined in terms of competing, or rather, interacting belief systems. 

Of course, belief systems do not interact themselves. It is political actors actively 
concerned with a certain policy issue who do the fighting. Moreover, the political game 
is not a man-to-man fight but a group thing. Thinking in terms of interacting beliefs, it 
is a logical step, therefore, to study policy change over fairly long periods of time by 
aggregating actors on the basis of the particular belief system they share (cf. Sabatier 
1987). It turns out that the number of distinct policy beliefs active within a political 
debate is father limited.' Besides being compatible with the politics of meaning model, 
this method of organizing the set of actors who are actively involved with a policy 
problem or issue such as energy, seems to be a very practical one. 

In applying this method, two theoretical issues have to be dealt with. First, there is a 
need for operationalizing the concept of policy belief system in a clear way. Besides a 
clear conceptualization of the sttucture of policy beliefs, we need some basic insights 
concerning the dynamics of belief systems. Changing circumstances stimulate policy 
actors to constantly revise their policy beliefs. Accordingly, this type of policy-oriented 
learning can be regarded as a major driving force behind the dynamics of beliefs. In the 
next section, these issues will be considered. In section 4.2, several additional concepts 
ate introduced to properly study the dynamics and statics of policy processes over a 
decade or more. In the final section, the plan of the remainder of Part Two will be 
untaveled. 
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4.1 Policy Beliefs and Learning 

4.1.1 The Structure of Policy Belief Systems 

In his attempt to move evaluation beyond the question of goal attainment by extending 
it to the political assessment of policy goals, Frank Fischer (1980, 1985; see also 1994) 
has worked out a precise four-level model that covers two orders of discourse. As a 
practical method for structuring policy belief systems, Van de Graaf and Hoppe (1989) 
propose using Fischer's prescriptive four-layer depiction of political policy evaluation as 
a representation of policy belief systems. This is allowed because both evaluations and 
belief systems reflect political judgements (Van de Graaf and Hoppe 1989).2 The struc
ture of the policy belief system that results from this is schematically represented in 
Figure 4-1. 

Level Argumentation concerns 

Rational social Discussing preferences about the social order that are 
choice supposed to be affected by the policy. 

Second-order policy 
discourse 

System vindi- Value systems and world views are vindicated in terms of 
cation their contribution to the preferred social order. 

Situational Defining the problem in the situation under scrutiny and 
validation validating objectives, means and ends as contributing to 

reducing the problem as perceived through second-
order values and perceptions in terms of their impact on 
social reality. 
Thus a meaning is attributed to policy objectives, ends, 
and means (which may include a technological artifact), 
which reflects their expected contribution to solving the 
problem. 

First-order policy 
discourse 

Technical Evaluating efficiency and efficacy of means-end chains in 
verification realizing the objective 

Figure 4-1 
Different levels of policy argument and their objects (a 

Grin and Van de Graaf 1996). 

rding to Fischer 1980, 1985, and 

First-order discourse is mainly concerned with the design of a specific policy program. 
By contrast, second-order discourse organizes the policy approach to many different 
programs and projects. In first-order discourse, major objectives are set and then 
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translated into causal means-end chains. The choice of means and objectives is thought 
to be generated by more general perceptions and values that constitute second-order 
discourse. Within both orders, Fischer demarcates two levels of argument. 

The level of technical verification concerns an evaluation of the effectiveness and the 
costs of alternative means to achieve a certain policy goal. The choice, efficiency, and 
efficacy of specific policy instruments are at stake, as well as their possible unintended 
consequences. Whereas technical verification comprises the empirical examination of 
the question of what measure is able to efficiently meet an adopted objective, arguments 
at the level of situational validation concern the question of whether certain objectives 
should indeed be striven for. The latter assumes that a definition of the situation under 
scrutiny is present. Meaning is attributed to the situation by confronting the policy 
maker's broader value orientation with the actual problem situation. 

At the level of rational social choice, these fundamental values are j ustified by norma
tive and philosophical arguments. American liberal and conservative value systems may 
serve as a good example.3 According to Nagel (1987: 8), "Liberal values are those (1) 
having the government play a more positive role in dealing with social problems, (2) 
promoting more equality of opportunity if not income and wealth, and (3) having 
consumers and workers play a more important role in economic decision making. 
Conservative values are those oriented toward (1) having the marketplace play a more 
positive role in dealing with social problems, (2) justifying inequalities based on merit 
or sometimes ancestry, and (3) having managers and owners play a more important role 
in economic decision making." Finally, on the system vindication level, systems of values 
and perceptions concerning a specific policy area are evaluated. Reasoning at this level 
involves investigation of the question of whether values and beliefs generate objectives 
and strategies that strengthen the preferred social order. 

4.1.2 Policy Belief Systems as Public Programs 

Following many other scholars who see any belief systems as hierarchically and laterally 
ordered (Steinbruner 1974: 91-103; Sabatier 1987: 667; Majone 1989: i5off.), Van der 
Wouden (1990: 77-84) regards a belief system as being built up out of a normative hard 
or deep core that is surrounded by a protective belt of secondary beliefs. In his thesis, 
De Dynamiek van Beleid {The Dynamics of Policy), Ries van der Wouden (1990) uses the 
work of Lakatos to formulate a theory of the dynamics of policy belief systems. Accord
ing to Lakatos (1976), the dynamics of science is conducted by competing research 

programs, which consist of a hardcore and a protective belt. The hard core is a global 
model of (a part of) the reality and the processes therein. For its followers, the hard core 
is sacrosanct. The ban to attack the hard core advances, what Lakatos calls, a negative 

heuristic. The negative heuristic serves as an aid to problem setting, and prescribes how 
variations can be generated that will survive the selection process within the research 
tradition. In the protective belt the positive heuristic of the research program can be 
found, which serves as an aid to problem solving. It helps the researcher strengthen the 
empirical quality of ongoing research programs. 

By thinking of policy belief systems as research programs, or rather public policies 
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and programs, Van der Wouden clarifies the changeability of the various levels within 
Fischer's model of a policy belief system by considering policy beliefs at the level of 
first-order policy discourse as the protective belt of the policy belief system, and the 
beliefs within the second-order discourse as its hard core. Consequently, policy beliefs 
at the level of second-order policy discourse are relatively stable and resist change. The 
hard core consists of strategies and methods for converting abstract ideas into action. 
Such strategies justify and predict the success of certain courses of action, while con
straining or excluding others (Sabatier 1987: 667; Majone 1989: 150). 

Peripheral first-order beliefs are far more flexible. Analogous to a research program's 
positive heuristic, a policy belief system's long term destiny is determined by the flexible 
periphery's capacity to generate a wide range of policy programs in a wide array of 
different policy areas. Besides a positive heuristic that is generating practical solutions 
and new ways of dealing with problems of everyday policy making, the protective belt 
also harbors a negative heuristic. The negative heuristic has a gatekeeper function. It 
observes whether proposed solutions are in line with hard core values. Protecting the 
hard core against foreign elements strengthens the internal consistency of a policy belief 
system. However, it may also weaken the sense of reality of policy actors and, as a result, 
imply rigidity and stubbornness. Hoppe and Peterse (1993: 36) comment that, "because 
of this, adherents of the policy belief system may forego opportunities for creative and 
innovative fusion." 

4.1.3 Competitive and Cooperative Forms of Policy Learning 

Integration involves invention, and the clever thing is to recognize this, and not to let 
one's thinking stay within the boundaries of rwo alternatives, which are mutually 
exclusive. Mary Parker Follett, 1925* 

As we saw, a policy belief system should not be regarded as an impregnable fortress. 
Moreover, public policies and programs are seldom determined by one particular 
appreciative system. Instead, they usually mark the simultaneous influence of several 
distinct clusters of normative and causal assumptions. It is exactly this ability to map 
beliefs and policies on the same 'canvas' that provides a vehicle for assessing the influ
ence of various groups of actors and their policy beliefs over time (Sabatier 1993: 17). 
Public policies and programs should be seen, therefore, as the continuously evolving 
outcome of the interaction of the various relevant policy belief systems. 

In the course of their interaction, actors are constantly realizing, and modifying, 
their own beliefs. While the interplay between policy belief systems may bring on policy 
change, it may also lead to change within the constitutive policy beliefs. It is worth
while, therefore, to deal with the interaction of different policy beliefs at a somewhat 
greater length. Follett distinguishes three main ways of dealing with difference or 
conflict: domination, compromise and integration (see Graham 1995: 67fr.). This subdivi
sion can be used as a starting point for discussing the interaction of different clusters of 
normative and causal assumptions adhered to by policy makers. 

Domination, obviously, is a victory of one side over the other. In this case, state 
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policy is determined by one ruling belief system. In addition, the hegemonic belief is 
hostile towards other political ideas. Having a monopoly on governmental policy, 
dominant actors will not easily be inclined to change their beliefs. To maintain their 
position of power, small adaptations may be perceived as necessary. 

When two or more equally powerful groups of actors try to influence a policy, a 
second method of dealing with conflict becomes more common. Compromise is often 
said to be the basis of most political tactics. Compromising implies that each side gives 
up a little in order to have peace, or, in other words, to have any policy at all. This way 
of settling controversies does not necessarily require the actors concerned to modify 
their beliefs. However, policy actors may seek to better understand the world in order 
to improve their bargaining position within the political debate. Ultimately, therefore, 
this type of policy-oriented learning may lead to a change in beliefs. 

Follett argues that domination is the easiest way of dealing with conflict for the 
moment, but is not usually successful in the long run. Compromise is an accepted and 
approved method of ending controversy. Yet no one really wants to compromise, 
because that means a giving up of something. Instead, Follett proposes that the most 
fruitful way of dealing with conflict is integration. Integration means that an innovative 
solution has been found, "in which both [or all] desires have found a place, that neither 
side has had to sacrifice anything." (Graham 1995: 69) It follows that, ideally, integra
tion leads to policy change which leaves policy actors from various ideological positions 
satisfied. Since the resulting policy change is beneficial to all actors concerned, they will 
be inclined to adapt their belief systems to the new political situation. This means that, 
in this way of dealing with ideological differences, policy change tends to go hand in 
glove with policy-oriented learning. 

Two basic forms of policy-oriented learning can now be distinguished. First, there is 
a type of policy learning that aims at elaborating one's own policy belief system or at 
attacking opponents' views in order to strengthen one's power position within a 
political debate. This competitive form of learning is confined within the boundaries of 
the various belief systems. Both the strategy of achieving or maintaining dominance as 
well as that of seeking compromise prompt competitive forms of policy learning. These 
are enhanced by the negative heuristic of policy belief systems. According to Zonneveld 
(1991: 90-92), too much emphasis on the protection of core values may lead to unpro
ductive forms of policy learning that may eventually become fatal to a policy belief 
system. 

In addition, a cooperative form of policy learning that is aimed at incorporating 
different points of view within a public policy or program can be discerned. This type 
of learning can prosper in circumstances where different policy actors try to deal with 
conflict by means of integration. Integrative policy learning entails the search for 
innovative solutions. It is a truly interactive process that requires joint learning across 

alternative policy beliefs. 



n o W I N D S O F C H A N C E 

4.2 The Dynamics and Statics of Policy 

Child (1995) comments that the whole tenor of Follett's argument, stressing the possi
bilities for a fluid and positive reconstruction of structured positions, anticipates 
Giddens' concept of structuration, which has been so influential in modern sociology. 
He asserts that, "Rephrasing [Giddens' concept of structuration] in Follettian terms 
expresses one of the most powerful and hopeful insights into our social life, namely, 
that we have the power through open debate and discussion to examine and reconsti
tute the assumptions and structures within which we are confined", {ibid. 91) 

4.2.1 The Duality of Structure 

These inspiring remarks call for a brief introduction of Giddens' views on the relation
ship between structure and action. In contrast to the objectivist usage of'structure' as 
something that is factual and external to the activities of an actor, Giddens' 'structure' 
has no reality except in so far as it is internal to actors in the form of memory traces 
(Cassell 1993: 12). It is actors who bring 'structure' into being, and it is 'structure', 
which produces the possibility of acting. The duality of structure consists in the struc
ture's two-sided existence - as both the medium and the (unintended) outcome of 
social practices. Structure not only constrains action but also enables it. 

According to Giddens, it is rules and resources that structure social practices. By 
'rules' he does not usually refer to 'formal' rules. Instead, most day-to-day interactions 
are based on taken-for-granted knowledge which actors assume others possess if they are 
'competent' members of society (Cassell 1993: 105). This so-called mutual knowledge is 
applied in the form of frames of meaning whereby contexts of communication are 
created and sustained in interaction. 

Rules cannot be conceptualized apart from resources. "Resources (focused via 
signification and legitimization) are structured properties of social systems, drawn upon 
and reproduced by knowledgeable agents in the course of interaction." (Giddens 1984: 
15) Structural properties thus express forms of domination ana power. Power relations in 
social systems can be viewed as relations of autonomy and dependence. No matter how 
unbalanced the balance of power may be, actors in subordinate positions are never 
totally dependent. In other words, they are often very adept at converting whatever 
resources they possess into some degree of control over the system's conditions of 
reproduction. Giddens emphasizes, therefore, that, "In all social systems there is a 
dialectic of control, such that there are normally continually shifting balances of 
resources, altering the overall distribution of power." (Cassell 1993: 243) 

4.2.2 The Duality of Structure and the Policy Process 

In what way can we use Giddens' broad concept of structuration in our study of the 
policy process and our concern with policy change over time spans of decades and 
more? Or, to put it differently, how, with respect to the political game, should we 
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interpret the claim that the rules and resources drawn upon in the production and 
reproduction of social action are at the same time the means of system reproduction 
and change? 

The notion of the duality of structure implies that the rules of the political game 
should not be considered rigid, as in a chess game. The political game is closer to 
children's play, in which initially negotiated rules do not stay uncontested but constant
ly evolve in the course of the game. Some rules will be contested less than others. In 
street football, for instance, it is normal to use only one ball at a time, while the size of 
the goal is less standard and will often be changed during the game. One could say that 
the football game, therefore, exhibits structural properties, which should be conceived 
of as "hierarchically organized in terms of the time-space extension of the practices they 
recursively organize". (Giddens 1984: 17) 

The same is true for the political game. In this book, we take the nation-state as our 
point of departure for studying the political process. With respect to the national 
political system, the national political culture represents, in terms of space-time exten
sion of political practices, its most deeply embedded structural properties. In other 
words, the national political culture is related to the specific long-term history and 
political evolution of a country's political system. As we saw, structural properties 
express forms of domination and power. Consequently, the national political culture 
can be viewed as representing political forms of domination and power. The national 
political culture represents a certain political distribution of power, or rather, embodies 
a distribution of rules and resources. 

Two theoretical observations will make the notion of a distribution of resources 
more specific and concrete. First of all, we should view national political culture not as 
a single culture, but rather as a mix of competing cultures (cf. Thompson, Ellis, and 
Wildavsky 1990: part 3), which all have their origin within the country's specific 
political history. Thus we may also speak of ideological traditions. The mix of cultures 
defines the argumentative power of each ideological tradition at a certain point in time. 
Hence it is precisely the specific mix of political cultures or traditions that constitutes 
the political balance of power. 

A second comment concerns the relationship between ideological traditions and 
policy belief systems. As we have seen, arguments on the most generic level of the policy 
belief system concern preferences about the social order that are supposed to be affected 
by the policy. Another way to put this is that rational social choice arguments represent 
ideological points of view, that is, they concern fundamental aspects of political 
accountability. It follows that, at their most general level, policy belief systems represent 
different ideological traditions. By studying the policy process in terms of competing 
belief systems, we, therefore, at the same time, describe it in terms of competing 
ideological traditions. These ideological traditions can be considered, therefore, the 
principal long-term glue of politics. In this book, the policy actors who share hard core 
beliefs that are cherished within a certain ideological tradition are seen as members of a 
so-called ideological coalition} 

The following picture of the statics and dynamics of the political process emerges. 
The national political culture embodies a relatively stable political distribution of power 
between various value systems or ideological traditions. The specific mix of political 
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cultures provides rules and resources to the various ideological coalitions that are active 
within a certain policy area. National political cultures enable and constrain political 
action, but do not define it in a deterministic sense. Every moment of political decision 
making contains a degree of freedom that leaves it open as to whether a certain political 
action will either reinforce the existing political order or weaken it. The accumulative 
effect of multiple political actions within various policy areas or subsystems may, 
therefore, eventually lead to a serious change in the political culture that generated these 
actions. Thus, when we study policy processes over short periods of time, national 
political culture can be treated as an independent or explaining variable. However, 
when studying policy change over a decade or more, national political culture itself 
becomes a dependent variable. 

4.2.3 The Two Dynamics of Policy Belief Systems 

There is a double movement in all reflection, a movement from the given partial and 
confused data to a suggested comprehensive (or inclusive) entire situation; and back 
from the suggested whole ... to the particular facts. ... Roughly, the first of these 
movements is inductive; the second deductive. A complete set of thought involves 
both. John Dewey, ipio: jç-80 

With respect to the political game, Giddens' concept of the duality of structure can 
now be grasped by distinguishing two opposite, but interrelated, types of dynamics 
within policy belief systems (cf. Van der Wouden 1990). A so-called reflective dynamic 
can be discerned working its way down from the top of the belief system, while, 
concurrently, a practical dynamicworks its way up from the bottom.6 

Through the reflective dynamic, changes in second-order beliefs come to influence 
first-order beliefs. It is easy to imagine changes in political culture influencing the 
dynamics of policy belief systems. This means that a change in the mix of ideological 
traditions will affect the rate and nature of long-term policy change within policy 
subsystems. These fundamental sociocultural values (Sabatier 1993), systemic beliefs, or 
structural principles as Giddens (1984: 17) names them, "work their effects through the 
socialization process that limits and molds behavior across the entire subsystem by 
determining the universe of legitimate policy opportunities and constraints." (Munro 
1993:125) More directly, the ideological mix defines the (often-uneven) distribution of 
discursive power over various policy belief systems. In its turn, the way in which power 
is divided over several ideological coalitions will influence each coalition's behavior. 
When argumentative power is truly evenly divided or strongly dispersed, one would 
expect searching for compromise and/or integrative solutions to be the dominant 
modes of dealing with political differences.7 

Through the practical dynamic, changes in first-order beliefs diffuse from specific 
policy areas to the wider cultural and social context, and gradually have an impact on 
second order beliefs. Policy-oriented learning within and across ideological coalitions 
that simultaneously takes place within various policy subsystems covers this process. 
Following Hugh Heclo (1974: 306), policy-oriented learning refers to relatively endur-
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ing alterations of thought or behavioral intentions that result from experience and are 
concerned with the attainment (or revision) of policy objectives. Through policy 
learning, members of an ideological coalition seek to better understand 'the world' in 
order to further their policy objectives (cf. Sabatier 1993:19). However, what 'the world' 
stands for is in the eye of the beholder, i.e. actors who share different policy beliefs will 
likely have different interpretations about 'the world.' Moreover, 'the world' is con
stantly changing. Natural and human disasters and changes in economic conditions 
and technology may alter the resources of subsystem actors and substantially affect a 
subsystem by undermining the causal assumptions of existing policies. If skillfully 
exploited, such events and signaled policy weaknesses or anomalies may shift the 
balance of power of ideological coalitions at the policy subsystem level. The two oil 
crises of the 1970s, for instance, uncovered several weaknesses within the supply-
oriented way of thinking that dominated energy politics of Western countries and 
offered an opportunity for alternative ideological coalitions to open up the energy 
debate. 

4.2.4 Sectarians and Pragmatists within Ideological Coalitions 

The above demonstrates that, subject to the national political culture they are part of, 
ideological coalitions constantly try to cope with their real world experiences within a 
specific policy area. To deal with both changing political circumstances, as well as with 
the changing world, an ideological coalition is compelled to be engaged in a permanent, 
never-ending process of policy-oriented learning in order to stay politically relevant. 

Although, by definition, members of an ideological coalition share deep core values, 
they do not necessarily have to agree on first-order beliefs. To account for the flexibility 
of coalition behavior, a distinction is made between extremists or sectarians and pragma

tists within an ideological coalition (cf. Munro 1993: 126). Sectarians attempt to protect 
the core beliefs of their respective belief structures. Their behavior is, thus, guided by 
the negative heuristic of a belief system. In contrast, pragmatists are predominantly 
guided by the positive heuristic. They are open to cooperative forms of policy learning 
across the belief systems of various ideological coalitions. 

As we saw, dramatic events provide both windows of opportunity (Kingdon 1984) as 
well as windows of vulnerability (Van Muijen 1993: 129) to each coalition, offering 
chances to improve their position and/or undermine the position of rivaling coalitions. 
Of course, opportunities must be exploited if the political debate is to open up and 
change is to be realized. Coalitions may take advantage of the newly evolved situation 
by contending that they perceive a conflict between existing policies and current 
circumstances. Perceived policy weaknesses or anomalies can play a crystallizing role 
within the ongoing political debate, and in the long run, may even evoke political 
crises. A minority coalition may stress the existence of anomalies in order to open up 
the debate. A majority coalition may react in several ways. Sectarians within the 
dominant ideological coalition may try to dampen the effects of such anomalies "by 
suggesting the need for further research, confining change to small experimental 
projects, or diverting attention to other issues." (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993: 222) 
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While political stalemate may provoke defensive behavior and stimulate competitive 
forms of learning, it may also lead to cooperative forms of policy-oriented learning. 
Pragmatists within the dominant coalition might well become sensitive to the criticism 
articulated by the minority coalition and challenged by the solutions they propose. 
They may try to deal with the political problem at hand by incorporating ideas of those 
rivaling coalitions within the lower levels of their own belief system. If the problem can 
not be resolved by changes within the technical verification level, or powerful new 
issues constantly turn up, there is a fair chance that problem(s) will eventually be 
pushed upwards in the direction of the hard core. 

4.2.5 Learning Alliances and Story Lines 

A political leader creates a story that helps persons structure their experience. He 
draws from their stories to make his more perfect, more encompassing, more capable 
of attracting a wider following and gaining greater allegiance ... The archetypes and 
experiences the leader emphasizes in his story must be sufficiently rich so that others 
can see themselves in the story, yet at the same time the story will transform how 
others see themselves. Martin H. Krieger, ip8i: 7$ 

In the same way first-order beliefs of members of the same ideological coalition may 
differ, the first-order discourse of distinct coalitions may well be similar. In that case, 
coalitions are said to form a coalition of convenience. To avoid confusion, this will be 
called an alliance. Full agreement on first-order beliefs, however, does not come nat
urally, but results from long-term interactive and cooperative forms of learning. A 
particular mix of political cultures will encourage some ideological coalitions to cooper
ate, and hinder others in organizing fruitful interaction. Since the mix of political 
cultures, or political balance of power, within one country tends to be relatively stable, 
it is readily conceivable that certain kinds of alliances will persist over a decade or even 
more. In a similar fashion, some types of interaction between coalitions may be 
regarded as taboo for a relatively long period of time. To denote the fact that some type 
of alliances embody such long-lasting cooperative forms of learning, we introduce the 
term learning alliances. 

So-called story lines may fulfil an integrating role between ideological coalitions 
within a learning alliance. They may be defined as "a generative sort of narrative that 
allows actors to draw upon various discursive categories to give meaning to specific 
physical or social phenomena. ... Story lines fulfil an essential role in the clustering of 
knowledge, the positioning of actors, and ultimately, in the creation of [discourse] 
coalitions amongst the actors of a given domain. ... [Story lines] are the essential 
discursive cement that create communicative networks among actors with different or 
at best overlapping perceptions and understandings." (Hajer 1993: 50, 56)' In the terms 
used here, story lines guide actors from different ideological positions (i.e., ideological 
coalitions) in their joint search for mutually approved policy solutions. In other words, 
policy story lines or policy narratives are both cause and effect of long-term policy-
oriented learning that is aimed at integration. Within learning alliances, the coalitions 
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somehow disguise their ideological positions so as to be open to new constructive ideas. 
In such a situation, core beliefs are not seen, therefore, as constitutive or guiding in a 
deterministic sense.10 

One might say that policy stories are 'bigger' than ideological stories because they 
include several ideological positions. At the same time, one might say that policy stories 
are 'smaller' because they are less fundamental to policy actors than ideological tradi
tions. Because such a discussion is not very fruitful, we might better talk of nested stories, 
that is, grand ideologies containing policy stories, while, in their turn, policy stories 
contain ideologies. 

4.3 The Plan of Part Two 

The above theoretical concepts will be used in Chapter 5 and 6 to analyze the political 
game that played such an essential role in the development of wind energy in Denmark 
and California. The distinction between the practical and the reflective dynamic 
contributes the structure of Part Two. Analysis of both dynamics aims to provide a 
comprehensive view on the wind-energy-related policy process. 

Chapter 5 is basically concerned with the practical dynamic which contains the 
process through which various ideological coalitions, in interaction, try to better 
understand the constantly changing and ambiguous world in order to further their 
policy objectives. That Chapter deals, therefore, with the following compound ques
tion: 

What were the politically significant ideological coalitions and their associated policy 
beliefs within the political debate related to wind energy innovation in California 
and Denmark, and how did the interaction between the various ideological coali
tions change their policy beliefs over the last two decades? 

The remarks surrounding the reflective dynamic delineate the research topic of Chapter 
6. In that Chapter, a brief historical description is given of the national political 
cultures in both the United States and Denmark. Next, the national political culture's 
influence on the interaction of ideological coalitions within the energy policy subsystem 
is studied. Chapter 6, therefore, deals with two questions: 

What political traditions constitute national political culture in the United States 
and in Denmark? How does the mix of political traditions enable and constrain 
political learning processes within the energy subsystem? 

To avoid getting lost in broad historical cultural explanations, however, it seems wise to 
first scrutinize political practice. 




