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I. Introduction
Why is it that when presented with systematic and persistent policy problems, some governments respond with paradigmatic policy changes, while others seem to respond with what has been characterized as “incremental” policy change, or none at all? This question has challenged students of public policy-making since the origins of the field (True 2000) and has increasingly driven the interests of comparative policy scholars as they attempt to describe and explain policy dynamics that entail repeated variations, including convergence and divergence, in national and sub-national responses to similar policy problems (Bennett 1991; Seeliger 1996). As empirical assessments have qualified, or refuted, arguments that increasing globalization will lead to policy convergence (Garrett 1998), sociologists, political scientists and economists have increasingly focused attention on the role institutions play as mediators of conflict and potential explanations of continuing policy differences (Bennett, 1991; Mahoney 2000; Baumgartner and Jones 2002; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993).

 This scholarship has underscored the need to better understand the modalities of different institutional designs; the processes through which institutions force policy responses in a way that maintain or reproduce themselves; and the conditions under which institutions disintegrate, giving way to new policy architectures (Clemens and Cook 1999; Botcheva and Martin 2001). While significant and extensive strides have been made in addressing these interrelated issues, there still exists considerable uncertainty over which institutional designs facilitate or create conditions favoring specific types of policy change (Genschel 1997; Deeg 2001). 

This article argues that many of the difficulties apparent in contemporary comparative public policy research stems from two conceptual problems: the tendency to treat policy change and stability as different dependent variables which has focused attention away from the role institutions play in both processes; and the limited attention placed on conceptualizing and measuring the different elements of a policy that are altered in any change process, which has led to some confusion in understanding the effects of change variables on policy outcomes (Lindner and Rittberger 2003; Lindner 2003). By failing to adequately identify/classify common types of policy change, current theories of policy development often overgeneralize, assigning categories such as “equilibrium”, “paradigmatic” or “incremental” change to an entire policy area rather than accurately characterizing the specific set of policy dynamics that occur within the different elements or aspects of policy which comprise that area. 

This article uses the case of US forest policy development over the period 1980-2001to assess the utility the ‘punctuated equilibrium model of policy change (True, Jones, and Baumgartner 1999; Jones, Baumgartner, and True 1998; Jones, Sulkin, and Larsen 2003)
 in explaining the pattern of convergence and divergence found to exist at the federal and state levels in this area. Focusing on the role institutional structures in the two jurisdictions play in creating different “homeostatic” or self-correcting political processes (Buckley 1968; Gell-Mann 1992) the cases show how a policy system can be structured in such a way that change and stability can occur simultaneously within the different elements of a policy and, combined, create a distinctive pattern of policy development.

II. The Need to Distinguish Between Policy Dynamics at Different Levels (Orders) of Policy

Mike, my comments/changes here reflect the “confusion” from our categories that one of the reviewers and Seigelman had as well. Hall’s (1993) article on policy dynamics was seminal to the literature on policy development because it directly critiqued the predominant tendency in studies of policy change to conflate “policy” into one dependent variable (Heclo 1976; Rose 1976). Drawing on divergent cases of economic policy development in Great Britain and France, Hall has gained widespread support (Campbell 1998; Daugbjerg and Marsh 1998) for his argument that distinguishing between the means and ends of policy-making, and between abstract and concrete aspects of policy outputs, might provide new insights into processes of policy stability and development. Such an approach, for Hall, revealed three types of change and linked them to specific endogenous and exogenous change processes. “First order” changes occurred where the calibrations of policy instruments, such as increasing the safety requirements automobile manufacturers must follow or altering the level of allowed emissions from a factory, could change within existing institutional confines. Second order change, such actions as changing from an administered emission standard to the imposition of a tax on emissions in pollution control, were more durable, but could also still change within an existing policy regime. “Third order” policy goals, such as, in the pollution example, a shift from a focus upon ex post end-of-pipe regulation to ex ante preventative production process design, Hall asserted, could occur only following exogenous events that altered existing institutional arrangements. Halls’ work was path-breaking in its linking of different policy development processes to the actual order or level of policy in flux. But cumulative work in this area requires a recalibration of his classification system and his causal model. First, according to Hall’ own logic, we identify three levels of conceptual policy “goals”, “objectives” and “settings” each of which can be separated out regarding their ends and means components, generating at total of six possible modalities of policy (See Figure I).
  

(Ben will write a paragraph further elaborating this and pointing out the Weimer and Vining make just such a distinction between goals and objectives and settings – so there is some precedence for this outside of our own work). This paragraph will also refer a bit to Sabatier who was clear that the third category was subject to very different forces of change than the first two. 
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Second, applying these six classifications of policy leads us to challenge two of the core assumptions of Hall’s causal model that were subsequently taken for granted by most of the policy sciences literature. First, it cannot simply be assumed that change in a specific policy modality is directly related to either exogenous or endogenous factors. Hall induced this conclusion from his cases of European macro-economic policy formation in the 1970s and 1980s which showed that stable institutional orders were unlikely to alter their overall conceptualizaton of policy goals without ‘intervention’ from outside in the form of pivotal events such as economic crises or critical elections. Without such events, he found that a system was likely to remain in a relatively stable state, featuring only less important change in policy tools and their specifications.
 However a decade of empirical work has not provided evidence that this assumption is generalizable to all policy spheres. A reasonable counter-hypothesis, as developed below, is that the specific relationship existing among changes in the levels or components of policy, and the role of endogenous and exogenous factors in influencing their dynamics, is determined by the logic of the existing institutional design itself – a logic that can and does vary across jurisdictions, sectors, or policy spheres.

III. Distinguishing Patterns of Policy Development

Part of the reason for a lack of attention to the complex interplay of policy elements within a policy regime is that the policy sciences literature, including the work of Hall and Sabatier, continues to be guided by the dichotomous metaphors of “incremental” and “paradigmatic” (Kuhn 1974) change first developed in Simon’s (1957) and Lindblom’s (1959) path-breaking work in the years immediately following World War II (Hayes 1992; Bendor 1995). In all models based on this distinction, incremental change is associated with marginal changes in policy means and is treated as being synonymous with a pattern of relative policy stability. Paradigmatic change has been treated as an abnormal, atypical, and relatively unstable short-lived process associated with changes in policy ends (Lustick 1980; Baumgartner and Jones 1991).

Baumgartner and Jones re-formulation of these concepts in the 1990s (Baumgartner and Jones 2002 ), however, forced a reassessment of the nature of the relationship existing  between incremental and paradigmatic change by pointing out that when a long view of policy development is taken, virtually every sector in the US is characterized by both processes. That is, a very typicial pattern of policy change is for relatively long periods of incremental policy stability to be punctuated by bursts of paradigmatic change. What their re-formulation of the incremental-paradigmatic debate underlined was the importance of understanding not incremental or paradigmatic policy processes, per se, but rather the propensity of different sectors, issues areas, or policy subsystems to undergo these different types of change at different points in time.

Such an appreciation of policy dynamics requires a clear taxonomy of the different types of change processes which can occur within a policy area, so that the dominant mode present at a particular point in time, and the various possibilities for change, can be  discerned. Most existing taxonomies influenced by the incremental-paradigmatic debate in the policy sciences have conceived of policy change as comprised of two elements -  directionality and speed or tempo of change (Durrant and Diehl, Hayes). What is significant about change in the Baumgartner and Jones reformulation, however, – in addition to tempo - is not directionality of changes in terms of the ‘size’ of moves away from the status quo, but whether these changes are cumulative, i.e. leading away from the existing equilibrium toward another, or whether they represent a fluctuation consistent with the existing policy equilibrium (on directionality see Nisbet 1972). Reconceptualizing the types of policy change as the result of the interplay of tempo and directionality clarifies traditional treatments of policy dynamics, since it directly addresses whether a status quo is being maintained (in equilibrium) or not (in punctuation). See Figure II below. 

INSERT FIGURE II

Re-conceptualizing policy change in terms of tempo and cumulativeness identifies two commonly ignored, misclassified, or incorrectly juxtaposed policy change processes to the ‘classic’ paradigmatic and incremental types. One such typical pattern has often been misdiagnosed as paradigmatic – significant departures from the status quo that then shift back just as quickly to their regular position. These “faux paradigmatic” or “oscillating equilibrium” changes are common in Western political life, as swift changes in policy can occur in many  policy arenas with developments such as the arrival of a new political party in government. In such cases pundits and the public often come to believe that a permanent and significant change has occurred, only to see these policies reversed, or sent back to their original position, upon the election of another political party four or five years later. Such fast changes in policy that end up coming back to their original position must be treated quite differently (since they are in “equilibrium”, albeit a volatile oscillating one) from other rapid changes that are actually heading toward a new equilibrium. Figure II also distinguishes two different processes that have previously both been labeled as incremental– small steps going in one direction that will necessarily lead to a big change (cumulative, heading towards a new equilibrium), and small steps that go in both directions but never vary far from the status quo, a kind of ‘random walk’ (in equilibrium). 

Equilibrium and Non-Equilibrium Patterns of Policy Development

In equilibrium, therefore, there are two key and related features of policy change. The first is that any non-cumulative policy change must be reversible, eventually coming back or through to its original position. Drawing on the work of Buckley (1968) and others, Baumgartner and Jones (2002) and Linder (1989) have identified such policy regimes as having homeostatic features that are the result of “self-correcting” positive and negative feedback mechanisms. Just how far off track from the original position a policy in equilibrium can veer before entering a new trajectory is an empirical question, butu one which, as we discuss below, we feel is linked, ultimately to the nature, or flexibility, of the institutional order in which policy development takes place. The situation is different for polices heading away from an existing equilibrium- where change is cumulative – i.e., the policy is continuously moving away from the original equilibrium, never to return to the previous status quo. Certainly some variability in direction occurs, as is sometimes captured in the phrase ‘two steps forward, one step back’, but overall, the policy will continue to move away from an existing equilibrium unless and until it reaches a new one.

IV. Integrating Policy Levels and Policy Development to Reveal Existence of Hard Institutions 

The most crucial step in overcoming existing misconceptualizations of policy dynamics in much of the policy literature is to empirically match the four overall patterns of policy change with the six components of a policy. Such an approach will allow us to empirically assess whether it is the case, as Hall (and Sabatier) have suggested, that a change in goals is associated with paradigmatic change, while changes in setting are indicative of incremental changes, or are more complex patterns of policy change and development at work? And, regardless of what patterns exist, such an approach forces us to more carefully theorize and assess about what are the particular mechanisms that influence change type and policy component(s)?

Applying these frameworks to the study forest policy development in the US pacific Northwest reveals the presence of simultaneous patterns of stability and change within federal and state level policy regimes, but also variations between regimes as to what orders of policy were “punctuated” and which were stable during this period. We argue that a reasonable conjecture for explaining intra regime variations in policy development across different levels of policy in these two cases is that each policy regime contains its own institutional  “logic of appropriateness,” that is, a built-in degree to which change is permitted to occur without altering an underlying equilibrium at one level or order of policy

V. Describing Divergent Patterns of Policy development in the US Pacific Northwest

Forest scientists and conservation biologists have found temperate rainforests in the region delineated by the territorial boundaries of Oregon and Washington state to be home to many threatened and endangered species, and have provided evidence that decades of logging in these areas has caused deterioration of forest ecosystems and the flora and fauna that depend on them (Kohm and Franklin 1997; Franklin 1994; Noss 1993). Responsibility for addressing this deterioration is divided between the US federal government, which has jurisdiction over forest lands they own in this area (roughly 50 percent of the forest land, the bulk of which is managed through the “National Forest system”) while the governments of Oregon and Washington state retain primary regulatory authority on private held (roughly 40 percent) and state-owned lands (roughly 10 percent of the land base).
 

Beginning in the 1980s and continuing through the 1990s, timber harvesting practices in the US Pacific Northwest came under widespread, and very high profile, societal scrutiny, yet significantly different policy responses emanated from the federal government on the one hand, and state governments, on the other hand. Forests under federal jurisdiction, underwent what all sides accept to be “paradigmatic” change, reducing timber harvesting by a factor of five, increasing streamside no harvesting zones, limiting clearcutting, and protecting almost all remaining old growth forests in the area from harvesting. During the same time period, however, policy emanating from state level developed in what would usually be described as a more “incremental” fashion, with relatively constant levels of timber harvesting, creation of “habitat conservation plans” designed to create pockets of protected areas for endangered species, and the introduction of riparian management zones that minimized disruptive forestry practices, rather than eliminating them. 

These stark contrasts in policy outcomes have not gone unnoticed by environmental activists and social scientists (Koontz 2002; Hoberg 2000). What has gone undiscovered, and hence, unexplored, is the much more complex historical patterns of change and stability that in fact occurred in these two jurisdictions, despite their otherwise “most similar” status. While National Forest lands came under paradigmatic change at the level of what we have referred to above as “implementation targets” particularly program level specifications, significant stability occurred in long established program objectives, while stability and “layering” occurring in the area of policy instrument use, as new instruments design to address ecosystem management emerged alongside existing planning requirements. In Oregon and Washington private land policy, on the other hand, considerable stability in program objectives and relatively stability in policy instrument preferences resulted in slower changes that did not veer far, relatively, from the status quo. But here, there was considerable instability in outside conditions affected by forest management, with great concern evidenced about whether the current approach would be able to address decline of forest dependent species. These differences are not just of interest to student of policy, but as we show below, dramatically affect whether, and how harvesting of natural forests could occur. The result, over this time frame, was a dramatic drop in harvesting on federal lands along side relative stability at the level of Oregon and Washington State.

INSERT GRAPH 1.0

Research Design and Methodology

Ben will elaborate research design – explaining that the following is based on 100 interviews of actors in PNW community, as well as from gleaning all secondary and primary policy documents that might, in some way, pertain to forestry. I can say that approach was not to assume that one jurisdiction or agency had all policy authority, but to assess all arenas of policy, and how they worked to influence land management. 

Will include the following as case selection method. Since the two levels of government have jurisdiction over different parcels of land in the same region with the same biophysical characteristics and the same population, with the same environmental policy problems, a unique opportunity with which to assess our institutional argument, is created. The ‘most similar systems’ nature of these two cases holds many potentially rival non-institutional explanatory factors constant. In other words, our “two cases within one case” approach allows us to control for, or rule out, a range of other explanatory factors that would normally be raised as counterhypotheses to the institutional explanation we develop in this paper.

a. US Federal Government Policy Response 

Goals 

The goals of forest policy governing National Forest lands in the US Pacific Northwest have varied considerably between established industry interests and emerging environmental advocacy coalition. The environmental coalition has long championed increased preservation of National Forests lands (where harvesting should occur) and increased regulations of forest practices (how harvesting should occur). Their norms emphasize maintaining and enhancing forest ecosystems biodiversity. Ideas about how to achieve these goals (ends) have been steady until recently, emphasizing traditional command and control approaches on National Forest Lands which would give industry only limited flexibility in achieving objectives. 

The policy ideas promoted by industry, on the other hand, have diverged significantly from environmentalists. Historically their goals have focused on maintaining a strong timber supply from the Pacific Northwest, with long-term plans taking into account the available supply available from National Forests. Other aspects of policy ends were squarely focused on flexible and informal arrangements with land management agencies, and a desire to limit influence from other bodies. Achieving these goals was undertaking by promoting and maintaining the independence of the Forest Service, which manages National Forest lands, seeing this is a better way to develop National Forest management plans that through the courts or an uninformed public. 
Objectives 


The two key provisions in different statutes promulgated in the 1970s created a very stable set of core objectives for government managers. The first provision is found in the 1973 Endangered Species Act’s requirements about what public land management agencies must do to protect threatened and endangered species on publicly owned forestland (which, as we show below, contained very different provisions for requirements on private land). The ESA is administered not by land management agencies, but by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and requires that these agencies list threatened and endangered species and their "critical habitat" and then ensure that a plan is developed that will result in species recovery. The determination of threatened or endangered must be based "solely on the best scientific and commercial data available" (section 4(b)(1)(A)) with explicit direction that the economic effects of such a decision not be given consideration. 
 A second provision is found in the 1976 National Forest Management Act, ironically championed in Congress as an effort to reduce the role of the courts in National Forest Planning. In an effort to re-align industrial and agency visions of forest management following a court decisions that outlawed clearcutting on National Forest Lands,
 the NFMA is a complex piece of legislation generally known for the discretion it granted to the National Forest Service (Hoberg 2003). A key operationalized objective was that the Forest Service land and resource management plans (LRMPs) "provide for diversity of plant and animal communities”. The resulting regulations required that LRMPs maintain "viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species", "where appropriate" and "to the degree practicable." Buttressing these objectives was the National Environmental Policy Act’s requirements that key governmental projects undergo environmental assessments. 

These program objectives have remained durable since they were enacted. However, layering of additional policy instrument preferences was introduced as part of the Forest Service’s new ecosystem management approach that developed suddenly, in the early 1990s. Introduced objectives at this time added a new layer of land-scape and sub-regional inter-agency processes to occur along side traditional Forest Service planning processes. 

Settings

Following the solidification of the institutional features governing Pacific Northwest forestry on National Forest lands in 1976, ends and means policy settings reflected a classic incremental mode of policy development until 1992, when the subsequent three years witnessed dramatic change in implementation targets including program specification reductions in the size of clearcut and a lowering of the permitted annual harvest rate from 1980s levels of over 5 billion board to 1.2 billion board feet by 1995. The amount of forestland available for logging was also sharply reduced. Moreover, 300 foot “no harvest” streamside “riparian zones” were established for both fish and non fish-bearing streams – by far overshadowing regulations in Oregon, Washington, and indeed elsewhere in North America (Ellefson, Cheng, and Moulton 1997; Ellefson, Cheng, and Moulton 1995). Policy instrument preferences were also added, or “layered” onto existing approaches during the 1992-1995 period, themselves influencing instruments specifications. For instance, riparian zones were now required to be part of forest management plans, ecosystem management objectives and monitoring were required to be detailed in forest plans.

By 1995 policy settings had again reverted back to a classic incremental mode but this time from a very different equilibrium. Since 1995, temporary harvesting increases have been permitted (often as the result of Congressional tinkering at the margins, using “rider” provisions of US budgetary appropriations processes), but none of the major changes undertaken in the 1992-1995 burst of activity has been altered significantly.

INSERT FIGURE IV

b. State Level Response: Oregon and Washington

Goals
Not surprisingly, goals permeating forest policy development in Oregon and Washington state jurisdictional arena was similar to those governing US National Forest lands, with clashes existing between established industry interests and the environmental coalition. This main difference is that Oregon’s and Washington State’s environmental advocacy coalition is relatively small compared to those focusing on National Forest Lands.

The environmental coalition in both states have long championed increased environmental protection on private forestlands, including calling for greater attention to species and biodiversity preservation. And until recently, their broad ideas about policy implementation, have, until recently, emphasized traditional command and control approaches.
 Goals promoted by industry have diverged significantly from those held by the environmental coalition. Historically they have emphasized maintaining strong timber supply and a healthy forest sector. As a result, environmental protection was seen as being undertaken in tandem with, as opposed to suppressing, the promotion of a healthy forest sector. 

Objectives 

Like the situation on National Forest lands, formalized policy objectives governing private forest management have proven largely resilient since the 1970s. The oldest and most highly durably feature stems from common law regarding private property rights, whose rules on “takings” require that the government give compensation to landlords if restrictions amounts to a “taking” of the property.
 These “ends” objectives are accompanied formalized “means” that give landowners the ability to use the court system and sue regulatory agencies for compensation if a taking occurs. 

The second source of formalized objectives is found in “forest practices acts” statutes that were developed in the early 1970s in Oregon and Washington. Unlike the US federal experience the state statutes were promoted by industry interests and were justified as a strategy to preempt federal intrusion into private forestland regulation.
 These forest acts were aimed at facilitating forest extraction, creating forest practices boards that at first were originally dominated by industry interests (with incremental tinkering being made to board membership over time). At the Oregon State level, private land is managed by the Department of Forestry and its rule-making body, the Board of Forestry. Similarly, in Washington State, the key agencies are the Department of Natural Resources’ Division of Forestry, and the Forest Practices Board.
 For the most part, these statutory regimes have reduced the ability of State legislatures and administrative agencies to initiate changes independently of the boards.
 They are worded to avoid litigation (directly at odds with the common assumption that US environmental laws tend to promote litigation) and they reduce the ability of non-resource agencies to have influence in the forest regulatory process. Indeed, these statutes limit the influence of other agencies over forest practices rules.
 

These formalized objectives regarding species preservation at the state level were written in a way to avoid outside conditions having the same impact required at the federal level regarding species protection. For example, Oregon’s rules simply required that “consideration” be given to wildlife habitat (Cubbage and Ellefson 1980).
 In Washington, statutes originally called for harvesting practices to “leave the area conducive for timber production and encourage wildlife" (Ibid: 468). These approaches have remained relatively constant over the last three decades. 

The third source of formal and enduring policy objectives comes from the federal arena, where environmental statutes that affect forestry management have been crafted in a way that largely respects state authority over private forest management. The two relevant federal statutes includes provisions under the Clean Water Act, and the Endangered Species Act. Under the Clean Water Act, forestry is treated as a “non-point source of pollution “– a classification that gives limited teeth to the EPA in regulating forestry impacts on water than if forestry had been designated as a “point source”.
 The Clean Water Act is written in a way to require cooperation and voluntary regulation rather than coercive command and control methods, with federal agencies usually supporting and encouraging state level leadership. 

Similarly, and in contrast to popular belief and many scholarly assessments, the approach of the ESA to private forest management is very different from requirements of federal landowners and federal agencies. Unlike their federal counterparts, non-federal landowners are under no obligation to recover species, and section 10 of the ESA permits non-federal landowners to avoid rules forbidding endangered species habitat destruction. Section 10(a)(2) specifically permits a “non-federal landowner” to obtain an incidental take “permit” that allows him to destroy threatened and endangered species and habitats, provided that the landowner also prepares a Habitat Conservation Plan (“HCP”) that mitigates and minimizes the impacts of the taking rule on private forest owners.

Settings 

Since the early 1970s, forest policy setting in Oregon and Washington have developed incrementally, and in shorter steps, than occurred on National Forest lands. There remain no policy requirements regarding annual harvest rates and no efforts to permanently remove private forestland from the extractive land base. There have been incremental approaches to endangered species preservation, including rules governing harvesting in riparian zones. Such changes include guidelines that regulate road building near streams and encourage a percentage of original shade to be maintained and, in the mid 1970s, regulated the number of trees that should be left after harvesting near a stream by the 1990s, and created relatively limited (compared to National Forest lands) no harvest zones or “special harvest” zones. Likewise species preservation policies have increasingly used habitat conservation plans. Indeed, 6.5 million acres of private forest lands were covered by existing HCPs by 1999, with upwards of 20 million exempt covered by HCPs. While at first glance this may seem like a classic paradigmatic change towards environmental forestry, upon closer examination it is clear that these changes merely reinforce existing approaches because HCPs are created to permit “takings” under the Endangered Species Act, hence limiting, or altering, the effects of such a requirement.
 Similarly, the use of identified “nesting sites” of identified threatened endangered species (The Forest Practices Program 1994) emphasized requirements that landowners notify agencies when harvesting near an identified site, and obtaining prior approval when harvesting in these habitats. Implementation targets were developed to minimize impact of harvesting, rather than address species recovery (Giaari 1994). 

INSERT FIGURE V

Ben is going to refer to appendix here that traces policy development of these in table format, as well as giving a few more citations. Mike said, “yes” and then moved the process tracing trigger effects section that we now see immediately below. 

Ben:

I wonder if we should reverse the order here – i.e. doe the process tracing and then look at the goals/objectives/settings changes/dynamics? This is because of the level of detail in the process tracing section vs the goals etc one. Or if we want to keep it this way, then perhaps we should explain that what we are doing is first identifying the patterns of change and then (2) trying to explain this pattern?

Process Tracing Triggering Effects

 In order to explain why these patterns of change occured, we focus our efforts on process tracing and identifying thekey triggering events and factors  that caused much of the punctuated equilibrium policy behavior observed n the US federal land case but not the state-level one, to occur: that is, the key role played by scientific information revealing that the Northern Spotted Owl was being threatened with extinction owing to the decline of “late successional” or “old growth” forest types in the US Pacific Northwest. Once we do this we then compare the more limited response that took place on state regulated lands during the same time period.

National forestlands: Responding to Outside Conditions

Beginning in the late 1970s scientific research showed that the Northern Spotted Owl depended on old growth or “late successional” forests for its survival, and that decline of these forest types threatened the survival of the species (Gutierrez and Carey 1985). Land management agencies part of a policy subsystem marked by strong clientelist relationships with industry interests and professional forestry associations, either questioned the science and failed to respond, or undertook incremental responses. As a result, the Seattle and Portland Audubon Societies launched litigation, consistent with the homeostatic features of the hard institutions found in this sector, to force land management agencies to dramatically adjust upward implementation targets over Northern Spotted Owl habitat. They drew on the accumulating scientific research that the owl’s decline was owing to a lack of protection of its habitat, and scientific evidence that the owl was an “indicators species” of forest ecosystem decline as a whole, pushing the homeostatic features found in the sector to address forest management generally, and the complex interplay of forest-dependent species life. This litigation first began as an attempt to force the Fish and Wildlife Service to list the Northern Spotted Owl as threatened, drawing on the durable requirements of the Endangered Species Act, The National Environmental Policy Act, and National Forest Management Act (Sher and Stahl 1990; Sher 1993; Hungerford 1994). 

The litigation eventually forced the listing of the Northern Spotted Owl as endangered, and led to a number of agency and inter-agency attempts to devise a recovery plan (Thomas et al. 1990).
 When it was clear that any plan to save the Northern Spotted Owl would result in a considerable loss of timber supply in the Pacific Northwest (Levine 1989; Kriz 1990), Congress attempted to override and in some cases dismantle the exist hard institutions apparatus. However, illustrating the durability of the operationalized objectives, repeated efforts by the US Congress to changes the hard institutional features consistently failed (Yaffee 1994). 

Ultimately the White House initiated a highly publicized "Forest Summit" in Portland, Oregon in April of 1993, at which environmental, industry, labour and other non-government organisations presented their solutions before the President and members of his cabinet (Begley et al. 1993). The summit resulted in the establishment of the Forest Ecosystem Management Team (FEMAT), comprised mostly of government scientists and was charged with presenting the Clinton Administration with different options for saving the Northern Spotted Owl. In the end, the Clinton administration chose “Option 9”, which they believed would entail the least economic impact while staying within the law, therefore allowing for plausible species recovery (personal interview US Department of Justice). Option 9, a largely predetermined result of the enduring features of the hard institutional setting, contain and detailed the punctuated changes at the policy specifications level detailed above.
 

Most accounts of this story point to the brilliance of environmental groups’ litigation campaigns, or environmental groups efforts to nationalize the issues (Hoberg 1997) or point to Clinton and Gore’s commitment to the environment, or to evidence that the Forest Service was changing its management philosophy (Davis and Davis 1988) However, these accounts fail to note that the ultimate plan for saving the owl was the one that allowed the most harvesting to occur within the confines of the law. Without the hard institutional features present in the sector, it is reasonable to hypothesize that the more limited policy responses by governmental agencies officials before the summit, ones that were ruled time and again by Dwyer to be out of conformity with key provisions of the formalized objectives of US forest policy, would almost certainly have produced a different policy response. Contrary to most of these single case studies, our analysis of the impacts of hard institutions reveals that it was not changing ideas on the part of the public or agencies (Twight 1983; Twight and Lyden 1989)
 or of Congress (Davis 1995) that was the key causal mechanism shaping the development of classic paradigmatic change in implementation targets. Rather, it was the specific and enduring features of the hard institutional system that required land management agencies to address species preservation by increasing policy level settings enough to bring back Owl populations. And the law explicitly forbade altering settings due to their impact on economic factors. 

Judge Dwyer, who oversaw compliance with the outside conditions of Northern Spotted Owl Endangerment, and who had rejected previous plans as failing to provide efforts to recover the species, ultimately upheld Option 9 because he ruled that he was finally presented with a plan that met the requirements of the hard institutional features noted above. Indeed, the Judge ruled that in order to comply with the substantive non-discretionary requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the National Forest Management Act and "[g]iven the current condition of the forest, there is no way the agencies could comply with environmental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis."
 Hence, it was the hard institutional features noted above that led to the massive changes in the policy specifications, as well as the “laying” of policy instrument preferences. As the US Forest Service Chief during the period explained, “One of the more interesting things that came out of [the FEMAT/Option 9 decision was the charge that Option 9 was illegal because the law specified that these plans had to be done on a forest by forest and district by district basis. And that to use this more comprehensive process was illegal. ...Judge Dwyer said, "no"...it was essentially mandatory, there was no way we could meet all the legal requirements without going through a more coordinated planning operation that meets ecosystem standards”(personal interview).

At a time when courts were requiring classic paradigmatic changes on National Forest lands in response to the Northern Spotted Owl and associated species, the  institutional features at the state level directed responses by narrowing the policy options available to regulators, and directing policy development to forest practices boards mandated to ensure economic health of the timber industry. Indeed, the Washington State Forest Practices board had been, as of 1996, unable to even define critical habitat for the Northern spotted Owl, relying instead on emergency rules that both industry and environment organizations agree are not adequate (Rowland 1994).

 Responses to owl protection in Oregon were deemed equally limited by environmental groups
 and ultimately most responses were effected through the company initiated Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) that most scientists, directly criticized by industry interests, (Northwest Forest Resources Council and Counties 1991; Northwest Forestry Association 1994) deemed inadequate to address species decline (Giaari 1994).
 And even widespread experimentation with multi-stakeholder processes in Washington State that sidestepped its Forest Practices Board ended up seeing environmental groups walk away from the table, with, ultimately, industry-supported incremental policy changes resulting.

Indeed, a major research effort on the effects of Washington State’s implementation targets on owls reveals (Associated Press 2003),
 consistent with our analysis of the effects of the hard institutional setting, that the Northern Spotted Owl continues to decline. Scientists and environmental groups have pointed the finger directly at weaker implementation targets governing private and state-owned forestlands (American Lands Alliance 1998), with the Seattle Based Washington Forest Law Center referring to the approach as “behind the times” and “in desperate need of revision” (Associated Press 2003). Frustrations with incremental approaches to these outside conditions (Associated Press 1995), combined with what they argue to be inadequate responses (Pacific Fishery Management Council 2000) to the evidence regarding Salmon decline (Lazaroff 2001), reached the stage that the most historically active and engaged environmental group in Washington State, the Washington State Environmental Council (WEC) decided at the end of the 1990s to withdraw from a decade and a half multi-stakeholder forum, the Timber Fish and Wildlife process (Washington Environmental Council 1999).

Ben perhaps bring in some more empirical detail here from diss of course problem is one of space
VI. Hard Institutions and the Logic of Appropriateness in Policy Development 
Applying advice offered by Baumgartner and Jones’ and Sabatier that policy scientists ought to study patterns of policy over decades, our analysis of these two cases reveals a much more complex pattern of policy development on both National forests and private forestlands over the period 1980-2004, than is usually identified, using the ‘orthodox’ punctuated equilibrium appraoch. Neither purely ‘paradigmatic’ nor purely ‘incremental’, in both jurisdictions, different elements or levels of policy developed in different ways. Policies maintained stable policy objectives during the entire time under review, and largely stable (classic incremental) policy settings, with the exception that National forest lands settings here were “punctuated” in the early 1990s by a brief period of rapid paradigmatic change that also coincided with “layering” of policy instruments (formalized means objectives).

Defining Hard Institutions

What explains these patterns of policy development and the different institutional triggering mechanism?  We argue that the existence of durable “hard institutions” explain very different policy responses to very similar environmental problems. Drawing on Clemens and Cook (1999), we define “hard” institutions as “formal and informal rules, policies and standard operating procedures that bind and guide behavior.” [MIKE, I WILL ADD A DISCUSSION HERE ABOUT PROBLEMS WE HAVE IN OFFERING A TAUTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT, OR AT LEAST DIFFICULTY IN ASSESSING THIS – I CAN ALSO BRING THIS ISSUE UP TO RESEARCH METHODOLOGY SECTION]. We emphasize the “binding” aspect because some (soft) institutions (Giuliani 1999; Abbott and Snidal 2000; Pollock III, Lilie, and Vittes. 1993) are not durable at all, responding to other factors themselves and having little explanatory power. Hence, hard institutions are by definition durable, unchanging constellations of rules and requirements that direct and mediate patterns of policy development. Of course institutions at some point crumble and are replaced, or evolve (Thelen 2003), but our interest here is on understanding policy development when very durable hard institutions do not change – an underconceptualized, understudied, yet very important feature of US policy making. 

To be sure, most policy regimes in the western world operate under the existence of hard institutions – the most obvious are the macro-level (usually constitutionally entrenched) rules of democratic governance, including the US separation of powers that has led to a "a government of legislation and litigation" (Katznelson and Prewitt 1979: 31-33) where log rolling (Hoberg 1993; Weaver 1994: 18) can create short windows of opportunity for legislative initiatives that once closed, become enduring features of US policy making, framing and directing future choices. For these reasons, as Pierson (2000; 1993), Hacker (2001) and others have revealed, policies themselves can gain significant explanatory power, strongly affecting what future policy choices are possible and what existing institutional designs will permit, nor not permit, in responding to societal concerns about such important issues as poverty, old age pensions, health care and the environment. 

In some policy regimes hard institutions have only a limited, albeit important influence in policy development. For instance, research on forest policy development in British Columbia, Canada, just north of the US Pacific Northwest, revealed the existence of a long-standing system designed to encourage ongoing development of the forest resources, providing a “maximum” ceiling regarding just how “high” policy specifications could go in addressing environmental problems, but otherwise permitting significant fluctuations in other aspects of policy (Rayner et al. 2001). In this sense, we can imagine a hard institutional spectrum for any policy regime – at one end constitutional rules may be the only hard institutional features (and in some countries not even these are durable), while at the other end an array of policies and institutions may exist that create and direct virtually all aspects of policy development. Our article focuses on examples at this latter end of the spectrum because this allows us to assess and explore cases where the most significant hard institutional features exist, and, in doing so, facilitate research contrasting those found at other points on the spectrum. 

INSERT FIGURE III

Drawing on our discussions above, Figure III identifies what types of change are permitted when hard institutions permeate a policy regime and provide a relatively fixed logic of appropriateness for policy development. A number of important conceptual discoveries result. The first is that societally-induced classic paradigmatic policy change at the idea/goals level, a central feature of Hall and Sabatier’s models, cannot occur when hard institutions exist at the right hand end of the spectrum. Likewise, political party induced faux paradigmatic change cannot occur when hard institutions are located at the right hand side of the spectrum because the thermostatic properties present in the sector are so entrenched that even a new government is unable to change them. On the other hand, while operationalized program objectives also cannot change under hard institutional orders (since, as we reveal, they are at the heart of the logic of appropriateness and identify at what level homeostatic properties exist in the regime),“layering” (Schickler 2001; Hacker 2003b; Genschel 1997) can occur at the level of policy instrument preferences, if existing instrument choices do not permit required changes in implementation targets and program level specifications. 

Accordingly, change at the level of implementation targets depends on the particular logic of appropriateness. Some hard institutional settings permit or even require that, under predetermined conditions, policy targets undergo classic paradigmatic change, while others permit only non-cumulative, non-paradigmatic development. Importantly, understanding the constraints and direction imposed by the existing hard institutional order means identifying whether it contains homeostatic features designed to respond to outside conditions (such as decline in species populations or increases in poverty levels) or whether the institutional structure maintains durable policies in the face of changes in outside conditions. 

INSERT FIGURE VI

The hard institutional explanation

The analysis of two decades of forest policy change above is consistent with our hypothesis concerning the variable homeostatic properties of the policy system created by different hard institutional orders. At the federal level the key features of the hard institutional setting were durable program objectives requiring that outside conditions (species) remain viable and that required program level specifications be altered following scientific information regarding the status of specific outside conditions. Environmental groups turned to the homeostatic mechanism at the core of the hard institutional logic of appropriateness found in this arena, but other than this “tripping effect”, the causal influence of the ideas promoted by environmental groups was limited. 

Since the 1970s the key institutional features governing forestlands in the US Pacific Northwest under state and federal jurisdiction have remained durable - conforming to the “ideal type” of hard institutions (at the right end of the pendulum) defined above. But the configuration of two types of hard institutions was key – one affecting policy development on US National Forestlands and one that was manifest both in Oregon and Washington, affecting and directing policy development emanating largely from the state level and affecting forest management of private lands. 

At the federal level formalized program objectives focused the entire policy regime on maintaining equilibrium on the “outside conditions” (species preservation), resulting in sizeable policy adjustments to implementation targets when outside conditions change (in this case the forest environment and the species that depend on them). In both cases the hard institutions established non-cumulative (unchanging) formalized objectives – so powerful that repeated (and often successful) efforts to change the partisan makeup of elected officials did not change the overall logic of the institutional logic of appropriateness. 

The general trends with respect to these two cases is set out in Figure VI below. This figure summarized our argument that the existence of two different “institutional” settings, each with their own “logics of appropriateness” and distinct homeostatic mechanisms (Figures IV and V) largely explain the patterns of policy development within and across policy regimes. These hard institutions contained a distinct logic of appropriateness regarding the types of policy development (paradigmatic, classic incremental) that each of the six levels of policy could undergo. The most important feature in our cases emanates from the requirements of the formal “program objectives” level, since these were durable throughout the entire time of review, despite significant changes in public opinion, election outcomes, and environmental group transformations. Program objectives then become not only a measure of policy change, but also gain explanatory power in shaping and directing other types of policy development (Pierson 1993).
 

VII. Conclusion 

Applying our analytical approach to forest policy in the US Pacific Northwest uncovered a much more complex pattern of policy development than is usually presented in the literature on punctuated equilibrium processes; and in the literature that explores different types of policy objectives and policy setting (Hall 1993). The explanation for the two different types of historical patterns of policy development in the Pacific Northwest, with the strongest explanatory power, lies in the different configuration of institutions in each region which created distinct “logics of appropriateness” as to the type and range of policy change that could occur in the face of differing external conditions. Specifically, institutionalized homeostatic mechanisms were focused at different levels (orders) of policy. On National Forest lands, massive change in policy specifications was the result of a homeostatic equilibrium process at the program objectives level in which indicators of outside problems were designed to be stable, resulting in instability in policy settings, while in Oregon and Washington state, the hard institutional features were designed to limit policy settings responses to outside environmental indicators, as the dominant role of economic objectives was an enduring institutionalized feature of policy-making. The result was no change in operationalized program objectives, and relatively limited (classic incremental) responses to environmental policy problems. 

Our analysis challenges many existing theories of policy change that largely assumed that paradigmatic change can only occur when existing institutions crumble or are replaced (Genschel 1997). And by including outside conditions in our analysis, our research also confirms Hacker’s observation that when institutions do not permit implementation targets to adapt to outside conditions, then “policy drift” (Hacker 2003a) can occur precisely because the institutional design did not change– such as when existing welfare policies fail to take into account aging populations, or when species preservation policies do not adapt to the cumulative impact of existing harvesting practices on species habitat. 

Five critical findings emerge from our approach. The first is that broad based theories of institutional and policy change need to incorporate better explanations of policy development consistent with the logic of an existing institutional order. Path breaking work by Hall, Sabatier linking the role of exogenous societal learning to types of policy change, and Haas (1992) on scientific knowledge, as creating a catalyst for endogenous change, need to be modified to take into account the way different institutional structures permit societal learning to shape endogenous policy processes and, ultimately, policy responses (Braun and Benninghoff 2003; Daugbjerg 1997, 2003). Second, debates about whether or not policies are themselves “institutions” (Kiser and Ostrom 1982; Pierson 1993)  need to be redirected slightly to explore instead how they are part of the “hard” or “soft” institutional” features that create specific logics of policy appropriateness in different sectors. 

Third, while theories of “punctuated equilibrium” attempt to explain rapid policy change over short periods of time, we argue that scholars must be careful to explain which levels (orders) of policies they are measuring and describing. Distinguishing between different levels (orders) of policies often reveals several distinct types of policy development. Fourth, and related, assessments of policy change and dynamics must take the ‘direction’ of change into account. That is, they must distinguish policy development that moves slightly in different directions over time but never deviates much from the status quo (policies in equilibrium), from those that move in the same direction over time. And whether such changes are consistent with a specific type of hard institution, or signal transformation of hard institutions themselves, requires careful conceptual and empirical attention that most work on “homeostatic” or self-equilibrating systems and ‘path dependent’ policy processes (Goldstone 1998; Pierson 2000) fail to undertake (Deeg 2001).

Fifth, our project both cautions, and positions, research on the influence of non-governmental organizations and subsystem structure in directing and explaining policy development. Most accounts of the transformation of the US National forest policy emphasize the role of environmental groups as explanatory factors, ignoring or treating as instrumental the institutional features that permitted such activity. And by failing to compare very different policies in the same region but under very different institutional logics, the bulk of the scholarship failed to capture the key transformative aspect of policy change in this arena. Such an insight is important for scholarship that explores the effects of policy subsystems’ structure and functions (Howlett and Ramesh 2003). Whether policy subsystem have independent explanatory power on policy development, or whether they reflect the institutional environment in which they operate, is an empirical question that requires assessing the permeability and durability of hard institutions within a policy regime, and its logic of appropriateness in shaping policy development. 
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(e.g. saving fish; increase harvesting) 
	What are the specific requirements?

i.e. the size of the size of riparian no harvesting zones, or speed limit 

	Policy Focus
	
	
	
	

	
	Means
	What types of Norms guide choices of Policy Implementation

(e.g. choice between use of coercive instruments vs those based on moral

suasion)

e.g. Bernstein comprormise of liberal environenmentalism


	What specfic types of policy Instrument choice are made? 

i.e.tax incentives, loans, command and control?

	What are the specific ways in which the instrument is implemented (this conforms to Sabatiers third measure of policy change that I could refer to. 
(e.g. posting speed limit signs and increasing police enforcement; published written down requirements or guidelines regulations, inspections, fines)




Follows Weimer and Vining, maintains more emphasis on Hall.

	FIGURE II: A BASIC TAXONOMY OF POLICY CHANGE BY SPEED AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE

(cells contain typical ‘modes’ of change)

	 
	Tempo or Speed of Change

	Directionality
	Fast
	Slow

	 Cumulative
	Classic paradigmatic


	Progressive Incremental 

	In Equilibrium


	Faux paradigmatic
	Classic incremental



	Source: Adapted from Robert F. Durrant and Paul F. Diehl, “Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policy: Lessons From the U.S. Foreign Policy Arena,” Journal of Public Policy 9 (1989), 179-205


	Figure: III Types of policy development that can occur under a durable hard institutional order
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	Function of homeostatic features of hard institutions

	Policy Focus
	
	
	
	

	
	Means
	No influence on policy development when hard institutions stays the same

Could explain hard institutional development or institutional transformation

	Layering can occur
	Function of homeostatic features of hard institutions. .


	Figure IV: Changes and Stability in PNW federal forest policy, 1975-2002.
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	Figure V: Role of Policy Levels in shaping PNW private forest lands homeostatic logic of appropriateness 

(cells contain examples of each measure)
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between environmental and economic coalition
	Classic Incremental
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	Figure VI: Impact of Hard Institutions and their Thermostatic Properties on Forest Policy in US PNW

	
	Classification of Policy Development

	
	Paradigmatic

(Cumulative, going to new equilibrium)


	Classic Incremental

(In equilibrium, non-cumulative) 


	Faux Paradigmatic
	Progressive Incremental

	Oregon/Washington
	· Outside conditions (Species extinction, endangerment) 


	· Operationalized Program Objectives 

· Program Level Specifications, especially implementation targets 
	· NA

Not permitted by hard institutions at right hand spectrum
	· None

	National Forest Lands (Federal Government)
	· Implementation Targets (both program level specification and instrument calibrations
	· Objectives

· Outside conditions (Species viability) 
	· NA

Not permitted by hard institutions at right hand spectrum
	· None



Endnotes






� The “punctuated equilibrium” concept originates from evolutionary biology � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Eldredge</Author><Year>1972</Year><RecNum>8515</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Eldredge, Niles</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Gould, Stephen Jay</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1972</YEAR><TITLE>Punctuated equilibria: an alternative to phyletic gradualism</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Schopf, T. J. M.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Models in Paleobiology</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>San Francisco</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cooper</PUBLISHER><PAGES>82-115</PAGES><CALL_NUMBER>QE721 S36</CALL_NUMBER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Larissa Yocom</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>For  Cashore-Howlett, &quot;Punctuating what equilibrium?&quot;</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>punctuated equilibrium, phyletic gradualism</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Gould</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>8521</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gould, Stephen Jay</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Eldredge, Niles</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>Punctuated equilibria: the tempo and mode of evolution reconsidered</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Paleobiology</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>3</VOLUME><NUMBER>2</NUMBER><PAGES>115-151</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Larissa Yocom</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>For  Cashore-Howlett, &quot;Punctuating what equilibrium?&quot;</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>punctuated equilibrium, evolution, speciation, phyletic gradualism, selection, paleobiology, anthropology, history of life</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>http://orbis.library.yale.edu/cgi-bin/Pwebrecon.cgi?v1=1&amp;ti=1,1&amp;SC=Title&amp;PID=13047&amp;SA=Paleobiology+(Online)&amp;SEQ=20041105141434&amp;SID=6</URL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Gersick</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>8518</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gersick, Connie J. G.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1991</YEAR><TITLE>Revolutionary change theories: a multilevel exploration of the punctuated equilibrium paradigm</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Academy of Management Review</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>16</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>10-36</PAGES><DATE>January</DATE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Larissa Yocom</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>For Cashore-Howlett, &quot;Punctuating what equilibrium?&quot;</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>organizational change, evolution, environments, threat, revolutionary change, punctuated equilibrium, adaptation, upheaval, model, paradigms</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com/hww/jumpstart.jhtml?sid=HWW:BUS&amp;pid=%3Can%3E199100104829001%3C/an%3E</URL><AUTHOR_ADDRESS>Gersick CJG , University of California Los Angeles, Anderson Graduate School of  Management, Los Angeles, CA 90024 USA</AUTHOR_ADDRESS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Eldredge and Gould 1972; Gould and Eldredge 1977; Gersick 1991)�. 


� For similar models based on a similar critique of Hall see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Daugbjerg</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>2037</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Daugbjerg, Carsten</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>Policy Networks and Agricultural Policy Reforms:  Explaining Deregulation in Sweden and  Re-regulation in the European Community</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Governance</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>10</VOLUME><NUMBER>2</NUMBER><PAGES>123-142</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Theoretical framework</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Policy Communities</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Policy Networks</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Smith</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>8562</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Smith, Adrian</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE>Policy networks and advocacy coalitions: Explaining policy change and stability in UK industrial pollution policy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>18</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>95-114</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Radhika</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>For Cashore-Howlett, Punctuating what equilibrium?</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>policy network analysis, advocacy coalition framework, comparitive application, resource interdependencies, UK industrial pollution sector,</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>http://www.envplan.com/epc/abstracts/c18/c180095.html</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Daugbjerg 1997; Smith 2000)�. 


� Similarly dynamics were suggested by Sabatier and included in his advocacy coalition framework (ACF) formulation � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sabatier</Author><Year>1988</Year><RecNum>215</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sabatier, Paul</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1988</YEAR><TITLE>An Advocacy Coalition Framework of Policy Change and the Role of Policy-Oriented Learning Therein</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Policy Sciences</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>21</VOLUME><PAGES>129-168</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Policy Community</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Policy Network</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Sabatier 1988)�


� For clarity, our analysis does not directly address policies governing state-owned lands. 


� Forestry is a complex arena and many other policy measures, including the use of chemicals and herbicides, exotics, plantation management, and fire control, could also be considered under the term, “environmental forestry”. For the purposes of this paper we have deliberately chosen key “forest practices” policies that were the focus of much of the environmental conflicts over the last 30 years. 


� The important caveat to this review is that the ESA provides for the establishment of an "Endangered Species Committee", or "God Squad" � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Davis</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>286</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Davis, Phillip A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1992</YEAR><TITLE>Critics Say Too Few Jobs, Owls Saved Under &apos;God Squad&apos; Plan</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>50</VOLUME><NUMBER>June 1</NUMBER><PAGES>1438-1439</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>hongwen</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>A2</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Spotted Owl - Pacific Northwest</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Enviro-forestry - Pacific Northwest</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Davis 1992)�. This committee has the authority to decide that the "economic and social benefits of the proposed action outweigh costs to the listed species" and can therefore exempt a particular action from the requirements of the ESA � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Smith</Author><Year>1993</Year><RecNum>901</RecNum><Suffix>: 1039</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Smith, Andrew A.</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Margaret A. Moote</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Cecil R. Schwalbe</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1993</YEAR><TITLE>The Endangered Species Act at Twenty: An Analytical Survey of Federal Endangered Species Protection</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Natural Resources Journal</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>33</VOLUME><NUMBER>4</NUMBER><PAGES>1027-1076</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>B1</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Endangered Species Act</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Smith, Moote, and Schwalbe 1993: 1039)�. This committee can only be established when no "feasible alternatives" exist and where there is "considerable" economic or social importance (ibid, p.1038).


� The courts ruled that clearcutting in the Monongahela National Forest was contrary to an obscure provision in the 1876 Organic Act.


� Until the mid 1990s, Forest Service officials tended to refer to its “multiple-use mandate” from the 1960s’ Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act. And even though this Act had been superceded by the formal institutional logics of appropriateness noted above, the idea of multiple use continued to be raised by industrial and other interests in policy subsystem deliberations, in their efforts to limit the expansion of preservation initiatives.


� Though frustration at the public policy level has led many groups to ignore government altogether, creating alternative forms of governance which rely on market recognition for practicing responsible forestry � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Fletcher</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>7095</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Fletcher, Rick</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Adams, Paul </AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Radosevich, Steve</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>Comparison of two forest certification systems and Oregon legal requirements</TITLE><PUBLISHER>Oregon State University</PUBLISHER><PAGES>90</PAGES><DATE>December 14, 2001</DATE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Laura Bozzi</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>PNW Plantation paper</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Oregon</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest certification</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>FSC </KEYWORD><KEYWORD>SFI</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>forest laws</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>private land</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>http://sfp.cas.psu.edu/Certification%20Comparison%20Final%20Report.pdf</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Fletcher, Adams, and Radosevich 2001)�. 


� A slightly countervailing trend is that any forest owner is subject to common law where they are not permitted to damage other people’s property through acts of “nuisance, waste or taking” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Ellefson</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>905</RecNum><Suffix>: 30-37</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Ellefson, Paul</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Anthony Cheng</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>R.J. Moulton</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Regulation of Private Forestry Practices by State Governments</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>St. Paul</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of Minnesota, Station Bulletin 605-1995 Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station.</PUBLISHER><PAGES>225</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest practices</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>State forest practices - Oregon - Washington - United States</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>private forestry</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>regulatory programs</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Location - YPFC bookshelves</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest policy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>State government</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Private land </KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Best Management Practices</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Statistics</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>US environmental policy</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Ellefson, Cheng, and Moulton 1995: 30-37)�.


� The key piece of forestry legislation governing Oregon is its 1971 Forest Practices Act. The precise timing of the 1971 Act can be traced to the US Congress' deliberations and eventual enactment of the Clean Water Act of 1972. 


� Originally most of Oregon’s board was made up of industry interests leading to the charge that that "...that the timber industry, is, in effect, allowed to regulate itself" � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Anderson</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>115</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Anderson, Gordon B.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>Oregon&apos;s Forest Conservation Laws- Part I</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE><styles></styles>American Forests</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>83</VOLUME><NUMBER>3 (March)</NUMBER><PAGES>16-19; 52-56</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>hongwen</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>A1</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest resource policy- US</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>State enviro-forest legislation</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>State regulation</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Oregon</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Pacific Northwest</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Anderson 1977)�. 


� Washington State is slightly different from Oregon in that court rulings regarding tribal fishing rights and a State Environmental Policy Act give it a degree of legalism.


� Although the Department of Environmental Quality does have a role in Washington unparalleled in Oregon.


� Slight changes made in 1987 required the Department of Forestry to collect inventories of threatened and endangered species and “ecologically and scientifically significant” sites. If, after conducting this analysis, the Forest Practices Board decides that forest harvesting may conflict with these resource sites, the Board must then "consider the consequences of the conflicting uses and determine appropriate levels of protection" (ORS 527.710(3)(b)). Rules have tended to focus on limiting harvesting during reproductive seasons or specifying areas around particular sites in which no logging can occur. In Washington, any forest practices on critical habitat lands require an environmental assessment under Washington's SEPA legislation. The 1987 Wildlife Code creates a process whereby the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife can ask the Wildlife Commission to list a species if it is "seriously threatened with extinction" though there is no timeline in the listing process. The Forest Practices Board has the power to designate critical habitat areas for individual species.


� The environmental protection agency lost a large battle in 2001 to change forestry from a non-point source to a point source of pollution � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>United States. Department of Agriculture</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>10</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>United States. Department of Agriculture,</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>United States. Environmental Protection Agency,</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE>Joint Statement of the Department of Agriculture and the Environmental Protection Agency Addressing Agricultural and Silvicultural Issues Within EPA Revisions to TMDL and NPDES Rules</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Washington, DC</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>United States. Department of Agriculture. United States. Environmental Protection Agency.</PUBLISHER><DATE>May 6</DATE><LABEL>bcashore</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>cashore</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>forest management</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>US</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>States</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>BMPs</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>implementation</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>enforcement</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>http://epw.senate.gov/107th/epa_0506.htm</URL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Forest Resources Association</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>13</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Forest Resources Association, Inc.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>EPA Holding TMDL &quot;Listening Sessions&quot;</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Washington, DC</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Forest Resources Association, Inc.</PUBLISHER><LABEL>bcashore</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>cashore</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>forest management</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>US</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>States</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>BMPs</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>implementation</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>enforcement</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><URL>www.inwoodlands.org</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(United States. Department of Agriculture and United States. Environmental Protection Agency 2000; Forest Resources Association 1999)�. The failure of this initiative, which would have had serious implications for the existing hard institution’s logic of appropriateness governing regulations on private forestlands, illustrates the durability and explanatory power of the existing hard institutional features.


� HCPs headed off faster and unidirectional changes. For instance, a scientific study by teams of researchers from the National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis and the American Institute of Biological Sciences � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kareiva</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>3474</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Peter Kareiva</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Sandy Andelman</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>DAniel Doak</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Bret Elderd</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Martha Groom</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Jonathan Hoekstra</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Laura Hood</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Rances James</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>John Lamoreux</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Gretchen LeBuhn</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Charles McCulloch</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>James Regetz</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Lisa Savage</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Mary Ruckelshaus</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>David Skelly</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Henry Wilbur</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Kelly Zamudio</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE>Using Science in Habitat Conservation Plans</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Santa Barbara, CA</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis, University of California, Santa Barbara, American Institute of Biological Sciences NCEAS HCP working group</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Spotted owl</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>endangered species</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Kareiva et al. 2000)� found that 84 percent of the time, HCPs failed to provide basic “conservation and mitigation measures, and/or to use important scientific information and analyses.” 


� The first effort was to develop an interagency committee including the Bureau of Land Management Lands, Forest Service Lands, Indian Lands, and involved the Fish and Wildlife Service and the US Marine Fisheries Department. Its report, a Scientific Panel on Late-successional Forest Ecosystems, commonly referred to as the “gang-of-four”, was important for establishing and documenting credible scientific information about the decline spotted owl and associated species ( “outside conditions”). Following the failure of federal agencies to adopt its recommendations, the Forest Service decided to conduct its own assessment, referred to as the Scientific Analysis Team (SAT).


� Some changes, such as the clearcutting rules, were made in advance of Option 9, but as part of initial efforts to implement ecosystem management following litigation over the Northern Spotted Owl litigation. See Robertson � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Robertson</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>1145</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Robertson, F. Dale</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1992</YEAR><TITLE>Policy Directive on Ecosystem Management of the National Forests and Grasslands</TITLE><DATE>June 4</DATE><TYPE_OF_WORK>Policy Directive</TYPE_OF_WORK><PUBLISHER>US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest resource policy-US</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Clearcutting</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Clear cutting - United States</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Ecosystem Management - United States</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Haddock</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>1144</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Haddock, Mark</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Forests on the Line: Comparing the Rules for Logging in British Columbia and Washington State</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Vancouver and New York, NY</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Sierra Legal Defence Fund &amp; the Natural Resources Defense Council</PUBLISHER><NUMBER_OF_VOLUMES>1</NUMBER_OF_VOLUMES><PAGES>78</PAGES><ISBN>0-9698351-1-6</ISBN><ACCESSION_NUMBER>c95-910200-0</ACCESSION_NUMBER><CALL_NUMBER>KEB345 .H32    1995</CALL_NUMBER><LABEL>hongwen&#xD;158</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Thesis</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest Practices - British Columbia - Washington State</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Forest Practices Act - British Columbia</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Legislation - British Columbia - Washington State</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Logging-Law and legislation-British Columbia</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Logging-Law and legislation-Washington(State)</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1992; Haddock 1995)�


� These studies found that the values and ideas of Forest Service officials were slow to reflect changes that have taken place within civil society. 


� It is true, as Hoberg � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Hoberg</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>6169</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>George Hoberg</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Science, Politics, and U.S. Forest Law:The Battle over the Forest Service Planning Rule</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Washington, DC</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Resources for the Future</PUBLISHER><DATE>June</DATE><TYPE_OF_WORK>Discussion Paper 03&#x2013;19</TYPE_OF_WORK><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Forest policy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Spotted Owl</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Committee of scientists</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(2003)� notes, that much of Dwyer’s rulings centered on the “viability” regulations under the National Forest Management Act and formed the core of his analysis. But the viability provision worked in tandem with the ESA’s requirements that a management plan be developed to recover threatened or endangered species, and with the NEPA requirement that they be published and assessed as environmental impacts statements. 


� The Portland Audubon’s analysis of the Board’s deliberations over protection of the Spotted Owl, “... [Board of Forestry] did adopt some rules to protect the spotted owl habitat - enough to protect the bird itself - a "take" from occurring. But it is such a minimal amount of habitat protection it is tantamount to saying, ‘We’ll keep from killing the bird but we will make it so uninhabitable that the bird won’t stay there (personal interview).


� Federal scientists recommendation that a “500 acres” no harvesting zone be created around Northern Spotted Owl sites was rejected by Oregon regulators � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Giaari</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>3476</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Albert Giaari</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>The Endangered Species Act: impact of section 9 on private landowners</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Environmental Law</SECONDARY_TITLE><NUMBER>April</NUMBER><PAGES>419-500</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Giaari 1994)�.


� The research found that 38 percent of 92 owl “territories” on the Washington State Olympic Peninsula supported owl breeding - half the amount that was identified from 1987 to 1992.


� Since this paper is focusing on policy that develops that is consistent with a logic of appropriateness of an existing hard institutional logic, we do not detail in this paper, why they have endured so long, nor do we have time to offer an exhaustive account of why they developed. 
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