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The policy of agricultural expansion developed in the aftermath of the war has
been widely regarded as heralding the beginning of a productivist regime, as
governments of both main political parties supported a post-war settlement for
increased food production. Rural policy came to be dominated by the need to
satisfy the demands of agricultural sector. When over-production and food
surpluses began to appear in the European Community in the late 1970s, the
policy of expansion came under sustained attack from some governments,
including the UK, environmentalists and consumers. The productivist regime
was succeeded by what rural geographers have conceptualised as the post-
productivist era. This dualism and the nature of post-productivism have been
the subject of intense yet inconclusive debate. What is not in doubt is the fact
that agriculture no longer retains its dominant position in rural areas, as other
issues such as the rural environment, the conservation of the countryside,
biodiversity, accommodating population growth, the social impact of the
concentration of services in urban areas all compete for policy space.

The political context in rural areas has many unique features. The market does
not play such a significant role in providing solutions to many rural issues: the
low density and dispersed population effectively reduces opportunities for
economies of scale; rural landscapes, biodiversity and cultural heritage are
public rather than market goods; and, agriculture functions within a highly
controlled market. There is increasing interaction between rural and urban
areas, with a growing scale of urban-bound commuting countered by increasing
use of the countryside for recreation by city dwellers. Rural areas especially the
uplands provide ecosystem services, including water management and flood
control; renewable energy; carbon sinks in the peat moorlands, among others.
Therefore, rural areas have become highly politicised arenas: rural policy is
concerned with choices about the use of land, the scale of agricultural
production, the rate of use of natural resources, the extent of social and
economic support and subsidy, the scale of development and the increasing
multifunctional use of rural spaces. Rural change is therefore associated to a
significant extent with shifts in rural policy.



Rural policy is multi-level with European, national, regional and local
governments all contributing to the rural policy process. UK agriculture has
been since 1973 supported through the Common Agricultural Policy and the
European Union has also developed rural development programmes. National
policy statements on the future of rural areas have been prepared by both main
parties. At the regional level, the Regional Development Agencies are statutorily
obliged to give equal weight to rural as to urban areas in their regeneration
responsibilities. Many local authorities have prepared rural policy statements
and through their planning responsibilities control the scale and characteristics
of rural development and protect the countryside. The issue of coherence
across the multi-levels is a challenge for rural governance.

Despite the strong influence of political intervention in shaping rural areas, it is
surprising that there is such a limited literature on rural policy in England. As
Woods (2008, p8) remarks, “critical discussion of the discourses of rurality that
underpin rural policy are restricted to no more than a handful.” While the shift
from productivism to post-productivism has occupied much space, rural
geographers have largely ignored the influence of policy and political decisions
in shaping post-productive rural England. Potter and Tilzey (2005, p582) argue
that previous work examining the shift to agricultural post-productivism has
largely ignored questions of causation and agency in rural change. Moreover,
Marsden and Sonnino (2008, p430) suggest that

social scientists (especially since 1997) have been so busy descriptively
following the various initiatives, schemes and projects that they have
tended to forfeit a more critical and structural analysis of the
contemporary State and of its profound role in conditioning and
positioning its agricultures.

The aim of this study is therefore to explain the historical transformation of a
post-war rural policy dedicated to supporting the expansion of agriculture to the
emergence of what the OECD (2011, p22) regards as a policy approach in
England, “unique among OECD countries.” It does not however propose
alternative policy solutions and designs, but by contributing to a more complete
understanding of how present policy for rural England came to be shaped may
help to stimulate more critical debate and research.
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This study was supported by an ESRC CASE Studentship co-sponsored by the
Rural Community Councils (RCCs) in Yorkshire and the Humber region. It
coincided with a fundamental shift in the place of RCCs in rural governance.
Founded in the 1920s to support the social development of rural communities,
the RCCs were continuously sponsored by the Rural Development Commission
until it was scrapped in 1997 to be succeeded by the Countryside Agency. Their
independence from government at all levels allowed the RCCs the freedom to
innovate and be flexible in their roles. Following government proposals to
‘modernise rural delivery’ agreed in the 2004 Rural Strategy (Great Britain,
Defra 2004), the RCCs were funded by central government with reporting lines
to the Government Office for the Yorkshire and the Humber region. This change
thrust the RCCs into the network of government relationships and their remit
became more closely associated with regional and local government activities
and programmes, with which they were unfamiliar. This study provided the
opportunity to improve their understanding of why rural governance had been
fully re-designed and what the changes were hoping to achieve.

The research questions were initially defined as identifying the key factors
which explained the re-design of rural governance. However, the re-design may
only be understood in the context of changes in rural policy and in particular
the shift from the post-war productivist regime to a more broadly based rural
policy. The study therefore needed to examine change over the long-term -
from the creation of the policy of agricultural expansion to the present. It was
equally clear that change impacted on all levels of policy from the European
Community’s Common Agricultural Policy to local community support.

Outline of the study

Chapter 2 explores the limited range of literature on rural policy in the UK. It
focuses specifically on rural geographers’ interpretation of the shift from
productivism to post-productivism, revealing their close adherence to a Marxist
framework of analysis. The use of regulation theory limits the scope of analysis,
imputing the causes of change to accumulation imperatives, but within some
agent-less process. Analysis tends to concentrate on identifying the spatial
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Since the UK accession to the European Community in 1973, it has been
assumed in many political studies that the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
undermined the capacity of the state to construct its own national agricultural
policy. Therefore, Chapter 5 explores the development of the CAP and argues
that the stimulus for a common policy cannot simply be ascribed to economic
logic. Recent work by Knudsen (2009) based on original sources has
emphasised social welfare and rural values in the original policy design. The
Chapter explores how, in response to the deep budget crisis resulting from the
production of surpluses in the 1980s, CAP reform has been constructed within
the context of the normative values which shaped its original design. The
Chapter provided the basis of an article on the construction of an alternative
policy narrative in the 1980s (Elton 2010).

Chapter 6 analyses a structured narrative of agricultural and rural policy in the
UK following the post-war settlement. It compares its development with
European experience and identifies a divergence which had significant
implications for UK relations with Europe. It highlights that the Europeanization
of UK agricultural/rural policy has not received sufficient attention. The Chapter
contests the view of Marsh and Smith (2000) that the monopoly power of the
closed policy community explains the persistence of productivist agriculture,
proffering an alternative interpretation of agricultural policy as an instrument of
economic policy. The Chapter concludes that following the election of the
Thatcher government there was a paradigm shift as neo-liberal ideas
introduced the role of markets to UK rural policy and significantly reduced the |
level of support and subsidy.

The following Chapter 7 explores the UK response to CAP reform and its
introduction of a multi-sectoral, territorial rural policy supported through local
initiative and intervention. It compares the attempt to formulate a rural policy
for England with the European approach and concludes that despite the
introduction of an environmental dimension emphasising the production of
public goods, rural policy in England was highly constrained by the neo-liberal
policy regime.



Chapter 8 argues that the response of New Labour to the declining role of
agriculture in rural areas was initially determined by its unexpected electoral
success in rural England and by accusations of the Countryside Alliance that the
party did not understand rural issues. Its rural policy statement in 2000 was
more a commitment of substantially increased resources than a vision for rural
England. Following the wide ranging impact of the outbreak of foot and mouth
disease, New Labour created a new department to coordinate rural affairs and
embarked on a more considered policy review. It is argued that the review was
heavily influenced by the Treasury which acted as a meta-governor seeking to
steer the nascent department and to revise and reform rural policy institutions.
The outcome has been the disintegration of rural policy as the Treasury denied
the distinctiveness of rural economic and social needs. The policy delivery
strategy has thus become dominated by ‘mainstreaming’ considered by the
OECD (2011) as “unique among OECD countries.”

The final Chapter 9 draws together the key findings and assesses the value of
the constructivist/discursive institutionalist framework for the historical analysis
of rural policy in England. It also highlights areas for further research, especially
further investigation of the Europeanization of UK rural policy.



Chapter 2
A Review of Literature on Rural Change
1. Introduction

The past 20 years have witnessed increasing challenges to the traditional
concept of rural life, dependent on agricultural production as the key source of
economic and social integration. In the aftermath of the Second World War, the
government’s commitment to sustaining agriculture as a contributor not only to
greater self sufficiency of food but to improvements in the UK’s balance of
payments was enabled through the construction of a simple, coherent rural
policy in which farming was afforded first priority. Rural policy consisted of a set
of values, norms and instruments which ensured that agriculture could expand
levels of production without fear of competition from other demands on rural
land. Rural governance was dominated by what has been described as either a
corporatist policy model (Winter 1996) or a closed policy community (Smith
1990) in which the National Farmers Union and the Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food (MAFF) developed a crucial interdependency. This post-war
settlement was gradually challenged as the rapid expansion of production
increasingly generated unintended consequences for farm incomes, for world
trade, for the environment, for animal welfare, for the countryside and for rural
lifestyles. The responses to these challenges have been the subject of
considerable debate as government has sought to develop rural policies which
maintain a productive agricultural sector while supporting the sustainable

development of rural areas.

The move from this stable rural policy framework to a successor has been
through a number of cycles of policy design and experimentation. This re-
construction has been a prolonged process, perhaps as the dimensions of any
new settlement involve a substantially greater number of stakeholders, or
perhaps as the wider range of issues increase the complexity of rural policy, or
for other reasons which this study seeks to explore. This Chapter explores what
is a quite limited range of literature to seek to identify: different interpretations
of the post-war policy settlement; the reasons put forward for its gradual

8



demise; conceptualisations and theorisations of this shift and successor policies;
how attempts to construct a new rural policy framework, including political
debates on the future of rural areas have been analysed; the role of the state
at different scales in stimulating or facilitating change; and, the emergence of
new forms of rural governance.

2. Approaches to the Interpretation of Rural Change

The range of this literature is largely confined to the rural studies and political
science disciplines. These disciplines adopt distinctly different approaches to
accounting for change. Rural studies has been concerned to explore rural
change in a holistic way (Cloke and Goodwin 1992, p322), and has relied
heavily on a Marxist political economy perspective and especially regulation
theory, while political scientists have explored fundamental shifts in policy
through the concept of policy paradigms (Coleman, Grant and Josling 2004,
p93). These approaches are fully explored in later Chapters, but are outlined
below to provide a sufficient context for exploring this literature.

Rural Studlies Approaches

Although rural studies developed rapidly in the 1980s drawing on a range of
different disciplines, Lowe and Ward (2007, p3) suggest that from this revival of
interest in rural issues “rural geography was able to grow in strength at the
expense of other sub-disciplines such as rural sociology and agricultural
economics. They conclude that the discipline has thrived over the past two
decades, “in part due to its openness to interdisciplinary influences. Its fortunes
contrast starkly with those of agricultural economics, which has declined largely
because it was closed to such influences” (Lowe and Ward 2007, p15).

The emergence of rural geography as a significant sub-discipline dates from the
late 1970s, and was largely stimulated by the work of the rural sociologist,
Howard Newby. Newby drew on concepts and ideas from the Marxist political
economy perspective, especially the centrality of capital accumulation and
restructuring in the social formation and uneven development in rural areas
(Newby 1977; Newby et al 1978). Lowe and Ward (2007, p7) emphasise that

his “studies of the social relations of capitalist farming were particularly
9



influential”. Importantly, they suggest that Newby’s work demonstrated how
the study of rural change could illuminate general processes of social and
economic change in Britain. Yet, Newby’s claim for a ‘New’ or *Critical Rural
Sociology’ in Britain foundered on the failure of that sub-discipline to achieve
recognition within its largely urban focused parent discipline (Crow et al 1990,
p253). |

Newby’s pioneering work enlivened interest in the rural dimension, and Lowe
and Ward (2007, p10) note that rural geography and much of the early
research on rural issues were able to draw on a wide range of different
disciplines to incorporate an array of ideas and approaches such as regulation
theory, international regimes, actor network theory and ethnographic method
(which were new to the geography discipline). Bowler (1987, p425) highlighted
that by 1987 “Marxist political economy, either explicitly or implicitly, underpins
much of the recent literature on the processes of change operating in
agriculture”. This approach (in its various forms) came to dominate academic
analysis of agricultural and rural economic change over the next 20 years. As is
revealed by the following review of literature on such change, after the early
absorption of a wide range of different approaches, neo-Marxist approaches
have perhaps surprisingly taken such a hold that other approaches, especially
from policy studies and political science, have largely been overlooked®.

Much of the early research in rural studies was conducted within a Marxist
political economy framework, and focused largely on agriculture as an economic
sector while elements of social change within rural areas were largely
neglected. Structural change in agriculture was seen as contingent on global
trends. Marxist concepts, particularly regimes of accumulation, were employed
by Friedmann and McMichael (1989) to link global economic change to major
shifts in the agricultural economy and hence to identify the long-term

! In what human geographers have termed a cultural turn, a complementary area of rural research
emerged in the 1990s. Lowe and Ward (2007, p15) note that “a crucial development was the reclaiming
of rurality as an appropriate scientific object.” Philo (1992, 1993) and Murdoch and Pratt (1993, 1994)
explored the implications of post-modernism for rural studies and called for greater consideration of
marginalized groups and communities, together with a broader sociological analysis of rural studies that
incorporated the social construction of ‘the rural’ (Halfacree 1993). Lowe and Ward (2007, p15)
conclude that “this rescuing of the rural as an object of analysis opened up a rich seam of research on
representations of rurality, rural identities and processes of social and cultural marginalisation (e.g.
Milbourne 1997, Cloke and Little 1997).”

10



development of food regimes. These reflect different types of commodity chains
and production systems, which “had to be politically constructed, coordinated
and maintained across ... the constituent countries of the regime” (Goodwin
2006, p308).

Aglietta (1979) identifies two periods of capitalist development, each with its
own distinctive modes of expansion. In the earlier phase (1870s to 1910s)
capitalist expansion depended on spreading to new areas of activity. Marsden
et al (1993, p44) refers to this phase, in relation to agriculture, as the “Imperial

food order™

in which extensive development of agriculture was encouraged
through the expansion of cultivation to new colonial frontiers and supported by
a commitment to free trade. In the later, more intensive, phase, from the 1940s
to the 1970s, expansion was dependent on the reorganisation of existing areas
of capitalist activity to increase efficiency. However, when this phase failed to
generate sufficient demand, as a result of over-investment and under-
consumption in the Great Depression, a monopolistic mode of regulatibn,
referred to as the Keynesian welfare national state (Jessop 2002, p2), emerged
in the post-war period. This regime is generally referred to as “Atlantic Fordism
... [in which] mass production would be the main source of economic
dynamism”® (Jessop 2002, p56). Marsden et al (1993, p44) refer to this phase,
in relation to agriculture, as the post-war “Atlanticist food order” in which more
intensive development of agriculture was encouraged by the shift to a mass
consumption economy. A third regime has been recognised by some authors
(McMichael 1996; Goodwin 2006, p308) as emerging in the 1980s and 1990s as
international trade agreements and a neo-liberal globalisation of capital have
created new conditions for the development of an agro-industrial model of

farming (Marsden 2003, p3).

These structural changes in agriculture came to be regarded as largely
exogenous to the wider processes of rural restructuring. Rural studies research

2 Marsden et al (1993, p44) suggests that the Imperial food order was dominated by Britain and lasted
from the 1860s to the 1930s.
* Jessop (2002, p56) expands on this definition of Fordism by stating that “Fordism in its strict, ideal-
typical sense involves a virtuous circle of growth based on mass production, rising productivity,
increased mass demand due to rising wages, increased profits based on full utilisation of capacity and
increased investment in improved mass production equipment and techniques.”

11



on such restructuring has, on the other hand, been framed by regulation
theory. In particular, analysis of restructuring has focused on the core
assumption of regulation theory: that “regularization or normalisation” (Jessop
1995, p309) or socialisation processes are required for capitalist accumulation
to proceed.

Regulation theory seeks to identify the macroeconomic and institutional
underpinnings of long cycles of growth in the world economy, and the
reproduction of capitalist economic and social relations over time. Such cycles
or ‘regimes of accumulation’ refer to “particular patterns of economic evolution,
linking production and consumption” (Hay 2001, p1334). Boyer (1990, p35-36)
suggests that the coherent progress of a regime depends on “a set of
regularities ... that allow for the resolution or postponement of the distortions or
disequilibria to which the process continually gives rise.” The norms,
institutions, routines, practices and procedures which help to stabilise an
accumulation regime and so avoid tendencies towards crises are collectively
referred to as a ‘mode of regulation’.

The failure of Fordism in the 1970s to continue to generate further growth in
productivity gave rise to structural crises in the changed economic environment
precipitated by the oil crisis. There are divergent views on what kind of regime
has succeeded Fordism: some argue that a new post-Fordist mode of capitalist
development has already emerged characterised by ‘flexible accumulation’ with
flexible specialisation, and a search for economies of scope rather than scale
and a workfare rather than welfare state; others consider that the present
period is a long transition to some post-Fordist alternative; yet others consider
that the politics of neo-liberalism and welfare retrenchment is a continuation of
the Fordist regime (Hay 2001, p1335).

Political Science Approaches

The interest of political scientists in rural policy has largely been confined to
studies of the European Union’s Common Agriculture Policy (CAP). Given that
the CAP has been “one of the cornerstones of the EU since its inception as a
common market” (Grant 1997, p1), political analysis has focused on its role in

12



supporting European integration, the complex institutional structures which
support its implementation and the politics of CAP reform, including “its
persistence in a form which seems to have little economic justification” (Grant
1997, p30).

Analyses of CAP reform and changes in agriculture policy have frequently
employed Hall’s (1993) concept of policy paradigms. His notion that public
policy bears the imprint of a dominant paradigm in the form of a relatively
coherent set of ideas and standards has been applied by a number of authors
(Coleman, et al 1996; Coleman 1998, Skogstad 1998; Daugbjerg 1999;
Coleman, Grant & Josling 2004; Garzon 2006) in seeking to explain significant
change to agricultural policy in OECD countries and increasingly globally. Such a
paradigm is defined by Hall (1993, p279) as a “framework of ideas and
standards that specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of instruments
that can be used to attain them, but also the very nature of the problems they
are meant to be addressing.” Shifts from one paradigm to another have been
the subject of much debate in this political science literature, and in particular,
whether such a shift results from exogenous pressures and is associated with
major institutional re-alignments.

Other Approaches

It would be wrong to suggest that these are the only approaches and
theoretical and conceptual frameworks which have been employed in analysing
rural policy change. Increasingly, as the limitations of regulation theory and the
concept of a policy paradigm have become recognised, a trend towards a more
multi-theoretical approach has become evident. In particular, the role of
supranational and national governments has been introduced more
transparently into analyses of change, which have demanded the inclusion of
other approaches. In rural studies research, the increasing recognition of the
significance of politics in determining change has led to the introduction of neo-
Gramscian state theory to help identify political forces and practices which
underpin modes of regulation. In addition, neo-Foucaudian approaches have
been adopted to provide analytical tools to explore how ‘managerial

technologies’ enable the state to shape local institutional practices (e.g.
13



MacKinnon 2000). Within a similar framework, others have identified the
‘political construction’ of key components of policy as important determinants
shaping policy design and delivery (Potter and Lobley 2004). Further, both rural
studies and political science have turned to the concept of governance, whether
within the concept of governmentality or governance theory, to explore how the
state responds to change and the need for change.

3. Post-war Rural Policy and its Demise

This section explores the different interpretations of the post-war settlement
and the rapid expansion of agricultural production, together accounts of the
reasons for the end of productivism.

The Post-War Rural Policy Settlement

It is generally accepted that the post-war settlement for agriculture in the UK
(and across much of Western Europe) heralded an era of modernisation and
technological development which was aimed at supporting a substantial
expansion of farm production. In the case of the UK, expansion is associated
with enabling a reduction in the reliance on imports in order to improve the
balance of payments (Mardsen et al 1993, p52), but also with developments in
the mass production and consumption relations of the Fordist regime. Many
rural studies scholars have applied the term ‘productivist regime’ (Marsden et al
1993, p58) to represent this period of agricultural modernisation and expansion,
while political scientists have emphasised the key role of governments in
establishing a policy paradigm, in which state assistance underpinned the
expansionary principles and values.

The way in which the productivist regime emerged in the UK is explored in
some detail by Winter (1996) and Marsden et al (1993). Both emphasise the
need to set its development in a broader historical context firstly, in Winter
(1996, p2) of “forces deeply rooted in political, cultural, social and economic
history” or secondly, in Marsden et al (1993, Chapter 3) of “food orders”. The
state assisted paradigm or productivist regime is seen as owing its origins to
wartime conditions as a state-directed agricultural policy, in which the UK

government set the key goals, took control of farm prices and identified the
14



National Farmers Union as its key partner to ensure Britain could become more
self-sufficient in food.

In Winter’s (1996, p 104-5) more narrative account of the need for agricultural
expansion, he contends that in the immediate post-war period, the UK had
found itself with shortages of both food (hence the introduction of rationing)
and foreign exchange with which to purchase it on the world market. All
political parties agreed that British farmers should be encouraged to produce as
much of the domestic demand as possible. As Winter (1996, p104-5) recounts,
the Labour government provided a legislative framework for agriculture in the
1947 Agriculture Act, which built on the experiences of the Second World War
to “dramatically [alter the] role of agriculture in the economy and the polity”.
Winter (1996, p105) suggests that the Act provided a mutually acceptable
arrangement “government wanted secure food supplies, farmers a secure
income; and so the idea of partnership ... came into fruition”. The National
Farmers Union (NFU) became the lead consultee and formed with the Ministry
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) what Smith (1993, p101) argues “is
seen as the paradigm case of a closed policy community”. He defines this as “a
highly integrated community ... [with] a very restricted membership with shared
interests ... [and] limited horizontal articulation being largely isolated from other
networks” (Smith 1993, p101). However, other groups representing the
consumer, environmentalists and the National Union of Agricultural and Allied
Workers were excluded. Smith (1993, 102-3) demonstrates that the policy
community was able to secure its closure to others by depoliticising agriculture

policy.

Marsden et al (1993, p44) link this commitment to agricultural expansion to the
wider trends in the economy and society, especially the shift towards a mass
consumption economy and a greater dependency on domestic food supply”.
Government support was therefore “oriented towards ensuring relatively cheap,
abundant and secure food supplies ... and [hence] the expansion of agriculture
and its industrialization became a focus of accumulation” (Mardsen et al 1993,

* Marsden et al (1993, p 44) argue that the need to boost domestic supply was for “strategic reasons
linked to the UK’s declining military and economic strength.”
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p44). According to Marsden et al (1993, p59-60), the state played a dominant
role in establishing conditions to facilitate expansion of production, and in
particular, introduced a range of complementary measures, including:

e Security of land use: the Town and Country Planning Act, 1947, gave
farming “a pre-emptive claim over rural land”;

e Financial security: annually guaranteed prices provided farmers with both
protection from market fluctuations and the incentive to increase
production;

e Political security: the influence of the NFU stemmed not from its market
strength, but “from effective organisation in the context of a politically
prescribed partnership”;

 Ideological security: the ideology of the partnership fostered
identification with the national interest, a productivist image, and the
image of farmers as competitive and independent minded entrepreneurs.

An alternative perspective of the post-war settlement in Western Europe is
provided by Coleman (1998). He develops an analysis of a policy paradigm
which was adopted in most Western countries and which informed the
development of the Common Agricultural Policy from its beginnings in 1958.
Coleman (1998, p636-8) argues that this state-assisted or “developmental”
paradigm was framed in the post-war context of farming beset by problems of
low incomes and lack of competitiveness. The prevailing image was of a sector
which lagged behind the rest of the economy, especially in its failure to
modernise its structures and technologies. The core belief was that agriculture
should meet the basic food needs of the population and provide a security of
supply. This was encapsulated as one of the key objectives of the CAP and
delivered through policy instruments which supported the modernisation of
farming and the improvement of productivity. However, because of the sector’s
vulnerability to unstable and variable natural conditions, market price
mechanisms were not seen as an effective means of securing such
improvements. Therefore, governments undertook to control the market

through price and market support instruments, including protection from world
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markets, buying up surplus production and compensating for reducing surplus
capacity.

A Crisis for the productivist regime or state-assisted paradigm

Challenges to the ‘productivist’ regime or ‘state-assisted’ agricultural policy
paradigm erupted into a major crisis in the early 1980s, especially for the CAP.
The significance of crises in stimulating the re-design of modes of regulation or
of policy paradigms, and therefore for policy and institutional change, has been
widely recognised. This sub-section explores interpretations in the literature of
the significance of this crisis for agricultural and rural change and its impact on
the role of the state and its policy objectives. For the most part, these
interpretations have been limited to narrative accounts, frequently containing
undeveloped hypotheses about the key determining factors and their influence
on change. Rural studies literature has for the most part provided accounts of
the crisis within a regulationist framework, and has sought, to varying degrees,
to associate the crisis with macro-economic change and contradictions in
capitalist accumulation. Political science research on the CAP and its reform has,
on the other hand, regarded the crisis as a challenge to the prevailing ideas of
the policy paradigm, but with limited explanation of the causes or the influence
of the crisis on policy ideas.

Winter (1996, p130) suggests that the main cause of this crisis lay with “the
increasing surpluses [of production] and their cost to the EC budget”.
Overproduction, both within Europe and the rest of the world, had by the early
1980s led to accusations of dumping as states sought to reduce surpluses.
Critically for the European Community (EC), its policy commitments required it
to increase its intervention in the market, necessitating increases in storage
capacity and hence in the overall level of CAP expenditure, which by 1984
consumed 69.8% of the EC’s total budget. Winter’s account of the crisis, while
emphasising some of the CAP’s internal contradictions does not directly link the
crisis to exogenous factors.

On the other hand, Marsden (1993) seeks to set the crisis in a broader context
than the operation of the CAP or the global market for agricultural products. He
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argues that in the 1980s the productivist regime became beset by an
“overwhelming build-up of contradictions” ... [but what was new] “was the way
these spilt over from domestic and international politics” (Marsden et al 1993,
p62). Most significant of these contradictions were, according to Marsden et al
(1993, p62-3): the globalisation of the food crisis following the collapse of the
Atlanticist food order, and the consequent dumping of surpluses on the world
market; the depression in world commodity prices and the consequential
increase in the costs of price support, especially in the EC; a fall in farm
incomes and land values; but at its root, the problem was the “expansion of
agricultural output at a rate that ... outstripped the capacity of domestic
markets to absorb the increase”. The solution to the crisis, he argues, lay in
reducing output to match demand, but the political difficulty lay in how to
achieve this “in the face of entrenched farming interests” (Marsden et al (1993,
p63). Goodman and Redclift (1989, p12) summarised these growing
contradictions by suggesting, “the farm crisis has exposed current production
regimes to a crisis of legitimacy”.

Political analysis of the crisis while reflecting the same circumstances
surrounding its causes and characteristics has raised further issues, relating to
whether the sources of the crisis could be identified with exogenous or
endogenous factors. Coleman (1998, p643-4) argues that the developmental
paradigm “foundered on economic stagnation, additional inequality fostered by
price and market regulation®, and political change ... [resulting from] the
addition of Greece, Spain and Portugal ... all with farming sectors dominated by
small holdings”. Smith (1993, p111) maintains that “any changes that have
occurred have been the result of external changes on the CAP”, and he
contends that “three structural factors have provided the main motors of
change within the EC. They are: the level of overproduction, the cost of the
CAP and the international agricultural situation”. While the focus of his study is
the agricultural policy community and its influence on delivering the policy

® Coleman (1998, p643) contends that “the price and market regulation system [created by the

developmental paradigm] ended up favouring disproportionately the larger, more efficient farmers, all

the while providing enough scraps to enable many smaller, less efficient producers to remain active.”
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goals, Smith (1993, p111) concedes that "it is important not to over-emphasize
the role of groups in forcing change on agricultural policy”.

In a contrasting account, Kay (2006, Chapters 6 and 7) argues that reforms of
the CAP have occurred within a path-dependent process, and that the structure
and institutions of “the original CAP created periodic bursts of “crisis’ almost by
design” (Kay 2006, p100). He contends that since 1977 “CAP reforms have
generally been the result of pressures from one or both of two sources — the EU
budget and, more recently international trade pressures” and that despite the
periodic crises resulting from pressures on the budget “the underlying basis of
support remained unchanged until at least 1992"” (Kay 2006, p92). He argues
that because of the design of the EC budget system in which CAP expenditure
was regarded as ‘compulsory’ at all times regardless of the overall budget
situation facing the Community, price and market support for farmers
“contained an open-ended commitment” (Kay 2006, p93). Therefore, Kay
contends that unlike other path dependent processes in which a path break is
the result of external shocks, “with the CAP ... change is forced by endogenous
factors” (Kay 2006, p100). He suggests that the protection of the net budget
position of member states with respect to the CAP became “an objective for
national governments bargaining within different councils of ministers” (Kay
2006, p90) and therefore was a major factor in retaining the structure of the
budget and keeping the policy on the same path.

4. Responses to the Crisis

The 1990s saw a significant expansion of research interest in the response of
the market, the state and society to this crisis for agriculture, its policy
framework and the implications for rural areas. The research literature has
tended to conceptualise the resulting changes as dualisms: as a shift from
productivism to post-productivism or from a developmental paradigm to a
differential paradigm. However, as Potter and Tilzey (2005, p582) argue such
dualisms have largely ignored questions of causation and agency. Such
conceptualisations dominated the literature during the 1990s and only recently
has attention turned to other theoretical frameworks. The impact has been to
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restrict analysis and prevent “a convincing exposition of rural change” (Potter
and Tilzey 2005, p582).

A major theme of research principally in rural studies, but also among a small
group of political scientists, has been the conceptualisation and theorisation of
“the processes of economic restructuring and social recomposition” of rural
areas (Cloke and Goodwin 1992, p321). This theme generated a significant
explosion in rural studies literature from the discipline’s emergence in the 1980s
through to the early years of the 21 century. This section explores this
literature, highlighting the main conclusions to emerge, the conceptualisation of
agricultural and rural change and the role of the state, together with recent
critiques of its theoretical basis. Then, the following section compares this
approach with the work undertaken within a political science framework.

Productivism to post-productivism

An important emphasis in the rural studies literature in the 1980s was to place
the analysis of this crisis and the ‘restructuring’ of the agricultural sector in the
context of the wider capitalist reorganisation of the early 1980s. Overcapacity in
the sector was related to the general economic malaise associated with the
collapse of the Fordist model; in particular, parallels were drawn with the wider
processes of industrial restructuring (Lowe et al 1994, p4). The |
conceptualisation of farming as part of rural society and community gave way
to notions of food systems and regimes “whose organisation cannot be
separated from the development and transformation of national economies
within the global capitalist economy” (Lowe et al 1994, p4). Hence the debate
sought to conceptualise change as a shift from productivism to post-
productivism, just as the wider debate on the political economy theorised a shift
from Fordism to post-Fordism.

According to Cloke and Goodwin (1992, p322), the early literature in this field
reflected “a serious bifurcation” between research on the agrarian political
economy and investigation of broader aspects of rural change and
restructuring. Thus, Marsden et al (1993, p19; p20) argue that while in the
1980s “the political econbmy of agrarian development ... became an active field
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of study”, “restructuring theorists have tended to marginalize the rural”. A
number of authors (Marsden et al, 1993; Potter and Tilzey, 2005; Goodwin,
2006) have reflected on the tension between the structuralist approaches
evident in ‘food regime theory’ (advanced, for example, in Friedman and
McMichael (1989) and McMichael (1994)) and the social action central to local
restructuring in response to shifts in capitalist accumulation (Marsden et al,
1993; Whatmore, 1995; Marsden, 2003). Potter and Tilzey (2005, p583)
conclude that:

the result has been a polarization of academic opinion between those
who emphasise social action in local and national spaces, and those who
retain allegiance to the structuralist explanations offered by food regime
theory.

Such analyses of agrarian change largely overlooked the rural, with little
attention being paid to the way trends in agriculture were integrated with other
aspects of rural change. Marsden et al (1993, p20) concluded that:

The lack of analysis of the changing position of rural areas ... has
become more and more apparent with the recognition that rural change
is deeply embedded within restructuring processes.

The debate on rural as opposed to agricultural restructuring burgeoned in the
1990s, and Marsden et al (1993, p20) were convinced that the debate on rural
restructuring should:

move beyond the broad theoretical concepts that dominate much of the
restructuring literature ... [which] retain an excessive economism and a
set of ‘top-down’, structuralist assumptions about the nature of change.

Their preferred approach sought to move from the macro to the micro, relying
on evidence of local action and local systems of relationships. They highlight
the significance of new local social relations, concluding “as the structural
dominance of a productivist agriculture has receded, the remoulding of local
conditions by local actors has become more diverse” (Marsden et al 1993,
p175). The outcome of “the current processes of economic political and social
change [is] engendering a period of flux and differentiation in rural areas”
(Marsden et al 1993, p185). Later, he concluded “since the early 1980s it has
become increasingly clear that rural areas ... have become caught up in a much
more complicated national and international political economy” (Marsden 1998,
p15). The analysis of rural change therefore focused on investigating
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differences in the mode of regulation and “the plurality of regulatory strategies
operating both within and between different rural areas” (Murdoch et al 2003,
p53).

However, Cloke and Goodwin (1992, p323) were concerned at how “rural
researchers [were] beginning to conceptualise current rural change in terms of
a shift to post-Fordism in the broadest sense of the term”. In light of such a
shift and a new mode of regulation, Marsden and Murdoch (1990, p14) called
for a revised conceptual and empirical agenda for understanding rural change
based on the “regulationist restructuring thesis” which had gained support in
urban and regional studies. For example, Amin and Thrift (1994, p23), argue
that the emergence of a post-Fordist regime of flexible specialisation and
accumulation created a differentiation in the fortunes of territorial areas. A
similar process of rural differentiation has been identified by Marsden et al
(1993), Murdoch and Marsden (1995) and Murdoch et al (2003) and has
become a major sub-theme of the literature on rural change and restructuring.
Goodwin (2006, p310) supports the differentiation thesis and explains it by
emphasising that regulation is a contested and highly variable set of processes
with the result that within any mode of regulation, there is always a variety of
institutions, practices, regulatory mechanisms and social norms. He therefore
concludes that “using this conceptualisation, the rural researcher is able to
analyse the differential constitution and effects of particular modes of regulation
as they operate across rural areas”. Marsden et al (1993, 20) therefore “focus
on explaining processes of change as they are experienced at the local level”.

Evans et al (2002, p313; p314) argue “it has become fashionable to
conceptualize recent shifts in agrarian priorities as a ‘post-productivist’
transition” while “the active creation and reinforcement of a productivist/post-
productivist dualism has emerged as a means of explaining the uneven
development of rural areas”. However, Cloke and Goodwin (1992, p324) in
commenting on initial applications of the ‘regulation’ approach to rural research
cautioned against “borrowing inappropriate ideas” and using “overarching
concepts in a rather cavalier fashion.” In particular, they counter by suggesting
that:
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a sea-change to a new epoch may well be the latest in a long line of
‘constant revolutions’, and hence any search for an extensive shift in
rural society from Fordism to its successor would seem to us somewhat
premature.

However, despite Cloke and Goodwin’s (1992, p324) call to “theorise the
complexity of empirical change in a more satisfactory manner than that allowed
by the rather abstract and over-arching notions of Fordism and post-Fordism”,
the development of rural and agricultural research into the restructuring
process became focused on the notion of a shift from *productivism to post-
productivism’. This research is examined, in order to provide firstly, an account
of the changes which this literature sought to conceptualise and theorise;
secondly, a basis for comparison with other approaches — both more recent
developments in rural studies and within the political science discipline.

Post-productivism

The restructuring of agriculture and of rural areas has been “considered to be
of sufficient magnitude to demand a revised conceptualisation of rural change”
(Marsden et al 1993, p172). ‘Post-productivism’ emerged as the term to capture
and help to define a new state in which the restructuring process had moved
away from productivism but had yet to stabilise in the form of a new mode of
accumulation. While rural studies scholars largely agreed that by the mid-1980s
“the logic, rationale and morality of the productivist regime were increasingly
questioned” (Wilson 2001, p81) and Marsden et al (1993, p68) declared that
the productivist ideology “was obviously in disarray”, Lowe et al (1993, p221)
and Ward (1993, p349) suggest that there was a lack of a clear definition of
post-productivism. Based on the work of Marsden et al (1993) and Ilbery and
Bowler (1998), Wilson (2001, p82) concludes that post-productivism has been
conceptualised as the ‘mirror image’ of productivism.

In the absence of any general agreement of what the characteristics of post-
productivist agriculture are, conceptualisations have largely been reflected in
terms of an erosion of the key drivers of productivism — the loss of agriculture’s
central position in rural society; a move away from exceptionalism; the
replacement of the production imperative by an increasing concern for

farming’s impact on the environment; the broadening of the policy community
23



to allow alternative voices to influence policy and public expenditure; a breaking
of the monopoly of rural land use, allowing competing developments in housing
and industry/services to support a growing middle-class; increasing calls for
dismantling of protectionism, e.g. by the OECD (Tangermann, 1996); increases
in pluriactivity® as a means of increasing or even just maintaining farm
household incomes; shifts in agriculture policy away from supporting production
and towards agri-environmental practices.

The reversal in fortunes of the productivist hegemony was associated with
reductions in state support for production, which signalled “a gradual loss of
faith in the ability of the state to influence agricultural regeneration” (Wilson
2001, p84). Moreover, Shucksmith (1993, p446) argues “the European
Community and member states have [developed] post-productivist policy
instruments ... [to provide] new sources of income for farm families and new
uses of farmland”, including measures to diversify the rural economy and to
give priority to extensive rather than intensive agriculture. Moreover, European
support for a shift to environmentally sustainable agricultural practices is the
instrument which has been most strongly associated with a move to post-
productivism.

While productivism was largely associated with the drive to modernise
agriculture, authors have seen post-productivism as representing a rural rather
than simply an agricultural reaction to it. For example, the policy to increase the
range of employment opportunities for those farmers who were suffering a
decline in income may, as Shucksmith (1993, p471) demonstrates, have been a
reaction to the decline in the fortunes of farming, but the target of its delivery
was rural, being delivered through measures to diversify the rural economy.
Moreover, in addition to agricultural changes, a broader range of economic and
social processes were already stimulating rural economic restructuring and
social recomposition, and Cloke and Goodwin (1992, p321) concluded that
theorising such changes meant that “the ‘agricultural’ and the ‘rural’ have to be

® Pluriactivity is the term applied by rural studies scholars to denote the diversification of economic
activities carried out by farm households, including “on-farm use of the resources of the farm for
producing either new agricultural products which are not in surplus or non-agricultural products ... or
other off-farm sources of income” (Shucksmith and Winter 1990, p429).
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brought together in conceptual terms”. It has been widely recognised (Philo
1993; Halfarcree 1997; Marsden 1999) that “the notions of productivism/post-
productivism go well beyond the issue of agriculture and cannot be understood
in agricultural terms alone” (Wilson 2001, p78).

The conceptualisation of a more inclusive definition of ‘rural post-productivism’
has been widely explored, but is perhaps most effectively represented by
Marsden (2003, Chapter 5)’. He argues that post-productivist forces
counterpoise the waning of productivism against a countryside being
increasingly seen “as a multifaceted consumption space” (Marsden (2003, p95),
as a result of an increasing trend of counter-urbanisation and of expanding
inflows of visitors. He suggests that rural restructuring within a differentiated
rural space is resulting in “rural areas becoming more regionally situated and
dependent upon different types and combinations of production and
consumption” (Marsden 2003, p99). The main characteristics of this post-
productivist countryside therefore result from the growing contribution of non-
agricultural actors to stimulating land use change and the reinvigoration of the
rural economy. Marsden (2003, p111) suggests that a process of
‘commoditisation”:

is central to understanding contemporary rural restructuring ... [and]
represents a variety of social and political processes by which commodity
values are constructed and attributed to rural and agricultural objects,
artefacts and people®.

Under this conceptualisation, rural areas have become valued in particular for
their aesthetic qualities with different social constructions of rurality being
influential in the commoditisation process. For example, tourism has prospered
as rural entrepreneurs and countryside institutions have represented
constructions of nature and rurality to urban ‘consumers’. At the same time,
rural people, especially in-migrant middle classes, have sought to restrict
development to conserve and protect their countryside assets.

7 Marsden (2003) structures his book on the transformation of rural spaces around three ‘ideal types’ —
agro-industrial food networks, post-productivist landscapes and rural development dynamics.
® Examples of commoditisation are the re-use of redundant farm buildings, the development of
recreation sites such as golf courses and rural based theme parks and social housing.
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Analyses have identified both a temporal and a spatial dimension to the concept
of post-productivism. The concept is thought to imply a sense of directionality,
i.e. there is a move towards a different political, economic and cultural
framework within which agriculture and rural activity takes place, and a move
towards a specific goal (of post-productivism). Hence, Shucksmith (1993, p467)
examined change in farm household behaviour in the context of a transition to
post-productivism. His work generated a significant debate about the temporal

dimension of post-productivism and the possible start-date of such a transition,
| with views varying from the 1970s (Halfacree 1997, p81) to the CAP reform of
1992 (Clark et al (1997, p1870), while others argue that the transition is far
from over (Morris and Evans 1999, p350; Marsden (2003, pix). This debate has
given rise to a view that the transition to post-productivism has allowed it to co-
exist alongside productivist agriculture. Hence, Wilson (2001, p90) concludes
that the pace of the shift to post-productivism is not solely determined by the
political economy, but may be mediated by local actors resulting in a “complex
adoption and non-adoption of post-productivist thought and action”. This, he
contends, may result in “multiple post-productivisms” (Wilson 2001, p90
emphasis in original). In a similar argument, Marsden (1998, p28) suggests that
some rural areas are becoming more ‘post-productive’ than others, and
therefore that the concept has a strong spatial dimension.

Critiques of Post-Productivism and Restructuring

Over the past 10 years, the conceptualisation of rural change as a shift from
productivism to post-productivism or as part of a process of rural restructuring
has increasingly been challenged. It has been argued that these concepts,
together with the concept of a consumption countryside and even regulation
theory itself are no more than heuristic devices and therefore do not provide a
sufficiently theorised explanation of the causality, agency and processes of rural
change. These critiques are explored below, while responses in terms of
alternative theoretical frameworks are outlined in the following sub-section.

Wilson (2001, p82; p77) highlights the growing “lack of consensus as to
whether or not the Productivist Agricultural Regime has been superseded by

post-productivism”, and “a growing dissatisfaction with the relatively uncritical
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acceptance that agriculture in advanced societies has moved from ‘productivism
to ‘post-productivism’ *. However, an article by Evans et al (2002) developed
these doubts into a full critique in which they argue the concept should be
abandoned altogether.

Evans et al (2002, p314) argue that the term ‘post-productivism’ has been
widely employed in rural research, largely because it encapsulates “a sense of
fundamental change in post-war agriculture” and may also be applied within
“discourses on wider rural change which recognises the declining significance of
agriculture in the social and economic fabric of rural areas”. In fact, Evans et al
(2002, p314) suggest its very attraction as a term or “catchphrase” relates to
the fact that it “encompasses both micro and macro Changes” together with
descriptions of all those shifts in policy, ideology and farm practices which have
been perceived in the period since agricultural policies moved beyond simply
promoting the expansion of production. To be so all encompassing a term only
serves to emphasise the “looseness of the conceptualisation” and they conclude
“the convenience of the term seems to have militated against rigorous
assessment of the empirical and theoretical justification for it” (Evans et al
2002, p316).

These authors argue that the notion of *post-productivism’ simply exemplifies
the very problems which Gerber (1997, p2) and Murdoch (19973, p324) have
criticised research in human geography for being generalistic, dualistic and a
distraction from theorising (Evans et al 2002, p325). Despite the early
exhortation, expressed by Cloke and Goodwin (1992, p324), to be alert to the
dangers of fitting such a change “into a rather forced categorisation where the
actual processes and components of the supposed shift all too often remain
unspecified”, the dualism of productivism and post-productivism has been
widely applied in studies of agricultural and rural change. Even more
problematic for this dualism is the lack of agreement on what post-Fordism
actually means. Therefore, Evans et al (2002, p325) conclude that to theorise
post-productivism “would be to elevate it beyond its conceptual status” since
even if empirical evidence supports such a shift “there seems little direction in
which to take research other than to argue that a shift has occurred”. Crucially,
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Evans et al (2002, p326) conclude that the “processes and components”
referred to above “remain difficult to identify and substantiate in the absence of
a theoretical framework”.

Similarly, ‘rural restructuring’ has been widely used in rural studies as a concept
to suggest that rural society has been significantly transformed. However,
Hoggart and Paniagua (2001, p41) argue that as an interpretation of change its
“utilisation is too commonly unfocused, while its theoretical base is too partial”.
As a concept, ‘restructuring’ has been widely linked to a qualitative change from
one form of social organisation to another (Lovering 1989, p200) and in this
way has been associated with shifts from Fordism to post-Fordism. The concept
is largely associated with “a political economy centred vision of restructuring”
and hence focuses on production relationships (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001,
p47). Within rural studies, rural restructuring has therefore centred on the
consequences of the relative decline of the role of agriculture in rural
economies. However, they are not convinced that agricultural change has been
as significant as many authors have asserted.

In particular, they query whether Fordism had anything other than a light touch
in rural areas, which “questions the capacity for these areas to experience a
fundamental transformation into post-Fordism” (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001,
p50). Moreover, the definition of the ‘rural’ component of rural restructuring is
felt to be ill-defined; in particular they dismiss any view that such processes are
causally grounded in rural areas, and assert that change may most often be
driven by broader forces, which are interpreted and altered within rural
settings. Hence, it is argued that “there must be something that is distinctively
local if we are to use the expression ‘rural restructuring’ ” and they conclude
that many of the changes identified in the rural studies literature are occurring
nationally, and therefore they remain “to be convinced that there is much
[change] that is distinctively rural” (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001, p54). In
particular, they reject the notion of a shift to a consumption countryside, since
increases in tourism and recreation activity are of much longer standing.
Moreover, it is suggested that the lack of a longer term perspective to much of
the rural research negates the opportunity to draw conclusions on the extent to
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which rural social change has occurred. They argue that Marxist political
economy perspectives have dominated much of the work on restructuring,
which has influenced the nature of explanation, and have therefore
underplayed the contribution of social practices and processes. Hoggart and
Paniagua (2001, p44) advocate that if restructuring is to be more holistic and
incorporate “a multitude of change processes”, then a wider range of
theoretical perspectives will be needed.

Goodwin and Painter (1996, p640) accept that regulation theory

is not a complete theory of social and economic restructuring ... Rather it
is @ method or an analytical approach, which allows an assessment to be
made of the effectiveness of ‘regulation’ in different places at different
times.

Its widespread application in rural geography derives from the view that,
according to Goodwin (2006, p311), it enables the varied nature of ‘regulation’
in different rural areas to be explored. As such, regulation theory is used to
generate evidence of changes in the rural state, cultural and social relations,
but it does not seek to explain such changes. As Goodwin (2006, p311) stresses
“there is a danger in seeking to overextend its conceptual reach”. Equally,
however, simply comparing different experiences of ‘regulation’ or
‘restructuring’, in the absence of integrating insights from different theoretical
perspectives, risks allowing “reductionism to proceed” (Hoggart and Paniagua
2001, p46).

Recent literature on rural change has increasingly recognised the limitations of
the conceptualisations which were widely applied in rural research in the 1990s.
The use of what has been derogatively termed ‘catchphrases’, “labels” or “new
titles” (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001, p55) for concepts of transformation and
change has led many authors to call for the adoption of complementary or
alternative theoretical perspectives which support more effective explanation —
some of these are explored in the next sub-section. The consequence of such
an under-theorised approach to rural change and the dominance of regulation
theory in framing its conceptualisation has been the absence of research on a
range of issues: how rural crises are politically articulated (Goodwin 2006,

p312); the need for an empirical base which supports judgements about
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change in state action in rural areas (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001, p53); the
need to explore “change processes, most especially over longer time periods”
(Hoggart and Paniagua 2001, p53).

Alternative theoretical frameworks

Evans et al's (2002, p326) plea to abandon post-productivism begs the question
of what alternative theoretical frameworks have been proposed to elucidate
agricultural and rural change. Recent research in rural studies and particularly
in rural geography has identified new approaches which attempt to provide
some improved theorisation of change, but all originate from within a political
economy and regulationist framework. The most significant of these approaches
are explored below: firstly, Goodwin (2006, p314) highlights the potential of the
‘third wave’ of regulation theory; secondly, Evans et al (2002, p326) emphasise
the need for a multi-theoretical approach; and, finally, Potter and Tilzey (2005,
p581) stress the need to consider the “relationship between deep-set structural
tendencies and policy trends, and the way these are constituted”.

For Goodwin (2006, p309), the new (third®) wave of regulation theory
(Drummond et al 2000, p133-4) puts emphasis on the transformation from one
regime of accumulation to another and therefore on understanding periods of
stability, crisis and change in capitalism. Such an approach appears to open up
“a number of critical issues for analysis” (Goodwin 2006, p309) including the
role of experimentation in periods of crisis, how the mode of regulation relates
to new regimes and how social responses affect change. The focus of this new
wave is firmly on the mode of regulation, and its social, political and cultural as
well as economic dimensions. Goodwin (2006, p310) argues that because
‘regulation’ is a continuous process there will be a “variety of institutional
structures, regulatory mechanisms and social norms” within any mode.
Therefore, by analysing such a variety of modes, “we will in practice find a
plurality of regulatory strategies operating within and between different rural
areas” (Goodwin 2006, p310). Hence, the emphasis of this new wave of

® The first-generation regulation theory addressed questions of macroeconomic stabilisation at the
national level (Aglietta, 1979) and the second-generation approaches focused on problems of
supranational regulation and the insertion of national economies into international regimes (Lipietz
1986).
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regulation theory is on the local dimension, on demonstrating the diversity of
outcomes and their continued variance from some imagined Fordist or post-
Fordist ‘norm’ (Goodwin (2006, p312). In this way, post-productivist tendencies
may be examined within a local social, cultural and political context.

This approach is used by MacKinnon (2000, 2001) in research on rural Scotland,
in which he focuses on the role of the local state in providing channels to
mediate and filter the effect of wider regulatory mechanisms. He concludes
however that the new regulationist approach needs to be complemented by
other theoretical frameworks and supports the arguments of Painter and
Goodwin (1995, p347) that as:

the institutions and practices of local government have their own
histories and patterns of development, explaining their changing
character requires a theory of governance, a theory of the state ... as
well as a theory of their impact on (economic) regulation.

Evans et al (2002, p326) support the view that regulation theory, while
providing a framework for explaining why growth and crises have different
intensities in different areas, should be more widely used in examining the
social relations of agricultural production and changing governance structures
which underpin the uneven outcomes of the conceptualised post-productivism.
Further, they also accept that the regulation approach needs to be
complemented by other frameworks and theories, including actor network
theory, culturally informed perspectives on agricultural change and ecological
modernisation, in order to provide greater analytical power and an improved
basis for theorising current and recent agrarian change.

More radically, Potter and Tilzey (2005, p582) argue that previous work
examining the shift to agricultural post-productivism has largely ignored
questions of causation and agency in rural change. They conclude that this
theoretical shortcoming has its roots in the conflation of political economy with
structuralism, such that food regimes are assumed to reflect accumulation
imperatives in some agent-less process. It is suggested that studies have
therefore adopted a false dichotomy between “the putatively ‘real’ world of local
actors, and the abstract and theoretical one of global food regimes” (Potter and
Tilzey 2005, p583). Such studies (e.g. Walford (2003) and Holmes (2002))
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therefore tend to take exogenous policy drivers and structural influences as
given, while conceiving of agency in terms of local actors, such that the role of
political action and policy-making at the state and supranational levels are
largely ignored.

Potter and Tilzey (2005, p584) argue for “rediscovering [agricultural
restructuring] as an essentially socio-political project framed by, and expressive
of, deep-set and structurally embedded power relations”. They present
‘structuralist forces’ as the product of socio-political agency, and the outcome of
discursive practices. Thus, competing policy discourses are seen to frame
alternative perspectives on causation, problems and solutions, while outcomes
reflect “struggles between ‘capital’ and ‘labour’ and between different fractions
of the capitalist class” (Potter and Tilzey 2005, p585). They support Boyer and
Saillard’s (2002) view that discourse alone shapes power relations, but that
“arguments, ideas and ideology become important recruiting devices during
transitions from one regime ... to another” (Potter and Tilzey 2005, p586). The
state is seen to play an important role in seeking to balance these competing
discourses, but is likely to favour those with greatest socio-political power.

Within this alternative framework, Potter and Tilzey (2005, p588-95) explore
the competing discourses within the European Union’s Common Agricultural
Policy. They counterpoise the neo-liberal discourses of transnational
corporations in the agro-food sector against the long-standing discourse of the
post-war “corporatist *political productivism’ ” (Tilzey 2000, p279). The
outcome, they postulate, is:

a division between the interests of larger, more capitalised businesses
able to respond to the demands of processors and distributors and those
labour intensive family-run farms, many of them still dependent on state
assistance (Potter and Tilzey 2005, p589).

It is argued that the European Union (EU) has resisted moves from the agro-
food fractions of capital by promoting in World Trade Organisation (WTO)
negotiations “competing discourses of neomercatilism and ... multifunctionality”
(Potter and Tilzey (2005, p590). The EU has since the 1980s put forward a
social welfare justification for state assistance, promoting the diversification of
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the income base of family farms®. Potter and Tilzey (2005, p590) suggest that
a more environmentally and socially specific version of multifunctionality has
emerged recently, with the result that “the rise of agro-environmentalism is one
of the defining features of the agricultural policy debate over the last 20 years”.
In addition to these related discourses of multifunctionality, it is argued that the
state has a duty to assist the European domestic market and support exports.
Such a neomercantilistic discourse has been favoured by COPA!! as the
representative of the national farming unions in the European Union. Potter and
Tilzey (2005, p592) conclude that European policy reflects attempts to
accommodate these competing narratives and is expressed in terms of the
“regulation of an increasingly bifurcated agricultural industry comprising both
productivist and post-productivist sectors”. Further, they are pessimistic about
the ability of European policy-makers to “defend spaces for post-productivism
within an inherently productivist agriculture” (Potter and Tilzey 2005, p596).

Paradigm shifts

Coleman et al (1996) were the first to apply Hall's (1993) concept of policy
paradigms to analysis of the post-war agricultural policy. This initial article
sought, firstly, to account for a shift from the state-assisted to a more market
liberal paradigm in Australia, Canada and the United States. Secondly, the
authors sought to challenge Hall’s conclusion that paradigm shifts result from
the relatively sudden change and exogenous forces identified by Hall (1993).

They conclude that policy networks which included farm interest groups were
particularly influential in shaping policy change. However, they distinguish
between corporatist and pressure pluralist policy networks (Coleman et al 1996,
280). Corporatist networks with a recognised public status and direct access to
policymakers were found to create an environment in which deliberation and
discussion on policy issues became the norm and in which therefore policy
change was negotiated. As a result, paradigm change in corporatist networks

®The policy justification for supporting diversification was first put forward in 1988 in the European
Community’s Green Paper on the ‘Future of Rural Society (Commission for European Communities
1988), was re-stated in the Cork Declaration of 1996 and later in Agenda 2000 (Commission for
European Communities 1999).
1 cOPA is the Comite des Organisations Professionelle Agricoles, the European confederation of farming
unions.
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was more likely to be the outcome of cumulative adjustments. Pressure pluralist
networks on the other hand had much more difficulty in sustaining the same
relationships with the state and policymakers and in preventing others from
engaging in deliberation on policy change, with the result that they “are more
likely to be associated with crisis-driven change” of the type postulated by Hall
(1993).

Skogstad (1998) explores the reasons why the ‘state-assisted’ paradigm
endured in the EU while it shifted to a market liberal paradigm in the United
States. She concludes, firstly, that the institutional framework in the EU has
effectively ‘locked-in’ the key policy objectives and instruments in the state-
assisted paradigm, while she detected “very weak institutionalization of ideas in
American agricultural policy” (Skogstad 1998, p482). Secondly, she suggests
that the degree of fit between the sectoral policy paradigm and the wider
societal ideational framework regarding relations between the state, market and
individuals differs markedly between the two polities, with a strong statist
tradition in Europe underpinning the persistence of the state-assisted paradigm
(Skogstad 1998, p481).

Both Skogstad (1998) and Daugbjerg (1999) argue that reform of the CAP in
the period to 1988 and even in 19922 has been moderate as the ‘state-
assisted’ paradigm has not been questioned. Daugbjerg (1999, p409)
summarises his conclusions of the 1992 reform in this way: “the reform can
hardly be called radical because it did not question the use of considerable
subsidies in agriculture, but rather altered the way in which subsidies were paid
to farmers.” In other words, he accepts that there were changes in policy
instruments but that the underlying values of state assistance remain intact.
Similarly, Fennel (1996, p9) argues that these reforms should be regarded as
“changes within the framework provided by the policy rather than in the
context of its abolition”.

Skogstad (1998, p471) further argues that the introduction of rural structural
support instruments and “a new objective of environmental sustainability” as

2 The CAP reform of 1992 led by the Agriculture Commissioner, Ray McSharry, has been regarded by
some authors as “radical” (Patterson 1997, p137).
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part of the 1988 reforms “are best regarded as continuity within the state
assistance model”. It would appear that for both Skogstad (1998) and
Daugbijerg (1999) a change in the CAP policy paradigm would mean

a jettisoning of the state assistance model ... indicated by deregulation of
agricultural markets, the termination or substantial restraint of
government expenditures for agriculture, and a discourse antithetical to
government intervention, (Skogstad 1998, p471).

In other words, paradigm change in the CAP would be signalled by a shift from
a state assisted to market liberal paradigm. Neither of these authors considered
the possibility of a change within the state assisted paradigm.

However, Coleman (1998, p642) contends that the European Community in its
CAP has since 1985 “pursued a modified market liberal strategy”. He argues
that the shift towards market liberalism was mollified by the inclusion of the
normative value of economic and social ‘cohesion’ in the Single European Act,
which ensured that the consequences of market liberalism for less efficient
producers were ameliorated by providing safety-nets and alternative sources of
rural employment. Coleman (1998, p643) thus distinguishes between the
original CAP paradigm and its modified form, by sub-dividing the state-assisted
paradigm into ‘developmental’ and ‘differentiated’ paradigms respectively. This
is reflected more recently in Potter and Tilzey's (2005, p589) conclusion of a
division of interests between capitalised farm businesses and state-assisted
family farms.

5. Rural Governance and the Role of the State

Despite the expanding literature and research in the 1990s on the agricultural
crisis and the range of conceptualisations of the rural responses to it, Goodwin
(1998, p5; p6) laments “an increasingly noticeable silence at the centre of
contemporary rural studies concerning the way in which rural areas are
governed”; he goes on to express some dismay at “the reluctance of rural
scholars to engage with ... emerging debates on new forms of governance ...
[given] the scale of the changes that have occurred in the governance of rural
society”. Goodwin’s (1998) article reviews the emerging debate in political
science at that time on the concept of governance, relying heavily on Stoker’s
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(1998) work on ‘governance as theory™® to propose a rural governance
research agenda.

Goodwin (1998, p10) admonishes some of his contemporary researchers for
simply “charting new mechanisms and structures of [rural] governance” and
seeks to position his research agenda in the context of the regulation approach.
The agenda identifies three main areas for further work relating to the
examination of:

1. The way social, economic and political interests are articulated in rural
areas;

2. ‘Accumulation strategies’ in different rural spaces, and the specific “role
that new structures of governance might play in [making] choices”
(Goodwin (1998, p11);

3. The “struggles and contestations” (Goodwin 1998, p11) as new
structures and mechanisms are defined, including the roles and
responsibilities of elected politicians. |

In a report to ESRC, the Countryside Agency and Defra, some five years after
proposing this agenda, Goodwin (2003, p2) notes “the literature on rural
governance is not extensive” but he suggests “the silence has begun to
diminish”. Woods and Goodwin (2003, p246) argue that the range of economic,
social and political influences (which have been associated with the shift to
post-productivism) have not only disrupted the paternalist power structures,
reduced the fiscal demands on the state and “rendered urban-rural distinctions
in policy and institutional structures increasingly questionable”, but “have
initiated a series of still ongoing changes in rural policy and governance”. These
embrace six inter-related trends:

1. A move away from sector-specific policies towards integrated rural
policy, evident in “pressures to reconfigure the CAP as a ‘Common Rural
Policy’ " (Goodwin (2003, p3) and in the British Rural White Papers
(Hodge 1996; Lowe and Ward 2001);

I particular, Goodwin (1998, p6) draws on Stoker’s (1998, p18) assertion that “the value of the
governance perspective rests in its capacity to provide a framework of understanding changing
processes of governing”.
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. A consequential broadening of participation in rural policy making;

. "Integrated policy has demanded co-ordination of policy delivery”
(Woods and Goodwin 2003, p247) and prompted the re-structuring of
government departments and agencies, together with a stimulus for the
development of partnerships;

. The scaling back of the role of the state in rural government;

. Partnership working at a local scale which has put emphasis on
community engagement and ‘bottom-up’ initiatives, particularly
developed as part of the EU’s LEADER'* approach and explored in
Edwards (1998) and Ray (1998). Such an approach had been
encouraged by funding regulations, especially in European and national
regeneration programmes;

. Following devolution and the establishment of Regional Development
Agencies, the emergence of a regional dimension to funding regimes and
regeneration initiatives which encompass both urban and rural areas
(explored in Ward et al 2003). A similar approach is evident in the
European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) in which rural areas
are subsumed within urban-rural partnerships (Richardson 2000).

Woods and Goodwin (2003, p251) regard the emergence of new forms of

governance as “part of the[se] multiple social, cultural and institutional supports

which ... promote and sustain economic growth. Thus, governance theory

becomes an important complement to regulation theory which these authors

suggest “can [only] illuminate how changes in governance and policy can help

continued accumulation ... [but] should not be expected to explain these

changes themselves”. As other authors highlighted above, Woods and Goodwin

(2003, p253) recognise that the regulation approach needs to be

complemented by other theoretical frameworks.

' LEADER - Liaisons Entre Actions Développement de 'Economie Rurale; this approach focuses on
endogenous rural development at the local level.
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Rural Partnerships

Research on rural governance has largely been devoted to the study of rural
partnerships, which Edwards et al (2001, p289) argue have become a
“significant vehicle for the implementation of rural development policy.”
However, much of this work does not going further than describing the
mechanisms and structures of sets of partnerships, as Goodwin (1998, p10)
feared. Although these analyses examine partnerships established to address
rural issues, few authors isolate the specifically rural dimension of partnership
working. Woods and Goodwin (2003, p250) suggest “there is a danger that the
concept of governance has been applied in a one-dimensional manner — and
used in a descriptive rather than a conceptual sense.”

The conclusions from what is a large body of research on rural partnerships
tend to reflect similar work on urban partnerships, and include the continued
dominance of the state in partnerships (Edwards et al 2001, p308); problems in
engaging with community and private sectors, and imbalances in gender
participation (Jones and Little 2000, p179); conflation of communities of
interest and communities of place (McKinnon 2001, p840); the limited
empowerment of local actors (McKinnon 2000, p302); partnerships being open
to “charges of elitism and cronyism, or to ‘burn—out’ by ... overworked
individuals” (Osborne et al 2002, p20). Only a small number of studies have
identified rural dimensions to these problems, specifically commenting on the
lower levels of rural institutional capacity compared with urban partnerships as
a result of the relative sparsity of population (Goodwin 2003, p13).

Goodwin (2003, p20) suggests that few of these studies have considered issues
of participation, representation, empowerment and accountability in rural
partnership working. Derkzen and Bock (2009) provide one of the few studies
of representation and participation in rural partnerships. In their study of three
rural partnerships in Wales, they note that partnership members receive their
authority to act as a result of their organisations being selected by the
government (central or local) which established the partnership. This
representation is seen to give partnership members the legitimacy to act.

However, Derkzen and Bock (2009, p87) conclude that members view their
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roles and responsibilities differently, along a spectrum from delegates (with the
voluntary sector members being most likely to be responsive to their
constituency) to trustees (especially local authority members who regard their
mandate as giving them independence). They argue that for trustee members
“representation seems to come without any obligations” and “they can hide
behind the fashionable but depoliticised notion of participant” (Derkzen and
Bock 2009, p88). They conclude that “Partnership and participation are not
necessarily a good marriage and do not necessarily imply empowerment and
democracy” (Derkzen and Bock 2009, p88). Despite what is a much more
thorough insight into the processes of rural partnership working, this study
does not identify any specifically rural dimensions which may distinguish
practices and outcomes in such partnerships.

Woods and Goodwin (2003, p253) identify a growing trend among rural
geographers (McKinnon 2000; Thompson 2001) to adopt the concept of
governmentality to provide insights into the state strategies “through which
changes in governance and policy are framed"”. ‘Governmentality’, derived from
the work of Foucault and developed in Rose (1993) and Dean (1999) is
concerned with how government renders society governable. In rural studies,
the concept has been applied to reveal the strategic rationalities which produce
new forms of governance. Rose (1996, p41) identifies a shift in the regime of
governmentality from managed liberalism of the Keynesian welfare state to
“governing through communities ... through the regulated choices of individual
citizens”. Murdoch (1997b, p117) applies this conceptualisation in the context of
the Rural White Papers of the mid-1990s to argue that the representation of the
countryside as tightly-knit communities is used to justify a policy of devolving
responsibility to local communities®.

6. Conclusions

Rural studies literature has become increasingly critical of attempts to
conceptualise and theorise the significant shifts in agriculture and rural policy
and indeed rural change generally which has been evident over the past 20-30

1 Rose (1996, p41) stresses that governing through communities does not imply a territorial definition,
but a “self-defining allegiance”.
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years. Its main analytical concepts — the shift from productivism to post-
productivism, the development of the ‘consumption countryside’, and indeed
regulation theory itself — have been questioned and undermined. Moreover, the
rural research has until recently failed to explore how and why new
mechanisms of governance have arisen and what the consequences for rural
politics, economy and society could be.

It may be argued that the rural studies discipline is seeking to re-build its
theoretical and conceptual frameworks, and has begun to adopt a multi-
theoretical approach. It has however continued to put regulation theory at the
heart of its approach, despite Goodwin and Painter’s (1995, p640) acceptance
that it is not a complete theory of restructuring but is “a method or an
analytical framework which allows an assessment to be made of the
effectiveness of regulation in different places at different times”. It could be
suggested that rural geography’s overriding concern with demonstrating local
differentiation in the adjustment to new accumulation regimes has led firstly, to
an acceptance that the shift in economic regimes provides the contextual
explanation of spatial differentiation, and secondly, to descriptive analysis of
change based (until recently) on the uncritical adoption of the concept of post-

productivism.

The lack of agreement on the characteristics and dynamics of post-Fordism
(Hay, 2001, p1335) has only made such a conceptualisation of rural change
more problemAatic. It has prevented adequate analysis of the relationship
between macro trends and micro developments not only in agriculture but more
importantly (for this study) also in rural economic and social dynamics. Perhaps
more significantly, until Potter and Tilzey (2005) highlighted the need to
investigate and identify the key drivers of those macro (structural) forces,
conceptualisations of agricultural and rural change have lacked effective
analysis of the causality, agency and temporal processes of restructuring. The
focus on the comparison between the twin aspects of such dualisms effectively
negates any consideration of the processes of transformation, and their impact
on the transition and outcome. The socio-political approach therefore
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introduces new dimensions and raises the significance of the role of policy,
political struggles and competing discourses.

The rural studies literature on rural restructuring focuses on the role of
agricultural change, which is regarded as an exogenous force, while the role of
the state and policy are seen as independent variables (Potter and Lobley 2004,
p4-5). It is perhaps somewhat surprising, given the dominant roles of nation
states and the European Union in providing a detailed policy, financial and
economic context for agriculture and rural regeneration that policy dimensions
and political factors have not assumed a much more significant place in
theorising change, despite the acceptance that agricultural restructuring is a
process managed by government (Burch et al 1999). The tendency for policy to
remain an exogenous variable may stem from the overriding concern of rural
geographers for explaining spatial differentiation and diversity in the impact of
restructuring and change.

It may also be concluded that the recent exposure of the limitations of previous
thinking has created a theoretical and conceptual void in rural studies and has
prevented the development of an appropriate explanation of rural change.
Previous literature has largely avoided explaining Aow the response to the crisis
in agriculture and rural areas was constructed. Specifically, it has not addressed
the role of political debate and struggles for competing policy approaches, or
the role of the farming unions and excluded interest groups. Moreover, there
has been a dearth of analysis of the way in which European policy has been
mediated and interpreted within the UK. Also, political scientists’ analysis of the
development of agriculture policy has usefully identified a shift in the policy
paradigms, but has not fully explained how and why the shift occurred.

These limitations in the analysis of rural change are being increasingly
recognised, with a range of alternative or complementary frameworks being
proposed. Goodwin (2006, p312-3) suggests new areas for rural research
including: the significance of crises, the way they are politically articulated and
mediated; the political moments which help to constitute different stages of
crises; the way that established norms, practices and ideologies underpinning

agriculture (or rural policy) are destabilised. A clear theme of Goodwin’s agenda
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is the need for a more overt political dimension in which the construction of
alternative interpretations of crises and their resolution forms a distinctive
element.

This review of the relatively limited literature on rural change and the
questioning of many of the theoretical and conceptual frameworks raise
significant implications for the way in which the research questions are pursued.
Firstly, it is clear that rural policy change accelerated after the crisis for the CAP
in the early 1980s, and therefore that this study has to take a long-term
approach. Secondly, the study has to consider how responses to this and
perhaps subsequent crises were constructed, including the roles of different
agencies and political struggles. As Potter and Tilzey (2005) state, a socio-
political approach which considers issues of agency, causality and temporal
processes is required. Thirdly, the study needs to consider the way in which
European policy was mediated in the UK, and in England specifically.

At the end of the 1980s, as the rural studies agenda was developing, Mormont
summarised quite succinctly the challenges ahead not only for academics but
for rural policy makers in this way:

From now on, if what could be termed a rural question exists it no longer
concerns issues of agriculture or of a particular aspect of living

conditions in a rural environment, but questions concerning the specific
function of rural space and the type of development to encourage within
it (Mormont 1987, p562).

The study examines how these rural questions were addressed, through what
political mechanisms and over what time period.
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CHAPTER 3
Conceptualising Change in Rural Politics
1. Introduction

The previous Chapter exposed serious shortcomings in the attempts of rural
geographers to explain rural change generally and, more specifically, to account
for the responses to the crisis created by the demise of the post-war agriculture
settlement. This Chapter explores these analytical shortcomings, in particular
the limitations of regulation theory as a theoretical framework and the failure to
account effectively for the role of policy and the state at both national and
supranational levels. It concludes that previous analysis has left many issues
and questions unexplored. Thus, rural studies literature despite (or even
because of) its shortcomings helps to interpret the research questions in a
broader context, against which alternative theoretical and analytical frameworks
may be evaluated.

Perhaps above all, previous research has placed less emphasis on the political
restructuring of rural policy in the wake of this crisis. This is all the more
surprising given the creation and effective dominance of the post-war political
institutions designed to support agriculture financially and to prioritise farming
activities not only in the use of rural land but amongst rural society. The cross-
party support for the post-war settlement and for its political institutions,
especially the closed policy community, the system of annual price reviews and
the supportive planning policy framework, all became subject to re-evaluation
at the onset of this crisis.

The limitations of regulation theory in enabling investigation of this political
restructuring highlight the need to explore meso-level theoretical and analytical
frameworks. Interpretation of ‘stability and change’ in policy, political
institutions and governance has emerged as key areas of research in political
science over the past 20 years. It is therefore from within political science that
this chapter explores frameworks of analysis for assessing and explaining the
processes of rural policy change.
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Outline of Chapter

The Chapter begins by critically examining regulation theory as a framework for
analysing rural change, identifying how its specification and limitations have
influenced rural research. It moves on to explore the potential of new
institutionalism as a political theory and highlights its strengths and limitations
for examining and accounting for rural change. This section examines the basic
components and variants of new institutionalism, before moving on to critically
assess alternative frameworks. The following section compares the recent
developments which have introduced the role of ideas to accounts of
institutional change. The Chapter ends by noting the significance of the
interaction between institutions and the role of institutional design.

2. A critique of regulation theory as a framework for analysis of rural
change

The reliance on regulation theory to explain rural change in much of the rural
studies literature has effectively narrowed the debate to one of establishing
relationships between structural economic change and local responses, “where
rural changes are the results of particular combinations of political, economic,
social and cultural relations” (Cloke and Goodwin 1992, p324). The debate has
been so constrained that many issues and questions have been overlooked, in
particular the process by which change has occurred; the temporality of
change, especially whether change has been evolutionary or revolutionary; the
role of agency, especially of the state, in enabling change; and perhaps, most
significant of all, the relative degree of change. This section explores how the
specification and assumptions of regulation theory influenced the rural research
agenda and the explanation of rural change in ways which privileged analysis of
a differentiated countryside at the expense of developing understanding of the
processes of change, the role of agency and causation.

In regulation theory, emphasis is placed on the role of norms, institutions,
routines, practices and procedures - the mode of regulation — in permitting the

continued reproduction of capital by countering those contradictions which
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could threaten the regime of accumulation. The application of this approach has
largely been in studies of the response of national and local states and their
underlying social and political institutions to changes in the nature and structure
of capitalism. James (2009, p182) suggests that the approach was designed to
“theorise the relationship between institutions at multiple levels (economic,
political and social) to enable a more holistic model of analysis and overcome
the problem ... of seeing change purely as an exogenous force.” It is the
inclusion of the notion of ‘temporal-spatial fixes’ to regulate capitalism which in
the 1990s proved particularly attractive both to rural geographers and to
researchers examining the shift to local governance?®.

Much of this work has focused on how local, including rural, areas have
responded to the crisis of Fordism and created new regulative structures in
some post-Fordist regime. Crisis is therefore the key mechanism of change and
the utility of the approach is “to explain how local change can be brought about
by an external context without making this exogenous to the model” (James
2009, p188). Hay (2001, p1334) argues that, in regulation theory, structural
crises (such as the crisis of Fordism) initiates a period of (class) conflict and
that the outcome of the moment of crisis is “contingent on the nature of the
ensuing struggle and the alternatives offered.”

This approach has been subject to a range of criticisms as a model for
explaining local change. In addition, there have been accusations of the mis-
application of the basic tenets of the theory (Goodwin 2006, p304; Hay 2001,
p1332). Firstly, it has been suggested that the approach essentially privileges
economic structure over other forces, with political institutions having to
respond to the demands of capitalist reproduction (James 2009, p197). As the
only cause of change emerges from economic crisis, James (2009, p198)
concludes “the approach is left open to the claim of functionalism.” Such a
functionalist concept of change also denies the possibility of other sources of
change, including ideological and political struggles.

% In the ESRC sponsored research programme on local governance in 1995, regulation theory was
selected as the theoretical model for understanding change.
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Secondly, regulation theory, by emphasising change within global economic
systems, especially in the first two ‘waves’ of its development, is essentially a
macro approach. Cochrane (1993) argues that as a meta-theory it is too vague
to explain micro-level change. Hence, there has been a broad recognition that
regulation theory needs to be complemented by micro- and meso-level theories
to explain local or rural change (James 2009, p197; Woods and Goodwin 2003,
p258; Goodwin 2006, p311).

Thirdly, rural studies has tended to adopt a somewhat loose definition of ‘rural
change’. Rather than conceptualising change as a rural response to crisis,
embodied in the ‘necessary’ shifts in routines, norms and conventions of social
relations and institutions, rural research has adopted a more encompassing and
complex definition of change which has tended to over-emphasise the
outcomes of change. Moreover, as post-productivism became accepted as the
principal conceptualisation of rural change, it negated the need for further
development of the definition of rural change. In particular, the lack of any
analysis of the process of change, or of the struggles among competing factions
to mediate the mode of regulation toward particular interests, undoubtedly led
to the over-simplified characterisation of post-productivism as the reverse of
productivism.

Fourthly, the regulation approach largely under-theorises the process of
change. While the role of crises and conflict are regarded as important aspects
of change, structural explanation appears to be much more significant than the
role of agency. The temporal dimension of change is largely absent with the
result that the extent, direction and rate of change has become overlooked in
rural research.

It is widely recognised that regulation theory is more a methodology than a
theory (Goodwin 2006, p311; Hay 2001, p1335; James 2009, p184). The
approach provides a framework for linking macro-level shifts in capitalist
reproduction with the stabilising roles of institutions and social structures.
However, it does not provide an explanation of micro-level responses or
therefore of local change and as such it needs to be complemented with meso-

and micro-level approaches, with Stoker (quoted in James 2009, p183)
46



suggesting he had abandoned the regulation approach in the mid-1990s
because:

I think that my intellectual explanation of what went wrong was that
people found that it offered answers and arguments at a sort of macro-
level but that when it came to actually explain the way that the state
was responding or what it was doing, people started to get into more
meso-levels of theory.

While the rural studies literature has increasingly recognised the need for such
a multi-theoretical approach, there have been relatively few analyses of the role
of policies or political and social institutions in enabling rural change.

The difficulties of explaining change within the regulation approach is
essentially a problem of comparative statics, in which change is couched in
terms of a comparison of the system at one time (e.g. Fordism) with a later
stage (e.g. post-Fordism). Hence, as Hay (2002, p147) concludes simply
counterpoising static snapshots “tends to prejudge and foreclose any discussion
and analysis of the process and hence the temporality of change.” The logic of
such a model of change implies but does not make explicit causal links between
the later stage and the earlier one. Blyth (2002a, p8) highlights that agents’
intentions are identified in terms of observed outcomes and therefore concludes
“the mechanism of change remains at best underspecified and at worst
circular.” This analysis of the regulation approach, its limitations and application
in rural studies demonstrates that:

e overall, as a methodology rather than a theory it cannot provide a
satisfactory analytical framework for the investigation of meso-level
issues relating to the re-design of rural institutions and the dynamics of
rural policy;

¢ it fails to provide a sufficiently well-developed conceptualisation of the
response of political institutions to crises;

e it does however identify a number of requirements which will need to be
met in order to provide a more informed response to the research
questions including the need to :

a) incorporate a meso-level of analysis, which explains how macro-
trends are mediated by political developments and institutional
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arrangements, and which provides a framework for
understanding ‘on the ground’ or micro-level responses;

b) explore the role of political institutions as constraints on the
shaping of policy options and outcomes;

C) recognise the role of agents in the causal processes of
maintaining the stability of institutions and initiating change;

d) acknowledge the temporalv dimension in the processes of change;

e) explore the role of crises as stimuli to change;

f) recognise the contingency of the response to crises and
therefore the range of alternative options available.

3. New institutionalism

New Institutionalism has emerged as an important and developing concept in
political science and policy studies, capable of providing the meso-level theory
to fill the gap left by the largely abandoned regulation theory. Yet, in the UK in
particular, new institutionalism has been slow to become established in the
wake of the largely discredited ‘old institutionalism’ which was “concerned with
the institution of government rather than political behaviour” 17 (Lowndes
(20013, p1957). New institutionalism emerged as an analytical framework
because, in the words of the March and Olsen’s (1984, p747) seminal article,
“the organisation of political life matters.” The aim has been “to seek to capture
and reflect the complexity and open-endedness of processes of social and
political change” (Hay 2002, p11). Its development and increasing application
within political studies since the 1980s has largely been stimulated by the need
to account for a range of significant contemporary political trends, including the
changing role of the state, the consequences of the shift to neo-liberal thinking,
including the move towards greater European integration and change in the
welfare state.

Institutions in new institutionalism are distinctly different from the formal
structures and organisations of government in ‘old institutionalism’, and

7 For example, it has been argued that “institutional theory has ... found it hard to shake off its Aunt
Sally status within urban politics” (Lowndes 2001, p1967), while a decade later Lowndes (2009, p102)
continues to plead the case for new institutionalism which “has much to offer the study of urban
politics.”
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science in the late 1970s, including challenging the regularity of behaviouralism
and the simplifying assumptions of rational choice theory. The stimulus to
bringing the state back into political analysis was undoubtedly the economic
turmoil of the late 1970s and early 1980s as nation states took the lead in
making the shift from Keynesianism to monetarism. Much of this early work
sought to account for variations in the way states addressed major political
issues, including changes in economic governance (Hall 1986) and development
of welfare states (Katzenstein 1985). In addition to these studies of
comparative politics, others focused on establishing the basic tenets of new
institutionalism, especially March and Olsen (1984) and Steinmo et al (1992).
Inevitably, the focus of this early work was on establishing new institutionalism
in the mainstream of political science, and in particular, on gaining
acknowledgement of the mediating role of institutions in shaping political
behaviour, and in “translating political inputs into political outputs” (Hay 2002,
pl4). Thus, the early work tended to emphasise the stability of institutions, with
change being the result of exogenous change. Perhaps as a result, conclusions
emerging from comparative studies attributed differences largely to the effect
of variations in institutional structures.

Discussion of the emergence, adaptation and change in institutions has only
begun to receive greater attention in more recent times. It may be that as
Streeck and Thelen (2005, p4) suggest the relative stability of neo-liberalism
has enabled scholars to turn from issues associated with macro-level change to
the adaptation of institutions to new political contexts. The more recent
development of new institutionalism seeks to embrace the shift from
government to governance and the consequential complexity of governing
arrangements. This has given rise to the need to explain the process of
institutional change in more detail, to account for the role of agency and to
identify the factors initiating change and the mechanisms by which change is
achieved.

The basic components of new institutionalism

“The building blocks of institutions are rules” (March and Olsen 2005, p10);

rules may be formal, purposefully designed and highly structured, e.g. as
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embodied in legislation and policy statements; at the same time, they may be
informal conventions and sets of practice which embody historical experience.
March and Olsen (2005, p8) maintain that “the basic logic of action is rule
following ... rules are followed because they are seen as natural, rightful,
expected and legitimate.” Thus, rules shape political behaviour and regulate the
roles of organisations and non-political groups in networks and partnerships
within institutional settings. In this way, “the overarching rules of governance
are not neutral” (Lowndes 2009, p95) and necessarily rational; rules create
roles and positions within governance arrangements, thereby affecting “how
political actors are enabled or constrained and the governing capacities of a
political system” (March and Olsen 2005, p9). As Lowndes (2001a, p1960)
emphasises, “institutional rules embody power relations by privileging certain
positions and certain courses of action over others and by including certain
actors and excluding others.” Therefore, for March and Olsen (2005, p4) new
institutionalism “emphasises the social construction of political institutions”, and
for Lowndes (2009, p95) it takes “a value-critical stance.”

Such rules, practices and conventions impose both a structure and an order on
political relations which become difficult to change. According to Hay (2002,
p105), institutions also have normalising functions, since rules and conventions
introduce value-systems and define “a logic of appropriateness” (March and
Olsen 1989) both of which constrain and guide everyday political behaviour. In
addition, institutions are guided by a set of ideas which frame the legitimate
range of policy tools and the cognisance of the policy environment (Hall 1993,
p279). So much of political behaviour within institutional settings is habitual,
which ensures that it is difficult to challenge and to change.

Variants of ‘new institutionalism’

Lowndes (2009, p92) argues that because new institutionalism adopts a
deductive approach there are many different theoretical propositions about the
way institutions work, and hence many new institutionalisms. While Peters
(1999) identifies seven different new institutionalisms and more recently
Schmidt (2006) recognises four variants, each has a different logic of

explanation. All share the common assumption that institutions contain rules
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which structure behaviour — “where they differ ... is over their understanding of
the nature of the beings whose actions or behaviour is being structured”
(Steinmo 2008, p 127). Schmidt (2006, p115) suggests there is a continuum
from the positivist rational choice institutionalism to the constructivist
sociological variant, with historical institutionalism occupying the middle ground.
A fourth and newest institutionalism, referred to as discursive (Schmidt 2002a)
or constructivist (Hay 2006) or ideational institutionalism (Hay 2001), has
introduced a further dynamic and ideational dimension to the previously largely
static institutionalisms. |

In rational choice institutionalism, it is argued that individuals act in a rational
way, calculating costs and benefits, but that political institutions influence
behaviour by structuring the situation in which choices are made. Hence,
rational individuals follow rules in order to maximise personal gain. By contrast,
sociological institutionalists assume that rather than seeking to maximise self-
interest, human beings may be regarded as satisficers and follow a “logic of
appropriateness” (March and Olsen, 1989) derived from culturally specific
practices. For the sociological institutionalists, institutions therefore embody the
norms, values, cognitive frames and meaning systems which guide human
action. This variant is therefore conceptually diametrically opposed to the
rationalist behaviour which follows a ‘logic of interest’ “which is prior to
institutions, by which individuals may be affected but not defined” (Schmidt
2006, p115).

Historical institutionalism (HI) owes its origins to the “break-up of state theory
in order to explain things at a lower level of analysis” (Blyth 2002b, p300) and
therefore, in comparison to the other institutionalisms, “focuses most explicitly
on the state and its institutional development ... [together with] all the
structures through which governing occurs” (Schmidt 2006, p107). HI
challenges the behaviouralist theories of politics by stressing the role of the
state in structuring action and the impact of policy legacies on outcomes. Its
historical perspective introduces issues of temporality into political analysis and
HI is concerned to identify sequences in long term institutional development
and the effect of the timing of events. However, HI initially emphasised the
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resilience of political institutions over long periods. Pierson (2004), adopting a
more positivist approach to explaining the persistence of institutions, has
stressed the importance of feedback effects and increasing returns which
support the path dependence of institutions. His perspectives have come under
increasing challenge, especially in Europe, where Immergut and Anderson
(2008, p355) argue that this “focus on pinning down history has resulted in the
neglect of two basic features of both politics and history: political contestation
and actor reflexivity.” The emphasis in HI analysis has begun to shift towards
the more constructivist perspective, particularly in the literature on West
European politics, to consider ways in which “institutions are the product of
political contestation ... how they are renegotiated and reformed over time, and
how [they reflect] forms, functions and meanings their creators never intended”
(Immergut and Anderson 2008, p360).

Discursive (DI) and constructivist institutionalism (CI) have grown out of the
apparent failure of the other institutionalisms to explain change. In this
conceptualisation, ideas and discourse play a central role in explaining change
within and to the state. Ideas may be statements of value, or may specify
causal relationships and provide solutions to policy problems, or carry images
and symbols which express identity, as well as being worldviews and ideologies
(John 1998, p144). Policy discourse conveys a set of ideas and values which are
embedded in a policy programme and has two functions: a cognitive function
which justifies the choice of solution to policy problems; and a normative
function which legitimises the policy programme in terms of the values of the
state (Schmidt 2002a, p213). In DI and CI, institutions therefore “shape
behaviour through frames of meaning” (Lowndes 2009, p93) i.e. through the
“ideas and discourse which actors use to explain, deliberate and/or legitimise
political action” (Schmidt 2006, p99).

Constructivist institutionalists recognise ideational path dependence as well as
the institutional pafh dependence (an integral component of historical
institutionalism) with the result that "it is not just institutions but the very ideas
on which they are predicated and which inform their design and development,
that exert constraints on political autonomy” (Hay 2006, p65). Therefore, CI is
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concerned with examining the processes through which ideas become
embedded and institutionalised.

Discursive institutionalists have also been concerned to identify the processes
through which ideas are generated, accepted and legitimised (Schmidt 2006,
p113). In this sense, discourse is regarded as performing two functions: in its
‘coordinative’ function, it provides policy actors with an ideational framework
with which to construct a policy programme; in its ‘communicative’ function, it
provides a basis for persuading the wider public that the proposals are
necessary and appropriate (Schmidt 2002a, p230). Schmidt (2002a, Ch 5) also
highlights the significance of different political structures and institutional
contexts for framing the discourse'® process, contrasting the effects of national
single-actor and multi-actor governance systems at both national and EU levels.
Her analysis raises the importance of the structure of governance systems in
explaining how ideas are assessed, accepted and legitimised.

Schmidt (2006, p115-6) discusses whether these four widely adopted variants
of new institutionalism can be used together or whether they have such major
conceptual differences and different objects of explanation to effectively
prevent this. She concludes that theoretical purists have tended to warn against
combining aspects of these variants, but highlights that “more problem-oriented
scholars mix approaches all the time” (Schmidt 2006, p116). There are many
examples of such mixing, especially of historical institutionalists adopting a
rational calculus, for example, Immergut (1992), Thelen (2004), Hall and
Soskice (2001) and Schmidt (2002a, Part II). The practical application of these
variants to real-world problems would seem to highlight that they represent
different analytical strategies rather than separate theoretical frameworks. It is
perhaps noteworthy that some authors have sought to develop ‘theories’ out of
such combinations of variants, as with the attempts of Greif and Laitin (2004)
and Mahoney and Thelen (2010) to define theories of institutional change.

'8 Discourse is not used in the same sense as post-modernists apply the term, but as encompassing
“language, narrative or communicative action” (Schmidt and Radaelli 2004, p193).
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4, Institutional change

The research questions focus on the problem of the political response to the
demise of the post-war settlement and the consequential change in rural
political institutions. The analysis therefore has to account for the reasons for
the demise of post-war rural policy, the processes and causes of rural
institutional change and the establishment of an alternative rural policy and its
governance. However, not all of the variants of new institutionalism provide an
appropriate framework for exploring these questions. Within rational choice and
sociological institutionalism explanation is largely static (Schmidt 2006, p106;
p113). Historical institutionalism, despite its temporal context, has tended to
emphasise institutional resilience rather than institutional change (Immergut
and Anderson 2008, p355), while Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p4) conclude
that “all leading approaches to institutionalism ... face problems in explaining
institutional change.”

Therefore, this section explores the scope and limitations of recent
developments in new institutionalism which have been conceived in response to
these problems, and assesses their ability to provide a suitable framework
within which to examine changes in rural politics. These developments include
the introduction of the role of ideas in explaining change in both constructivist
and discursive institutionalism and the attempt by Mahoney and Thelen (2010)
to define ‘a theory of gradual institutional change’. All seek to improve the
capacity of new institutionalism in accounting for and explaining institutional
change. While these developments adopt elements of the three ‘older’
institutionalisms, each one has largely built on the framework of HI as a basis
for providing an underlying structural and temporal dimension. The following
section explores the key dimensions of HI in accounting for institutional change,
together with its limitations; the subsequent sections examine how recent
developments have sought to explain institutional change more fully, and
specifically considers how each approach addresses questions firstly, of how
change occurs and through what types of processes; secondly, of who is
involved in orchestrating the change and the overall role of agency; and thirdly,
of why change occurs and its causation. This assessment largely draws on the
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work of Hay (2002; 2006) on constructivist institutionalism, on Schmidt (2008)
on discursive institutionalism and Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010) ‘theory of
gradual institutional change'.

Historical institutionalism and its limitations

Despite the emphasis in HI on institutional development, it has until recently
largely sought to account for institutional resilience and evolutionary change.
Hence, Schmidt (2006, p107) suggests that HI works best “at delineating the
origins and development of institutional structures and processes over time ...
[focusing on] sequences, timing of events and phases of political change”, while
Hay (2002, p142) argues

the aim has been to demonstrate the existence and effect of historical
legacies in the political processes and institutions of the present ... [for
historical institutionalists] history matters; to understand the present is
to understand how it has evolved from the past and to trace the legacies
of that evolution.

The key problem for HI has been how to explain agency and to introduce it into
institutional analysis (Schmidt 2006, p108; Streeck and Thelen 2005, p5;
Immergut and Anderson 2008, p356; Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p4-5).
Historical institutionalism is considered by some new institutionalists to stand
between rational choice and sociological institutionalisms (Hall and Taylor 1996,
p938-9; Steinmo 2008, p127). Some proponents of HI suggest that either the
‘calculus approach’ of rational choice or the ‘cultural approach’ of sociological
institutionalism or both may be adopted in the analysis of any political situation.
Steinmo (2008, p128) concludes that historical institutionalists would argue that
any significant political outcome is best understood as a product of both
interest maximizing and rule following.

Hay and Wincott (1998, p953) contest Hall and Taylor’s (1996) ontological
position, suggesting that their definition of HI would imply that it “is not a
distinctive approach to institutional analysis.” Hay and Wincott (1998, p953)
postulate that if HI is to be regarded as a distinctive institutionalism a
relationship which uniquely connects institution and behaviour (structure and
agency) would need to be established and one which identifies “a coherent and
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consistent approach to institutional analysis in its own right.” Hay (2006, p62)
evokes the work of Thelen and Steinmo (1992), who are credited with initiating
the HI approach, and who conclude that rational choice and HI are “premised
on different assumptions that in fact reflect quite different approaches to the
study of politics” (Thelen and Steinmo 1992, p7). Moreover they argue that
rational choice institutionalism assumes actors have fixed preferences, (almost)
perfect information and are self-serving utility maximisers. Equally, they reject
sociological institutionalism’s perspective of norm-driven behaviour which
minimises the importance of agency. In this way, Thelen and Steinmo (1992,
p10) seek to define a distinctive social ontology for HI:

Institutional analysis ... allows us to examine the relationship between
political actors as objects and as agents of history. The institutions that are
at the centre of historical institutionalist analysis ... can shape and constrain
political strategies in important ways, but they are themselves also the
outcome (conscious or unintended) of deliberate political strategies of
political conflict and of choice.

Moreover, they emphasise that the key characteristic distinguishing HI from
rational choice or sociological institutionalism is the endogeneity of preferences
(Thelen and Steinmo 1992) — i.e. institutions can influence the formation of
actors’ preferences and the politicisation of their interests.

Despite consideration of the role of agents within this distinctive ontology,
Thelen and Steinmo’s (1992, p2) ambitions were largely limited to “an emphasis
on how pre-existing institutions structure contemporary political conflicts and
outcomes”, thereby according primacy to structure over agency. Thus, many
analyses within this framework have tended to emphasise the role of historical
structures in shaping actors’ interests, and incorporate agency only by
“turn[ing] to rational choice institutionalism, which posits actors pursuing their
strategic interests through a logic of incentive-based calculation” (Schmidt
2008, p2)*°. Steinmo (2008, p127; p131) concludes that studies by historical
institutionalists have been “motivated by the desire to answer real-world
empirical questions ... [and to demonstrate] that institutional structures had

¥ Schmidt (2006, p108) identifies a number of examples of research based on historical institutionalism
with a “rational calculus”, including Immergut’s (1992) study of the impact of governing structures
(veto-points) on the ability of physicians to influence healthcare reform.
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profound effects on shaping political strategies, outcomes and, ultimately,
political preferences.”

However, “this approach cannot account for new choices or changing
preferences” (Schmidt 2008, p2), and moreover, transformative or path-
shaping change within such studies has largely been attributed to exogenous
forces. Dissatisfaction with this approach has grown over the past 10 years, in
particular while comparative research has usefully demonstrated the effect of
institutions on political strategies and outcomes, studies within HI have not
provided a framework “capable of endogenizing agency in such a way as to
explain the dynamics of institutional change (and continuity)” (Schmidt 2008,
p2-3, emphasis added). Indeed, there has been an increasing tendency on the
part of some authors, notably Hall and Soskice (2001) and Pierson (2004), to
focus on the resilience of institutions, emphasising the incremental rather than
transformative nature of change, and to incorporate agency by linking the
concepts of HI to rational choice institutionalism, and incorporating micro-
foundations into institutionalist analysis.

Pierson (2004, p19) argues that positive feedback dynamics play a crucial role
in social contexts, as the costs of switching from one alternative to another
increase markedly over time and as initial choices tend to set a direction which
is difficult to reverse. Thus, the sequencing and timing of events are seen to
have significant impacts on the development paths which institutions take. Such
self-reinforcing, path dependent dynamics are considered to be “an essential
building block for exploring a wide range of issues related to temporal
processes” (Pierson 2004, p22). He argues that path dependence is prevalent in
politics and therefore studies of institutional development need to adopt a long
time frame to identify the incremental nature of institutional change. However,
as Immergut and Anderson (2008, p355) stress “it is extremely difficult to
measure feedback effects in politics.” They reject Pierson’s approach because of
its emphasis on the search for regularities in political behaviour and its neglect
of the significance of political struggles in determining outcomes and power
distribution.
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Further, Streeck and Thelen (2005, p1-6) highlight the lack of theorising on
issues of institutional change, and an over-reliance by historical institutionalists
on the punctuated equilibrium model in which change is either the result of
exogenous shocks or the consequence of path dependent lock-in effects. They
suggest it is because of this model that Hall and Soskice (2001) and Pierson
(2004) privilege understanding institutional resilience over change. Such
criticism of the way in which historical institutionalist approach has evolved has
led Hay (2006, p62) to suggest that there has been a “hollowing-out of
historical institutionalism.”

The recent development of constructivist and discursive institutionalism,
together with the theorising of gradual institutional change, have all sought to
address some if not all of the drawbacks of HI in order to provide a more fully
developed framework for explaining institutional dynamics. Yet, they have each
sought to retain and build on key structural aspects of HI, in particular an
institutional context composed of historical rules and regularities resulting from
the order and sequencing of events over the often lengthy period since the
formation of the institution.

Conceptualising processes and dynamics of institutional change

The notion of punctuated equilibrium?®, widely adopted in HI to conceptualise
the dynamics of institutional development, contrasts phases of development in
which long periods of institutional stability and path dependent processes are
punctuated by occasional and relatively brief crises during which more rapid
and profound transformation may occur. At such punctuations in the normal
equilibrium, the choices made (but largely unexplored and unexplained in HI)
are seen to close off alternative options and therefore support new self-
reinforcing path-dependent processes which become resistant to change.

% According to Hay (2002, p161) the concept of ‘punctuated equilibrium’ has its origins in evolutionary
biology which asserts that evolution occurs in rapid bursts over short periods of time, followed by
relative stasis. This heuristic was first applied in political science by Krasner (1984, p242) who noted that
studies of institutional change all appeared to point to an “episodic and dramatic rather than continuous
and incremental” process of institutional change.
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At moments of crisis or “critical junctures”?! (Collier and Collier 1991, p29) or
“critical periods” (Polyani 1944, p4) change may become more fluid and rapid.
Moreover, critical junctures are often regarded as the moment when new paths
are created, but as Capoccia and Kelemen (2006, p6) argue critical junctures
should be regarded as a period of “heightened contingency” which may lead to
change, but equally may result in a re-equilibration, i.e. an “aborted change.”
Historical institutionalists have tended to argue that the source of change in this
model and therefore the cause of the crisis or critical juncture is exogenous
(Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p9).

Hay (2006, p61) argues that “given the importance of such moments, the new
institutionalism has had remarkably little to say on these bouts of path-shaping
institutional change.” HI has been criticised for “appearing historically
deterministic or even mechanistic where it focuses exclusively on continuities
and path-dependencies”, and for not “explaining what brings about the crisis
that spurs change” (Schmidt 2006, p7). In the same vein, Hay (2002, p163)
suggests that while this model is “versatile and arguably lends itself to
descriptively accurate accounts [this] is achieved at the price of theoretically
complexity.” Moreover, Streeck and Thelen (2005, p1) go further and suggest
that studies of institutional change rely too heavily on the punctuated
equilibrium model which “draws an overly sharp distinction between long
periods of institutional stasis periodically interrupted by some sort of exogenous
shock” and hence fail to explain modes of gradual change. They argue that
recent institutional change in political economies following the onset of the
period of neo-liberal politics has been incremental and without dramatic
disruptions. They maintain that the gradual change characteristic of this period
is not being adequately theorised (Streeck and Thelen 2005, p5).

In order to address this failing, Streeck and Thelen (2005, p6) point to a
growing interest in conceiving “institutional reproduction as a dynamic political
process.” Rather than simply opposing change with stasis, Immergut and
Anderson (2008, p356) argue that “all institutions are continually renegotiated

2! Junctures are regarded as ‘critical’ “because they place institutional arrangements on paths or
trajectories which are then difficult to alter” (Pierson 2004, p135 ).
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and reinterpreted, for none can provide complete and unambiguous guides to
action.” Conceptualisations of the processes of institutional change are
therefore increasingly moving away from a requirement for a continual return
to equilibrium. Such a re-configuration opens up possibilities for alternative
processes of more gradual as well as abrupt change. Streeck and Thelen (2005,
p14) argue that transformation of institutions can occur through gradual
processes because the “enactment of a social rule is never perfect and there is
always a gap between the ideal pattern and the real pattern of life under it.”
According to Schmidt (2008, p6), they effectively replace path dependence with
processes of path renewal, revision and replacement.

Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p19) identify four modes of gradual or incremental
transformative change which is endogenous or “produced by the very behaviour
of the institution itself” (Streeck and Thelen 2005, p19). These modes are:
o Displacement: the removal of old rules and the introduction of new ones;
o Layering: the introduction of new rules on top or alongside existing
rules;
o Drift: the changed impact of existing rules due to shifts in the
environment;
o Conversion: the changed enactment of existing rules due to their
strategic redeployment..

Such a categorisation of gradual transformations may not be exhaustive, but it
serves to emphasise how institutional change cannot be reduced to a simple
dualism of path dependent induced stability and path-shaping change.

The processes of institutional change conceptualised within HI are largely
descriptive and concerned with returning to some states of equilibrium. They
say little about how institutions and their rules become subject to challenge,
what causes the crises, and how new rules emerge and become accepted and
embodied in the replacement institution. Nonetheless, HI has highlighted the
significance of historical contingency, sequencing and timing of events and path
dependent regularities for understanding institutional stability.
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Conceptualising the role of agency in institutional change

In both sociological and rational choice institutionalism, actors are external to
institutions and undifferentiated, such that “the inescapable conclusion is that
changes in self-enforcing institutions must have an exogenous origin” (Greif and
Laitin 2004, p633). Similarly, in many of the early historical institutionalist
studies, continuity of the set of rules reflected the political legacy of historic
struggles which meant that current actors remain external to the institution. It
is the lack of any strong conceptualisation of agency in HI which has prevented
studies within an historical institutionalist framework from effectively identifying
the key factors which explain the dynamics of institutional change. However,
recent literature (Pierson 2004; Thelen 1999; 2004; Mahoney 2000) has begun
to suggest that such a historical path-dependent ‘lock-in" is a rare phenomenon
and that institutions change through both evolutionary and more revolutionary
processes which may only be explained through some conceptualisation of the
interaction between institutions and agents.

Hay (2002; 2006), Schmidt (2008) and Mahoney and Thelen (2010) have, in
contrasting ways explored the interaction between structure and agency
(context and conduct). For Hay (2006, p64) “change is seen to reside in the
relationship between actors and the context in which they find themselves”,
while for Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p5) “institutional change often occurs
precisely when problems of rule interpretation or enforcement open up space
for actors to implement existing rules in new ways.” Schmidt (2008, p13) more
specifically emphasises the discursive interaction both among policy actors and
social partners, and between policy actors and the wider public. Therefore this
section compares these authors’ conceptualisation of role of agents in
institutional change.

Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010, p1; p5) approach to explaining “gradual
institutional change” is predicated on the assumption that power is unequally
distributed among actors, in a perspective that largely reflects Hay’s (2006,
p65) proposition that actors’"
distributed.” Both share the view that this affects actors’ ability and desire to

change institutions. For Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p4), this characteristic
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“provides a basic motor of change.” They maintain that, at the extreme, a
group or coalition of actors could be so dominant that they could “design
institutions that closely correspond to their well-defined institutional
preferences” (Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p11). In order to maintain
institutional continuity, the more well-resourced actors have to continue to
mobilise political support in order to avert any tensions which may threaten
continuity. Hence, any division among the ‘elite’ is likely to weaken their power
and open up opportunities for change. In contrast, the unequal distribution of
power and its consequences could create disaffection among some actors, who
develop strategies to redress the imbalance of power and resources through
developing “united subordinate groups” (Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p12). This
theory assumes that dominant actors are driven by the logic of incentive-based
calculation, and therefore leans heavily towards the rational choice end of the
new institutionalist spectrum. This is not to deny the potential transferability of
its approach to other settings.

The incorporation of agency through the constructivist approaches of Hay
(2006) and Schmidt (2008) presents a very different perspective. Compared
with the conventional new institutionalist approach, in which actors’ material
interests are assumed to determine their behaviour, constructivist
institutionalism views an actor’s strategy “as an irredeemably perceptual
matter” (Hay 2002, p194). Because of their imperfect knowledge, actors have
to interpret the world in which they function and depend on perceptions of the
institution and its environment in order to develop their strategies. As a result,
“ideas provide the point of mediation between actors and their environment”
(Hay 2002, p209-10). Their preferences and motivations are not simply a
reflection of material or social circumstance but ideational. Consequently, actors
are not “analytically substitutable” (Hay 2006, p64) as they are in rational
choice or sociological institutionalism.

For both of these authors, explaining change necessitates an understanding of
how and why agents make new choices or change preferences. The ideational
underpinning of their approaches highlights the need to analyse the cognitive
and normative dimensions of agents’ ideas and, especially for Schmidt (2008,
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p3), “the interactive processes that serve to generate those ideas and
communicate them to the public.” In this conceptualisation, ideas have both a
cognitive and a normative function. Cognitive ideas “serve to justify policies and
programmes” (Schmidt 2008, p10) through their comparative ‘technical’ ability
to define problems, to provide solutions and to support a coherent approach.
Such cognitive ideas have been conceptualised as “policy paradigms” (Hall,
1993); or “reference systems” (Jobert and Muller 1987) which act as
“interpretative schema” for actors and which define legitimate policy techniques
and instruments, and hence “delimit the very targets and goals of policy itself”
(Hay 2006, p66). In Hall's (1993, p279) seminal conceptualisation of policy
paradigms, he maintains that:

Policy makers customarily work within a framework of ideas and
standards that specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of
instruments that can be used to attain them, but the very nature of the
problems they are meant to be addressing ... this framework is
embedded in the very terminology through which policy makers
communicate about their work, and it is influential precisely because so
much of it is taken for granted.

Normative ideas “serve to legitimate policies and programmes in terms of their
appropriateness and resonance with the more basic principles and values of
public life"” (Schmidt 2008, p11). Such principles and values may be considered
integral to the operation of the state and public policy since they carry the
support of most citizens, but they may vary in emphasis within different (party)
political ideologies. However, some actors may strive to review and change
such values in response to changes in conditions and attitudes (Schmidt 20023,
p221).

Schmidt (2002a, p213) argues that while cognitive and normative ideas are
analytically separable, in reality, a cognitive idea carries in its recipe for
addressing problems the values which ensure its legitimation not only within the
polity but among the wider public. Similarly, the core values of the polity
provide a context within which problems are framed and ideas about responses
are formulated. However, new ideas may also reflect contemporary appraisals
of long-standing values and may therefore be catalysts for change in
national/societal values.
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Within a discursive institutionalist framework, the focus is on “the discursive
interactions by which actors reach collective agreement on change” (Schmidt
2008, p8). DI therefore explores the interactive processes by which ideas are
generated and by which they are communicated. Actors’ narratives and
arguments about cognitive and normative ideas reflect the key discursive
practices which support the (re-)interpretation of institutions and enable
collective agreement to be reached.

Conceptualising causation of institutional change

All three of these approaches to conceptualising institutional change build on,
rather than reject, the framework of HI and in contrasting ways incorporate its
basic concepts of path dependence and historical legacy. Mahoney and Thelen
(2010, p10, emphasis in original), conceive of institutions as “ distributional
instruments with power implications”; a view which they argue is
“commonplace in historical institutionalism.” Schmidt’s approach (2008, p19)
incorporates a context of “historical rules and regularities ... [which provide]
background information for a discursive institutionalist analysis of how ideas
infuse such rules.” Similarly, Hay (2006, p66) reveals the “indebtedness” of
constructivist institutionalism to earlier versions of HI. Thus, in their varying
conceptualisations, these authors seek to explain disruptions to the stability and
path dependency of historical processes by introducing an endogenous
perspective on institutional change.

For Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p10-11), it is the unequal allocation of
resources within an institution which generates pressures to interpret rules in
differing ways and hence helps to ensure “a dynamic component is built in.” As
rules are subject to continuous “interpretation, debate and contestation”, rule
compliance becomes a significant variable in explaining institutional stability and
change (Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p14). Ambiguity in the interpretation of
rules creates opportunities for contestation, particularly when: developments in
the real world expose the limitations of current rules; actors fail to reflect the
complexities of real world situations in the design of institutions and their rules;
some aspects of the rules are implicit rather than explicit and understandings
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vary among actors; the designers of rules are not the enforcers (Mahoney and
Thelen 2010, p14-7).

This focus on compliance allows for a theorising of actors and coalitions on the
basis of their interest in maintaining institutional stability or stimulating change.
Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p19) argue that the characteristics of the
interaction between the political context and the institution determine the type
of institutional change that can be expected, because “they shape the type of
dominant change-agent ... and the kinds of strategies this agent is likely to
pursue to effect change” (Mahoney and Thelen 2010, p19). Thus, Mahoney and
Thelen (2010, p28-34) identify four basic types of change-agents, each with
differing strategies, and each type being associated with a particular mode of
change®.

The contrast between the rationalist approach of Mahoney and Thelen (2010)
and constructivism is perhaps best exemplified in the conceptualisation of the
causation of institutional change. In CI, social and political relations are
structured within institutions which act as constraints on actors, who
nonetheless have the capacity to act consciously in an attempt to realise their
intentions (Hay 2002, p94). Constraints operate through a number of
mechanisms which may include the effect of normalising through shared rules
and conventions, the normalising effect of logics of appropriate behaviour, sets
of ideas about how the policy environment functions and the complexity and
depth of definition of established practices. However, these structural

2The different types of change-agents identified are:

1. ‘insurrectionaries’ who consciously seek to eliminate existing rules by mobilising against them, and
seek their outright institutional ‘displacement’;

2. ‘symbionts’ who come in two variants: parasitic actors, who exploit institutions for private gain,
while contradicting their collective ‘spirit’, may undermine the institution which, in the absence of
corrective action, may result institutional ‘drift’ or neglect; mutualist actors, who use rules they
were not part of designing to advance their own interests and so exploit the letter of the rule but
not the spirit, which may lead to institutional ‘conversion’;

3. ‘subversives’ who seek to displace the institution not by breaking the rules, but by promoting new
rules on the edges of the old, thereby reducing the support for the original institution; such
change-agents are associated with the layering mode of change;

4. ‘opportunists’ who have ambiguous preferences about institutional continuity but exploit any
possibilities to achieve their own ends within the existing institution, which may promote
continuity rather than the riskier strategy of change; but where they become agents of change they
may support institutional conversion.
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therefore concludes that “ideas ... have to be accorded an independent role in
the causation of political outcomes.” The final link in the cycle is the feedback
from the consequences of strategic action, which provide opportunities for
strategic learning to improve understandings of the context and to test the
validity of cognitive models. These “learning effects” have been identified by
Pierson (2004, p38-9) as playing an important role in maintaining the efficiency
of the institution and path dependence.

By incorporating the basic concepts of the ‘early’ historical institutionalists, CI
accepts the long term nature of institutional change, including path dependence
and the significance of crises for initiating path-shaping change. Because ideas
are at the core of this approach, CI emphasises “ideational path dependence
...[as] it is not just institutions but the very ideas on which they are predicated
and which inform their design and development that exert constraints on
political autonomy” (Hay 2006, p65). The key parameters of explanation in CI
therefore relate to the processes by which ideas become accepted as policy
paradigms or cognitive filters and the way they are contested, challenged and
replaced (Hay 2006, p65).

Blyth’s (2002a) work on economic change in the United States and Sweden has
been influential in furthering the development of the constructivist approach to
institutional change, in particular by focusing on the moment of crisis and the
response of agents as the object of explanation. Blyth (2002a, p41; p32)
argues that crises create uncertainty firstly, about the capacity of an institution
to maintain stability and coordinate agents’ expectations about the future; and
secondly, for agents’ interests?. His model of institutional change portrays a
sequential process in which ideas play a constructive role in addressing the

2 Blyth (2002a, p32) argues that crises problematize agents’ interests. This is contested by Hay (2006,
p68) who maintains that “it is not clear that moments of crisis do indeed lead to uncertainty about
actors’ interest.” Blyth’s assertion does not seem logical; while the crisis creates uncertainty for an actor
in terms of the capacity of the institution to continue to maintain her interests, it is “more likely to result
in vehement reassertion, expression and articulation of prior conceptions of self-interest” (Hay 2006,
p69). It would also seem likely that actors would seek a change in or re-design of the institution which
could be reconciled with their interests. It should be remembered that Blyth’s (2002, Ch 2) development
of a “theory of institutional change” was conceived to explain major shifts in economic ideas, and
whether his model can be transferred to an analysis of rural politics is an empirical issue which is
discussed in later chapters.
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uncertainty and in establishing “a new trajectory of institutional evolution” (Hay
2006, p68).

Blyth’s (20023, p34-44) model identifies a temporal sequence in which ideas

have five causal effects:

1.

Ideas reduce uncertainty during periods of crisis “by interpreting the
nature of the crisis”, i.e., by developing understanding of what the crisis
is and what caused it. Such ideas provide agents with a cognitive and
normative critique of the particular policy, its environment and its polity,
as a prelude to subsequent institutional (re-)construction. This first step
is critical for establishing a new path dependence?®, as ideas are “the
predicates of institutional construction” (Blyth 2002a, p37).

Ideas, as narratives or causal stories, allow a redefinition of an agent’s
relationship to the crisis — confusion and uncertainty are replaced by the
emergence of plausible solutions. Policy entrepreneurs may lead the
debate using the new ideas to define the common goals and thereby
generate resources for coalition building and collective action in a
reconfigured institution.

Ideas are used as weapons to contest and replace existing institutions
which come to be regarded as part of the problem, therefore “to replace
them, agents must delegitimate such institutions by contesting the ideas
that underlie them” (Blyth 2002a, p39).

New ideas act as blueprints for institutional design, i.e., “new institutions
are derivative of new ideas ... [which] also dictate the form and content
of the institutions that agents shou/d construct to resolve a ... crisis”
(Blyth 2002a, p40; emphasis in original).

. Ideas promote stability through developing shared understandings of

how the polity should work. Such shared ideas become conventions
which coordinate agents’ expectations and thereby make stability
possible.

%% As Pierson (2004, p40) highlights “options which gain a head start will often reinforce themselves over
time, even if they have serious shortcomings.”
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As ideas act as the catalyst for new institutional design, the discursive process
by which new ideas are generated may be identified as the key component of
this model. While Blyth (2002a, Ch 2) and Hay (2006, p68; 2002, p212)
recognise the significance of discursive dimensions, Schmidt’s (2002a; 2008)
conceptualisation of such discursive processes permits more detailed analysis of
the formation of new ideas. Discursive institutionalism puts to the forefront
“sentient agents who construct their ideas conveyed through discourse
following a meaning-based logic of communication” (Schmidt 2008, p3). Hence,
DI focuses on the interactive processes through which ideas are generated and
communicated to the public. Discourse becomes real in an institutional context
which consists firstly, of “the structure, construction and communication of
meaning”, and secondly, of those macro-historical patterns, macro-cultural
norms and micro-rationalist strategies that underpin agents’ ideas (Schmidt
2008, p3).

In explaining institutional change, DI seeks to interrogate in some depth the
ideas and discursive interactions which promote change. Discourse has a
coordinative function by generating debate among agents about the
functionality and performance of institutions in ways which enable them to
challenge and change existing ideas. Hence, Schmidt (2008, p15) concludes
that “the clash in ideas and discourse is just as important in building,
maintaining and changing ‘institutions’ as is any ultimate compromise.”
Discourse also has a communicative function through enabling effective
communication of ideas, e.g. about a policy programme, to the public. For
politicians/policy elites, this function is essential for gaining legitimacy of key
aspects and securing long-term acceptance of ideas which are embodied in
policy.

These three different accounts of causation reveal both strengths and
limitations of current developments in new institutionalism in accounting for
change. The incorporation of agency into these accounts has exposed the
weaknesses of previous conceptualisations of a punctuated equilibrium. While
their analysis perhaps still reflects a more rationalist explanation within
historical institutionalism, Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p15) effectively reject
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the equilibrium-based model. By recognising the ambiguity of institutional rules
and therefore opportunities for political contestation, they are able to introduce
a dynamic dimension to the process of gradual or evolutionary change.
However, it is in the logic of explanation and the conceptualisation of power
that differentiates rationalist and constructivist approaches. For example, while
Mahoney and Thelen (2010) rely on a power distribution approach in which
actors compete for access to resources endowed by the institution, Schmidt
(2008, p8) maintains that “change is explained by reference to agents’ ideas
about how to layer, reinterpret or subvert those institutions.” Power in CI and

~ DI resides in the political power of ideas, which cannot be reduced to rational
materialism, and political outcomes are likely to reflect a “complex interaction of
material and ideational factors” (Hay 2002, p208).

The introduction of agency in these recent approaches enables institutional
change to be viewed as a process of continual reproduction. In the context of
more revolutionary or path-shaping change, both Hay (2006, p67) and Schmidt
(2008, p8) emphasise the significance of crises as moments of intense
contestation about the ideas underpinning institutions. It is these moments
which become the object of explanation. Hay (2002, p214-5) rejects the
perspective of other authors (Berman 1998; Blyth 2002a; Campbell 1998) that
ideas are somehow more important at such moments; he argues rather that it
is new ideas that matter more at such times. The constructivist approach has
largely been developed within the context of major changes in economic or
ideological thinking. The extent to which this approach may be successfully
used to explain change in other moments of crisis therefore remains an

empirical issue.

Despite the recent developments in new institutionalism, there remain
significant limitations to the analysis of change. Change may happen for
reasons beyond the scope of institutionalist explanation: unintended
consequences of institutional designs may have their cause in events in other
institutions or as Schmidt (2008, p17) stresses because “stuff happens, material
conditions do change, and actors often act before thinking”, or as Hall (1993,
p291) originally proposed because of exogenous change, such as war or
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revolutions. While none of these approaches is able to explain the origins of
crises or critical junctures, they have introduced new conceptualisations,
capable of explaining the processes of change.

Rural politics reflects contrasting ideas about the role of the countryside, and
indeed many regard ‘rurality’ itself as a social construction (Giarchi 2007, pxi),
with the result that conflicting views have become apparent among the many
different interests. Therefore, understanding and explaining the nature of such
conflict and the outcomes of contestation about the role of the ‘rural’ demands
an appreciation of the ideational processes in rural politics. Constructivist and
discursive institutionalisms offer a potentially effective means of identifying and
explaining those factors which have determined recent rural institutional
change. Nonetheless, the emphasis in Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010) theory of
gradual institutional change on the strategies adopted by change-agents
provides an important additional dimension to explaining evolutionary change
and transformation. CI and DI do not purport to assign the cause of all change
to relationships internal to the institution. While recognising the significance of
what happens in the wider policy environment they cannot account for it.

Conceptualising institutions in the institutional matrix

It has been argued (Woods 2007, p5) that the transformation of rural politics
following the demise of the post-war settlement has changed the “terms and
focus of rural political discourse.” Increasingly, attempts have been made to
present rural policy within a coherent and integrated framework supported by
the array of domestic policy institutions. Interactions between political
institutions are therefore of particular significance for rural politics. Goodin and
Klingemann (1996, p18) maintain that political institutions are “nested within an
ever-ascending hierarchy of yet-more-fundamental, yet-more-authoritative rules
and regimes and practices and procedures.”

The extent to which rural policy and sectoral policies are complementary will
depend on the quality and capacity of institutional interactions, since “where
complementarities exist, the value of each component is enhanced by the
presence of the others” (Pierson 2004, p150). It has been suggested that a
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critical feature of the polity is the interrelatedness of its political institutions
which “form a complicated ecolbgy of inter-connected rules” (March and Olsen
1989, p170) and which moreover help to determine the coherence of policy
(May et al 2005, p37)®. In this context, Pierson and Skocpol (2002, p696) state
that “historical institutionalists ... hypothesise about the combined effects of
institutions and processes rather than examining just one institution at a time.”
Institutional interactions may therefore provide an important source of change
which may be exogenous to an individual institution but endogenous to the
matrix of institutions. Moreover, the development of such interactions may have
a significant impact on the behaviour of actors, some of whom, for example,
may seek to offset disadvantage they experience in one institution by using
their advantage in other institution(s) to enact change (Mahoney and Thelen
2010, p12).

Institutional Design

The reform the workings of the state under both the Conservative and Labour
administrations over the past 20-30 years may be regarded as positive attempts
not only to re-design governance and relationships between the state and
stakeholders, but perhaps more critically to re-design the very institutions which
guide the policy process. As Stoker (2004, p1) argues “governance requires the
design of institutions to meet the demands of collective decision-making in
increasingly complex circumstances.” It may be supposed that attempts to
impose or introduce external governance designs will be mediated through the
internal rules of the individual institution, resulting in a range of different

outcomes for governance.

This raises questions more generally about what constitutes institutional design
and the processes by which institutional rules are re-designed. Most scholars
begin from the assumption that the context for institutional design is already
highly populated with rules, and in the example of governance with rules about
governing. Therefore it may be appropriate to consider institutional ‘re-design’

% pierson’s (2004) view of the significance of the interrelatedness of political institutions for
underpinning stability and path dependence largely draws on North’s (1990, p95) economic concept of
an institutional matrix which, he argues, produces massive increasing returns and which facilitates the
adoption of other complementary institutions.
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rather than simply design. The literature on institutional design is limited, but
Goodin’s (1996) work is a significant attempt to establish a broad
conceptualisation, while Lowndes and Wilson (2001) outlines the key
dimensions of the re-design process. Other work has generally sought to
establish principles of what constitutes good design within relatively specialist
areas, e.g. Klijn and Koppenjan'’s (2006) examination of deliberate attempts to
design policy networks; Alexander’s (2006) work on the design of institutions in
support of the implementation of planning programmes and strategies. Stoker’s
(2004) examination of institutional design for governance is particularly relevant
to this study.

Goodin (1996, p28-9) suggests that institutions may change or emerge
accidently in unintended ways; or, they may just evolve naturally in equally
unintended ways, but maintains that they are not the result of some single
design or designer. Rather he argues that “there are just lots of localized
attempts at partial design cutting across one another.” As a result, the
outcomes of such change cannot be regarded as being the direct result of
intentional design or re-design. Goodin (1996, p29-30) prefers to argue that
design should relate to indirect mechanisms which intentionally seek to avoid
accidents or guide the direction of evolution, and therefore that design should
be more properly defined as the intentional shaping of institutions and
practices.

Lowndes (2001b, p642) argues that the likelihood of an institutional re-design
becoming embedded over time is “related to the interaction with the broader
institutional environment”, i.e. with the degree to which the re-design is
compatible with institutions in the hierarchy of institutions or in closely adjacent
environments. However, as the re-design may affect the distribution of
resources or power within the institution, it is likely to be a contested process.
The re-design may, for example, be resisted by dominant actors who benefit
most from existing arrangements. Hence attempts at re-design “inevitably
involve conflicts over values, identities and interests” Lowndes (2001b, p643).
As a result, Pierson (2004, Ch 4) concludes that the intentions of the designer
are rarely fully implemented in practice.
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A number of authors have set out key principles for ‘good design’. Goodin
(1996, p40) stresses the need for flexibility in design and opportunities for
learning, in a general principle of revisability. This leaves capacity for innovation
and adaptation to changing circumstances. Lowndes (2001b, p644) therefore
concludes that embeddedness may have a positive effect by providing a source
of variety within the re-design process. Goodin (1996, p40) complements this
principle with the need for robustness so that change only occurs when there is
a fundamental change in the institutional environment. Thus, re-design
becomes a normative process, but as Goodin (1996, p41-2) argues one which is
“publicly defensible” and therefore provides legitimacy.

Stoker (2004) has interpreted design principles within the context of
establishing or improving governance arrangements. These include: matching
governance mechanisms to the social context; understanding and developing a
variety of governance tools; recognising the role of ritual — long-standing and
highly valued forms of communication; building interlocking tiers of governance
(Stoker 2004, p46).

5. Conclusions

The limitations of regulation theory for exploring the response to the demise of
the post-war settlement have necessitated investigation of alternative
frameworks within which to analyse the process of adjustment and change in
rural politics. Jessop (2002, p34) argues that “institutions matter” because of
the role they play in stabilising crisis tendencies in capitalism. However, the
focus of regulation theory ensures that the incorporation of institutions into
analysis is always embedded in economic action and therefore tends to focus
on the organising forms which maintain capitalism. However, the ‘institutional
turn’ in geography has not thus far significantly influenced rural research, with
exploration of the role of the state, for example, largely being restricted to
formal structures. For regulation theorists, institutions are largely regarded as
being responsive to change — to maintain and support the prevailing regime of
accumulation, or to respond to rather than being an integral part of the
transition from one stage of capitalist development to another.
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Within political science, new institutionalists reject such structural tendencies
central to neo-Marxist and regulation approaches to institutions, and emphasise
“open-endedness of processes of social and political change” (Hay 2002, p11).
In providing a framework for the analysis of rural political change, recent
developments in new institutionalism open up opportunities to explore in
greater detail the processes of change, the role of agency and a range of causal
factors. In particular, the approach emphasises the need to take a long term
perspective, examining sequences and timing of events and to consider the role
of crises or critical junctures in stimulating change. Recent developments in
new institutionalism have sought to incorporate the role which agents play in
effecting reproduction and change. Constructivist approaches have identified
ideas and ideational processes as critical to understanding change. In
particular, the values, norms and cognitions which are embodied in institutions
are vital constraints on political behaviour, and difficult to amend and change.

However, the recent developments and the constructivist approaches in
particular present significant methodological challenges, especially in identifying
how institutions constrain behaviour, in defining values, in capturing alternative
courses of action which may have been possible (counterfactuals). These issues
are now explored in Chapter 4 which considers the epistemological and
methodological issues.
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some of the epistemological and methodological issues of a pluralist approach.
*It concludes that taking different epistemological positions within a single
study highlights a need to (re-)consider the precise formulation of the research
questions.

The following section compares comparative methods and historical narrative as
alternative research designs. The historical narrative approach is preferred for
practical reasons and as Kay (2006, p17) argues “it renders the complexities
and conjunctural contingencies in the policy process tractable for analysis”. This
approach is however not without its critics and the role of policy narratives in
providing explanations is evaluated. This section demonstrates that the
historical narrative is not simply a chronicle of events, but is structured by the
long-term trajectory of rural policy and its ‘policy path’ of events. Hence, the
focus of the research strategy becomes the ‘structured policy narrative’ which
examines crises or critical junctures as key ‘moments’ in the narrative, and
which provides explanation of change by linking the causal properties of
institutional structures to the processes of policy development revealed by the
historical record. However, it is recognised that the researcher has an influence
on the interpretation of policy change such that there are many competing
histories of rural policy change rather than a single interpretation.

The chapter then identifies the key methods employed in constructing the
policy narrative. Policy tracing is the method most widely preferred by new
institutionalists across the different variants, with theory-guided narratives
favoured by rational choice institutionalists and deeply contextualised narratives
preferred by constructivist institutionalists. With the emphasis on structured
policy narratives, the chapter then considers the quality of data sources. The
study focuses on the need for triangulation of methods of data collection and of
data sources.

2. A natural history of the research

As this study has been supported by the two Rural Community Councils (RCCs)
in Yorkshire and the Humber (Y&H) region through a CASE studentship, the
process of defining the research topic and to some extent the research design
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had already been defined, at least in outline, before I was offered the
studentship. However, further refinement of the research specification took
place over the first two years of study, before the research questions,
theoretical framework, methodology and methods were finalised. This period of
deliberation was marked by a dialogue between me as the researcher and the
RCCs, in a policy context which appeared to be in a constant state of flux. This
section therefore sets out what Silverman (2005, 305-6) has termed the
“natural history of the research”, and seeks to explain how and why the original
specification was revised and changed, and in doing so, draws attention to my
role in interpreting the research specification, including the influence of my
experience and ‘prior knowledge’ of rural policy. Inevitably, my 35 years of
working in public policy fields, including strategic planning, economic
development and regional policy, has influenced my interpretation of many of
the rural and urban policy issues. The section concludes by identifying the
research questions agreed with the RCCs.

The specification of this CASE studentship was drawn up in the context of what
it specified as “the most extensive restructuring of rural policy for over 50
years”. The research proposal emphasised “exploring the [ongoing] processes
and implications of a reconfigured rural policy and institutional®® framework on
the work of the two Rural Community Councils (RCCs)”. The aim and
objectives”” were very broadly drawn to embrace not only the implications of
shifts in rural policy and institutional change, but also, in this context, to
provide an assessment of the capacity and contribution of the rural voluntary
and community sector (VCS) in supporting the economic and social wellbeing of

%% ‘Institutional framework’ in this context refers to political institutions or organisations.

27 ps
Aim

e to explore and assess the changing roles of rural voluntary and community support organisations in
the emerging UK rural policy and institutional environment

Objectives ‘

This proposal has 3 objectives:

e to understand the implications of policy and institutional change for rural voluntary and community
sector support organisations

e to examine the extent to which rural voluntary and community sector organisations, and rural
voluntary capacity, is conditioned by local social and economic factors (including social capital), by
time and by geographic factors

e to explore the contribution of rural voluntary and community activities to social and economic
development and sustainable rural communities.
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rural communities. The proposal envisaged that by exploring the process of
restructuring the research would provide, firstly, a specific example of the
general shift to a more open, fluid process of governance with multiple access
points at multiple scales, and secondly, a case study of how relationships
between actors develop within a changing governance context.

The CASE studentship required quarterly progress reports to be made to the
RCCs, and these have provided an invaluable means of tracing the way the
study developed. In particular, they document how the study came to be more
focused on the process by which rural governance was redesigned, and on
providing an understanding of the reasons for the constant revision to the rural
policy framework in England. Following initial discussions with the RCCs and in
particular an in-depth interview with the Chief Executive of one of the RCCs, I
was made aware of firstly, just how far-reaching these changes were not only
for the RCCs, but for regional organisations for whom rural policy
responsibilities were a new but a relatively minor part of their overall remits;
and secondly, the widely differing interpretations of the rationale for and
therefore the intentions of the changes. As a result, my focus shifted to
explaining how rural policy and the ‘institutional framework’ came to be
redesigned, as a basis for providing an understanding of the implications for the
RCCs. As a result, it became clear within the first 12 months of the research
that the second and third objectives in the original specification were major
issues in their own right and could not be adequately addressed in addition to
exploring the political processes guiding the redesign of rural governance, and
therefore it was agreed with the two RCCs that they should be left out of the
research.

Prior to accepting the studentship, I had lengthy discussions with the Regional
Director of the Countryside Agency in the South West and, was made aware of
what she felt were contentious proposals being put forward for the abolition of
the Countryside Agency and restructuring of rural institutions. Others, perhaps
less directly affected, also pointed to difficulties in understanding the reasons
for the redesign of rural governance. In particular, “the most extensive
restructuring of rural policy for over 50 years” had in the opinion of some rural
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geographers created a rural revolution. I was therefore concerned that without
investigating the reasons for this ‘revolution’ I would not be able to fully assess
the re-design of rural governance.

This ‘restructuring’ or ‘revolution’ had begun with the government’s response to
the outbreak of foot and mouth disease in 2001 and had in the following four
years resulted in the establishment of the UK's first department for rural affairs,
the abolition of some new and some old agencies, the creation of entirely new
replacements, and the devolution of responsibilities for delivery to a regional
tier of government and regional agencies. However, as Chapter 2

demonstrates, the rural geography literature and analyses based on a
regulation approach provided a limited basis for explaining this restructuring.
Indeed, Goodwin’s (1998, p6) conclusion that there had been “a curious neglect
of rural governance” confirmed to me that a different approach was required.

In considering alternative theoretical frameworks, I concluded that much of the
recent research in political science, especially on governance and
institutionalism, offered important insights on changes in the ways of governing
rural areas and also presented a range of potentially useful analytical
perspectives. Moreover, governance theory and new institutionalism raised
important questions about political change which had not been addressed in the
rural geography literature. In particular, these included questions about the
processes of change in rural politics; the timescale over which change has
occurred; the role of crises and events in influencing change; the significance of
institutional and ideational path dependencies; evolutionary or revolutionary
change; the role of discursive processes.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the timescale over which change has occurred has
not been clearly identified by rural geographers, since their conceptualisation of
the shift from productivism to post-productivism has not required any detailed
account of the process of change. Moreover, they have put only limited
emphasis on the role of policy and policy making procedures. Within a
governance perspective however, the influence of the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) emerges as a dominant force, in both shaping rural policy and

perhaps most significantly, in contrast to the regulation theory’s emphasis on
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macro-economic forces, regulating and moulding market forces in rural areas. It
was therefore clear that an understanding of rural restructuring in England has
to account for the impact of the CAP and its major reforms on rural policy in
both Europe and England. It is generally agreed (Kay 2006; Grant 1997; Winter
1996; Garzon 2006) that the first of a series of major reforms began to take
shape in 1984%. In line with Hay’s (2006, p65) emphasis on the “need for a
consideration of the processes of change over a significant period of time”, the
timescale adopted in the study relates to the 60 year period from 1947 to 2009
— which embraces the origins of the productivist policy, together with creation
of the CAP and enables analysis of crises and path-shaping institutional change,
as well as intervening periods of stability and incremental change.

The rural geographers’ analysis of rural governance to date has been
constrained by the limitations of regulation theory, and in particular, by
downplaying how competing interests came to be resolved. This is in marked
contrast to the analysis of the emergence of urban governance by scholars in a
wide range of disciplines, and it therefore offers a potentially useful comparator
for the analysis of rural politics. In particular, urban governance literature
provides an invaluable source of approaches to analysis and lessons drawn from
research outcomes. Urban analysis raises a range of questions which may be
considered in the investigation of the redesign of rural governance, these
include:

a) What constraints do the institutional frameworks of higher levels of
government impose on rural governance?

b) Similarly, to what extent are lower level frameworks of community based
governance integrated within rural governance?

¢) Do the top-down and bottom-up institutional influences interact to create
spatially distinctive rural governance?

d) Is there a structured and well-defined multi-level governance of rural
areas?

The outcome of these deliberations was agreement (with the RCCs) that two
research questions would be pursued:

% Other major reforms of the CAP have been made in 1988, 1992, 1999 and 2003.
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1. What are the key factors influencing the transformation of rural policy
from an emphasis on agricultural productivism to a multi-sectoral rural
policy?

2. What factors have determined the redesign of rural governance in
England, and its regions?

3. Epistemological and methodological issues

Exploring how rural institutions have adapted and changed in light of political
events and decisions offers a potentially valuable approach to responding to
these two research questions. However, new institutionalism, as Chapter 3
demonstrates, embraces many different ontological and epistemological
positions, from the positivist or naturalist to the interpretivist or constructivist.
While some authors have combined different aspects of the new institutionalist
toolbox in problem-oriented research (Schmidt 2006, p116), there are
epistemological and methodological constraints on the extent to which different
approaches may be mixed. Chapter 3 focuses on three approaches to
explaining institutional change — Mahoney and Thelen (2010); Hay (2002;
2006) and Schmidt (2008) — and their differing epistemological and
methodological underpinnings are discussed here in order to:

a) Illustrate the problems and difficulties which may be encountered in
miXing approaches;

b) Provide a basis for presenting a critique of other studies of rural
policy change, set out in subsequent Chapters;

¢) Position this study in comparison with others and therefore provide a
justification for adopting principally a constructivist approach together
with its epistemological and methodological position.

”

Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010, p38; p39) “theory of gradual institutional change
adopts a positivist approach and methodologically, they argue this theory
should be assessed through “the analysis of concrete cases and actual episodes
of institutional change”. Such theory testing has been widely approached
through comparative research methods, in which case studies or small-N

comparison is favoured (Hall 2003). However, the inclusion of the historical
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dimension in new institutionalism has exposed deficiencies in the static
approach of such comparative methods. Hall (2003, p391) therefore argues for
the adoption of what he terms “systematic process analysis”, sometimes called
‘process tracing’, to provide a method for analysing the process of change
including not only the causal chain, but also the sequencing of events. Hall
(2003, p393) concludes that

observations bearing on a theory’s predictions®® about the process
whereby an outcome is caused provide as relevant a test of that theory
as predictions about the correspondence between a small number of
causal variables and the outcomes they are said to produce.

Such a methodology reflects a positivist epistemology in which knowledge
about regularities is gathered through systematic observation and accumulates
over time, enabling more ‘accurate theories’. Moreover, this assumes that the
subject (social analyst) can be separated from the object of her study.

Thus, despite the widespread critiques® of the limitations of positivism and
attempts to apply such scientific analysis to social phenomenon (naturalism),
these methods continue to play an important role in some rational choice and
historical institutionalist analysis. These limitations relate to, firstly the point
that observations (or facts) do not speak for themselves, but only make sense
in relation to some pre-existing condition or frame of reference for
understanding the world; secondly, the view that “social facts are not things
which can simply be observed” (Moses and Knutsen 2007, p154) but derive
their meaning from the ideas, desires and motivations which social actors use
to support their actions — therefore, to distinguish one meaning from another,
an observer has to interpret a phenomenon “in the constitutive context in which
it anchored” (Moses and Knutsen 2007, p155).

Although constructivists may differ widely in respect of their ontological and
epistemological positions, they are united in their scepticism of the naturalist
approach to social science. As a result, the constructivist ontology owes nothing
to naturalism, and in contrast reflects the view that the world does not exist

» By “predictions”, Hall (2003, p392) refers “not only to future developments but to predictions about
patterns observable in data gathered about past events”.
*® E.g. Benton and Craib (2001, Ch 3); Moses and Knutsen (2008, Ch 7).
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independent of our senses but “appears differently to different observers; its
appearance varies with the contextual setting (temporal, geographical,
gendered, ideological, cultural, etc) of the observers” (Moses and Knutsen
2007, p192). In the constructivist epistemology, knowledge about the social
world is inter-subjective and is always ‘knowledge in context’ (Moses and
Knutsen 2007, p194). As knowledge is socially situated, it serves somebody’s
purpose and thus is a crucial component of power relations. There is therefore
a need from a constructivist perspective to treat knowledge with some caution,
to analyse the ‘political’ context in which it was produced and to examine it in a
critical way to discover its purpose. The methods employed by constructivists to
gather information may be similar to those of positivists, but the key difference
is their insistence that patterns and regularities in the data are socially
constructed. Hence, the objective is to understand socially constructed patterns
“in light of the contexts which give them meaning” (Moses and Knutsen 2007,
p195).

The previous chapter highlighted the significance of ideas for constructivist and
discursive institutionalists’ attempts at explaining political change. Gofas and
Hay (2008, 36) argue that by according ideas an explanatory role or to see
ideas as constitutive of the social “is to reject naturalism and with it the
positivist epistemological self-confidence it has sustained”. As a result, they
dismiss notions of Humean causality®* which they regard as “fundamentally
incompatible with the non-naturalist ontology that results from according to
ideas (any) explanatory significance” (Gofas and Hay 2008, p37). The crucial
point is that if actors’ behaviour is shaped by ideas, then such ideas cannot be
reduced to the contexts in which they arise and hence there are no constant
conjunctions (Gofas and Hay 2008, p37). This argument is of some significance
for this study. Firstly, it would suggest that mixing of new institutionalist
approaches is fraught with epistemological problems. Secondly, it raises major
doubts about the possibility of making use of the theory of gradual institutional
change and its classification of ‘change-agents’ within a constructivist
perspective. Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010) aim appears to be to identify

* Humean causality rests on the principle of constant conjunction —if A causes B, then all instances of A
must be followed by the appearance of B (Parsons 2003, p105).
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patterns of behaviour and predictive outcomes, such that causality becomes
based on the Humean notion. Thirdly, it suggests that the form and structure of
the research questions may need to be amended, so that they more
appropriately reflect the constructivist framework of the study.

Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010, p10; emphasis in original) theory is predicated on
a conception of “institutions above all else as distributional instruments laden
with power implications” and therefore assumes that actors (or coalitions of
actors) are driven by material interests. Moreover, such a material conception
“serves to render actors’ behaviour predictable given the context in which they
find themselves ... [hence] their behaviour is, in effect, determined by their
surroundings” (Gofas and Hay 2008, p37-8). Rather, Gofas (2001, p14) argues
from within a constructivist framework that “ideas and interests are mutually
constituted ... [and] ideas provide the framework through which interests are
defined”. From an epistemological viewpoint, this contention maintains that
ideas always enter the political process alongside interests and thus structure
actors’ behaviour in ways which are not predictable. In this formulation,
“interests do not exist, but constructions of interests do ... [which] are in turn
predicated on irreducibly normative conceptions of self-good — of what it would
advantage the individual to do or to have done” (Gofas and Hay 2008, p38).

These-arguments would appear to point to a conclusion that the positivist
theory of gradual institutional change and a constructivist interpretation of
change (of rural politics) are not theoretically compatible. However, in a
problem oriented study such as this, both approaches offer different insights of
institutional change which together may provide a more rounded interpretation
of the problems being examined. While the principal framework of the study is
provided by a constructivist approach, the plea for methodological pluralism
made by Moses and Knutsen (2007, p288-9) and their conclusion that “we gain

32n

something useful and important from both approaches®” are both accepted.

The research problem is firstly, to explain why rural policy institutions have
changed and why rural governance was redesigned. Elaborating on the nature
of the research problem within a constructivist framework would put emphasis

*2 The two approaches referred to are naturalism and constructivism.
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on “the causal significance of constitutive processes” (Gofas and Hay 2008,
p37). As Blyth (2002, p41) maintains, understanding the design of new
institutions only becomes possible by reference to the ideas which agents use
to interpret their situation in a given crisis. Hence, the research questions are
reformulated as:

1. How did rural policy institutions come to be changed?

a) How did a socio-political and economic context lend support for
the selection of certain ideas above others in the design of rural
institutions?

b) Who were the key ideational entrepreneurs, and how did they
succeed in getting their ideas accepted?

2. What has been the relationship between rural institutional change
and the design of rural governance?

A positivist interpretation of the research problem would highlight the need for
the object of analysis to be more precisely defined, and in particular, whether
change was the result of evolutionary or revolutionary processes, and what
components of rural institutions had experienced change. This interpretation
would then direct the methodology and specifically observations towards these
aspects of change. Analysis of the findings could then include testing against
alternative theories, such as the theory of gradual institutional change. The
research questions would thus be more precisely defined:

1. What are the key factors (casual mechanisms) which explain institutional
change?
2. What were the effects of change on rural governance and in particular
changes in the responsibilities of different agencies?
The adoption of such a methodological pluralism would thus appear to have
particular advantages for problem-oriented research by enabling the research
problem to be viewed from different perspectives, raising important definitional
issues and raising questions within one epistemological context for response in
the other.
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4. Research Design

This section sets out and justifies the research design adopted to address the
research questions. It begins by outlining the process of determining a research
strategy within the framework of new institutionalism, before detailing the
overall approach, methods of data collection and analysis.

1. Choice of research strategy

The overall research design reflects a methodological pluralism in support of the
problem-oriented focus of the study. A number of alternative designs,
consistent with the constructivist epistemology, were considered, including
comparative case studies and historical narratives, while a number of models,
theories and other concepts, including the theory of gradual institutional
change, were identified as @ means of elucidating particular events and
processes which may be more generally observed. Lowndes (2009, p103)
identifies a number of criticisms of new institutionalism at a methodological
level, including “conceptual stretching and associated dangers of non-
falsifiability”. She poses an important epistemological question about the
outcome of new institutionalist based research: do new institutionalists trade a
capacity to explain and predict for nothing more than thick descriptions?
(Lowndes 2009, p103). The response to this question has important
implications for the choice of research design.

Conducting comparative case studies of the emergence and design of rural
governance was the first research design to be evaluated. This approach has
been adopted by a number of authors (Immmergut 1992; Blyth 2002; Schmidt
2002) who have adopted a new institutionalist framework. The approach
focuses on comparing rural governance and political processes in two or more
countries and accounting for differences through examination of their
respective institutional arrangements. This approach has been useful for
improving the utility and theorgtical development of new institutionalist
frameworks, especially for identifying the relevance of normative and cognitive
factors. Overall the conclusion must be that comparative studies have been
influential in developing new institutionalist capacity for explanation, and
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especially in supporting the development of discursive institutionalism through
Schmidt (2002a). This design was however rejected for this study largely for
practical reasons.

The implication of Lowndes’ question is that thick descriptions, as in historical
narratives, lack the capacity to explain and to support theoretical development.
Kay (2006, p17) justifies the use of the historical narrative for the study of
policy dynamics through its ability to provide an “appropriate method to render
the complexities and conjunctural contingencies in the policy process tractable
for analysis.” Moreover, as Schmidt (2008, p17) argues, explanation in both
constructivist and discursive institutionalism is strongly influenced by the
concepts of historical institutionalism and its temporal perspectives. It would
not seem appropriate to suggest that the *historical’ provides only descriptive
outputs and lacks the capacity to explain, as Carr (1964, p87) argues “the study
of history is a study of causes”. Carr's (1964) work has been widely regarded as
being influential in moving history from a concern only with naturalist
objectivity to a more constructivist approach (Moses and Knutsen 2007, p199).
Carr (1964, p105) argues that “history is a selective system not only of
cognitive, but of causal, orientations to reality” and therefore the historian

from the multiplicity of sequences of cause and effect ... extracts those
and only those which are historically significant; and the standard of
historical significance is his ability to fit them into his pattern of rational
explanation and interpretation®.

While undoubtedly some thick descriptions, especially those based upon
traditional historiography, lack effective interpretation of cause and effect,
historical narratives assembled within a more constructivist approach offer a
particularly valuable research design for examining the dynamics of policy and
governance. Perhaps, the best example of the application of an historical
narrative is Blyth’s (2002) study of the political transformation of the economies
in Sweden and USA which has been significant to the emergence of
constructivist institutionalism. Moreover, Immergut and Anderson (2008, p363),

3 Carr (1961, p106) goes on to suggest that once the historian has identified the causes of a particular
event “he may feel these are rational and historically significant explanations, in the sense that they
could also be applied to other historical situations”.
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in their appraisal of the development and potential of historical institutionalism
in West European politics, conclude that “the historical record is as close as we
get to observing political behaviour directly, that is *politics in action’ ... we only
want to emphasise the unique potential for historical research in addressing
important research questions”.

Rural institutional change and the redesign of rural governance in England
needs to be examined in the context of developments in rural policy and
governance at different scales from European and national to local levels, and
over a period long enough to permit the identification and analysis of critical
junctures, conjunctural contingencies and transformation of rural policy
institutions. A research strategy based upon developing an historical narrative
of rural policy appears to offer the most effective methodology for this study.
The long term development of rural policy reflects shifts in policy paradigms
and the testing of long held values and beliefs which are, according to historical
institutionalists, strongly influenced by events and crises, and the broader
political context. The focus of the study is therefore on long term changes in
those rural policy institutions in which rural governance arrangements are
embedded. |

The timescale to be covered in this examination of policy change has been
chosen subjectively; while Hay (2006, p65) argues for analysing the dynamics
of institutions over “a significant period of time”, Moses and Knutsen (2007,
p204) suggest that the researcher has to use “her familiarity with the subject to
follow a causal chain backwards.” The 60 year period from the beginnings of
agricultural productivism to 2009 would appear to provide a sufficiently long
period over which to examine the influence of history, ideas, beliefs and values
on institutional change and the redesign of rural governance arrangements.

2. The Research Strategy. From Historical Narrative to Structured Policy
Narrative

Both historical and constructivist institutionalisms seek to capture the
complexities of political processes, rather than searching for regularities. As Hay
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(2002, p47; emphasis in original) concludes, in institutionalist and constructivist
analysis

theory is a guide to empirical exploration ... [and] sensitises the analyst
to the causal processes, [such that] analysis proceeds by way of a
dialogue between theory and evidence as the analyst, often
painstakingly, pieces together a rich and theoretically informed historical
narrative.

An historical narrative is disaggregated into a time series of events and
processes, but in @ way which does more than provide a simple chronicle. The
historical narrative is “a coherent story, albeit with subplots” (Stone 2001, p74),
which is bound together by some component which provides meaning.

What distinguishes the study of political or policy dynamics from history is
making sense of sequences of events “in terms of some greater interpretative
scheme” (Kay 2006, p59). In this study, the long term trajectory of rural policy
is examined as a sequence of events together with details of associated
‘*happenings’ as one ‘policy state’ is transformed into another; the whole
sequence being made intelligible through the interpretative scheme provided by
constructivist and discursive institutionalism. This section sets out how this
research strategy based upon what Kay (2006, p59) terms a “structured policy
narrative” provides the basis for explaining rural policy dynamics over the 1947-
2009 period.

The core structure of this policy narrative is the succession of policy states
which are tracked over time, and “embrace the complexity of different
processes of different speeds and at different levels coexisting in the policy
path” (Kay 2006, p60), which becomes the focus of investigation. The sequence
of events explored in the structured policy narrative is regarded as unique, and
explanation is therefore generally made without recourse to some general
theory through which the mechanisms of change may be deduced. By contrast,
in such a narrative, the mechanisms “arise through thick historical description
or metaphors that provide reasons. This is often called narrative explanation”
(Kay 2006, p19). However, narrative explanation of events and outcomes has
to be detailed and deeply contextualised.
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3. Research methodology

Constructing a coherent narrative which makes sense of a unique temporal
sequence of policy development demands more than a simple chronicling of
events and associated causal relationships. While Kavanagh (1991) argues that
political science can benefit from the work of historians, especially through
adopting their historical method with its emphasis on “generating dependable,
verifiable knowledge of past events as they actually happened” (Moses and
Knutsen 2007, p118), political analysis is distinguished from history by its focus
on the “power relations implicated in social relations” (Hay 2002, p3). Hence
the construction of a rural policy narrative needs to consider the nature of
power relations not just in rural contexts but more widely in the economic,
cultural and social processes which impinge on rural policy development. In
particular, the policy narrative requires investigation and analysis of the
interaction between institutions and agency in the context of the broader
political processes.

While historical analysis may usefully identify the timeline of key events, the
approach to understanding and explaining the dynamics of the rural policy path
is derived from the framework provided by the variants of new institutionalism.
Institutional change is the result of complex interacting causal mechanisms
which, it is argued, may only be revealed through methodological pluralism and
triangulation, defined by Denscombe (2010a, p346) as “the practice of viewing
things from more than one perspective.” The mixing of methodologies is seen
as a “profound form of triangulation” aimed at “deepening and widening one’s
understanding” (Olsen 2004, p3; p1). Methodological triangulation compares
findings from distinctly different methods, thereby helping to construct a more
complete narrative. Three distinct methods are employed in this study:

1. Process tracing: this method allows a broad historical narrative to be
constructed by tracing the process of institutional change, revealing
those key moments, critical junctures or heightened contingencies which
are highlighted by historical institutionalism and which then become the
focus of deeper investigation and analysis;
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2. Discourse analysis: this method focuses on “deconstructing texts or
speeches” (Descombe 2010, p287) to reveal the rules, norms and
cognitive underpinnings which support or challenge policy institutions.
The method is central to constructivist institutionalism, but, as Schmidt
and Radaelli (2004, p205-6) argue, in discursive institutionalism

a focus on the substantive content of the discourse is generally
not enough ... one needs to consider not only the ideas
represented in the discourse, but also interactive discursive
processes involving those most responsible for policy-making.

3. Quantitative analysis: the long span of the study period lends itself to
analyses of time-series statistical data. The pattern of change in key
input variables such as financial/budget data or in key output data such
as farm structures help to provide an additional perspective on policy
change.

4. Methods of Data Collection

The validity and reliability of the rural policy narrative relies heavily on the
selection of data from different information sources — termed “data
triangulation” (Denscombe 2010a, p347). The length of the period under study
dictates that for all but the last 10 years the research and analysis must rely
almost wholly on documentary sources. The historical method employed in
traditional historiography is concerned with “generating dependable, verifiable
knowledge of past events as they actually happened” (Moses and Knutsen |
2007, p118). Historians distinguish between primary, secondary and tertiary
sources (Lichtman and French 1978, p18) on the basis of the timescale of the
production of documents such that primary sources consist only of evidence
that was part of or produced by the event in question, while secondary sources
consist of other evidence relating to and produced soon after the event and,
tertiary sources consist of material written afterward to reconstruct the event.
Burnham et al (2008, p187) refine this classification of data sources by
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incorporating the intended audience of individual documents. They argue that
UK political scientists®* would recognise as:

1. Primary sources: Cabinet and other government papers lodged in the
national archives;

2. Secondary sources: government publications (Command papers),
parliamentary debates, newspapers and contemporary reports;

3. Tertiary sources: books, academic journal articles; biographies,
diaries and memoirs; unpublished higher degree theses.

The selection of documentary sources for this study took account not only of
the validity and credibility of documentary data but the data implications of the
long span of the study period and the time and resources available. The
National Archive holds a large volume of primary data relating to rural
(including agriculture) policy covering the first 30 years of the study period®,
however it was decided that time and resources would be more effectively
devoted to assembling a broader range of sources - secondary and tertiary
documentary sources, quantitative data and interview material — in order to
support data triangulation. The key data sources are:

a) Documentary data: government official publications, including Acts and
Bills, White and Green Papers together with the reporting of
Parliamentary Debates in Hansard which form “the essential outer
framework for political research” (Burnham 2008, p194). However, while
they set out government policy and offer justification for change or new
action, they are published at the end of the process of policy
deliberation. These sources are therefore supplemented by other
documentary data. Select Committee Reports are particularly valuable
since government has to defend its decisions in greater depth. Hence,
they present an important source revealing detailed justifications for
policy developments, identifying implementation problems as well as

3% A similar structure of documentary data may also be applied to analyses in the European
Community/Union context.
% A review of the National Archives’ records on agriculture, farming and rural policy reveals several
thousand items lodged by the Cabinet Office, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, the
Department of the Environment (under various titles) and the Treasury. Records and papers after the
early 1980’s are largely embargoed under the ‘thirty years rule’.
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bringing together alternative perspectives on policy issues from other
stakeholders. Newspaper reports provide immediate comment on events,
often with contributions from key decision makers. However, their
“reliability and accuracy cannot be presumed” (Burnham 2008, p194).

Biographies and memoirs offer insights from decision makers engaged in
the development of policy and the (re-)design of institutions. They are
particularly valuable in providing rationales for policy decisions by
exposing the norms, values and beliefs which underpin policy. However,
Burnham et al (2008, p192) suggest that such material has a number of
drawbacks: firstly, they tend to focus on the role of the individual rather
than an examination of policymaking®®; secondly, their reliability may be
guestioned since they are inevitably selective, usually in ways which
reflects well on the individual in question. For example, Burnham et al
(2008, p193) suggest “there is the desire to set the record straight or
reinterpret one’s actions and the natural tendency to embroider and
embellish.”

A full list of documentary data sources used in the study are set out in
the section on 'Data Sources’ at the back of the study.

b) Quantitative data:

Some statistical data can provide a succinct expression of political
decisions, especially changes in the scale of resources allocated to
specific policy areas. Although Burnham et al (2008, p166) argue that
“they fail to capture the richness and complexity of the political world”,
such statistics can effectively complement other sources and often
bringing the direction and extent of policy change into sharper relief. The
study draws extensively on financial and budgetary data as further
expressions of policy shifts, revealed, for example, by changes in the
scale and structure of funding.

% Gamble (2002, p150) notes that biographies and memoirs are valuable sources of the inside story but
often have less to say about the outside story.
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In addition, statistical trends can reveal much about the outcomes/
consequences of policy decisions. Although the relationship may be
much less direct than financial/budgetary evidence, such statistical
evidence also provides invaluable contextual data. The main sources of
statistical data are identified in the section on ‘Data Sources’ at the back
of the study.

¢) Interview data:

Interview data adds a third dimension to data triangulation, providing a
contrasting source of evidence. However, the greater the passage of
time since the events under study, the more unreliable interview data
becomes as a source of “insights into things such as people’s opinions,
feelings, emotions and experiences” (Denscombe 2010a, p173).
Therefore, interviews were confined to the most recent period, focusing
on the period of institutional review and reform from 2001%’.

The strategy for gathering evidence through interviews focused on two
groups of agents:

a) Decision-makers in organisations directly engaged in the
process of reviewing and reforming rural policy institutions in
England;

b) Decision-takers in organisations responsible for aspects of the
implementation of institutional reform.

a) Elite interviews
Some 11 interviews were conducted in 2007-8 with an elite group of
decision-makers in the key organisations directly affected by the rural
policy reform process. Decision-makers were identified as Members of
Parliament and members of boards of organisations whose role was
subject to review or senior officials in such organisations (high grade

*7 An opportunity to interview a former senior official at the European Commission (DG XVI) during the
1980s arose by chance and could not be complemented by interviews with other key actors of this
period, but nonetheless the interview (#28) provided invaluable insights into the process of CAP Reform
at a critical juncture.
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civil servants, Chief Executives or members of senior management
teams). Semi-structured interviews were conducted to generate
insights into the process of review and reform, focusing on each
interviewee’s understanding of the rationale for change, the process
of defining and agreeing the substance of reform, the key drivers of
change (individuals and departments), the role of key
individuals/departments and the response of their organisation.
Hence, the overall objective was to deepen and broaden the narrative
of institutional change derived from documentary sources.

b) Interviews with decision-takers
Some 14 interviews were conducted with Chief Executives or senior
managers of organisations responsible for implementing the reforms;
in order to gain a more effective understanding of the interaction
between decision-takers, the Yorkshire and the Humber Region was
selected as a case study area. Organisations selected for interview
included the Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber, the
Regional Development Agency, the region’s Rural Community
Councils, a sample of local authorities and one of the three National
Park Authorities®®, Semi-structured interviews were conducted
focusing on the process of identifying priorities for action, the
organisation of policy and programme delivery and the coordination
of rural policy programmes. Where organisations had experience of
rural programmes under previous arrangements, comparisons were
sought. The overall objective was to extend the narrative of reform to
implementation issues.

c) Other interviews
Three other semi-structured interviews® were conducted with two
academics and a consultant operating in the rural policy field. Their
long experience and more detached perspective provided valuable

% Interviewees from local authorities were selected to provide representative insights from each of the
four sub-regions.
** One interviewee was also a member of the board of the Countryside Agency and therefore also a
member of the elite group of decision-makers.
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insights of the rationale for reform, especially in the context of the
previous policy regimes.

All interviewees were asked to set aside an hour to permit in depth
exploration of issues which were transmitted to the interviewee
beforehand. The majority of the interviews lasted considerably longer, as
the schedule of interviews indicates. All interviews were recorded and
transcribed. The two main types of interviews were analysed separately;
key themes were identified and coded to generate two datasets for
comparison with each other and with documentary sources.

The full schedule of interviews is set out in the section on ‘Data Sources’
at the back of the study.

5. Data Analysis

The objective of the data analysis was to construct a rural policy narrative
which would address the research questions and support and underpin
explanation of rural institutional change and of its influence on the design of
rural governance. The aim of the narrative is to “render various series of events
into an intelligible whole” (Kay 2006, p23), by explaining each event separately
in the context of the whole sequence under study. Investigation of the policy
sequences is conducted within the conceptual framework provided by historical
institutionalism, while the causes of change are analysed within the
constructivist and discursive institutionalist frameworks. The crises and critical
junctures, highlighted by historical institutionalists, provide the focus of analysis
since the decisions, actions and processes during these periods of uncertainty
and unpredictability drive the narrative in a particular direction and at a
particular rate. Historical contingency is a key characteristic of the policy
narrative with a range of different outcomes becoming possible, at any given
juncture. Critical junctures therefore become defining ‘moments’ in the
narrative and their analysis considers “what happened in the context of what
could have happened” (Berlin 1974, p176). Hence, the narrative highlights not
just decisions and actions that were taken, but also “those that were considered
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and ultimately rejected, thus making explicit the close-call counterfactuals that
render the critical juncture ‘critical” (Cappocia and Keleman 2006, p14).

Constructivist and discursive institutionalisms provide the framework for
explaining the outcomes of crises and critical junctures, while analyses of path
dependencies or gradual processes of institutional change are also supported by
Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010) categorisations of change-agents. Agency is the
vital catalyst within the policy narrative; the influence of agents on the course
of policy development is always contextualised within policy institutions which,
within their specific historical settings, provide both constraints and
opportunities for agents. Hence, the narrative analyses the institutions,
structures and processes embodied in the wider historical settings in order to
“construct explanations of outcomes that link the causal properties of those
structures to the processes of development that are found in the historic
record” (Kay 2006, p60-1).

While four steps of analysis may be identified as set out below, these are
iterative both within each step and between steps:

1. The first step in the analysis is to outline the chronicle of significant
events, identifying for deeper analysis those potential critical junctures
and periods of path dependency. Process tracing becomes iterative as
key elements (junctures and events) of the chronicle are subject to fine-
grained historical study of decision making with the result that new
events may be identified and previously significant events may be re-
evaluated. Comparison with previous studies enables established
explanations of rural policy change to be evaluated.

2. The second step focuses on establishing the key characteristics of rural
policy institutions - which agents are included and which are excluded;
the decision making procedures and processes; how institutions
constrain and limit the actions of agents; the role of discourse in
maintaining the stability of the institution including identification of the
norms and cognitive assumptions underpinning it. This step provides a
baseline against which institutional change may be assessed.
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3. The third step focuses on the decisions and discourses at critical
junctures or following other significant events, and examines the
decision-making of the small number of elite agents within their
institutional roles and in the wider political context (Kay 2006, p64),
together with the role of competing discourses and dialogues.
Institutional change is explored within the models of change put forward
by Hall (1992) and Blyth (2002a). The consequences of change
associated with critical junctures are finally assessed in the context of
the previous institutional arrangements.

4. The fourth step is to examine critical junctures in the context of the
prevailing policy environment and to assess the influence of the wider
political context on decision making.

Individual events and critical junctures are examined by drawing together the
data generated through methodological and data triangulation. The
construction of the policy narrative proceeds through discourse analysis of the
documentary and interview data supported by quantitative analysis of the
statistical evidence. The analysis recognises institutions as being constructed
through discourse and social interaction (Burnham et al 2008, p250) and
focuses on the normative and cognitive assumptions underpinning rural policy.
Within this analytical context, the analysis of discourses proceeds by
deconstructing the documentary and interview data to identify key elements
which help to reveal the political reality of the policy institutions.

As the analysis proceeded it became clear that the UK entry to the European
Economic Community in 1973 was such a major event that examination of the
Community’s agriculture and rural policies was essential for understanding and
explaining institutional change thereafter. European policy, specifically the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), is examined in Chapter 5 by employing the
same methodological approach. The outcome of this analysis provides an
important comparator and in which to explore rural institutional change in the
UK and specifically in England.
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6. The role of the researcher

While there may be general agreement among scholars on a policy narrative,
there can be “very substantial disagreement on what makes sense of them to
different people” (Kay 2006, p72). The selection of events, steps and processes
in a narrative is subjective but strongly influenced by the interpretative frame
used to make sense of the overall story. Hence, very different narratives are
possible. Thus, the construction of a policy narrative raises an additional
contextual dimension, as the researcher “always acts from within a context, and
under the influence of a distinct society” (Moses and Knutsen 2007, p215). As
Carr (1964, p107) emphasises “interpretation in history is ... always bound up
with value judgements, and causality is bound up with interpretation”.
Moreover, Yanow (2000, p6) reflects:
Knowledge is acquired through interpretation, which necessarily is
‘subjective’. It reflects the education, experience and training, as well as
the individual, familial, and communal background of the ‘subject’
making the analysis.
The standpoint from which the researcher approaches a study influences those
subjective elements of the historical analysis and explanation. Thus, my
background and career experience in public sector policy making over the past
35 years undoubtedly has a major influence on my interpretation of policy
change and shifts in governance arrangements. There is thus not some
objective truth about the trends in rural policy but perhaps “many competing
histories” (Moses and Knutsen 2007, p219). While rural geographers have
interpreted rural change within a macro-economic framework, there are many
different ways of explaining the pattern of rural policy trends. In the
constructivist approach, while meaning is context dependent it is not prescribed
by the context, as “meanings are open-ended — they are the contingent
products of contexts, actions and interpretations” (Moses and Knutsen 2007,
p221).

5. Conclusions

This chapter has outlined the methods and data sources to be employed in
conducting research on rural policy change and specifically for addressing the
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research questions. The research design focuses on a historical/structured
policy narrative. The rural policy narrative highlights’ critical junctures or crises
as the key ‘moments’ along the policy path which demand analysis, as it is the
historical contingency at such ‘moments’ that determines the rate and direction
of movement along the policy path. The constructivist methodology determines
that the thick description in the narrative should include analysis of the
interaction between the causal properties of institutional structures and the
processes of change, especially those revealed by ‘moments of historical
contingency’.

The rural policy path reveals a trajectory, interrupted by path shaping critical
junctures, which is then used to structure the empirical analysis in the following
chapters. The need to consider the processes of change over a long period
demand that critical junctures are not pre-determined but emerge from the
analysis of the historical/structured narrative. Change has continued and is
continuing so that the 2009 end date simply relates to the practicalities of
bringing the study to a close. The policy trajectory is divided into three
consecutive periods, characterised by contrasting rural policy institutions.

102



Chapter 5
The Construction of European Rural Policy
1. Introduction

The post-war settlement for agriculture and rural land use in the UK was
transformed by the accession to the European Economic Community (EEC) in
1973. The domestic policy process which had been governed by the policy
community of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and the National
Farmers Union now had to adapt to the institutions of the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) and European decision making processes. Hence, the European
influence on domestic rural politics became significant and pervasive, with
deepening interconnections between political processes at European and
domestic levels. This Chapter explores the politics of the CAP which
underpinned its genesis and subsequent reform as a basis for examining in the
following Chapter how and to what exfent rural policy in England became
Europeanized.

Many studies of the CAP (e.g., Grant (1996); Kay (1998)) have focused analysis
on the political control of agriculture as an economic sector. Other scholars
(Ackrill and Kay 2005) have adopted a rationalist approach to explain the path
dependence of the CAP and the interest based responses of member states to
policy problems and instrument adjustments. This Chapter takes a different
approach by exploring the politics of the decisions to establish and
subsequently to reform a common policy for agriculture. It therefore seeks
firstly, to identify the ideas, values and beliefs which underpinned the decision
of the original six member states to integrate their national policies within a
supranational framework, and secondly, to explore how these ideas came under
pressure as a crisis for the CAP threatened to undermine the concept of the
European Community itself. To explain how ideas came to influence the
formulation and development of the CAP, it is necessary, as Campbell (2002,
p21) proposes, to identify the causal mechanisms linking ideas to the outcomes
of policy making, including the role of actors, the institutional context in which
actors influence policy making and the processes by which policy discourse
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translates policy ideas into practice. Finally, the Chapter examines the much
debated and contested notion of a radical shift in the CAP paradigm and in the
ideas and values of the Community itself following the policy crisis.

2. The Political Construction and Development of the CAP

This section examines the political processes which led to the design and
development of the CAP in the late 1950s and early 1960s. It begins with an
analysis of the political context which encouraged states in Western Europe to
move towards some form of cooperation in agricultural markets. Previous
attempts by states individually to address the farm problem infused negotiation
on a common approach with a range of different policy legacies. However, it is
argued that commitment to securing European economic integration became
the key driving force for a common agricultural policy..

In the immediate post-war period, many states in Western Europe, including
the UK, developed comprehensive agricultural policies as part of the process of
reconstruction®. Such policies sought to address the pressing need for a
security of food supply, but in many ways their design also reflected a response
to the problems which had emerged from pre-war attempts to regulate and
stimulate agriculture. Milward (2000) argues that the economic nationalism of
the pre-war period had imposed extensive state regulation on the agricultural
sector, including the protection of domestic markets, but with only limited
success. The post-war commitment to trade liberalisation introduced an
additional component to the already complex context in which national
agricultural policies were being re-designed. Many states therefore found this
task burdensome and politically problematic. Ideas for uniting agricultural
markets which had been mooted in some states before the war were now
revived in Western Europe and debated under the auspices of the Organisation
for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) from 1949 onwards (Brusse,
1997)*. However, these discussions failed to overcome strong national interests

“° This policy trend was also evident in the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.
* The OEEC hosted ‘Green Pool’ negotiations from 1952 to 1954, paralleling the ‘Black Pool’ which lead
to the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community. The ‘Green Pool’ was initiated by the French
minister for agriculture whose proposals were for a supranational organisation for agriculture.
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and they contributed to the widespread disillusionment with the ‘European
project’ in the mid-1950s.

The willingness of the six original member states of the European Community
(EC) to persist in seeking a cooperative solution which would forego state
control of a sector so fundamental to domestic wellbeing has been interpreted
in different ways. Firstly, a commitment to a common agricultural policy is
regarded by some as the outcome of political bargaining between France (a
major agricultural exporter) and Germany (a major producer of industrial
goods)®. Secondly, others consider the establishment of a common market and
common policy for agriculture to be motivated by idealism for the European
project, with the CAP becoming a key symbol of European integration. Thirdly,
Milward (2000, p23) has challenged these interpretations by postulating that
European integration history should be seen as “the rescue of the nation state”
from pre-war economic nationalism rather than merely a chronicle of the
bargaining about trade and economics. Lastly, Knudsen (2009, p9) argues for
looking beyond the economistic approach to integration history and to
‘normalise’ European integration as ‘politics as usual’ which effectively demotes
diplomatic interactions as a basis of explanation. Accepting Knudsen'’s
perspective, it is argued here that there is a need to consider how the political
process of integration inspired the emergence of European political values and
beliefs to provide a new context for agricultural policy making in the
Community.

The ideas which underpinned the development of the CAP have their origin in
the 19" century when many Western European states sought to protect their
farming sectors by erecting trade barriers against competition from the
expanding production in the United States. Further state assistance in the form
of support for market organisation and prices was provided especially from the
1920s in response to deepening crises in agricultural markets and in an attempt
to shelter domestic markets from external pressures. Such state support after
the war was more clearly codified in national legislation designed to nurture the

2 The interpretation that the treaty establishing the European Economic Community may be
characterised as a deal between French agriculture and German industry (Camps 1964, p74-75) has
secured “a prominent place in the foundational myths of the Community” (Knudsen 2009, p7).
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recovering agricultural sector and to address ‘the farm income gap’ by placing
on a statutory basis provision for income-parity with other occupational groups.
The six future member states of the EEC shared common farming issues, as the
Spaak report of April 1956 (quoted in Knudsen 2009, p59) recounted:

there is no doubt that special problems prevail resulting from the social
structure of agriculture based fundamentally on family farming, the essential
necessity of stability of supplies, the instability of markets that are
influenced by external conditions and the inelasticity of the demand for
certain products. It is this particular nature of agriculture that explains the
existence in many countries of extensive intervention in this area.

As Knudsen (2009, p44) concludes “the taking off point for the
‘Europeanization of agricultural politics was, on the one hand, the broad
political acceptance and legitimacy of these ideas of agricultural exceptionalism
and welfare and, on the other, the ideas and political will to create the
European Community”.

Knudsen (2009, p59) argues that agreement on a common agricultural policy
was able to be reached in 1957 because firstly, it was part of a wider legal
commitment in the form of the EEC Treaty and therefore agriculture, like other
economic sectors, was placed in the context of securing a common market;
and secondly, unlike previous attempts at securing supranational cooperation,
the negotiations were largely conducted by politicians and officials who were
“less sensitive to specific agricultural politics”*. The Treaty therefore contains
only broad objectives for agriculture with the specific detail about their
implementation being left to subsequent negotiation. Specifically, the Treaty
aimed to develop “a common market for agricultural products ... accompanied
by a common agricultural policy” (EEC (1957): Article 38.4). Article 39 sets out

* Knudsen (2009) shares with Cowles et al (2001, p2-3) a definition of Europeanization as “the
emergence and development at the European level of distinct structures of governance”; Chapter 6 on
the other hand explores Europeanization as a process of constructing, diffusing and institutionalising
formal and informal rules, policy paradigms, shared beliefs and norms which were “first defined and
consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic ... discourse,
political structures and public policies” (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, p4).
* The draft Treaty was prepared by Paul-Henri Spaak, the Belgian Foreign Minister, with a team of
generalists rather than policy experts drawn largely from foreign ministries.
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the five objectives of the CAP* but did not prioritise them, creating significant
scope for subsequent political debate about its implementation, especially the
design of its policy instruments.

The design and development of the CAP institutions began in 1958 with a
conference of agriculture ministers with the European Commission at Stresa
(Italy) to take forward the Treaty’s obligation “to submit proposals for working
out and implementing the CAP” within two years (EEC 1957: Article 43.2). The
conference gave the Commission a broad mandate and free rein to engage
agricultural and other interests in drawing up proposals. The Commission
actively encouraged the involvement of professional agricultural organisations*
- a move which largely replicated a pattern of active engagement with farmers’
representatives which had become established in most Western European
states (including the UK) after the war. The Commission’s proposals embodied
three founding principles which guided implementation of the CAP objectives:

1. *Common pricing’ to guide the internal market for agricultural products;

2. ‘Community preference’ to ensure external competition was minimised by
erecting a tariff on imports from third countries;

3. ‘Common financing™’, to provide a Community agriculture fund
supported by member state contributions and import levies and from
which support was paid to farmers when prices fell below their target
level and to exporters when the world price was below that level.

These principles were structured in a way which favoured price and market
support instruments to the exclusion of almost all others. Despite the

* Article 39.1 sets out five objectives:

a. To Increase agricultural productivity through technical progress, the rational development of
agriculture and the optimum utilisation of factors of production;

b. To ensure a fair standard of living to the agricultural population by increasing the individual
earnings of persons engaged in agriculture;

c. To stabilise markets;

d. To assure the availability of supplies;

e. To ensure reasonable consumer prices.

“In particular, but not exclusively, the Commission held regular consultations with COPA (Comité des
Organisations Professionelles Agricoles) a European level farm group largely comprising an elite of
agricultural leaders.

7 As price support to farmers was administered by national governments, Hill {1984) argues that there
was no economic reason why the CAP could not be financed directly from national budgets, but the
creation of the common fund was an important symbol of European integration and a supranational
policy.
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commitment that the CAP should consist of two pillars* — the Guarantee Fund
to underpin price guarantees and market support and the Guidance Fund to
provide structural measures — the potential of a structural approach to farm
modernization “did not receive much attention during the making of the CAP”
(Knudsen 2009, p283). Moreover, although it was originally agreed that the
structural measures should account for one third of total expenditure, “this
balance never materialised” (Knudsen 2009, p282-3).

Following the acceptance of the three policy principles, the process of designing
a framework of policy instruments based upon price and market support
mechanisms began in June 1960. The Commission played the dominant role in
its technical development (in consultation with COPA) but the final proposals
were subject to negotiation within the Council of Ministers. Garzon (2006, p25)
suggests that “the choice of the original instruments had major economic and
institutional consequences”, and their technical complexity effectively ensured
they could not easily be revised®. Common pricing was agreed for each of the
19 commodities within the scope of the CAP, with the process only being
completed at the end of the 1960s.

Ideas underpinning the Construction and Development of the CAP

Coleman et al (1996) were the first to explore the potential of Hall's (1993)
analysis of policy dynamics in explaining trends in post-war agricultural policy.
They argue that most developed countries adopted a “common and distinctive
paradigm” (Coleman et al 1996, p275) based upon the involvement of the state
in supporting agriculture. This notion of a ‘state-assisted’ or ‘developmental’
paradigm has become widely employed by scholars (Coleman 1998; Skogstad
1998; Daugbjerg 1999; Coleman et al 2004; Garzon 2006) as a benchmark
against which rival claims of a subsequent paradigm shift in the CAP may be
evaluated. There is general agreement among these scholars that state support

%A European Agricultural Guarantee and Guidance Fund (EAGGF) was created in 1962 to support the
implementation of the CAP. It comprised two pillars — the Guarantee Fund provided finance to support
intervention and price support for agricultural products representing 90% of EEC farm production; the
Guidance Fund supported structural measures to assist farm modernisation, especially the
amalgamation of the smallest holdings, early retirement and retraining schemes.
* According to Grant (2010, p23) the CAP “has involved highly technical instruments that are
understood by only a very few people and perhaps not even by those who claim to understand them”.
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for agriculture in the immediate post-war period was justified by reference to
national security and meeting basic food needs, and to maintaining social and
political stability in the countryside, especially through income parity with other
sectors.

The emphasis in many of these studies has been on agriculture as an economic
sector. Coleman (1998, p637), for example, argues that within the
developmental paradigm the priority of state intervention was on “shaping
agricultural structures ... to achieve the basic value of a productive and efficient
agricultural sector”. He adds that “the emphasis was on the backwardness of
agriculture in relation to other sectors ... [as] the state sought to force
convergence on efficient, productive family farm structures” (Coleman 1998,
p643)®. The cognitive ideas of this paradigm, according to Coleman (1998),
therefore reflect the argument that stable market conditions, underwritten by
state intervention, would encourage improvements in farm productivity through

modernisation and hence improve relative income levels.

However, the dominance of economic ideas in the conceptualisation of this
‘developmental’ paradigm has recently been challenged. Knudsen (2009, p3)
argues that the design of the CAP reflects a broader range of social and cultural
as well as economic ideas, and that it may be more appropriate to regard it as
“a redistributive policy with an objective not all that different from the social
transfer policies of welfare states”. This alternative welfarist perspective
suggests that the justification for the policy principles and the price and market
support instruments needs to be interpreted in a broader political context. It is
argued that policy came to be constructed within a normative framework, which
reflected both post-war experience in the six member states and a range of
European and national social and cultural values and beliefs, which have tended
to be overlooked or underplayed in other studies of the CAP.

Many scholars have sought to capture the original CAP paradigm within a
variety of labels — “a developmental or state assisted paradigm” (Coleman and

*® Similarly, Coleman et al (2004, p99-100) suggest that the ideas about the nature of the agricultural

problem reflected in this paradigm relate to the sector’s lack of competitiveness in factor markets which

meant that it was unable to provide a return on capital that would attract funds in competition with

other sectors, resulting in an inability to pay comparable wages and prevent workers leaving the land.
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