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Abstract:

At first sight, French nuclear energy policy offaastextbook example of how technical,
constitutional and economic restrictions, powerfuterest groups, and path dependence,
constrain democratic responsiveness. This paparwisat might seem to be an unlikely case
in order to question explanations of policy choioceterms of technocracy, path dependence,
and interest groups, against the background ofralenestimated factor: party and coalition
strategies. The original data collected on pubtiduales towards nuclear energy, and the
attention dedicated to this issue in the mediayels as in the parliamentary and electoral
arenas, show that the effect of public opinionaaditioned by party incentives to politicize
the issue at stake. In other words, parties antitiomamaking constraints act as a mediating
variable between citizens’ preferences and poliwyiaes. These findings point to the need to
integrate this conditional variable into analyses mfsponsiveness and models of
policymaking.
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also grateful to the participants of the Comparathgendas Project meeting at Den Haguen (2009yelss
the members of the French Agendas Project for ttmgistructive discussion. We owe a lot to Peppédp&fper
for his active support and his numerous relevaggsstions, as well as to the anonymous reviewees wh
provided us with meaningful advice. The data wdkected thanks to the generous support of the Frenc
Research Agency (ANR Agendas and ANR Legipar).dialisuinaudeau would also like to thank the Max
Weber Programme for work completed on this articider the Max Weber Fellowship.



Introduction

Responsiveness towards public opinion is commonlysiclered to be at the core of any
liberal democracy. Beyond normative principles (&ghumpeter 1942; Pitkin 1967; Dahl

1971), representatives concerned with re-electiay perceive incentives to respond in their
policies to the preferences of the median voterw(@® 1957; see also the idea of “rational
anticipation” developed by Stimson et al. 1995)e Tresponsiveness” literature has, indeed,
observed a strong link between public opinion anticp decisions (e.g. see Jacobs and
Shapiro 1994 for an overview).

However, interest in this factor comes mainly frepecialists in public opinion, and has not
yet been integrated systematically into public @oliesearch. There is a growing academic
awareness that politics tend to be neglected, tgast under-estimated, in the public policy
literature (e.g. Bale 2008; Zohinhofer 2009; Mosem et al. 2011). As observed by some
authors, the focus is mostly set on other factorgarticular path dependence, institutional
friction, cognitive constraints, and the weightiferest groups, to the detriment of politics.
Responsiveness is sometimes even seen to be imglgasonstrained by factors that include
the internationalization of the economy, the Eusspeation of public policies, limited
budgetary and energy resources, and aging popoasatidhiese constraints restrict the margins
for manoeuver policymakers have available with Wwhig respond to citizens’ demands and
to fulfill electoral promises.

Should we thus conclude that policies are incrgggimade beyond public opinion, and that

popular demands are a negligible factor for thoke study policymaking? What to do then

with the results of the “responsiveness” literatuieo rigorously address these questions,
identifying the determinants of the variations iesponsiveness is the most promising
approach. Two factors have been investigated: isslience and institutions. This article

emphasizes a third factor — party politics — that tbeen underestimated so far in the
academic debate on policymakers’ responsivenegsghiic opinion, even if parties have been

described as the key players of modern democracy.

Based on a study of French choices in nuclear gngogicy, this article enquires into the
process by which public opinion is translated (o) m@to public policy, and it underlines the
crucial role played by issue politicization in padompetition. After a brief review of the
public policy literature through the lens of denaiar responsiveness (section 1), we show
that the unique stability and weight of the Fremciclear power program (section 2) cannot
be explained using a simple “public opinion” ex@aon: we observe considerable
skepticism towards nuclear energy in French pubpmion, and mass protest against it
(section 3). Yet, even regarding this textbook eplenof the configuration of factors likely to
constrain democratic responsiveness (with a higgdignical and complex nature, a heavy and
growing path dependence, and the combination ofsiderable financial, economic,
geostrategic, technical and natural constraintg) disconnection between public opinion and
public policy does not imply that responsivenessredevant to nuclear energy policy. Our
analysis of original longitudinal data on atomic ipplin several political arenas, public
opinion, the media and party discourses, leadsouguestion explanations in terms of
technocracy and constraints (section 4), againsbélc&ground of the underestimated factor
of party and coalition strategies (section 5). Ruldpinion appears to be relevant to
policymaking, but it does not exert an automatitugnce: for responsiveness to occur, the
issue at stake has to be politicized by at least pslitical party. Models of responsiveness
should thus consider the conditional influence oftipa’ strategic incentives to politicize



policies, in particular with respect to the intary dynamics of contention across diverse
issues and with the related coalition-making c@sts.

1) Bringing parties into accounts of democratic rgsonsiveness

Responsiveness to voters is commonly considerdzbta central aspect of democracy. At
least, in all liberal conceptions of democracy respntatives are expected to be responsive to
the priorities and the expectations of the citizéresy represent. In line with this normative
principle, the “responsiveness” literature has agldradition of studies that indicate that
public opinion, as expressed by polls, mobilizasiorand mass-mediated discourses,
contributes to the shaping of policies (e.g. Page Shapiro 1983; Hartley and Russett 1992;
Hill and Hinton-Andersson 1995; Stimson et al. 19B&rstein 1998; Stimson 1999; Manza
and Cook 2002; Soroka 2002; Hakhverdian 2010),guswophisticated conceptualizations,
such as the “thermostatic model” (Wlezien 1995; 2Me 2004; Soroka and WIlezien 2010;
Hakhverdian 2012).

However, the link between public preferences andipyolicy has not yet been established
in sufficient detail. First, studies of responsivenéend to focus geographically on the United
States, Canada, and sometimes Britain, and toaelyow indicators, such as the general
“public mood”, the left-right positioning of voterghe level of spending, or the broad issue
attention of voters and legislators, which do nitdva to capture more fine-grained policy
expectations and decisions. Second, a series gicpblnd academic discourses highlights
the constraints that restrict the margins for mamee policymakers have available with
which to fulfill electoral promises and to respotal citizens’ demands (e.g. Rose 1984;
Pierson 2000). From this point of view, given tiéernationalization of the economy, the
Europeanization of public policies, the limited lgetary and energy resources, aging
populations and, recently, constraints linked to thmectioning of financial markets, the
available political space is swiftly, and dramatigashrinking (see Arnold and Franklin 2012
or Persico et al. 2012 for an overview). Some [owihs invoke such trends to advocate a
managerial or technical conception of policymakicigaracterized by the search for efficient
solutions, rather than by decisions reflecting pappreferences.

Perhaps because of this context, the interestsiporesiveness stems mainly from specialists
in public opinion, and it has not yet been integdagystematically into public policy research.
Public opinion, and politicsnore generally, tends to be left out of policy gsaek to the
benefit of other factors, such as institutionattfan, cognitive constraints, path dependence,
and the weight of parallel channels, notably theresentation of corporatist interests. The
growing irrelevance of “responsiveness” in conterapp democracies has become a
conventional wisdom (Jacobs and Shapiro 2000; Mab6). However, when empirically
assessed, the claim of the growing irrelevanceespansiveness relies on studies either
designed at a very high level of aggregation, oratmmnalized in a crude way, with policy
preferences and choices defined only in terms atfistquo vs. change (e.g. Monroe 1998;
Gilens 2005). In addition, and as already suggestaeth of the public policy literature
ignores public opinion, or seems to postulate ntslevance rather than to demonstrate it.
There is no empirical reason to leave out publicigpia priori from public policy analyses
and the existing accounts of responsiveness stemimang public opinion studies indicates,
at least in some cases, that this factor does matte

Faced with the mixed nature of the available resatpromising research avenue consists in
exploring theconditionsunder which public opinion may affect policies. wal number of
studies has demonstrated the potential of thisareseagenda by establishing the significant



conditioning influence of political institutions (Mzien and Soroka 2012), government
popularity (Erikson et al. 2002; Hobolt and Klemrsen 2008) and issue salience (Monroe
1998; Gilbert and Henry 2009; Culpepper 2011). Tdmscle contributes to this line of
research, with a focus on an underestimated fagbarty politics, coalition-making
constraints and the related incentives for patitepoliticize choices of public policy. Our
main hypothesis is that, even regarding salienicsppoublic opinion does not exert any
automatic influence on policies: for popular dematalbe translated into decisions regarding
a particular issue, this issue has to be politetizg at least one party. Conversely, a lack of
responsiveness may not be due to constraints, geplendence, technocracy or interest
groups, but to a lack of incentives for partiepaditicize specific issues.

As a salient problem, if yet a highly technical pnearked by considerable constraints and
path dependence (Baumgartner 1990; Baumgartneda@mes 1993), French nuclear energy
policy offers an intriguing field of study with wth to test this hypothesis. Even in this
unlikely case in which to find partisan influenaedademocratic responsiveness, the following
analysis of original longitudinal data on atomic ipplin several political arenas, public

opinion, the media and party discourses, leadsouguestion explanations in terms of
technocracy and constraints. Instead it confirneskiéty role of party and coalition strategies
in the disconnection between public preferenceskaadch nuclear energy policy.

2) French nuclear energy: an unlikely case of demaatic responsiveness?
Policy decisions characterized by their stability

Contrary to most Western countries where nucledicypgrograms were discussed or
launched, France never experienced any nuclearyp@versal. In this respect, it appears as a
real outsider, sharply contrasting with most otbeuntries. In 1978, Austria renounced any
use of nuclear energy, before the first plant wasneswitched on. In the same year, a
Swedish referendum decided on a progressive phasingf the use of nuclear energy. Later
reversals occurred after the accident at Three Midnd, which prompted the United States
and the United Kingdom, pioneers in nuclear develent, to stop their plant construction
program, and at Chernobyl, after which referendutesided the end of Italian nuclear
electricity production (1987), and a moratoriumtbe construction of new nuclear plants in
Switzerland (1990). The subsequent rise of Greertiesa and their participation in
governments, led to further policy reversals in 1980s, notably in Belgium (1999) and in
Germany (2000), where votes led to a progressiasipg-out. The 2000s saw a series of new
reversals in favor of the nuclear industry, leadstgne observers to announce a “nuclear
renaissance” (see Findlay 2011:1 for book examplés) Belgian, American, Italian, British
and German governments took measures to revivgtene their nuclear industry, while the
Swedish moratorium on the construction of new gams lifted in 2009. Most recently, the
Fukushima accident resulted in a new series ofrsal® in Germany, Japan and Italy, where
decisions were taken to phase out the use of nueteagy.

Against this background, French nuclear policyidgtishes itself by its stability. French
nuclear policy can be traced back to 1945, wherCinamission for Atomic Energy (CEA)
was created as a specialized nuclear researchrc&hte decision reflected three motives: a
scientific ambition to deeply involve the Frenclsearch community in nuclear research; an
interest linked to the potential of a civilian usfenuclear energy for electricity production in
the context of post-war reconstruction; and thectlibye to develop nuclear weapons in order



to avoid a new military defeat and to gain indeeoe from the United States and the Soviet
Union (Hecht 1998).

In 1951, the minister Félix Gaillard proposed tirstf5-year plan for the development of

nuclear energy, which was adopted a year later hey National Assembly, despite the

Communist MPs’ reluctance for any military use tafraic power, and the concern of rightist

parties to prevent the participation of commuryshgathizers in the program. This plan gave
birth to the first nuclear plant in 1956, and te ttevelopment of a second one, built in 1959.
Framed in terms of independence and industriatinathe electricity production program did

not rely on existing American technology, but ownérench technology (using graphite),

developed by the CEA. EDF, the electricity comparaionalized in 1945, succeeded in

setting-up a collaboration with the CEA on thetfmaclear plant, and was able commercially
to deploy electricity produced by nuclear energyrfr1966.

The association and balance between the CEA anddfiDEtured the nuclear policy field in
the 1960s, crucial years for French nuclear palitgcht 1998). While the CEA, along with
the army, was focused on French nuclear indeperdand the production of plutonium for
the nuclear weapons program, the EDF primarily boug intensify electricity production,
and thus favored the more efficient and robust Acaer technology, based on pressurized
water reactors, rather than graphite-moderatedaeadn 1969, the government decided to
split the military and the civilian wings, and alled the EDF to use its preferred technology.
This decision directly resulted in the building af new series of nuclear plants. The
commitment to this industrial perspective occuretbre the oil crisis of 1973-1974, but the
crisis reinforced it. The “Messmer plan”, adoptedl®74, scheduled the construction of 13
new plants before 1980, 50 before the middle of 1880s, and 200 before 2000. This
overweening program was only partially realizediegi the over-estimation of the growth in
electricity consumption in France (Bataille and 16al1999; see also Guillaumat-Tailliet
1987). In 1973, the forecast of electricity neenisZ000 was 1000 TWh; in 1980, 650 TWh;
in 1983, 500 TW. Finally, in 2000, the actual dech&or electricity was around 450 TWh.

This nuclear policy was not contested in Parliamartil 1997, and anti-nuclear stances were
kept outside political institutions (Nelkin and Rd&d 1981; Kitschelt 1986; Rucht 1994).
However, the 1970s were marked by an upsurge i0oppn to nuclear plants. Protests ran
from local action to massive demonstrations, witblent confrontations with the police,
reaching a peak of mobilization in Creys-Malvillagainst the Superphénix fast-breeder
reactor, in 1976 and 1977. The anti-nuclear prstpstsisted in the early 1980s, with only
limited policy results. The building of nuclear pta was briefly suspended after Mitterrand’s
election, in order to allow for an assessment amblay debate in parliament. The only
cancellation, in 1981, in the construction of a mawelear plant was that planned in Plogoff.
The decision to slow down the construction of neantd was only weakly related to popular
protest, but was due rather to the overproductiaeztricity by the EDF.

The 1998 decision to stop the Superphénix plastigect we will return to in greater detail
below, was part of the agreement of the governnoaalition between the Socialist,
Communist and Green parties. This was highly symldor opponents of nuclear energy,
given the numerous demonstrations this experimeatéait had provoked over two decades.
Nevertheless, the level of nuclear energy produategmnained unaffected, and even kept on
growing. In the 2000s, despite a still positive @ainbalance in the electricity tradehe
surplus has been shrinking, and imports are relgut@eded in winter, due to the decreasing
availability in French plants, as a result of agamgl maintenance issues (Delion and Durupty
2010: 173). After a 15 years pause (1990-2005xetheends have motivated the decision to



extend the service life of existing plants anduddseveral EPR reactors in France. This new
development phase was revised downwards in 2008ew of stagnating energy needs, but
was not seriously called into question after thkeushima accident.

A policy of major importance

This unique continuity of a pro-nuclear policy lgenerated the second largest set of nuclear
plants in the world (58 reactors), behind the UWhitetates (104). French investitions in
nuclear research and development, as well as ileautacilities, between the beginning of
the program and 2010, are estimated to over 8®miuros® As a result, France was able to
reduce (until the mid-1980s), and then to stahiliz® oil imports, as well as to triple its
energy production since the 1970s, despite thardeof domestic natural resources (coal,
gas, oil). So, notwithstanding scarce domestic manesources, the level of dependence on
foreign energy has regularly decreased, fallingpweb0%, and France is able to export
electricity (Guillaumat-Tailliet 1987; Hadjilambrisa2000). Nuclear energy represents 80%
of French energy production, and almost the sammpagption of French electricity
consumption, which makes France worldwide the aguelying most on this energy.

The significance of the French nuclear program ghaigdo be evaluated with respect to the
central importance of the state-owned nuclear sedotdtrench industrial policy. The main
justification for this persistent state controthe French concept ohission de service public,
which implies guaranteeing an equal and universagss to electricity — objectives defined in
the 2000 law on electricity. Yet, the giant (partyate-owned companies are also a pillar of
French industrial and commercial policy. The stas favored concentration in the energy
sector and encouraged competition between majompgfothis ‘policy of champions’, and
the technological advantage gained through the stlmontinuous expansion of the nuclear
industry, fostered the emergence of high-performamgl competitive groups that are
successfully following a strategy of internatiomation (Chick 2007; Delion and Durupty
2010). Most notably, worldwide, Areva and EDF agsprectively the leading groups in the
nuclear energy sector and the first electricitydmaer and provider.

How can we explain this French exception? The t@sdhvolvement in the nuclear option

may not plausibly be fully explained by the backgrd of a lack of natural resources. Other
countries suffering from their incapacity to meesteong industrial and domestic demand
with domestic gas, oil, mines or renewable enermyrees, Germany in particular, made
distinct policy choices. In most cases, phasing-aetisions resulted from the successful
mobilization of anti-nuclear movements and partaeng with a hostile climate of opinion

(Hatch 1986; Jasper 1990; Jopke 1993; Baisnée 2MH9 public opinion more supportive in

France than in other countries, was anti-nucleatestation less mobilized? Or were public
and ecologist preferences not channeled into theegs of policymaking? If so, what made
possible such an absence of democratic policy fegdibegarding such a crucial political,

economic, and industrial issue?

3) Nuclear power and French citizens: beyond the ntly of a love story.

A pro-nuclear public mood?

Public contestation over nuclear energy is conemleio be a crucial factor for policy
reversals, as well as a potential constraint for foeure development of nuclear
infrastructures. As Findlay puts it, “many of thactiors are matters of contention and



controversy, most obviously the question of theneoaic feasibility of new nuclear build and
the challenges of nuclear waste disposition. Tloe tlaat these issues generate controversy
creates uncertainty for governments, industry amehe financiers considering investing in
nuclear energy. This uncertainty itself acts asakdoon a nuclear energy revival.” (Findlay
2011; see also Ramana 2011). Public opinion is 8orae considered to be overwhelmingly
pro-nuclear in France. The continuity of French leac policy could indeed have been
favored by broad popular support.

Testing this hypothesis implies estimating the l@fesupport for nuclear energy and its long-
term evolution, a tricky enterprise, given constrsilinked to data on attitudes towards
nuclear energy (Jasper 1988). After having gathasethuch data as possible, enabling us to
assess this level of public support, we have tmaeskedge the highly heterogeneous nature
of our dataset, in terms of frequency, timing aesponse categories. Some items were asked
about only once or twice, response categories hadamording of questions changed over
time, %nd different questions lead to differentveers, with strong framing and priming
effects:

In order to deal with data heterogeneity, we regbrto the “public mood” indicator,
developed by James Stimson in his study of libemalvs. conservatism in the United States
(Stimson 1999). Based on the ‘Dyadic Ratio Algariththe measure of public mood has
been used increasingly to create a single pubiitiap indicator from heterogeneous datasets
(Baumgartner, De Boef et al. 2008 ; Stimson e2@1.0). The “public mood” is an aggregate
measure, based on survey marginals. By capturmghhred variation, over time, of different
series loading on the same dimension, this measftges an opportunity to neutralize bias
induced by the wording of questions. Following &tim’'s guidelines, we included in our
indicator of public mood towards nuclear energygaiéstions asked at least three times over
time, which allow a clear and symmetric distinctiogtween positive and negative attitudes
towards nuclear energy (See AppendiX ¥e used the ratio of positive feelings, out of the
sum of positive and negative feelings for each goesto compute a ‘nuclear support index’
that estimates the relative level of nuclear supporrance. The French “public mood”
towards nuclear energy was computed using the acétWwVCalc, and is based on 302
estimates of the ‘nuclear support index’ from 2#edent question wordings, collected from
13 sources (surveys and barometers). The datanedtadepicted in Figure 1, covers 39 years
from 1975 to 2012.

Figure 1 about here

This new indicator delivers several interesting ¢asions. The first striking observation is,

regarding most of the period considered, the alesehenajority support for nuclear energy
among French citizens. Despite the bias of our sdppdex towards more support (since this
indicator measures the proportion of supportivgoeesents among those who positioned
themselves, this proportion would be substantikdlyer when calculated in relation to the

whole sample), our index exceeds 50% only overl®#5-1987 period, with values situated
between 47,9% and 60,9% and an average of 55,1%.tifing is surprising, as it is set

against the background of the strongest anti-nuchedilizations in French history.

The Three Mile Island accident in 1979 does notrs&e have had any short-term impact at
this aggregate level (as the early 1980s mark & peaupport for nuclear energy), but this
support declined over the 1980s, especially afterGhernobyl accident in 1986. This trauma
caused a rapid collapse, with a drop by 18,8 paimtthe public mood within 5 years.

Interestingly, perhaps due to the fading memoryCbrnobyl, or due to the increasing



visibility of alternative framings, this trend wa®versed in the 1990s, marked by a
progressive and incremental increase until 2000aragoxically, by the mid-term of the
Jospin government, which involved the Green Pamtylie first time.

However, even when the mood indicator reaches laipe2000, it remains under 48,0%, and
the 2000s see a new low in the public mood towarddear energy, with values between
44,0% and 48,0%. Eventually, the increase in supgmserved in 2012 may be surprising at
first sight, in the aftermath of the Fukushima deait and in the context of the diminishing
support of public opinion for nuclear power plamtsniost countries (Ramana 2011; Bonneval
and Lacroix-Lasnoé 2011), the phasing-out decidetbbr of France’s direct neighbors and
the reflections on the safety of the French plassshown elsewhere, this development can
be understood with respect to the reframing of @arcenergy, which goes hand in hand with
its stronger presence in the media (Brouard e2@13). The members of the executive and
the leaders of their party have successfully empbidsthe jobs, the industrial advantages
linked to the nuclear sector, but also its mertsegrms of CO2 emissions. Faced with this
right-wing offensive, the ecologists did not managénpose their framing in terms of risks.
It is still too soon to assess the long-term effauft the Fukushima related debates but we
should notice that in 2012, our indicator of supfor nuclear energy indicates a sharp rise.

The public mood indicator computed allows, for fivset time, to estimate the climate of
opinion towards nuclear energy among French ciizemd its evolution over almost four
decades, with a correction of bias linked to thedivay of questions. This series indicates that
French public support for the production of nuclesergy is far from broad, and only
exceptionally reaches the majority of respondeifitdis ambivalent, sometimes skeptical,
climate of opinion historically found its expressim a relatively strong social mobilization
against nuclear energy (Nelkin and Pollak 1981;rsGke and von Oppeln 1983; Kitschelt
1986; Jasper 1990; Rucht 1994; Kriesal 1995; Baisnée 2001). Stemming mainly from the
ecologist movement, groups such as Greenpeace,frand local collectives, like “Stop
Golfech”, “Tchernoblaye” or the initiatives in theetwork “Sortir du nucléaire”, this
contestation took various forms, from petitioningdamobilizing to mass demonstrations or
spectacular actions. French anti-nuclear mobibretiwere vigorous in the 1970s, after the
Three Mile Island and Chernobyl accidents, aftern@ay’s decision to phase-out in 2000,
and in reaction to the decision to build the fE&tR plant in Flamanville, in 2005Looking

at public opinion data and at the comparative hystd anti-nuclear social movements thus
reveals a gap between stable and persistent pohojces, over time, and weak and
fluctuating public support for these choices. H@am such a gap be explained, with respect to
policy decisions of primary political, economiccg and industrial importance?

A non-salient issue?

The disconnection between the preference of theanedter and the decisions of nuclear
policy in France could be rendered possible by a $alence of this issue in the public
sphere. In the case of the US nuclear energy poBeymgartner and Jones (1993) have
shown how crucial issue salience in the mediansifmerstanding policy change. Faced with
the absence of a “most important problem” barometer explored this possibility on the
basis of a study of media coverage of nuclear gngrgblems, with a focus obe Monde’
The high inter-media consistency observed in metlidies (Eilders 2002; Vliegenthart and
Walgrave 2008) justifies using this newspaper gsoxy for the French media agenda
Mondeis generally acknowledged as the leading paperramde over the entire post-war
period and its agenda-setting role has been showimd expression in other media — the



daily Libération the weekly magazindse PointandL’Expressand the news in the public TV
channel France 2 — taking up Mondés issue priorities (Blanchard 2010: 325-334). e
provides an overview of the salience of nuclearrgneén Le Mondebetween 1977-2012,
measured as the number per year of articles pullishéhis topic.

Figure 2 about here

Our data suggests considerable variations in thibilty of the nuclear issue in the media.
Attention to this issue was consistently very highthe end of the 1970s, when continuous
anti-nuclear protest and the Three Mile Island @&eai in 1979 provided fuel for the news
media. In 1977, on average, more than 2 articlesdpg were devoted to nuclear energy,
often on the front page. This level of importancerdased and remained, during periods of
routine coverage, at a non-negligible level of alddd@ articles a year. Occasionally, nuclear
energy gained particular prominence in the med@ably on three occasions. First, as
expected, the Chernobyl accident in 1986 attractedh attention, with more than one article
per day, and an intensity of coverage still aboverage in 1987. A new peak in attention
occurred in 1996-1997, thanks to a combinatioraofdrs: the commemoration of Chernobyl
in 1996, a controversy on the nuclear fuel reprsiogsplant of La Hague, shaped by the
publication of a scientific study in 1997, a speatar and professional campaign carried out
by Greenpeace France (Baisnée 2001), a debatedbpgriee Green Party and their ministers
about the dismantling of the fast breeder reactgrefohénix, as well as German discussions
regarding the future of nuclear energy. More rdgemtedia attention paid to nuclear energy
has risen from 2005, with a peak in 2007 in thetexnof the building of EPR power plants
after a long pause, of the debate regarding nudisaemination (often related to the Iranian
nuclear program), global warming and the potemtbd of nuclear energy in the reduction of
CO2 emissions, energy costs and availability, theclear renaissance” and the related
opportunities for the French nuclear industry. Atien remained high in 2008, notably due to
incidents at two French fuel cycle facilities, thenium waste treatment plant of Tricastin
and the Cerca research reactor fuel fabricatioflitiaégn Romans. The data presented in
Figure 2 does not cover the most recent yearsplelear energy certainly acquired a historic
level of visibility in the months following the Fukhima accident and during the 2012
presidential campaign (Brouard et al. 2013).

Thus, attention on nuclear energy has gone ‘updamch’ (Downs 1972), but even in periods
of routine coverage, nuclear energy is presenhennmtedia. In the period 1977-2012, at least
five critical moments opened windows of opporturtiypoliticize the nuclear issue — all the
more as several of them, in particular in the sddoalf of the 1970s and after Chernobyl,
correspond to phases of fading public support tarlear energy. In addition, if the second
half of the 1980s is not marked by any peak in mediention, there is a clear trend towards
more visibility, coupled with growing distrust onrpaf the citizens. The hypothesis of a low
salience of nuclear energy issues can thus notaexpvhy the predominantly negative
attitudes of French citizens towards nuclear enéag/had virtually no impact on the course
of French nuclear energy policy.

4) “Kept off” the parliamentary agenda?
When dealing with this French exception, some sulsgboint to the specificity of the French

scientific community, which is considered to be Bemaand more homogenous than in other
countries, with a quasi monopoly of tmrps des Minegraduates in key positions and a

10



concentration of R&D resources towards researchiechrout within the state controlled

institutions, EDF and the CEA (Baumgartner 1990;ini2s and Heinman 2001: 449;

Schneider 2009). This literature has revealed gthomks between nuclear research, the
nuclear industry and nuclear policy. Boudia dessrilbb@®w policymakers, scientists and
industrialists in charge of nuclear programs hagponded to the growing public distrust
with the creation of information and public relatidevices (Boudia 2003) and how they have
used scientific expertise in order to promote theiad acceptability of nuclear energy and to
resist social protest (Boudia 2008).

Nonetheless, since the mid-1970s, French scieniistparticular nuclear physicists have
mobilized and signed public appeals against nuckraargy (Topcu 2006), so that some
scientific expertise might back attempts to modtie direction of French energy policy.
Famous examples are the founding mobilization ofiands of scholars, in 1975, and the
establishment of the Commission for Independene&es and Information on Radioactivity
(CRIRAD in French), an organization created aft@hernobyl with the objective of
providing independent measures of radioactivity.rélamportantly, the concentration of
research funding on projects related to nuclearggnearried out at the EDF and the CEA,
result from political decisions which could havesbeoliticized, for instance by anti-nuclear
MPs. The adoption of a law for environmental protecon 3 August 2009 may illustrate this
argument: it was decided to rebalance researchrfgrah energy in favor of “clean” energy
sources, with the objective of spending the sameuatnon them as on nuclear energy by
2012. Similarly, Barthe (2006) has shown that tlmeeversibility” of choices regarding
nuclear waste management, commonly acknowledgebth@t1990s, resulted from the way
this political problem was constructed: alternativanagement options were left aside, thanks
to political considerations, among others. Barthews how some actors have called this
irreversibility into question since the 1990s, pdivg them with an opportunity to politicize
nuclear waste in political arenas.

In a related vein, most authors explain that Fretithens’ distrust towards nuclear energy
was not channeled into policymaking with respecttdecision-making process described
as “restrictive”, “technocratic” and “bureaucratifKitschelt 1986; Jasper 1988; Rucht 1994,
Delmas and Heinman 2001; Schneider 2009), whishiiposed to have kept “nuclear power
off the political agenda” (Baumgartner 1990). Irsthiew, policymaking is dominated by the
executive, in interaction with experts, technogratanagers and administrators of the nuclear
sector. Crucial decisions are taken behind closesjaovith little room left for a democratic or
political debate over energy policy choices. Thatitntional setting thus leaves no chance for
the polarization of French public opinion findingiyaexpression in the politicization of
nuclear energy policy in either party or parlianaeptdebates.

The central state, the executive and the centnalirastration indeed play a crucial role in
nuclear policymaking, both as to expertise and gi@cimaking (Lucas 1979; Rucht 1994;
Delmas and Heinman 2001). The CEA and EDF develpbmas that were submitted to the
government’s approval (often to the ministries ofdustry, research, defense and
environment) and, in the Fifth Republic, to thedrtent. EDF and CEA were transformed
and patrtially privatized in the 2000s but the infloe of the executive remains critical,
notably through the appointment of chairmen and iagtnators in both institutions. The
existence of a restricted, integrated and homogenpolicy network can thus not be denied.

However, asserting that nuclear energy issues aslynor entirely kept off the political

agenda and democratic arenas, such as the Parti§@maon 1977; Hatch 1986: 150-4), or
that there is no division of power in this field §llhas and Heinman 2001) would be an
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exaggeration. Contrary to widespread beliefs, ifiatives and the elaboration of decisions
emanate from the executive, their adoption is @tylsubmitted to a parliamentary vote, so
that problems of nuclear energy have been a sulataatt of the legislative agendas since
the early 1950s. Even without counting the annuadlget laws, which often contain

dispositions regarding expenses or taxes relatenuttear facilities, over 50 laws dealing
with nuclear energy have been voted and adoptétkiffrench parliament since 1946.

Concrete and major decisions involving the allaratf state credits have been scrutinized
and voted on by French MPs, such as the five yemrspfor the development of atomic
energy adopted in 1952 and 1957, the law on there@rpntation of nuclear energy and on
basic industries contributing to the general eq@piof the country (1959), the electrical
equipment program of 1961 and the creation of tldREDIF society, specializing in
uranium enrichment and established in France. Mecently, in 2005, parliament adopted a
law defining the direction of energy policy, whititmly confirms the crucial place of nuclear
electricity in the French energy mix.

Figure 3 about here

This is not to say that all choices in nuclear polhave been submitted to a parliamentary
vote. Precise decisions regarding the timing, #@ggaphical implantation and the conditions
of the construction of nuclear plants mostly take form of decrees, i.e. acts possibly taken
by the executive only. However, the governmentliyeeen entitled to make decrees on nuclear
energy by law, most importantly the 1946 law onriaonalization of electricity and gas and
the 1961 law against atmospheric pollution and sdarticles 2, 4 and 8), on the basis of
which the 11 December 1963 decree set the conditminauthorization, creation and
exploitation of nuclear facilitieS. When faced with growing popular contestation, this
legislative setting could have been amended. Bhisdeed, what occurred in 2006, when the
law on nuclear transparency and security was adogdethe first (French) legislative frame
specifically designed for nuclear activity. Sinben, the Authority of nuclear safety plays an
important role in the authorization of new plantglan ensuring transparency towards the
public and parliament.

The adoption of the 2006 law, and the subsequengioa of the institutions ruling nuclear
activities, have opened a window of opportunity fpatiticizing nuclear energy. In previous
decades, already, such opportunities had beenda@\through the regular agenda setting of
guestions of nuclear cooperation (AIEA, EURATOM..ndaof nuclear safety. Between 1965
and 2006, we were able to identify no less thara®2® dedicated to matters of safety of
nuclear power plants, treatment sites and radiaetaste disposal sites. Given this focus on
risks and uncertainty, these deliberations coulehgven rise to a democratic debate on the
direction of French energy policy and to an effexfparliamentary scrutiny. The substantial
place reserved for issues linked to nuclear energy also be illustrated by the considerable
attention devoted to it by the parliamentary conmmitspecializing in technological and
scientific issues -Office Parlementaire d’Evaluation des Choix Sciikqiies et Techniques
Since its creation in 1983, 36 reports (out of 188l with the nuclear energy issue, with
reflections on the consequences of Chernobyl, auckafety and security in France and
beyond, the management of highly radioactive wakte,costs of the production of nuclear
electricity, the life span of power plants, theuhat of the French nuclear sector, and so on.

In short, the institutional setting of French naclenergy policy alone cannot be blamed for
the absence of democratic debate. There is natutigtial factor definitively preventing

12



parliamentary representatives from making enerdicy@ salient issue, or from channeling
citizens’ negative feedback regarding French nuclenergy policy. Several nuclear
development programs have been submitted to aapsehtary vote, as were the laws that
have shaped the decision-making rules of nuclealggrmlicy. If the decision to construct
new plants has not been put on the parliamentanydag®r decades, MPs have deliberated
on reports covering all facets of nuclear energywall as on a series of laws on issues of
nuclear research, cooperation, responsibility afetg. Yet, the related parliamentary debates
never gave rise to any major cleavage before tisé diection of Green MPs in 1997. The
successive plans of nuclear development and exgpamsithe 1950s, 1960 and 1970s were
supported by all parliamentary parties. In debatesx French energy policy, MPs seem to
share common objectives that are very favorabl¢héo nuclear sector: to secure nuclear
activities, to legitimate them, to develop them d@adconvince European partners of their
necessity. The absence of visible and influenbati@versy thus seems to result from nuclear
energy being treated by MPs as a valence issuelmemaining section of this article, we
argue that this depoliticization cannot be undedtavithout party politics and coalition-
related strategies into account.

5) Party politics and the misfit between opinion ad policy choices

Vote-related incentives to contest nuclear energy

A reversal in French nuclear energy policy wouldenaequired an agent implementing an
anti-nuclear policy. Parties’ incentives to respdodcitizens’ skepticism towards nuclear
energy may be shaped by the preferences among vbtdrs. Figure 4 shows that the
distribution of preferences of nuclear energy d#fsubstantially among the supporters of left
and right parties* While the majority of the electorate of partiestoé right and far-right
(between 50 and 70%) supports nuclear energy, gfoportion is much smaller among
Communists and Socialists (between 40 and 50%)eapécially among ecologists (20%).
The level of nuclear support among the supporteadl dour traditional governing parties has
been eroded since the beginning of the 1980s. &tbr tightist parties, the level of nuclear
support decreased from three fourths in 1980 tmhtanajority in 2005. After 1986, among
PS sympathizers, the proportion of nuclear suppofl and remained below 40%. Voters
of the Communist Party (PC), traditionally among thost pro-nuclear, are no exception to
this trend. The decline of this party has been apemmed in the last 15 years by the
affirmation of other far left and Trotskyist padjewhose sympathizers are as opposed to
nuclear energy as the ecologist parties. In sumd#éwine in support for nuclear energy
affects all parties’ constituencies. Coupled withss protest against nuclear energy and the
growing social, political and economic implicatiookthis policy, this may have generated
electoral incentives to advocate and promote aypoéversal, especially in the 1980s.

Figure 4 about here

The long depoliticization of nuclear energy in Frae: office — and policy-related incentives
(1946-1989)

The growing skepticism of French voters was ndbfeéd by any realignment, as all French

parties have depoliticized nuclear energy in tlodficial positions and in their electoral
campaigns? This depoliticization results in the low salienok matters of nuclear energy

13



policy in party discourses (1) and in the broad eosss on a pro-nuclear stance, involving
all parties (2). The first point may be illustratied the marginality of nuclear energy in the
electoral manifestos of the main parties betweeb818nd 1988, when compared to the
further relevant issues of “farmers” and “cultura measured by tli@mparative Manifesto
Project(Figure 5).

Figure 5 about here

This comparison highlights the modest attentionntlear energy within the four main
parliamentary parties. Nuclear energy is mostlyldas salient than other issues of similar, or
even smaller, scope, be it in the manifestos ohthae left parties, or in those of the Gaullist
party, which is the one that historically pushed é&xpansion of nuclear energy. Beyond this
low salience, the depoliticization of nuclear eryehgs also resulted, for a long time, in the
convergence of the main French parties toward pobeau stances. The enduring misfit
between citizens’ preferences on a salient issnehe one hand, and electoral supply and
policy decisions, on the other, cannot be undedstaathout taking into account all
motivations of party representatives, who are ndy eoncerned with attractingotes but
also withpolicy- andoffice-related considerations (Muller and Strom 1999).

The interest of elected representatives in changeihe popular preference for a policy
reversal varies a lot according to their party. Téheology or the political project of each
party goes along with distinct policy preferenc€be conservative parties anchored in the
Gaullist tradition lean towards nuclear enéfgygiven their commitment to national
independence and their proximity to representatdf¢be nuclear sector. On the other side of
the political spectrum, the Communist Party is tiadally the most fervent advocate of
nuclear enerdy, which is congruent with its proximity to EDF’s miinant trade union CGT,
the ideological belief of the PC in the power ofesce and technology to transform the
world, its productivist orientation and the prigrget by this party on the improvement in the
standard of living, job creation and preservatibhe pro-nuclear stance of the PC may also
be linked to the firm commitment of the USSR in Bis programs of nuclear energy
development, and to the high number of Communignssts involved in French nuclear
research, most notably the first director of theACErédéric Joliot-Curie. The political
program of other parties, such as the SocialistyR&S), the Centre Party (UDF) and the
National Front (FN) has no such clear and straagivhrd implication regarding their position
towards nuclear energy.

In this respect, and provided that the pro-nucleaicy was implemented by the rightist
coalition involving the UDE®, a policy reversal was most likely to emanate fitbe PS. The
only party opposed to nuclear energy was actulkydmall Unified Socialist Party, which
partly merged with the Socialist Party in 1974. Rt is traditionally close to the only anti-
nuclear mainstream organization, the trade uniorTDGarraud 1979; Nelkin and Pollak
1980), and closer to anti-nuclear protest thanGbenmunist Party, with Socialist activists
heavily involved in national and local protest. Hawer, this party did not provide the
influential ally anti-nuclear movements would haweeded in order to reverse the course of
French nuclear energy policy. Confined in opposifiar decades, the PS representatives were
more concerned with accommodating the pro-nucl@acs of the main coalition partner, the
PC, than with responding to anti-nuclear voterse Titerplay of policy- and office-related
motivations and their consequences for French augelicy choices is particularly striking
when looking at the critical juncture of nucleamparsion and political alternation (1973-
1985).
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The second part of the 1970s is a key moment faleauenergy policy, with an acceleration
in the rhythm of construction of new plants anduglk rise in nuclear electricity production.
The development of mass anti-nuclear protest aad’thiee Mile Island accident could have
fostered the politicization of nuclear energy ie #lectoral and parliamentary arenas and, at
that point in time, contestation by the parliamepni@pposition, or the decision to phase out,
could have had huge consequences on the scope éfrémch nuclear program. However,
parties did not respond to this challenge with &tipization of nuclear energy policy, but
with a strategy of issue avoidance. This is inipaldr the case of the Socialist Party, faced
with intense party-internal debates between prad anti-nuclear positions and with the
necessity of accommodating the pro-nuclear Comm&argy as the only possible partner for
coalition building. Already at the 1973 legislatiedections, the Communist and Socialist
parties had defended a common manifesto that wasglhero-nuclear, acknowledging the
key role played by the CEA in the French researdityand defending state support for the
development of nuclear power plants, run by a publiclear industry. Focused on the
objective of seizing power thanks to an alliancehvtihe PC, the PS ignored the peak of anti-
nuclear protest in France and centered its 1978&amn on other issues. After the leftist
alliance came close to winning a majority, the lijk@erspective of winning the 1981
presidential election made alternation and offieenemore the priority.

The common platform of PS and PC had to be defmed common denominator: state
intervention in the economy through nationalizateord an active industrial policy provided
the ground for a coalition agreement. From the fpoinview of each party, politicizing
nuclear energy may have attracted more votes butdwendoubtedly have undermined a
leftwing coalition and thereby rendered impossible 1981 alternation. This calculus sheds
light on the strategy pursued by both parties. @ndne hand, the Socialist Party adopted a
soft stance: limiting the nuclear program to thelear plants already under construction,
taking time for a national debate, holding a refidten on nuclear energy development, and
enacting legislation guaranteeing the transparefcyuclear plant security. The socialist
candidate and future President Francois Mitterrafsb promised a moratorium on the
construction of any new nuclear plant. On the otmend, the manifesto presented by the
Communist Party was the first to keep silent onearcstrategy and, since then, this party has
mostly omitted the topic.

Policy-related arguments went against a phasingobtthie nuclear program as well. In the
1970s, Francois Mitterrand had steadily emphadizedmportance of remaining independent
and even promoted the idea of turning back to ttend¢h graphite technology. A nuclear
phasing out would have also undermined the prosp#dhe macro-economic policy planned
by the French left. Nuclear energy was seen aglustration of the merits of state-owned
companies for building and exploiting large infrastures, but also as a source of cheap
energy for future industry development and a seetoploying thousands of employees. In
addition, most nuclear plants were already undesttaction, or nearly finished by 1981, so
that a drastic phasing out would have been verghycdhe most expensive part of the nuclear
program had already been realized and hence woaNg lcaused considerable stranded
investment, on which costs linked to the searchthedunding of alternative energy supply
on the market would have been added. The corregppridnding would not have been
available for the nationalization policy stronglysited by the coalition of the left.

As long as the entry costs into the French politsgstem were high enough to forbid any

anti-nuclear party being pivotal, the Socialistti?drad incentives to stick to nuclear energy.
After the left coalition won the presidency andegislative majority in 1981, only symbolic
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pay-offs for anti-nuclear activists were delivered, for example the criticisms against the
undemocratic nuclear policymaking implemented byrigletist government (e.g. the location
of the nuclear plants) before 1981, the 6 monthateoium, and the cancellation of the
Plogoff nuclear plant. These symbolic pay-offs @reded neither the principle of using
nuclear energy, nor the building of new plantsrati@81. Indeed, even two years after the
Chernobyl accident, the Socialists presented to19®8 national elections the most pro-
nuclear platform ever: “Which country is the onlyeothat succeeded in developing nuclear
energy in order to overcome the scarcity of oumrastresources? It is ours, because it
succeeded in organizing a 20-year plan, which maaf@ company would have been able to
do”. Given the skepticism, which prevails in Fremelblic opinion, this situation generates a
misfit between the preferences expressed by citiaedsparty representatives. In 1982, the
“French and Science” barometer indicates that atot®fo of citizens opposed to nuclear
energy sympathized with pro-nuclear parties. Thgsire remained high in the following
decades, reaching nearly 90% in 1989. The relevahti@s explanation of the continuity of
the French nuclear policy is underscored by therashwith the patterns stemming from
another critical juncture.

Changing coalition-related incentives with limitedbpcy consequences: the lack of policy
opportunities (1989 - 2012).

If the ecologist movement had run in the Frenchionat elections since the presidential
contest of 1974 (gaining 1%), it became a releydayer only from the late 1980s. This
situation changed from 1989, with the Greens’ hitmakigh at the municipal elections in
March and at the European elections in June. In 1882the first time, ecologists were
successful in the 1992 regional elections, whitébmad them to be represented in a decision-
making institution for the first time. With 14.3 &6 votes, more than two hundred ecologists
entered the French regional councils. The distidoubf seats and political parties located the
two ecologist parties as pivotal players in mangiars, as they formed regional coalitions
with either right or left parties, and provided extal support for formal minority
governments (Brouard 1999). The 1993 legislative #mel 1995 presidential elections
confirmed the ecologists’ electoral strength. Desfie instability of their organization and
of their leadership, the Green party became inarghsrelevant and strategic. The rise of this
party was associated to an emphasis on new issmesng which, nuclear energy was
particularly important. In the 1990s, the Greensrew¢he only party addressing the
environmental issue, with concerns regarding nuclesks and decision procedures
judged “undemocratic” and too centralized. Issueidance and consensus regarding nuclear
energy in electoral competition were suddenly bnokg the emergence of the Green Party.
As shown in Figure 5, the Green party devotes &drighare of its programs to nuclear
energy. More importantly, the concern expressedhey Green Party regarding long-term
pollution and industrial risks implies strong antielear policy preferences.

The PS and, above all, the PC simultaneously saw &hectoral support shrinking and felt
pressure from the Green Paetgctorally, given the attractiveness of the Greens in thestef
constituencypolitically, with new issues entering the electoral agendéstaategically with
the Greens becoming a pivotal player in potengél doalitions. This development changed
the incentives to politicize nuclear energy. Inusshell, the PS faced the challenge of limiting
electoral losses, dealing with new issues, and irengain the capacity of leading a left
coalition, which would probably have to include th&reens. PS representatives
acknowledged the necessity of signaling their ngjfiess to form a coalition with the Green
Party and their openness to their policy proposalsese considerations regarding an
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anticipated coalition with the Greens probably explwhy pro-nuclear arguments vanished
from the PS manifesto in 1993 and why the PS sobatly revised its discourse in the 1997
legislative campaign, adopting a much more negdtwe towards nuclear energy: “We will

change the course of French energy policy by adgpsi moratorium on the building of

nuclear plants, by increasing the incentives torggnesaving and to the development of
alternative energy sources. We will close the lfaseder reactor Superphénix.”

Nuclear policy was for the first time affected by effective Green pressure in 1997-1998,
when Greens entered the plural left coalition (220@2) with the PS and the PC. The
government decided on the closure of the experiahgatéint running the fast-breeder reactor
Superphénix. Yet, this reversal was mainly symbatid did not hinder the connection of new
nuclear plants to the electricity grid and a peaknuclear electricity production. The
promised moratorium on nuclear plant constructias wever voted on, even if it wde
facto implemented. This is not necessarily linked to @Gsebeing in government, as the
nuclear development plan was already fully realiaed as no nuclear plant reached its
projected end of life during this period. Nevertss as soon as the rightwing coalition came
back to power in 2002, the nuclear program was idchately re-launched with the decision to
build a new plant in Flamanville, followed by a sed one in 2009, planned in Penly. If the
Greens did not achieve a reduction of the weighmuzdear energy, they probably precluded a
further extension of the French nuclear prograntoag as they were in office. Given the
highly constraining legacy of past policy choicdswnsizing the nuclear program would
have been more costly in 1997 than in 1981: therelmncy between political time and
policy time gave the Greens little opportunity tother challenge French nuclear policy.

The logic induced by the changing coalition-relatedentives has persistent effects. The
nuclear issue became contentious during the lasWtawes of presidential and parliamentary
elections. In 2007, presidential candidate SégoRogal and the Socialist Party manifesto
announced for the first time a decrease in the ptmpo of nuclear energy through an
increase in the share of renewable energy by 2086talf energy consumption by 2020 (and
50% in a longer term). The conservative party odaugi, Nicolas Sarkozy, reacted to this
proposition by stressing the merits of nuclear gyein terms of C@ emissions and
comparative industrial advantage, so that this isgghotly discussed during the TV debates
involving the opposing candidates, which took pldoetween the two rounds of the
presidential election. The visibility of questiomtated to nuclear energy was even stronger in
the run up to the 2012 national elections whiclktplace in the aftermath of Fukushima, and
in the context of the decisions of several coustteephase out the use of nuclear energy. The
PS took a more critical position and promised tduce the share of nuclear energy in
electricity production by 25% before 2025, to operlebate over energy policy, to set a
moratorium on the construction of new plants uthtd end of this debate, to close the aging
Fessenheim plant and to give up the constructiona durther EPR in Penly. Public
controversies resulted from the decision of theseovative party UMP and of the executive
to politicize their pro-nuclear stance and to framelear energy in terms of employment,
purchase power and reliability. As a result, treigssseems to be absorbed by the traditional
left-right cleavage, with parties on the left (eptéghe PC) being more opposed to nuclear
energy than parties on the right (Brouard et all30 According to our theoretical
perspective, under these political conditions, demuic responsiveness is more likely —
within the limits of the policy legacy. The 2012 gkl alternation was associated with 3
policy decisions: the oldest nuclear plant (Fessenh will be shut down in 2016-2017
despite the recent authorization of the extensiontsofife span; the nuclear plant under
construction (Flamanville) will be finished and cected to the grid; the newest project
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(Penly) is canceled. Nevertheless any long term effettive policy effect remains to be
observed.

CONCLUSION

This paper contributes to the study of the rolel@hocratic responsiveness in policymaking.
This theoretical perspective also allows us to d&sth light on the determinants of French
nuclear energy policy. Based on the analyses girai longitudinal data on public opinion,
parliamentary activities, public policy developnmernd party politics over the post-1945
period, we question two current explanations feruhique stability of pro-nuclear choices in
France. First, our measure of public mood towardeanenergy shows that this stability does
not reflect a pro-nuclear climate of opinion: wesetve a persistent gap between French
public opinion and policy choices. As we demonstriditat nuclear energy has been on the
agenda for both the media and parliament for moa@ 60 years, this result suggests that,
even regarding salient issues, dynamics of democrasponsiveness are less strong and
automatic than suggested in the opinion-policyrdiiere. Second, arguments in terms of
technocracy, interest groups, path dependence emuistraints” of all kinds cannot fully
account for the observed lack of democratic respensss. We contend that this explanation
has to be complemented with respect to a negleeteable: party politics.

The continuity of French pro-nuclear policy doedaed appear to be rooted in the issue-
avoidance strategy of the main political partiespforced by the increasing inertia of past
decisions on nuclear energy policy. The historigek of strategic incentives to encourage the
main parties to focus on this issue can be expldyeconsiderations relating to policy, office
and vote. On the one hand, parties on the righiefpolitical spectrum were policy-oriented
in their pro-nuclear stances, as was the PC. Thesauclear formations had no interest in
politicizing an issue over which they were notume with the majority of French voters. On
the other hand, the Socialist Party had to acconaeoitis communist coalition partner and
sought to focus on issues that were not contentiatisn the PC. These constraints at the
party level have become combined with the impeeafiwr individual legislators to be re-
nominated by their party for the next election, evhcreated incentives to avoid questions of
nuclear energy policy in the parliamentary arenatanabserve party discipline when voting
over nuclear energy. The comparative analysis af ¢wtical junctures of French nuclear
history underlines the relevance of our explanatids. long as the Greens remained a
marginal party, the Three Mile Island and the Chbyh accidents did not shape party
discourses of nuclear energy: for a long time,h&eiimajor shocks, nor the resulting social
mobilization, and shifts in public opinion, affedt&rench nuclear policy. The pro-nuclear
consensus was broken only after the Green Pargnie@ potential coalition partner for the
Socialist party: the PS manifesto has become leddess pro-nuclear since then, in order to
preserve the pre-electoral coalition with the Gseen

Beyond the case of nuclear energy, we hope thaiattticle is convincing about the potential
of studying politics and policies together, everha case of a policy field marked by a high
degree of technical content, heavy path dependepogerful interest groups, and

considerable economic and natural constraints. imfleence of public opinion and mass

protest is neither a priori negligible, nor autoimand autonomous, but relies on further
mediating variables. Our results confirm observetionade by other scholars of the
importance of issue salience to understand pregcisBen public opinion is translated into

public policy (Monroe 1998; Gilbert and Henry 200@ulpepper 2011) and suggest that
salience is not a sufficient condition. A furtherucial variable should be considered in
models of responsiveness: the inter-party dynarafcsontention across issues. Strategic
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incentives to politicize nuclear energy appear t@becessary condition for responsiveness
to occur in France. Nevertheless, more comparatigek is required across policies and
polities in order to understand the interplay b&mealience, institutions and party politics in
the responsiveness process. For example, how #tigutional setting might mitigate the
effect of party politics is a promising area. A teysatic assessment of the conditions under
which public opinion may shape policies is currgrihe of the most challenging research
agendas in public policy analysis.
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Figure 1 Level of support to nuclear energy in France 19@%2 (French “mood”, with
confidence

interval)
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Figure 2 Attention to nuclear energy lre Mondel977-2008 (number of articles per year)
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Figure 3 Number of laws on nuclear energy related issue46-2912)
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Figure 4 Level of nuclear support among party-leaners anEe, 1980-2005
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Figure 5 Attention to nuclear energy, farmers and cultar€rench party manifestos
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Appendix:
energy.

List of survey questions used to comput¢he public mood towards nuclear

Source

Question wording (English translation)

Nb. of
data
points

IRSN

Radioactivity of nuclear plants will cause cars. * Disagree strongly * Tend to
disagree * Tend to agree * Agree strongly

15

IRSN

Further nuclear power plants should be constdl * Disagree strongly * Tend to
disagree * Tend to agree * Agree strongly

3

EB

All new development in the industrial field ingd effort, time and money, it may als®

involve risk. Here are 3 opinions about the develept of nuclear power stations,

which use atomic energy for the production of eleity. Which of these 3 statements

comes closest to your own opinion on the developménuclear power? * DK *
Worthwhile * No particular interest * Unacceptaligks

EB

| am going to read out to you some opinions &boalear energy and radioactivity.
For each one of these, answer whether you agrepletaly, agree to some extent,
disagree to some extent, disagree completely? wind.near a nuclear power station

increases the risks of cancer or abnormalitieildlien. * DK * Agree to some extent

* Disagree to some extent

EB

| am going to read out to you some opinions &bolear energy and radioactivity.
For each one of these, answer whether you agrepletaly, agree to some extent,
disagree to some extent, disagree comple+A54telyRnrraccident like what
happened at Chernobyl could not happen in a nuplaaer station in this country. *
DK * Agree to some extent * Disagree to some extent

EB

We'd like to hear your views on some importaaiitical issues. Do you agree or
disagree with each of the following proposals? Htrmengly do you feel? (Q.159B):
Nuclear energy should be developed to meet futoeegy needs. * DK * Agree
strongly * Agree * Disagree * Disagree strongly

EB/Trielec

Are you fully favourable, rather favobte, rather opposed or fully opposed to the
production of energy by nuclear power plants?

8

EB

To what extent would you say that producing teleity from nuclear power ... is
worth it from the point of view of cost? (1991 :attractive from the point of view of
cost?) * DK * Agree completely * Agree to some axté Disagree to some extent *
Disagree completely

CREDOC

Are you very worried, somewhat worried, vexty worried or not at all worried abou
an accident in a nuclear power plant? * DK * Vergrried * Somewhat worried * No
very worried * Not at all worried

15

IFOP

Are you very worried, somewhat worried, natyweorried or not at all worried about
nuclear power plants?

5

CREDOC

Do you agree with the French nuclear enpaligy? * Agree * Disagree * DK

IFOP

In France, 75% of energy production stems fnoigiear plants. In this respect, whichb

of the following opinions comes closest to yours® the risk of paying energy at a
higher price, the balance of French electricitydquetion using nuclear plants and
using other sources needs to be readjusted. * Adnre ©f nuclear energy should be
maintained in order to get electricity at the h@stsible price in France, even if this
can imply other drawbacks.

IRSN

In each of the following fields, do you coresidhe general level of risk for the Freng
to be * high * moderate * weak? Radioactive fallofithe Chernobyl accident.

10

BVA-Ifop

Would you be in favour or against the ctastion of new nuclear plants in France?

CREDOC

According to you, does the choice of nucézaargy in order to produce ¥ of French
electricity present more advantages or drawbacks?

28

26



“Les Following their opinion on the development of naelelants, French people can be| 45
Francais et | classified using this type of scale. As you seerdlare two big groups: those who are
la science” | against and those who are in favour: people candre or less against or more or less

survey; in favour. Where would you place yourself on thiale? * Does not place him or
Sofres; herself * Scale from 1 (strongly against) to 6detyly in favour)

EDF

Sofres, Regarding energy, two solutions are consideredytaghich one would you prefer? %5
Trielec Progressively replace old nuclear plants by nevs @m¢éhe same locations * Not

replace old plants and progressively phase outypis of energy production.

CREDOC | In a French nuclear plant, do you think thatrisk of a dramatic accident is * high * 19

low.
IRSN In each of the following fields, do you coresidhe general level of risks for the Frendb
to be * high * moderate * weak: nuclear plants.
IRSN In each of the following fields, do you coresidhe general level of risk for the Frengii5
to be * high * moderate * weak: radioative waste.
CREDOC | Is radioactive waste properly stored in Ee& No opinion * Yes * No 19
CSA Would you yourself accept living next to a raarl plant? * No opinion * Yes *No 2
IRSN Would you accept living next to a nuclear pfahyes * No 23
Sofres If a nuclear power plant should be setthegbur region, would you oppose it? 3
EDF What is your personal opinion on the use of nuokrgy in France? * Hesitating * |21
nuclear favour * Opposed * DK
barometer;
IFOP
BVA for What is your position regarding nuclear power gant 22
EDF

! Of course, we acknowledge the stimulating debatalwether political parties matter to the policyimak(e.g.
Blais et al. 1993, 1996 ; see Imbeau et al. 200&aricoverview). Our argument is that the literatiereds to
neglect the mediating role that political partiesynplay between public opinion and public policy.

2 According to government statistidsti://www.statistiques.developpement-
durable.gouv.fr/rubriqgue.php3?id_rubrigue=R5lectricity exports were superior to importstyTWh in
1995. This trade surplus tended to diminish in2880s — it fell to 60 TWh in 2005 and to 26 TWHRD09 — but
remained positive.

% See the report published in 2012 by the nationditaffice, available online:
www.ccomptes.fr/Publications/Publications/Les-cedisla-filiere-electro-nucleaire

* Four huge groups had dominated the sector fong period of time: Cogema (a CEA department dealiiily
R&D and nuclear safety), EDF (the sole company mewging nuclear plants), the Empain-Schneider group
(building the main components of the plants throitglsubsidiaries Framatome and Creusot-Loire),thad
Alsthom-Atlantique branch of the CGE group. Sin@@2, the main group has been AREVA (which was a
fusion of the CEA Industry department with Framatoamd Cogema).

® The level of support varies considerably if respenmts are asked about their general position, emptasing-
out option or on the non-replacement of aging pomants. This type of framing effect explains thab polls
realized in the aftermath of the Fukushima accidgnerated diametrically opposite conclusions. @/lkile
Sofres poll ordered by EDF, realized on March &5tH 16th, concluded that 42% of the sample wefavior of
a phasing-out, another poll performed by IFOP lfier Green party estimated this share by 70%.

® The data stems from regular barometers (Eurobaesm&SN; CREDOC; EDF), French election surveys
(panel electoral francajsTrielec), as well as from surveys implementedhsyinstitutes IFOP, IPSOS, Sofres
and BVA. All these surveys are based either onaandr quota samples and were implemented in fadae®
or telephone interviews. The N is in almost allesasuperior to 1000 — except, due to missing casesme
Eurobarometer items, where the N still systemdticaimains above 900.

" People refusing to position themselves, i.e. respondents and respondents adopting a “neutraifiqgros
were not included in the calculus of the ratio.dystruction, the nuclear index is sensitive todt@nge in
mind from positive to negative feelings or vicesagrbut also from indifferent and ambivalent fegdimo
positive and negative feelings.

® On the basis of a protest event analysis usingarati other sources, Swen Hutter has recentlyysemtian
indicator of the anti-nuclear protest mobilizatiareleven countries (Hutter, forthcoming). Over #18¥5 to
2011 period, France (along with the Netherlandauiees an intermediate level of mobilization, vitkver
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participants than Germany, Austria and Switzerlaatsignificantly more than countries such as Brjtialy,
Spain, the US, Belgium and Sweden. However, irsdw®nd half of the 1970s, the French and the Swiss
movements appear to be the strongest.

° Between 1977 and 2001, we relied on the annuaiihd Mondeto study the nuclear issue coveragéén
Monde.This tool lists all articles published by the neager by topic and includes several categoriegtirtk
nuclear energy (“nuclear energy”, “nuclear accitdemuclear security”), allowing to count how maayticles
were devoted, each month, to this issue. As thearndexLe Mondewas published only until 2001, we used
the thematic index of the online database Factivaotmplete our time series, by counting all aridlelexed as
covering the topic of “nuclear energy”. In orderctntrol for possible differences between the eteit and
indexed content dfe Monde we used all the available years on Factiva (12088). The analysis of the seven
common years proved that a source effect existghbatithis effect is weak and both sources arblhig
correlated.

10 A list of these laws is available upon requeghtauthors.

1 The 1972 law authorizing the creation of entegzrisxerting, on French soil, electrical activitygafropean
interest, and the 1976 law on installations classifor environmental protection, are also quotea aeference
in many nuclear energy decrees.

12We used the same question asked in three wawbs sfirvey ‘The French and Science’ fielded in 19889
and 1994. We also used two complementary survey888 SOFRES poll using the same question wordiilg a
a 2005 IFOP survey. The level of nuclear suppgtasents the percentage of respondents takingiqrogit
favor of nuclear energy, i.e. positioning themsslbetween 4 and 6 on a six-point scale going frstmongly
against nuclear plants’ to ‘strongly in favor ofctear plants’.

13 The following description of campaign discoursesnaiclear energy has been established on the bisis
press coverage of campaigns, as well as on thg papgrams, as collected by ti@omparative Manifesto
Project which were kindly provided by the CMP archivecdted at the GESIS (Cologne). Where possible,
these manifestos were completed with previouslysimgsones, for instance several UDF and FN progr@ms
list of these documents is available upon request.

4 For example, as early as 1958 the Gaullist Paatjgym focused on the energy sector as a priottiig:need

to go from research about ‘the resources of thenatim industrial application was emphasized.

15 From 1958 to 1978, the Communist Party had explicépeated the need for ‘the development of agrtu
and peaceful nuclear industry’.

1%1n 1978, the UDF party manifesto was in favortbg‘increase of our own energy resources, partigulae
nuclear ones (...)" and ‘the implementation of thelaar program during the next 5 years'.
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