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Building on previous research conducted on behalf of the Ford Foundation, this paper applies organizational field analysis methodology to the media ownership policy field.   Organizational fields are complex adaptive systems.  They exist within institutional boundaries and consist of interdependent overlapping sub-fields within which coevolving social actors organize themselves [23, 25].  Interactions among organizations in a field lead to quantifiable network effects including phase transition, information cascades, and preferential attachment [2, 29].  This paper focuses on identifying information cascades in the media ownership policy field, a sub-field of the overarching communication-information organizational field. 

To better understand how and why issues rise and fall on the policy agenda, this paper charts the evolution of the media ownership policy field by analyzing the activities and affiliations of relevant organizational actors.  It first validates the media ownership policy field as an appropriate case for analysis on a number of grounds.  Next, it defines the media ownership policy field and the interface within it that facilitates the convergence of actors involved in framing problems, identifying solutions, and implementing policy outcomes related to media ownership.  Next, it employs social network analysis methodology to measure the connectivity of the media ownership policy interface and the thresholds of individual actors in an effort to identify issue cascades that have led to policy changes over time.  Finally, it identifies issue cascades that have occurred at the interface of the policy field and have led to benchmark legislative outcomes including the Cable Communication Policy Act of 1984, the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, and the Telecommunications Act of 1996.    
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INTRODUCTION 
Public interest in communication and information policy typically waxes and wanes.  For instance, questions about information content arose as a major issue in the aftermath of WWII, given concerns about propaganda, only to lay dormant and eventually reappear in the 1970s with a new focus on children’s television.  Then, for a while, content issues seemed to be resolved.  However, with the advent of the Internet and its open, decentralized architecture, content related issues have emerged again in full force. 

Issues relating to media ownership have likewise had their ups and downs.  Until the mid-eighties, the government sought to limit media concentration by prohibiting certain types and levels of cross-ownership.  However, media concentration issues and their associated policies were subsequently superseded by technology advances, which promised to reduce spectrum scarcity and enhance media competition.  Ironically, the unintended consequences of these technology advances have generated new concerns about media concentration.  

What accounts for the rise and fall of communication- information policy issues, and the groups and policy advocates that lobby on behalf of them? As importantly, why do public interest groups emerge to champion some communication- related issues at certain periods of time, while not at others?  Understanding the answers to these questions is of considerable importance, especially as they relate to communication and information.  For communication is the process by which all social activity is conducted; hence policy-making in this area is generally coupled to other important policy areas, and with far- reaching consequences.  Because communication and information-based goods and services are both intermediary goods and end products, the impact of policies that affect their costs, availability, and use reverberates across all industry sectors as well as throughout the economy as a whole.  Likewise, policy concerns about freedom of speech and the free flow of information may cut across and conflict with defense- related concerns, as has recently happened in the post-9/11 environment.  Clearly, given the overriding importance of such issues, a robust public dialogue centered on communication and information policy is essential for both a healthy economy and a democratic society.  

Recognizing the importance of such a dialogue, this paper seeks to account for the rise and fall of communication policy issues, focusing specifically on policy issues related to media ownership.  Media ownership is an appropriate case for analysis on a number of grounds.  To begin with, the field of communication policy might be said to have emerged with the historical contentions and contests over property rights related to media ownership, which were brought about in part by the onset of new and competing media technologies.  Hence, looking at media ownership issues can provide a lens for examining the role of technology in generating the policy field as well as the rise and fall of issues within it.  Moreover, media ownership is to a large degree a meta-issue.  As media critics McChesney and Bagdikian have both pointed out, ownership of the media is a major determinant of whether or not media issues ever appear on the policy agenda at all [15; 1].  Equally important, the subject of media ownership is particularly timely, given the recent rash of mergers and acquisitions as well as the surge of public interest in how these developments will likely impact democracy and the public weal.  By mid -2000, for example, mergers in global media, the Internet and telecommunications were valued at $300 billion, three times more than in the previous year.  At the same time, concerned about media consolidation, approximately 56 percent of the public now believes that government manipulates the media [16]. 

In examining the rise and fall of media ownership issues, this paper employs a hybrid approach.  It conceives of the communications policy arena as an organizational field that occupies a distinct area of institutional space and operates according to its own sets of rules and logic [23].  Viewed in institutional terms, the policy field can be studied on a structural basis using tools of social network analysis.  Accordingly, we can analyze how media issues became policy issues in their own right, as well as conceive and measure the rise and fall of these issues as information cascades [29].  As we define them, issue cascades in the policy field occur at critical moments when one or more policy actors change their perceptions of, and/or formal positions on, a policy issue.  Their decisions help to determine the interplay between network connectivity and thresholds of other actors, which can lead to a chain reaction, whereby other policy actors are also induced to change their positions [29].  

In accordance with this approach, the paper proceeds as follows.  It begins by conceptualizing the policy field as a field of activities that emerges from, and overlaps, the organizational field of communication.   Next the paper identifies benchmark moments in the history of the communications policy field around which we can look to see how policy issues rise and fall.
 Employing social network analysis, we map the network of actors involved in such benchmark moments, and examine the structure of their relationships. To identify information cascades, we look at the relationship between the constraints on the network of actors as a whole as well as their individual threshold levels. Based on this analysis, the paper argues that, notwithstanding the importance of critical issues and good ideas, the structural variables that determine the framework for interaction in the policy field are important factors determining whether and when issues rise to the top of the policy agenda.  

ORGANIZATIONAL AND POLICY FIELDS 
Policy issues do not emerge from a vacuum.  Rather they come about already loaded with the baggage from their emergence in the organizational field.  To characterize adequately the context in which media ownership issues achieve momentum and a place in the policy field, we must begin by looking at the organizational field that gave rise to them.  

Organizational Fields: Organizational fields come about over time, as interdependent organizations act to create stability within their domains [23].  As Fligstein and Brantley have described it:    

The basic problem for organizational actors is to create a stable world so the organization will continue to exist.  This necessitates the construction of an organizational field where actors take each other’s actions into account in framing their own actions [8: 286]. 
Generally speaking, there are four interrelated developments entailed in the structuring of a field.  First, there is a growing interaction among organizations. Next, inter- organizational structures of domination and patterns of coalitions begin to appear.  Third, the field becomes increasingly complex as it deals with more and more information.  Finally, organizational participants become cognizant of their interdependencies, and aware that they are involved in a common endeavor governed by a shared set of rules [23].  Responding to a common environment as well as to each other, organizations within a field eventually become isomorphic [17]. 

As a result, organizations develop over time a set of structured practices and patterns of interaction, as well as a common meaning system unique to their institutional space.  Once these practices become taken for granted, they serve to recreate and reconstruct the existing order of things [30, 7].  Bounded by shared cultural normative frameworks and a common regulatory system, organizational fields are recognized as discrete areas of institutional life.  They serve to provide stability for interdependent organizations that depend on, but also must compete with, one another to carry out their objectives and access limited resources.

It is important to note that this structuration gives rise not only to consensus, but also to dissent.  Increased exchange is associated with a greater division of labor, which leads in turn to a greater disparity of power, as some actors in the field become more dependent on others for critical resources [4, 20].  As fields emerge, therefore, they are often the sites of highly contentious struggles for control [28].  The most powerful incumbents dominate the field, defining its boundaries, the meaning of the space, as well as the rules of the game [7, 8].  Weaker parties typically accept their inferior status, given their dependence and the benefits that accrue from participation in the field [28]. Although organizational fields are, therefore, relatively stable, they are subject to effective challenges and transformations over the long term.  For example, to the extent that an organizational field performs below expectations, and there is a large gap between rhetoric and reality, contenders for power will have an opportunity to put forward competing claims [3, 25].  Newcomers, located at the boundaries of a field, may also pose a challenge to incumbents.  Moreover, as carriers of new ideas and important resources, newcomers may be able to align themselves with discontents in the field, thereby overturning the powers that be [22].  To be successful, however, contenders must be able not only to outperform incumbents, but also to redefine the field with a more compelling legitimating narrative [18, 6]. 

The Policy Field: As an organizational field evolves, formal governance becomes a recognizable area of activity in and of itself.  That is to say, organizational actors regularly engage in governance activities—recognizing problems, examining alternative solutions, and interacting with each other to make and implement decisions.  At some point during the evolution of an organizational field, governance activities increase, and roles are differentiated and specialized to such a degree that an identifiable boundary becomes visible between those who interact for the sole purpose of influencing the rules of the game and those who actively play it.  Actors come to identify each other as specialists in the area of rule formation; new policy-oriented organizations appear; and boundary- spanning public actors engage in the process of creating and enforcing formal rules.  When public actors involve themselves in all types of governance activities, a policy sub field can be distinguished, embedded in the overarching organizational field and its institutional environment.  Typically, policy fields come about as a result of the growth and complexity in a contentious field, and the breakdown of order among organizational actors that are competing and cooperating to maintain and challenge patterns of dominance, power, and resource flows.  Such an occurrence takes place in one of two possible ways.  In one case, actors in the organizational field might be unable to govern themselves, and so they look to the government sector for help in resolving their issues.  Alternatively, and or/additionally, the failure of the organizational field to perform in accordance with public expectations may lead societal actors to seek intervention at the policy level.  In both instances, activities are shifted to the policy plane. 

In network terms, the emergence of a policy field takes the form of a ‘phase transition.’
  As such, an identifiable structural change comes about in response to the need for order in the organizational field, producing a sub field that has its own distinct purpose and modus operandi.  When governance activities increase, communication links among policy oriented actors become denser and more stable than those linking with actors that have different goals.  Increased interaction leads to the development of common understandings, behavioral expectations, and other benchmarks that define boundaries.  When public actors become involved in governing the organizational field, the boundaries of a policy field reach into the institutional environment, where the local culture of the organizational field has an impact, but where it does not completely mediate exchanges between public and private actors.

In sum, the policy field can best be characterized as a social network, distinguished by relationships among actors that share the common purpose of influencing policy outcomes relevant to the organizational field within which it is embedded [24, 27].  The policy realm is part of a network of networks; it is a component of a larger system.  According to Knoke, a policy domain is “ . . .a sub-system whose organizational members are identified by a common orientation to formulate, advocate, and select courses of action to solve the domain’s problems” [12: 163]. 
Policy fields are recognizable not only by their purpose of influencing policy outcomes, but also by smaller, specialized sub-fields of networked activity that seem, each in its own way, to achieve that influence.  These activity fields focus respectively on recognizing problems, researching and proposing policy solutions, and engaging in politics [11].  Recognizing a problem entails strategically and rhetorically defining an issue so that it is noticed or perceived in a new way.  The aim is to attract support to one’s side by forging or breaking alliances [27].  Identifying solutions to problems entails research and analyses by communities of specialists who concentrate on generating proposals in a given policy area.  Political activities involve selecting and implementing policy outcomes as well as instigating or reacting to changes in public opinion, interest group pressures, and administrative turnover in both bureaucratic and elected governmental positions.  
In order for the policy field to emerge—all three of these activity fields must be activated. For, it is the presence of public actors in all three activity fields that causes the governance structure of the field to overlap the boundary of the organizational field and spill over into the institutional environment. That is to say, the emergence of a policy sub-field fundamentally changes the field’s structure—in this case from hierarchical to a heterarchical structure [13].  See Figure 1 below.  The implications of a structural change of this magnitude are new constraints and opportunities (new rules of the game) for all actors within the boundaries of the field. 

These three areas of activity account for the policy field’s somewhat lumpy appearance in Figure 1.  As can be seen in the figure, although weak ties loosely couple the sub-fields, each acts relatively independently, “governed by different forces, different considerations, and different styles” [11: 87].  In Bourdieu’s terminology, each activity field has its own ‘habitus’ or local culture that structures actors’ positions in the network vis a vis power relationships; delimits behavioral expectations; and determines the nature of resource exchanges.  The local culture helps determine the activity field’s boundaries, providing standards used by actors to recognize those who belong and those who do not.  These standards are cognitive manifestations of shared meaning systems that are taken for granted within a given social network, and constitute the foundation on which actors build trust and reduce uncertainty as they interact and communicate [10, 25].  
The emergence of a policy field creates the potential for robust policy debate because it creates an environment where public policy actors and those from the private sector can interact and influence one another directly.  The areas where activity fields overlap the boundaries of the organizational field, reaching into the institutional environment, are fertile ground where mutual expectations and the common currency of information can facilitate communication among public and private groups that seek to influence the governance of the organizational field. However, while the emergence of a policy field is a necessary prerequisite, it does not ensure that issues receive adequate attention from policy makers and opinion leaders.  For issues to rise on the governmental agenda, activity fields must converge and a significant number of policy actors from each activity field must come together at the network interface.
  
The network interface is the mechanism that facilitates communication across the boundaries of partially nested fields.  It operates in the context of structural norms and cognitive schemas.  For example, in social networks the interface may take the form of role expectations, language, codes and/or symbols.  When local cultures blend together in these overlapping spaces, clusters of actors can find common ground upon which to communicate. In the policy field, actors not only communicate across boundaries of specialized areas of activity; some also perform multiple roles, causing activity fields to overlap to some extent. 

The interface of a policy field is the social space where policy actors come together and play multiple roles in matching problems with solutions and implementing outcomes.  It is where activity fields overlap and local cultures blend.  We propose that the structure of the policy field’s interface plays a significant role in determining whether actors can overcome individual thresholds and policy changes can occur.  See Figure 2 below.  

<<FIGURE 2>>
It is within these overlapping areas of policy fields that information cascades penetrate the boundary of an interface.
 

An information cascade is the process by which ideas and innovations spread throughout social networks [29].  In a policy field, cascades change the political opportunity structure [S&G], so that issue advocates find it more or less costly to access information and ‘spread the word’ about their interests.  That is to say, the structural conditions allow new ideas to penetrate disparate clusters and foster significant shifts in the way actors perceive policy alternatives.  Cascades occur throughout policy fields, but only those at the interface are linked to the rise and fall of issues on the government agenda [11].  Hence, we call these kinds of cascades, which span the boundary of the policy interface, issue cascades, and it is upon these types of cascades that we focus our analysis. 

Issue cascades can stem from any of three types of critical events: 1) those related to activities at the policy interface such as legislative, judicial, and regulatory actions; 2) those related to specialized governance activities, such as framing problems, researching and proposing solutions, and making and implementing decisions, and 3) those related to any manner of exogenous shock that occurs in the organizational field or society itself [14].

However, critical events can only lead to issue cascades in the policy field when structural properties of the network and thresholds of individual actors come together within what Watts calls the ‘cascade window.’  As he describes it:  
… in social contagion, a system will only experience global cascades if it strikes a trade-off… between local stability and global connectivity [29: 241]. 

 Local stability refers to an individual policy actor’s threshold for change.  Actors’ thresholds reflect the cost/benefit trade-offs that must be considered before they can change their perceptions about policy positions.  When it becomes less costly for actors to change, chain reactions can occur as new ideas spread throughout the field.  As Grannoveter describes, an actor’s threshold for change is: 

. . .the number or proportion of others who must make one decision before a given actors does so; this is the point where net benefits begin to exceed net costs for that particular actor [9: 1420].

Cost benefit values are formed through feedback from others in the field.  Thus, thresholds of actors can best be understood in terms of the extent to which they are constrained by others in the network.  Network constraint refers to the degree to which information can flow among actors in a field  [5].  The extent to which a network is constrained affects the diffusion of ideas, and hence the likelihood that cascades can occur.  The network constraint on a policy actor depends on the size of its communication network, the number of communication channels to which it has access, and the extent to which it dominates others in the field.

While all networks are constrained to some degree, actors within the network experience those constraints differently.  Constraints are greatest when actors interact exclusively with the same others to such a degree that highly redundant information forms the foundation upon which their values, perceptions, and policy positions are based.  Only when an actor is exposed to divergent points of view will it consider alternatives as legitimate choices.  In a highly asymmetrical policy field, most actors are further constrained when a few dominant actors control their access to information that allows them to consider alternatives.
Global connectivity refers to the average number of direct linkages actors have with others in the network.  Or, what Watts calls the ‘average number of neighbors’ in the network [5]. When connectivity is either too low or too high, cascades that bring about change cannot occur.  For, even when policy actors’ thresholds for change are relatively low, they cannot change their perceptions if they lack communication channels through which they can be exposed to new ideas for matching problems with solutions.  And, when maintaining a high number of redundant communication channels, policy actors have neither the resources nor the motivation to forge new ties. The remainder of this paper describes the methodology used to analyze these two structural variables and interprets results that show how they indicate issue cascades in the media ownership policy field. 

METHODOLOGY 
The social network analysis methodology employed in this study is highly experimental and paves the way for future research in this area.  For, attempts to empirically measure cascades in complex social systems, and examples of such research, are few and far between [29].   

To measure and map issue cascades in the media ownership policy field, we analyze the interface and chart changes in network connectivity and individual threshold measurements over time.  The purpose is to determine if changes in these structural variables occur in relation to specific benchmark moments when significant change occurred in the media ownership policy field. 

The benchmark moments in media ownership policy history that we have used to frame our analysis of the field’s evolution are: The Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, the Cable Communication Policy Act of 1984, the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and the FCC cross ownership rules first promulgated and then rescinded in 2003.  We further determined that the policy activities where all three policy roles (framing problems, proposing solutions, and implementing decisions) are most likely played out are judicial, legislative and regulatory proceedings.

Social network data sets consist of bounded populations of individual actors and defined relationships among them.  The population analyzed here is bounded around policy actors that participated in activities at the interface of the policy field.  And, the policy actors identified within this boundary are related to one another to the extent that they participated in the same activities.  This type of network, known as an affiliation network, maps the policy interface in terms of the degree to which policy actors have similar access to the same information due to the fact that they participated in the same policy related activities. 
Having determined the boundary of the policy interface and defined the nature of the relationships to be measured, we then collected the network data available from 1967 through 2005.  A LexisNexis search of Supreme Court, District Court, and Court of Appeals cases yielded 35 cases that were related to the keywords “media ownership,” two of which were deemed irrelevant and deleted from the data set.  A LexisNexis search on legislative histories of the previously mentioned benchmark legislative moments yielded 173 Congressional and Senate hearings that affected media ownership policy decisions.  A similar LexisNexis search on regulatory activity was less helpful; although we found information about proposed rules and official rulemakings, such results did not provide information about who convened and participated in the decision making processes that led to such outcomes.  We turned instead to the FCC website where we found 4 ‘En Banc’ hearings that were related to media ownership issues.

The policy actors involved in these 212 judicial, legislative and regulatory activities, which occurred from 1969 through 2005, make up the social networks at the interface of the media ownership policy field.  Content analysis of the transcripts and/or agendas for each of the 212 proceedings identified all of the policy actors located at the interface of the policy field.  To capture the complete data set, we constructed an affiliation matrix that includes 2978 policy actors and links them to one another whenever they participated in the same proceedings. 

In order to look at the evolution of the field over time, the complete data set was broken up into five-year time spans.  That is, measurements for each year, from 1969 to 2005, include policy actors that participated in activities within the previous five years.  Policy actors were dropped from the network when they were inactive for five years and never returned.  Data collection yielded 32 affiliation matrices each containing the actors and the relationships related to the 212 judicial, legislative, and regulatory activities that occurred during each relevant five-year time span. 

To measure the structural variables associated with actors’ thresholds and network connectivity, each of the 32 affiliation matrices was imported into the UCINET social network analysis software program and converted to adjacency matrices.  Each matrix is dichotomized so that strength of ties are not considered in calculations; that is to say, the strength of ties among actors that participate in multiple activities with one another are the same as are those that participate in only one activity together.  Further, as is the case with all affiliation networks, ties are non-directional in that information is shared among actors equally rather than being sent and received in an asymmetrical fashion. 

To measure actors’ thresholds, the UCINET program uses Ron Burt’s network constraint formula to quantify the dynamics that emerge from the combination of three structural properties—size, density, and symmetry.
 None of these three structural variables can, on its own, determine the constraint on the network. Each contributes, either positively or negatively, to network constraint, depending on the other two [31].  Included in the package of functions that measure Burt’s network concepts is the ‘effective size’ of actors’ personal networks.  This is the measurement used to determine each actor’s ‘average number of neighbors.’ 

Each of the 32 matrices constructed for this analysis was mapped with social network analysis drawing tools to illustrate the evolution of the field over time.  Figure 3 below is one example depicting organizational policy actors that engaged in the media ownership policy interface, along with their affiliations, from 2001 to 2005.  Note that the network consists of four separate components where some actors lack bridging ties that allow them access to information shared in activities in which they did not participate.

Figure 3: Media Ownership Policy Interface, 2001-2005 
A second example, in Figure 4, illustrates the media ownership policy interface during a period when information flowed more freely among policy actors.  This example illustrates organizational policy actors that were active in the interface from 1993 to 1997.  Clearly in this example, even though there are two small outlying components, most policy actors that are active at the interface of the policy field have similar access to information. 

Figure 4: Media Ownership Policy Interface, 1993-1997 
RESULTS 
From a visual standpoint, it is clear that the size, density, and symmetry of the media ownership policy field has fluctuated over time.  Figure 4 illustrates the large and dense interface that dominated the years leading up to the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, landmark legislation that was, and continues to be bitterly contested.  Figure 3 however, illustrates the interface before and after new FCC cross ownership rules were first promulgated and then rescinded in 2003.  In the latter case, public interest activity was reactionary and occurred mostly in the outer lying areas of the policy field, especially in the activity field where advocates against the new cross ownership rules framed problems and garnered public support against the FCC.  Although it was called for in the public sphere, no significant legislation resulted from these activities. 

While such assumptions can be made that an issue cascade did not penetrate the interface of the policy field during the 2001-2005 time span, only by comparing empirical measurements of the policy field’s interface can we confirm such was the case. To illustrate how structural properties of the media ownership policy field have fluctuated over time, averages of network connectivity and actor thresholds are converted to a ratio and plotted along a timeline in Figure 5.  The vertical lines intersecting the plotted data indicate the occurrence of the previously identified benchmark legislative moments.   

Figure 5: Ratio of Network Connectivity to Actor Thresholds in the Media Ownership Policy Interface, 1973-2005

Although there was insufficient data to measure the interface prior to The Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, it is clear that ratios of network connectivity and actors’ thresholds peaked prior to the passage of the Cable Communication Policy Act of 1984, the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, and the Telecommunications Act of 1996.  Notably, activity at the interface was beginning to ramp up prior to the passage of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, which sparked vigorous efforts on the part of policy actors to wrestle for political power during debates over the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

After the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, many believed that the advent of new technologies had put an end to spectrum scarcity and the need to protect the public interest in media ownership.  Only when the FCC’s new cross- ownership rules brought new dangers of media convergence and concentration to the fore did public interest groups begin to rally against corporate interests that stood to gain from the new rules. 

An interesting case for further analysis is to analyze the networks involved in the ‘problem framing’ activity field.  A legitimate hypothesis is that a cascade in this area coincided with these new rulings and their ultimate reversal.   
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� Another, more in-depth version of this analysis provides an historical perspective of the media ownership policy field and the basis for its emergence.  As Douglass North has emphasized, history matters [19]: Policy issues and outcomes are, at any one moment of time, the product not only of existing circumstances, but also—and as importantly—of the long path of historical events and circumstances that preceded them [21]. 


� The concept of a phase transition explains the emergence of sub-fields that exhibit different properties than the overarching networks in which they are embedded [2].  When communication linkages among policy actors increase to the point that each actor has at least one linkage associated with field governance, the network reaches a critical point where it transitions from a disconnected phase to a connected one.  Phase transition is a universal reality in all non-random networks and “its apparent validity presents one of the deepest and most powerful mysteries of modern physics” [29].


� It is important to note, however, that this process of convergence does not necessarily take place in a linear or sequential fashion, but rather at critical moments when windows of opportunity open and enable policy actors to come together and bring their issues to a public forum [11].


� Cascades regularly occur in social networks but are often localized.  A phase transition is an example of a global cascade, one that affects the entire network and brings about the emergence of a subfield.  On a smaller scale, cascades may impact only a small subgroup of the network or even an individual actor. As described by Watts (29: 235), “… when a percolating cluster arises in the context of social contagion, we say the system is susceptible to a global cascade.  Cascades of smaller sizes happen all the time—every shock, in fact, triggers a cascade of some size, even if just the lonely innovator himself.  But only global cascades grow in a truly self-perpetuating manner, thus altering the states of the entire system.”


� Burt uses the term ‘hierarchy’ to describe the power structures inherent in organizational networks.  We use the term ‘symmetry’ so as to avoid confusion and use the terms ‘hierarchical’ and ‘heterarchial’ when describing the emergence of the policy field.





