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Executive Summary

This thesis deals with the application of agendtingeand decision theories to a con-
crete case of European policy making: The casé@fHuropean satellite navigation
system GALILEO.

Focusing on March 2002, the date when the finaisttat on the realization of GALI-
LEO was made by the European Council in Barceltmathesis elaborates on the geo-
political, economic and financial engineering backmd of the Council decision.
While the geopolitical situation since the late @99was in favor of GALILEO,
significant fiscal pressures in important EU memdtates were preventing the issue to

gain momentum on the EU agenda.

With the background of the decision described, thesis turns to theories of agenda
setting and decision making that allow for a systetranalysis of the decision situation
and decision process. The agenda setting partduntes a high and a low politics route
and stages of issue careers as issue specificatipansion and entrance. The decision
making part provides theories of bounded ratiopailitcrementalism, garbage can and a

policy window approach.

With these frameworks introduced, the case of GAQdLcan be attributed to a high
politics route and issue career stages can beeapi situations of GALILEO’s way
through the European decision process. Decisiooridge enlighten the decision made
by the Council and as a key turning point emerpespresentation of a new study with
different fiscal and economic projections conceg@ALILEO in end 2001. This study
allowed to readjust policy makers their previougaiee assessment of the economic
perspectives of the project and to give the “goadheWith a different perspective, this
new study could be interpreted as a seemingly tigeqgustification for political
leaders to decide in favor of the project, althougany doubts about the financial
feasibility of GALILEO remained. This situation ditwell with the theoretical approach

of Kingdon’s policy window and has characteristiéshe garbage can model as well.
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1. Introduction

“Europe has finally taken the political decisionlainch this strategic [satellite naviga-
tion] program. Today we are seeing the creative sicEurope,” declared Ms Loyola de
Palacio, the Commission Vice-president respondiimdransport and energy. "This is
good news and it shows the European Union's cap@citarry out an ambitious indus-
trial project that will create 150, 000 highly gidiad jobs and generate income of some
10 billion EUR a year. It will help Europe to maait its autonomy, its sovereignty, its
technological capacity and control of its knowledgde concludedQommission of the
European Union, 2002y his statement followed the sober words of thecBlana Euro-
pean Council that only a couple of days beforaddecto ask the Transport Council
“...to take the necessary decisions regarding bog¢hftimding and launching of [the
GALILEQ] program” (Presidency of the European Uni@002)

2009 was supposed to be the year in which the vgomdst sophisticated global satel-
lite navigation system, named GALILEO in the astnoer’'s honor, would be fully op-

erational. Four centuries after Galilei looked itite sky to understand our place in the
universe, 30 state-of-the-art satellites shouldehagen looking down on us, their po-
werful beams offering answers about where we ave aied how to get where we want

to go next.

Instead, 2009 started — just as it will end — with@ single one of the 30 satellites of the
GALILEO constellation in orbit. At one point in 20@he whole program seemed set to
fail, following the collapse of the private consomh of aerospace and telecommunica-
tion companies that had been selected to buildopedate the rival to America’s GPS

system.

Obviously, this highly complex prestigious techrgptqoroject faces, seven years after
the enthusiastic decision cited before, severe lpnab and is far from running
smoothly. And, even when many problems that emtrday were foreseeable in 2002,

the European Council made the decision to launelptbject.

The questions this thesis will deal with are thea political agenda setting and decision

process: Why has GALILEO finally been launchedhaligh many obstacles hindered a
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positive decision on the project for many years?atWitas the “critical mass” to get the
go-ahead for the process? What where the circuicessahat allowed for the launch?

Why March 2002 as the time point of decision on Gaéko? While it is true, that the

project has been discussed over many years in edwanthe final decision in March

2002, it has never been entirely clear, that tregept would go beyond the status of
feasibility studies and definition works. Clearthe political interest in the case was
latent — pushed by mighty lobby groups. At the séime, the overall constellation was
not in favor of the project in particular the fisstdance in many important EU member
states was tight in the late 1990s and early 2086d, in order to focus the scope of
this paper, the council decision of March 2002 wlagsen as the key point of reference
for this paper. The developments since then, veilbbly shortly been outlined in parts

of chapter 2.
In detail, this paper will be organized as follows:

Chapter 2 willpresent Europe’s satellite navigation systerno the reader and will ela-
borate on the situation in the run-up of the BamsalEuropean Council of March 2002,
i.e. the geopolitical situation. Also, the key econc, fiscal and financial engineering

aspects will be touched.

Chapter 3 will presertheories of agenda setting and decision makinghat will help
later (in chapter 4) to analyze and understandspieeific political process of decision
making in the case of GALILEOTheories of agenda settingwill help to reflect the
critical time of pre-2002 in the light of a highlgi@s and low politics route and in view
of issue specification, issue expansion and isatrarece. These categories will provide
a systematic framework to understand GALILEO’s vaaythe EU agenda. Thaeci-
sion making theorieswill provide the necessary theoretical backgroumdnalyze the
process of decision making from the actors perspedte. in view of rationality of the
decision, its incremental aspects and that of bagge can situation and policy window
in March 2002.

Chapter 4 willapply the theoriesto the case of GALILEO, chapter 4.1 will deal with
the agenda setting issue, while chapter 4.2 wallyae aspects of a more micro-based
decision making of actors and will deal with thelagation of garbage can and window
of opportunity to the case of GALILEO.



Chapter 5 will try toassessf presented theories fit the case of GALILEO gmdvide
suitable sources of interpretation of this spe@bmplex case of policy making. Also, it
will be interesting to see, if, given the specigmse of GALILEO, it seems possible to

transfer some of the findings to other cases obpean policy making.



2. GALILEO - Europe's Satellite Navigation System

The following chapter will draw a rough picture thie specific aspects of GALILEO
and what the circumstances of decision making we2002. In the four subchapters,
aspects dealt with, are: What is GALILEO, what igssgourposes and what where stages
of project development and what is the state of ffal); a description of the geostra-
tegic background underlying the decision in favbiGALILEO in the late 1990s and
early 2000s (2.2); economic projections attributethe launch of the project, not only
in the industries primarily concerned in deliveritige necessary satellite and ground
module hard and software, but to the creationlefid market in application tools (2.3);
finally, questions of financial engineering, pretsem a key in understanding the agenda

setting and decision process of the GALILEO pro{ect).

2.1  Purpose and State of Play

The GNSS (GALILEO) satellite navigation projectpart of the critical infrastructure
policy of the EU and refers to active and intendestket adjustment intervention to
ensure that large-scale, technology-intensive strfugtures of vital interest are devel-
oped and maintained. As such, the GALILEO systeabls to:

e strengthen European transport infrastructures tjamaland transport, and mari-
time) and the functioning of other structures

» create positive macro-economic effects, user benéfidustrial competitiveness

and employment

* increase Europe's strategic control and ownerstiipngthening its position in

the world (Lechner; Baumann, 2000).

At the end of the deployment phase, currently pdanat 2011, the system will com-
prise a fleet of 30 medium-Earth-orbit satellitAlso, Europe wants to begin operation
of GALILEO before the US next-generation Global i#osing System (GPS) Il is
launched, as it is scheduled to be in 2011 (Ca609).

There will be three main navigation services avdda



* TheOpen Service(OS) will be free for anyone to access. Receiwglisachieve
an accuracy of less than 4 m horizontally andtleas 8 m vertically if they use
both OS bands.

* The encryptedCommercial Service(CS) will be available for a fee and will of-

fer an accuracy of better than 1 m.

« The encryptedPublic Regulated Servic PRS) and Safety of Life Service
(SoL) will both provide an accuracy comparablen® ©pen Service. Their
main aim is robustness against jamming and thahielidetection of problems
within 10 seconds. They will be targeted at seguitthorities (police, military,
etc.) and safety-critical transport applications-{i@ffic control, automated air-
craft landing, etc.), respectivelyiéwthorpe, M., 2005).

Phases of the ProjectOriginally, the GALILEO project has been develdgeintly
with the European Space Agency and EU as a civdrahcommercially oriented radio
navigation system under private-sector operationatrol. Thedefinition and devel-
opment phasesran from 2000 to 2009 and were financed throudatdral national

contributions to an ESA program and EU budget means

Today, thedeployment phaseis organized as a fully EU-run and financed openat
where the EU budget provides 3.4 billion EUR withiie current financial perspective
until 2014. The first tenders for the project ateedo be terminated mid 2009 and are

also organized by the EU Commission.

The operator model for thexploitation phase due to begin in 2012/2014 and to cover
the whole 30 year life cycle of the system is rgread upon yet.

2.2  Geostrategic Assets

Designed in the 1970s by the US Department of Befethe Global Positioning Sys-
tem (GPS) was in the late 1990s and early 2000l isastill so today - the only fully
functional global positioning system. While itsginal purpose was strictly military, a
less accurate level of GPS has been freely avaifablworldwide civilian use since the
constellation reached full operational capabilityl©95. The United States, through its

provision of the GPS is able to promote its nationgerest by maintaining the system



as an international public good. The benefits @lvling such a system include inter-
national prestige, technological leadership, ecanooompetitiveness and security
(Larsen, 2001).

In contrast to GPS, GALILEO has been conceived asviian system (Mowthorpe,
2005). One of the main arguments in its favor & thwill give Europeans independent
and guaranteed access to a service currently mo\bg a foreign power. The risk that
— especially in times of war — the US might dedm@am certain GPS signals and there-
fore compromise the integrity of civil applicatiorssthought to be low. At the heights
of the 1999/2000 Kosovo conflict, US president Bilinton ordered that this capability
of the system be turned off. With no own positigninformation available, European
military participating in the operations were aattlpoint relying on information pro-

vided by the American forces.

Yet, even if Europeans could be certain that AnasicGPS signals would never be
interfered with, having two suppliers of satellitavigation data would be tremendously
valuable from an operational point of view. No reathow benign the US Department
of Defense is, in systems of the grade of compjexita satellite navigation system, a
backup system is always advised in questions efdifd-death. Parallels with the situa-
tion before the launch of the Airbus program anelent (Lungu, 2004)

The GALILEO program represented an attempt by Eeirtqp promote critical infra-
structure in an arena where Europe has no natoraparative advantage, but where
international competition is being advanced throggkiernmental intervention (Glea-
son, 2006). The promotion of the European navigatiod positioning system, along
with its associated infrastructure, can be seeanaattempt by Europe to become an
effective strategic partner, or, as a memo of tfg& Réntagon suggests, that Europe

would begin to challenge US dominance in a straglyiimportant technolog}.

2.3  Economic Perspectives

Since Europe, unlike the United States' GPS Sygjaanantees part of the signal, GA-

LILEO may be used for air traffic control, finantteansactions and other applications

! Letter of Paul Wolfowitz, Vice Secretary of Defenso the EU Ministers of Defense of December 1,
2001



involving legal liability. GALILEO should have a oamunication payload to transfer
navigation information. This would enable incomeb®generated from airliner, truck,

taxi and bus fleets.

But besides immediate economic effects throughcthestruction of the system and
generated income from its users, the main drivette installation of a second satellite
navigation system with superior services is to ter@alead market in a technology field
that is deemed to be of utmost strategic importdocére European technology indus-

try, i.e. application hard and software linkedhie GALILEO system.

The cumulative economic and social benefits of QALD to Europe were estimated at
the end of the 1990s up to 2020 conservativelyabiion Euros, with a total invest-
ment cost of 6 billion Euros. France, Germany,yltaind the UK each have a 17.3%
share in the program, with Spain's share 10.13%Basmldium's 4.79%. EU estimates
showed that GALILEO would create 100,000 jGbs.

A 2001 PricewaterhouseCoopers stydstimated the economic perspectives of GALI-

LEO as follows:

+ GALILEO is economically justified: the cost-benefinalysis shows a
strong case for public sector commitment to thgeato The business plan
developed in this study shows a very positive testefit ratio. It is sub-
stantially higher (almost double) than for compédarge publicly funded
transport infrastructure projects (e.g. motorwaysyorts or highspeed rail-
ways). The study estimates the total benefits a78 bn (nominal price
value) at a total cost, including operation of gystem, of only € 3.9 bn
(which implies a cost-benefit ratio of 4.6). Thatio should ultimately be
even higher as for this study, only the benefitstiie transport sectors were

taken into account.

« The study underlines the huge potential benefitSALILEO in terms of

applications for a wide range of sectors startinognfall transport modes, to

2 UK DTLR, Department of Transport, Local Governmantl the Regions, Consultation on a European
Commission’s Communication on GALILEO — Involvingipre in a New Generation of Satellite
Navigation Services, 1999

* PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Inception study to sugpertievelopment of a business plan for the
GALILEO program TREN /B5/23-2001
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personal communication and location, police, find aivil protection oper-

ations, energy exploration and transport, insuraageculture and fisheries.
Although more difficult to quantify, the study alsbows that social benefits
are significant, notably for the protection of teevironment, employment

and European technological development.

« The study identified two major sources of marketereie: royalties from
chipset sales and revenues from service providFmgections showed that
GALILEO would achieve positive operating cash flalkeady as from 2011
onwards (only three years after beginning operation

2.4  Financial Engineering in Early 2002

The stages for the carrying out of the programtaedespective financing were defined

at the end of 2001 as follows:

« adefinition phase, nearing completion 80 milliodRE already financed by
ESA contributions and funding from the EU budgeip@osed to run until
2001

- a development phase, that was at that time setstofiom 2001-2005 with
public financing of 1.1 billion EUR to 1.3 billioBUR, already programmed
within the budgets of the European Union and theopgean Space Agency.
The larger part of it (60 percent) were financedhmy ESA, that is through
bilateral financial contributions of ESA members.

« A phase of deployment of the satellites (2006-20@/th financing 2.1 bil-
lion EUR,

« An exploitation phase as from 2008, with maintemaegpenses of about
220 million EUR a year (Commission of the Europélmon, 2001).

However, against the backdrop of an increasindlycdit fiscal situation in most of the

EU countries in the early 2000s, in particular narfee and Germany, neither a direct
budgetary support for the deployment phase thramgladditional ESA program was
possible, nor did the net contributors to the Elddmi agree upon additional public

funding for the deployment phase. The rather vagoenises of additional growth ef-
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fects through the expected development of a lea#tehan Europe alone did not suffice

to overcome immediate budgetary constraints.

At this stage of the discussion, a new Pvgfudy confirmed in end 2001 previous
estimations on the costs of GALILEO: 3.6 billion RWo complete the infrastructure of
the system, on the assumption of a « worst caseagoe» that includes significant

contingencies and spare satellites.

Also, as a key finding, the study elaborated onfdasibility of a Public Private Part-
nership for deployment and exploitation phaseshefgroject: These two phases were
supposed to be funded essentially by the privateoseThe private sector would be
compensated with the revenues coming from the @paraf the system after its full
launch, i.e. through user fees for high qualitywges, and on a quasi-tax on terminals
sold. Revenues generated should allow paying fantemest on the equity invested by
the public sector, to service debts issued by thvate sector to gather additional capital
and to pay for the maintenance costs of the system.

* PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Inception study to sughertievelopment of a business plan for the
GALILEO program TREN /B5/23-2001

> Additional means were foreseen in the EU budgetphly to guarantee a timely launch of the
deployment phase, not as a substantive and lastimgibution to the program.
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3. Agenda Setting and Decision Making from a
Theoretical Perspective

While the political, economic and financial setsnig the run-up of the final decision
were discussed in the previous chapter, the papsrtarns to questions of theoretical
frameworks that allow for a systematic analysistlod situation and the process of
agenda setting and decision making in the caseAdfllEO. Part 3.1 of this chapter
will provide an overview of the theory of agenddtisg, in particular in view of the
European Union. A distinction between a high paditand a low politics route will be
introduced. In sequence, the stages of issue smh, issue expansion and issue
entrance will be presented. Agenda setting has bleesen as starting point of the theo-
retical part of this paper as discussions and pghay in the run-up of the final deci-
sion on GALILEO in March 2002 can be well explainegth this agenda setting
framework. Part 3.2 will present decision makingathes that will allow an assessment
of the characteristics of the specific decision mglprocess of GALILEO, in particular
motivations for actors to decide. Also, this chaptdl present theories that allow for
some insight as concerns the advancement of tHecprm the political process, i.e.
incrementalism, garbage can and policy window aggito

3.1 Agenda Setting

The literature (Cobb, Elder, 1972) understandsridgéas the list of issues that receive
serious attention in a polity. Depending on whgiidng this attention, several types of
agenda may be discerned, such as the politicaldagéhe list of issues that receive
serious attention from decision-makers), and thielipiagenda (the list of issues that

receive serious attention from ‘the general pupliKingdon, 1995).

In the context of the EU, the distinction betwearbl and political agendas is less
likely to be relevant, as public involvement in BEcision-making is very limited. Po-
litical protest plays a much smaller role at the tB&in at the member state level (Imig,
Tarrow, 2001). Moreover, the existence of an EWblmusphere’, a pre-condition for
having an EU public agenda, is questionable torbegh (Princen, Rhinhard, 2006). A

13



focus on political-public agenda dynamics is thenefless relevant in an EU context

than it might be in other polities.

3.1.1 High Politics and Low Politics

As shown, the difference between publically sendgeand politically set agenda and is

of lesser interest in the case of the EU. Howeaesimilar distinction may be made

between types of agenda processes in the EU, mgeatdouble logic between ‘high

politics’ and ‘low politics’ in the EU (Caporaso,eler, 1995); (Peterson, Bomberg,

1999).

Ideal-typically, issues can come on to the agendane of two ways and the logics be-

hind are quite different:

either they are placed on the agenda ‘from aboyehb political leaders in the
European Council (the ‘high politics’ route). Thiseans, that the high politics
route is primarily a political one. In the high figis route, issue initiation is dri-
ven by high-ranking political figures assembledthie European Council. The
reason for placing an issue on the agenda is tber@nce of a shared political
problem, often highlighted by a symbolic event.

or they are placed on the agenda ‘from below’ bgeets working together in
Commission Expert Groups or Council Working Part(@se ‘low politics’
route), with other words, the low politics routepgmarily a technocratic one.
Hence, issues will arise as a result of professi@oacerns among people
working in the same issue area, which operate dspstemic community’ in
the sense described by Haas.(Haas, 1989). Conwergmound a given ap-
proach may occur gradually, as different pointsiefv grow closer to one other
(Princen, Rhinard, 2006).

To give a deeper insight on how the two routesajdRochefort, Cobb (1994) devel-

oped four stages of ‘issue careers’: issue inttgtissue specification, issue expansion

and issue entrance. The issue initiation stageekeiif a subject is dealt with in the “the

high politics route” or the “low politics route”.he following stages will develop as the

following elaborations and Figure 1 show.
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3.1.2 Issue Specification

Issue specification has to do with the further efabon of a general issue into a set of
specific demands (i.e. proposals). This is clogelated to the process of framing,
which is central to much of the agenda-settingdiiere (Rochefort, Cobb, 1994) The
way an issue is framed is intimately linked witle tbpecific venue in which it is dis-
cussed (Baumgartner, Jones, 1993). In the higtigmfoute, the European Council will
normally limit itself to defining the broad outlisef a common approach, leaving the
details for lower level institutions to work ouh the low politics route, on the other
hand, expert groups and working parties will seekKarmulate specific, technically
sound proposals on a given issue before sending the into the broader decision-
making system. Issue specification in the low pediroute is likely to reflect the sec-
toral biases and technical frames of the groupsvemdting parties from which they
emerge (Princen, Rhinhard, 2006). In the case ®fBtropean Union’s institutional
framework, this could mean discussions that diffiets objectives and outcomes in the
Budgetary Working Group in contrast to working gvewf other sectors and Council

formations.

3.1.3 Issue Expansion

Issue expansion describes the way issues are ni@y@hd the initial actors in specific
venues to a wider set of participants. In the Iuglitics route, issue expansion typically
takes place from the European Council to lowerllenaitutions that have the power to
adopt formal decisions, such as the Council of Mers and the European Commission.
In the low politics route, issue expansion takexceltowards the higher level institu-

tions that eventually have to decide on propog&im¢en, Rhinard, 2006).

3.1.4 Issue Entrance

As issue entrance the literature (Princen, Rhin2006) describes when an issue gains

access to the formal agenda of EU decision-maketsoth routes, this is normally not

the same venue as where the issue was initiatesl.tWwb processes present distinct

opportunities and risks in terms of agenda entrafibe main opportunity inherent in

the high politics route is that it may overcomeifpcdl and institutional inertia by
15



creating a large amount of political impetus foarte. The main risk, however, lies in
the watering down or return to inertia that maywaoehen attention shifts to new issues
and the political impetus fades. The main oppotyuai the low politics route lies in the
creation of a self-sustaining dynamic and reaclairigoint of no return’ by gradually
expanding EU activity on a given issue. Yet the magk of this route is that issues
may be blocked or ‘hijacked’ once they move outdlteconfines of low politics insti-

tutions and the circle of participants is widened.

Stage in issue career High politics route Low politis route

Initiation By political leaders due to politicall Out of professional concerns in
salient event epistemic communities

Specification Formulation of political consensusFormulation of specific and tech-

on an EU response in the Europeanical policy proposals in Expert

Council Groups and Working Parties
Expansion Towards lower levels of decisior Towards higher levels of decision-
making in the EU making in the EU
Entrance By creating political momentum By gradually buildiimpetus

Table 1: Characteristics of the two agenda settingpputes®

In reality, the two rotes will most likely not oacin their ‘pure’ forms, however, the
two routes may be linked in a number of ways, ascen and Rhinard (2006) rightly

point out:

* agenda-setting processes around certain issueagcansomewhere in between;
for instance, with issues being initiated at theerimediate level of decision-

making by permanent representatives.

* issues may change character over time and thugdeathnging agenda dynam-
ics. An issue may originate as a low politics isdue suddenly gain political
momentum due to a focusing event or convergendhiiking at the high poli-

® Princen, S. and Rhinard, M.: Crashing and Creegiggnda setting dynamics in the European Union,
Journal of European Public Policy 13:7, Septemio@621119-1132
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tics level. The reverse is also possible: an issag begin as a high politics is-
sue but then recede into obscurity, only to bertake again by lower level offi-

cials.

» the two processes might be unfolding simultango{gsi nearly so), each having
a reciprocal effect on the other. Issue initiatoay occur primarily through the
high politics route, for instance, while issue sfieation is influenced more by

low politics agenda dynamics.

3.1.5 Empirical Expectations

This theoretical framework gives rise to some eiogirexpectations. Institutional
structures will play an important mediating role as issue’s agenda career unfolds.
This will also most likely be the case with GALILE@ the stages of initiation and
specification, institutional constraints will latgedetermine which frames are feasible
and effective. Legal limitations to the EU’s congietes, for instance, will constrain
issue initiation and shape how an issue can bdfigukadn particular if the project has
been originally launched as a inter-governmentajegt in the ESA-framework, not as
a EU project. Moreover, the multiplicity of EU vessi means that several different
‘issue specifications’ may emerge from low-levebgasses. In the expansion stage, the
complexity of EU institutional structures will offepportunities for actors to steer pro-
posals into certain venues, and to call upon syhgpiat expert communities to build
support. Many rounds of Council working groups aeslpective opportunities for the
Commission to intervene in the process, will mdstly in a complex case as GALI-
LEO play an important role in this regard. Theatiof new actors and new venues can
present problems to those who desire the placeofeam issue on the EU agenda in a
particular form. This, in turn, may affect the grests for entrance of an issue on to the

EU’s political agenda.

3.2  Decision Making

Decision making can be regarded as an outcome gifittee processes leading to the

selection of a course of action among several radteres. Every decision making

process produces a final choice (Reason, 1990)olitput can be an action or an opi-
17



nion of choice. Human performance in decision mgkerms has been the subject of
research from several perspectives. From a psygiwaloperspective, it is necessary to
examine individual decisions in the context of acfeneeds, preferences an individual
has and values they seek. From a cognitive petigpethe decision making process
must be regarded as a continuous process integratbd interaction with the environ-

ment. From a normative perspective, the analysisdiidual decisions is concerned
with the logic of decision making and rationalitydathe invariant choice it leads to
(Kahnemann, Tversky, 2000).

In decision making also a line has to be drawn betwindividual decision making and
collective decision making. While individual deasimaking comprises only one indi-
vidual being forced in a situation of decision twtout its preferences and then apply
its decision to a reality setting, collective demis are more complex and the interests
of different actors (be them their self individuyads collective actors in the form of cor-
porate actors, coalitions, movements, clubs or@assons) must be aligned in a more
or less systematic way to reach a decision (Had#82; Olsen, 1965). Newer publica-
tions (Thaler, Sandstein, 2008) point to the liohiterizons of individuals and that in-

dividuals are restricted in their own world of ctes.

3.2.1 Rational Decisions and Bounded Rationality

Some models of human behavior in the social scemssume that humans can be
reasonably approximated or described as "ratioeatities (see for example rational
choice theory). Many economic models assume thatlpeare on average rational, and
can in large enough quantities be approximatedctaaecording to their preferences.
The basic idea of rational choice theory is thatgoas of behavior in societies reflect
the choices made by individuals as they try to méze their benefits and minimize
their costs. In other words, people make decisabymut how they should act by com-
paring the costs and benefits of different coutdezction. As a result, patterns of beha-

vior will develop within the society that resulofn those choices.

The main problem with rational-comprehensive apginesa is that it is often very costly
in terms of time and other resources that must dtéd to gathering the relevant
information. Often the costs and benefits of theoues options are very uncertain and
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difficult to quantify for rigorous comparison. Tleests of undertaking rational-compre-
hensive decision-making may themselves exceedehefits to be gained in improved

quality of decisions (Johnsen, 1994).

The concept of bounded rationality revises thisiagxion to account for the fact that
perfectly rational decisions are often not feasihl@ractice due to the finite computa-

tional resources available for making them.

The term is thought to have been coined by HerBenon. In Models of Man, Simon
(1957) points out that most people are only pardltional, and are in fact emo-
tional/irrational in the remaining part of theirt@ns. In another work, he states "boun-
dedly rational agents experience limits in formimigtand solving complex problems
and in processing (receiving, storing, retrievitrgnsmitting) information”. Simon de-
scribes a number of dimensions along which "classimodels of rationality can be
made somewhat more realistic, while sticking wittla vein of fairly rigorous formali-

zation. These include:
* Limiting what sorts of utility functions there mighe.
* Recognizing the costs of gathering and processifogmation.
» The possibility of having a "vector" or "multi-vadd" utility function.

Simon suggests that economic agents employ thefukeuristics to make decisions
rather than a strict rigid rule of optimization.éyhdo this because of the complexity of
the situation, and their inability to process amanpute the expected utility of every
alternative action. Deliberation costs might behhamd there are often other economic

activities where similar decision making is reqdire

Kahneman (2003) proposes bounded rationality ao@ehto overcome some of the

limitations of the rational-agent models in econofiterature.

Gigerenzer and Selten (2002) argue that most decisieorists who have discussed
bounded rationality have not really followed Sinsomleas about it. Rather, they have
either considered how people's decisions might Adensub-optimal by the limitations
of human rationality, or have constructed elabomgatmizing models of how people
might cope with their inability to optimize. Gigerzer instead proposes to examine

simple alternatives to a full rationality analysis a mechanism for decision making,
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and he and his colleagues have shown that sucheshmepristics frequently lead to bet-

ter decisions than the theoretically optimal prased

3.2.2 Incrementalism

Because an exhaustive analysis of the costs arefitseof every conceivable option for
dealing with a problem in public policy is oftenduly time-consuming and expensive,
large organizations (and often individuals) mayre® a practical shortcut in deciding
on possible improvements of existing programs. Gnlgw of the many possible op-
tions are seriously examined, and these tend tmbs that involve only small changes
in existing policies or procedures rather than galdinnovations. Changes are thus

made only "at the margin."(Johnsen 1994)

Lindblom (1959), the original author of the theafyincremental decision making es-
sentially says that a rational technical approaamot possible, and he offers an alterna-
tive — or at least an explanation of why the desgigolitical maneuvering of adminis-

trative decision making may not be as bad as iearp

Lindblom's perspective is seen in two other areteted to public administration: Wi-
davsky’s “Incrementalism, and Defense BudgetindiBliographic Essay “ applies the
incrementalism theory to military budget issues”ild&vsky, 1994) and political struc-
ture, while Dahl (2003) to the theory of pluralism.economics it is related to Nobel
Prize-winner Herbert Simon's (1957) work on limitadionality. The core elements of

the Lindblom’s theory are:

« Ends and means are intimately intertwined, i.e.,often know our ends only

from consideration of the means we are contempgjatin

+ Only a few means are considered ... [Assumes tlaatugers have limited time
andother resources (including information) to decisie they can only do non-

comprehensive analysis.]

« ... and only those which don't represent too much departure from the status
qguo. (Thus the name, "branch method", where eaditypbranches off to

another.)
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« Evaluation of the means is crude, in that many equences are ignored. (This
ignoring of consequences often occurs because arfalysis is not possible.)

« Choice among the means is determined by agreememcuinterested parties

rather than by summary indicators arising fromahalysis.

« Agreement is the only empirical indicator of virfugecause values are not

usually clear-cut or even shared.

3.2.3 Garbage Can Model

The garbage can model was developed Cohen, MathCisen (1972) in reference to
"ambiguous behaviors", i.e. explanations/intergirets of behaviors which at least
appear to contradict classical theory. The garlzagemodel was greatly influenced by
the realization that extreme cases of aggregatertamcty in decision environments
would trigger behavioral responses which, at |&éash a distance, appear "irrational” or
at least not in compliance with the total/globalawmality of "economic man” (e.g. "act
first, think later”). The garbage can model wagioally formulated in the context of
the operation of universities and their many irdepartmental communications prob-

lems.

The garbage can model tried to expand organizdtaesion theory into the then un-
charted field of organizational anarchy which isarcterized by "problematic prefe-
rences", "unclear technology" and "fluid participat. The theoretical breakthrough of
the garbage can model is that it disconnects pnadlesolutions and decision makers
from each other, unlike traditional decision thedspecific decisions do not follow an
orderly process from problem to solution, but anécomes of several relatively inde-
pendent stream of events within the organizati@uhen, March, Olsen, 1972). Four of
those streams were identified in Cohen, March alsérCs original conceptualization:

* Problemsrequire attention, they are the result of perfaragagaps or the inabil-
ity to predict the future. Thus, problems may oraje inside or outside the or-
ganization Traditionally, it has been assumed firablems trigger decision

processes; if they are sufficiently grave, this rhappen. Usually, however, or-
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ganization man goes through the "garbage" and léwka suitable fix.... called

a "solution".

* Solutions have a life on their own. They are distinct fronolgems which they
might be called on to solve. Solutions are ansW@ime or less actively) look-
ing for a question. Participants may have ideasstutions; they may be at-
tracted to specific solutions and volunteer to glag advocate. Only trivial so-
lutions do not require advocacy and preparatiomgmiftcant solutions have to
be prepared without knowledge of the problems theght have to solve.

* Choice opportunities are occasions when organizations are expectethifdc
they are expected) to produce behavior that casalbed a decision (or an "initi-
ative"). Just like politicians cherish "photo opfmities”, organization man
needs occasional "decision opportunities” for raasanrelated to the decision
itself.

» Participants come and go; participation varies between problantssolutions.
Participation may vary depending on the other tdamands of participants (in-
dependent from the particular "decision” situatimler study). Participants may

have favorite problems or favorite solutions whilsly carry around with them.

Why "garbage can"? It was suggested that organizatiend to produce many "solu-
tions” which are discarded due to a lack of appabderproblems. However problems
may eventually arise for which a search of the ggebmight yield fitting solutions
(Kilduff, Angelmar, 2000)

Probably the most extreme view (namely that of pizgtional anarchy) is that of the
Carnegie School. Organizations operate on the lbasmconsistent and ill-defined pre-
ferences; their own processes are not understotigelymembers; they operate by trial
and error; their boundaries are uncertain and ahgngecision-makers for any partic-
ular choice change capriciously. To understandrorgéional processes, one can view
choice opportunities as garbage cans into whiclowakinds of problems and solutions
are dumped. The mix of garbage depends on the hiabeled cans available, on what
garbage is currently produced and the speed witbhaparbage and garbage cans are
removed (March, Olsen, 1979).
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3.2.4 Policy Window Approach

Kingdon (1995) describes the process of openingl@ypwindow as involving three
convergent streams: tipgoblem streaminvolving problem identification and recogni-
tion often based upon indicators or focusing eveths policy stream populated by
disparate policy communities producing alternatieesl proposals; and thmolitical
stream incorporating shifts in public opinion, adminidtom changes, and interest
groups. These streams, all flowing independentiy wilife of their own and driven by
differing forces, are coupled by policy entrepremseat critical points in time in an
effort to influence agenda setting and advocatécpdalternatives. A policy window
then opens “because of change in the politicabstrer... because a new problem cap-
tures the attention of governmental officials amolse close to them,” thereby providing
the opportunity for action in the form of policygmosals and alternatives (Kingdon,
1995)

In essence, a policy window opens in either thdéipal stream, or the problem stream
leading to coupling efforts on the part of entreygnes and a place on the decision
agenda. If, however, coupling does not occur wienproblem or political streams set
the governmental agenda, there is little chanceéean will rise on the actual decision

agenda on which action is to be taken, as themmgdsy themselves are not capable of
setting decision agenda items. Thus, when a proldedentified and the political envi-

ronment favorable, it is vital that the policy stne produces viable alternatives. Other-

wise, the risk of an item fading from the decisagenda is vastly increased.

3.2.5 Empirical Expectations

Like the theoretical framework of agenda settirigg framework of decision making
creates some empirical expectations. While compisktutional structures may blur
many single decisions, they nevertheless providesdme ground for rational choices:
the length of the processes, the number of perswadved and the many checks and
balances in the course of an issue through theratedures lay ground for a solid base
of information and hence, a rational decision. ¢ same time, many particular inter-

ests have an impact on the single decision andut®me may appear much less ra-
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tional than the years of information gathering aodputational sort-out of variations
would suggest.

Incrementalism is certainly a theory with some erogi evidence, however, transferred
to a “big-bang” one-time decision like a go or rmfgr a large-scale, highly politicized
project, may not add much insight. Incrementalisauld be more easily to detect in a
sequence of EU Council working groups where prsjese dealt with on an expert
level.

Garbage Can and Policy Window seem to have a hegjnee of practical evidence.

Many projects are in the air without making it eitho the agenda — they are kept down
by parties with the respective interest in low-lgpelicy streams — or do not reach suf-
ficient high level support until some significarddikground variables changes and the

projects can take off.
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4. Agenda Setting and Decision Making: The Case of
GALILEO

In this chapter the frameworks and theories preskmt chapter 3 of this paper will be
applied to the concrete case of GALILEO. The chaptgins with the application of
the agenda setting theories and then turns toghkcation of the theories of decision
making. With regard to agenda setting, the papér discuss GALILEO’s routes
through high and low politics, issue specificatissue expansion and issue entrance.
Concerning decision making, theories of rational Bounded rationality, incremental-
ism, garbage can and Kingdon'’s policy window apphoaill be applied to the case of
GALILEO, so as to provide a deeper insight of tkeeisions made in March 2002. Both
sub-chapters, 4.1 and 4.2, have the same periluat st the run-up of March 2002 and
the following months - as reference, but offerféedent theoretical perspective.

4.1  The Agenda Setting of GALILEO

Since the mid-1990s, the idea of setting up a Eeanpsatellite navigation system draw
increasingly attention (Munsberg, 1999). Being ghhi technical issue, and, at the
same time an issue that involves space and nafweatige, discussions in both chan-
nels of attention, were gaining momentum, in théliousphere and in the political
sphere. It is right to assume, that in the EU cdrfee public sphere is underdeveloped
and, hence, might not be the central playgroundherdiscussion on GALILEO (Imig,
Tarrow, 2001). Nevertheless, the public spherertmuted to the discussion, if not on a
concrete level of development/deployment/explatatibut in some member countries,
in particular in France, the public opinion inclddanti-American resentments, foster-
ing the wish and the vision to set up a Europeamweight to GPS.At the same
time, a number of charismatic political leaderd thare at that time at the pinnacle of
their power, choose to put forward the satelliteig@tion issue in the highest political

spheres, that is the European Council and in bdhtegh level meetings.

Also, representing an issue that comes with a Ipigtiile, multi-billion Euro tender

volume, the European space industry was since nyaays actively pursuing the

" Le Monde, Article: Bruxelles a su resister auxsgiens americaines, March, 27, 2002
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project, gathering support from political decisiorakers in military and business ad-

ministrations.

Hence, GALILEO made its way de facto on both agendlze public and the political,

which is rather unique, given the technical compjeaf the subject.

4.1.1 GALILEO in High Politics and Low Politics

The idea that GALILEO’s main stream is to be fowatdhe political route, fits to the
definition developed by Caporaso and Keeler (1998 actual issue initiation is a
political one that is, the actual go-ahead for pheject came in March 13-14, 2002,
when the European Council decided unanimouslyad #te project and advised their
Transport Ministers to enact the release of 450aniEUR in order to fund the starting
of the development phase of GALILEO.

In contrast, the route of low politics is not craicfor that one point in time, March
2002, that the project has been launched. Whiteany working party sessions models
of development and respective financing have bésrugsed, no clear agreement could
be made on working party level. At best, technacrand professional concerns among
people working in the area of transport, sateli@ed military went into the direction
that it might be positive for Europe to have a liggenavigation system of her own. At
the same time, opposition came from those profaatsoworking on the financial side
of the project, as in 2002 it was clear that ayftdinded project- in particular not a fully
funded deployment phase - would not be possibléinvithe given financial frame-
work(Commission of the European Union, 2001).

4.1.2 Issue Specification, Expansion and Entrancé GALILEO

Following further Rochefort's and Cobb’s (1994)uss career, issue specification, ex-

pansion and entrance, GALILEQO’s case comprises aoatipely little surprises.

As toissuespecification the frame provided for the issue is the Eurog@anncil, as a

project of this size, its financial and budgetamplications but also its political bris-

ance, could only be dealt with at the highest malitlevel. As Rochfort and Cobb

(1994) suggest, the European council limited itsethe case of GALILEO to defining

the board guidelines of a common approach, leathagdetails for lower level institu-
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tions to work out. It is true, that also in the &€a&d issue specification, a certain degree
of preparatory work has been carried out in TRENkivg groups, in the Budget
Committee and, of course in the COREPER. At theesame, the lower levels of po-
litical decision were not able to overcome the #meproblem of the lack of funds for
the deployment phase. Any council formation, ag@airéds promoter of the satellite na-
vigation system they might have been, knew thatilad and discontinued investment,
would be politically not feasible. The differing glee of promoting the project within
different levels and formations of working groupslaCOREPER, fits well in Roche-
fort’s dictum of sectoral biases: While the Bud@etmmittee was fairly reluctant to go
ahead with the deployment phase without havingranm@red-down contract with the
private sector consortium in order to have a chat reliable funding scheme for the
deployment phase, other sectoral formations weHesitant to go ahead, in particular
the TREN working partie$.

In issue expansionthe dominant high policy route of GALILEO is onc®re stressed,
as the following communication from the council izates: “Following on from the
unanimous conclusions of the Barcelona Europeam@iban 13-14 March 2002, the
Council of Transport Ministers today released thé50m needed to develop GALI-
LEO, Europe's satellite navigation and positiorsggtem, and at the same time adopted
the regulation establishing the joint undertakimgponsible for operating it.” This
statement proves that the high policy route is igaslel-like followed as the European
Council empowers the subordinate Transport andgyn€ouncil to proceed with the
program and to release 450 million EUR following t(RREN Council session of March
26, 2002.

Finally, issue entrancethat is according to Caporaso and Keeler, wheissue gains
access to the formal agenda of EU decision makiare, again, the dominance of the
high politics route can be observed. With many TR&NnNcil sessions before March

2002 and a number of occasions where the Europeandl discussed GALILE®) the

® Euractiv.com: Transport Council adopts GALILEO gram, March 27, 2002

® The European Council came closest to a positivesidecon GALILEO in its Stockholm meeting in
March 2001, when the lack of sustainable fundignfthe side of the industry put the project again o
hold.
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issue made a clear entrance on the high policyerdutertain backing from the techno-
cratic low-level route can also be detected as nvaorking party and COREPER ses-
sions worked on feasibility studies éfcAt the same time, the key question of a politi-
cal judgment of industry support for the projectiicohave never been made by any
other formation than the European Council itsedeing in mind the enormous politi-
cal prestige of the project (and the risk of faajJuand the considerable budgetary obli-

gations involved!

4.2  GALILEO: Decision Making

At this juncture, it makes sense to reiterate, tleaision making can be regarded as an
outcome of cognitive processes leading to the Beteof a course of action among
several alternatives. Every decision making progessluces a final choice (Reason,
1990). The output can be an action or an opinionhaoice. In the case of GALILEO,
obviously the interest lies on a choice of actibatts, to decide to launch the satellite
navigation system in March 2002. As the decidén ithis case the European Council, it

is clear that we deal with an act of collectiveidien making.

4.2.1 Rational Decisions and Bounded Rationality

As outlined in chapter 3 of this paper, many ecocomodels assume that people act
rationally, and can in large enough quantities fygreximated to act according to their
preferences. In the multi-player, multi-layer eowniment of the European Union, this
large enough quantity is present, as the sheer euailprocesses, decisions rounds and
the number of smart players involved account faigh degree of statistical reliability
with little variance.

Simon (1957) argues iklodels of Man that limits in formulating and solving complex

problems and in processing (receiving, storingrieeing, transmitting) information

'° PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Inception study to sugthertlevelopment of a business plan for the
GALILEO program TREN /B5/23-2001

' In addition, a long-term liability that is necess# launch, deploy and operate a project like
GALILEO (i.e. a 30 years horizon) is, from the legarspective, slippery ground in the EU budget law
The longest reaching financial outlook the EU hassadisposal is the seven year framework —
considerably less than the life span of a sateilitégation system. Also, the EU budget is notvedid to
draw on credit financing, limiting further the pdsities to fund long-term projects.
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severely limit the base for a rational decision &atls to a bounded rationality. While
this might be the case in more individually driygoecesses, EU decision making offers
its players usually months of preparation with ¢odesable man power and financial
means involved to direct technical studies to raise level of expertise. Also, many
rounds in working groups, COREPER and Council sessallow for a large setting to

exchange views on any aspect of a subject.

Seen from outside, it seems more, that the maibl@mois to understand all rationales
behind decisions and voting patterns on all leeélEU decision making of all players
in a complex case like GALILEO, then that playecs according to a bounded ratio-
nality.

. Actions of representatives in working groups in &els might not be consistent
with their own opinion but might be a watered-doeampromise found within
their own government’s coordination processes. $files of Finance naturally
put a greater emphasis on the financial engineeasfrguch a large scale, long
running project, like GALILEO, in particular whemutgetary law restricts legal
possibilities of long term financing and sustaimahinding options are elusive.
Line Ministeries, like TREN Ministers would care redfor the technical feasi-
bility and economic second-round effects of sateliavigation. The position a
member state finally presents in Brussels, in paldr in the European Council,
will have to strike a balance between these diffepositions within one gov-

ernment.

. Or, a position presented in Brussels in the cas8 AfILEO might not be that
of the member state’s governance at all, it mightehbeen the outcome of a
compromise with another government in exchangestipport for another issue

in a completely different context.

Without sufficient information on all rationales afl the players, on all levels, it will
not be possible to fully draw a map of rationaliden, but, given the facts mentioned
before, it seems realistic that rational decisioakimg is highly relevant in EU

processes:

» The geostrategic and military playing field seemffer little explanation for

an alternation of a rational decision in March 280?pt in favor of GALILEO,
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as parameters were clear after the Kosovo cristk tae “turn-off of GPS

through the US executive.

* However, after a change of some parameters ofwtbalh estimation of the eco-
nomic outlook for GALILEO, in particular the expedtfinancial contribution of
the private sector to the system, and the featsilofi a PPP, the setting for the
decision were altered in the “last second” befbeermeeting in a way that pres-
sure to vote pro GALILEO became too great to rdsistdecision makers, even
if their former rational analysis of the situatitold them to vote again$f.On

the basis of the new study, a rational decision wasade possible

4.2.2 Incremental Aspects of GALILEO

In contrast to decisions made by rational reflettjdhe incremental approach seems to
offer little insight for a high profile decision iane single European Council session,
like the decision on GALILEO.

Incremental practices are more likely to be founddecision preparatory working
groups and line-ministry Councils like the TREN noil. Therefore, it is true, that in-
cremental practices also play a role in high peofiases, such as GALILEO. A unique
single point decision whether or not to launchrgdascale project is, however, not to be
characterized as an incremental decision. Theablacrementalism might be seen in
parallel to the high politics route and the lowipcd route, discussed earlier in the
agenda setting section of this paper: A pure fofra cational one-point-in-time-deci-
sion is as little likely to be found, as a purehhjgplitics route case of agenda setting.
Nevertheless, the incremental route can be cadlieldest, a preparatory route, forming,
with its gathering and weighting of information apicbposing little variances to a sub-
ject, the ground for a rational decision. Lindblancase criteria for incremental changes
do not fit to the case of GALILEO, in particulahetidea that only those ideas can be

chosen by deciders that do not deviate too much the status quo (Lindblom, 1957).

12 PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Inception study to sughertievelopment of a business plan for the
GALILEO program TREN /B5/23-2001
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4.2.3 Garbage Can and Policy Window: The Window oOpportunity for GALI-

LEO

The garbage can modefits fairly well to a case of high profile poliapaking, such as
GALILEO. The four streams identified by Cohen, Maand Olsen (1972) are easily to

extract from this specific case:

The problem stream is the result of a performarage o this case the lack of a
European Satellite navigation system. The probleggeéred the search for a
suitable solution, and the EU came up with thegmogoncept of GALILEO.

The solution stream would see the satellite namgasystem as a challenging
and interesting technical project that would beca-to-have. So, it is the solu-
tion that is having a life of its own and that ey advocated actively and for a
long period of time by pressure groups, e.g. theogean space industry, but
also discussed in academic and military circless Bblution is looking for the

fitting problem that can be solved.

The EU Council meeting in March 2002 can be seah@ghoice opportunities
stream: Political pressure on participants to caipevith a solution, that is to
give Europe an independent satellite navigatiotesyswas high; and the pub-

lic, at least the well informed public, expectedezision to be made.

Finally, the participants stream is, in the cas&ALILEO, that in March 2002,
those Council members, that were highly in favothef project were at the pin-
nacle of their power. In particular, freshly ree¢éet President Chirac of France
with the important French space sector behind hams & most ardent promoter
of the project. The French side was particulariprgy as its steadily reiterated
argument that space intelligence would have tcndependent from the US be-
came more credible after the US comportment irkibsovo crisis.

Ultimately, Kingdon’s policy window approach assumes that a policy window opens

in either the political stream, or the problem aitneleading to coupling efforts on the

part of entrepreneurs and a place on the decigienda (Kingdon, 1995).
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In the case of GALILEO, this would suggest a shfpublic opinion or a shift in the

opinion of the administration due to a specificeemtl event, which is comparatively
easily to identify as the Kosovo crisis. HoweveGeatain time-lag has to be attested:
The event of the Kosovo crisis and the US imposed-down of GPS data for Euro-

pean military and intelligence happened in earlg@0

Obviously, a counter weight stopped the window peroimmediately after the trigger
event. Here, the financial engineering played tlsomrole. Against the backdrop of
tight fiscal situations in major EU countries, Betd@ommittee and ECOFIN resisted
for a long time the launch of GALILEO, as no suffiat funding was available for the
deployment phase and no sustainable concept foextpleitation phase was found ei-
ther (Presidency of the European Council - ECORDN1).

Only with the new numbers presented in the PwCysiuldecame possible to alleviate
reservations footing on financial reasons. Fistelllenges were presented in a more
manageable way with higher revenues and a mor¢ loaded revenue profile. Costs
were deemed comparatively stable and reinforcediqus calculations. Also, with
public funds scarcely available, the idea was binbug to provide private funds for the

deployment and exploitation phases of the project.

* On the revenue side, the PwC study came up withifgignt higher returns and
with a more front-loaded revenue profile. OveraiVenues were estimated at
951 million EUR until 2020, while previous studiestimated revenues at 640
million EUR or 625 m EUR.

* On the costs, the PwC study came up with higherbmusthan previous ESA
and EC estimates. However, cost increases werearatnely smaller than the
additional revenue estimated by the PwC study agek\wwn part due to the fact
that the PwC study came out as the last estimdterercost overruns in the de-

velopment phase already materialized.

» Also, the study advocated the feasibility of a RiP¢ject, so that the public side
would be liberated from the financing of the deph@nt phase, in exchange for
the concession of the rights to generate reverabs transferred to the private

sector, once the system is operational.
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Euro m PwC Geminus Study* GALA Study*
(2001

2010 2011 2012 2010 2011 2012 2010 2011 2012
prices)
Service 6 70 200 65 125 165 25 80 305
Revenues
Purchase 60 300 gil5 10 60 215 30 75 109
Revenues
Total 66 370 515 75 185 380 55 155 415

Table 2: Revenue Comparison PwC Study v. Previoug®lies™

Euro min 2001 Development Deployment

prices

Total

PwC

Ground segment 423
Space segment 562
ESA costs 99
Contingencies 166
Other 127
TOTAL 1,377

ESA

341
485
83

91

999

EC PwC ESA EC

903 354 471 1,840
1,270 979

98 55 48 62

99 170 150 198
180 50

1,100 2,029 1,698 2,100

PwC ESA EE

777 812 2,743
1,832 1,464
154 131 160

336 241 297

307 50

3,406 2,697 3,200

Table 3: Cost Comparison Development and Deploymer@ase Studies, PwC Study

v. other Studieg®

“ Dutton, L., Brami, S., Pasquali, R., & Haro, P: TREMINUS Galileo Service Definition in:
Proceedings of the International Symposium GEOMARKO, Paris, France, 10-12 April 2000.

'* European Project GALA was the prior study of thebgil architecture of the Galileo system, realised
by several companies and institutes in the Euro@sanmunity, for ESA (European Space Agency).

' PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Inception study to sugpertievelopment of a business plan for the
GALILEO program TREN /B5/23-2001

!¢ As before.
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In sum, the presentation of the PwC study in |@@12strengthened the assumption that
the GALILEO project would be financially viable. gether with the positive signals
from the private sector to agree on a PPP for ¢epdmt and exploitation phase, and
hence with the assumption that additional expefugehe public side could be avoided,

the chorus of those doubting the viability of thiejpct was significantly weakened.

With the financial engineering reservations dimeid and the political argument, that
Europe could not allow herself to stay in the hahtbreign powers in view of satellite
navigation, produced the necessary shift in théipal stream to finally launch GALI-

LEO: the policy window opened.
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5. Conclusion

This paper applied theories of agenda setting @&ctsibn making to a concrete case of

European policy making: The launch of the Europsaiellite navigation system GA-

LILEO.

The key point of reference for agenda setting axistbn making is the Barcelona Eu-

ropean Council of March 15 and 16, 2002. While uésed in many sessions before, in

this sp

ecific session the Council decided to askMinisters of Transport to make the

necessary follow-up decisions regarding both timelifug and launching of this program

and the setting up of the operational unit cong@atith the organization of the project,

the Joi

nt Undertaking in cooperation with ESA.

The theoretical framework for analysis of agendtirgeand decision making helped to

sort out a number of observations that could beaeted from the political process in
the case of GALILEO:

1. While it is not possible to purely attribute thizse of political agenda setting to

2.

either Corporaso’s high or low policy route, theeada setting of GALILEO is
obviously more characterized by the high politioste. Rationale: high public
visibility, prestigious technology involved, ancetiquestion if Europe is able to
emancipate herself from US dominance. Also theradseie career stages, such
as issue specification, expansion and entrance #fwwharacteristics of a high

policy route.

With regard to decision making, the overall polpgcess in a complex negotia-
tion issue, as GALILEO with its many layers of oatl and then Brussels cir-
cles of decision making, allows for a rather ragiloapproach to decision mak-
ing. Over the preparatory period of many years, yrstndies were conducted
and expert rounds were hold, so the empirical basalecision making was

fairly solid. In particular, this holds true, whecknowledged that the studies
closer to the positive decision on GALILEO prov@enore positive perspective
concerning costs and expected revenues. At the samagthe decision on GA-

LILEO, seen from outside - and in particular inrospective where many ob-

stacles emerged that were latently known at the tifithe decision — might not
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3.

4,

seem rationale. This is due to the fact that fratside not all relevant decision-
determining aspects on all layers between all ptagee known. The emergence
of a new PwC study, readjusting expected revenodsbardens for the public

budgets, allowed for a different, that is positikejonal decision, than in the pe-
riod before. Seen from a different perspective,RlnC study could also be seen
as a justification for deciders to decide in fagbGALILEO, even if significant

doubts about the feasibility of the project remdine

The question, why GALILEO made it to the agenda &ndlly passed the
Barcelona council session, leads to the applicaifdhe garbage can and policy
window theories. Here, the political stream of Kiog's policy window ap-
proach came to a point where the retarding eleroennsecure financing be-
came less important, as, in the pretext of the sinanmew PwC study came up
with more optimistic estimates concerning the eigedinancial revenue of the
program and the viability of a PPP for the deplogtrend exploitation phases.
At the same time, the political situation, thathie assessment of main European
policy makers and the informed public, that Euremaild have to become more
independent from US satellite navigation, did giilbvide for some strong ar-
guments in favor of GALILEO. While the politicalream was too weak, when
only the geopolitical argument was on the table, pivotal change in the as-
sessment on the finance side allowed for the lawfcthe project in March
2002.

The possible broader implications of the findingsh® case of GALILEO are
extremely difficult to assess: The uniqueness ef fitoject (highest European
and international political stakes, financial diraem, budgetary implications,
expected lead market and associated industry galliinterests) make for a
fairly singular position of GALILEO in contrast tther, more usual technology
policy projects. However, the findings on decisioaking, i.e. the rationality of
the EU decision making process and the power ofsimgle study (that comes
against the backdrop of an overall favorable prltassessment and high lobby
group pressure) to turn around a discussion milglot lze transferable to lower-
profile cases.
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