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There is now a substantial literature trying to understand how policies, administrative arrangements, institutions, tools of government, models and strategies circulate within different sites, networks and scales. While this literature has originally emanated from the fields of history (Bloch, 1935), sociology (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Strang and Meyer, 1993) and political science (Walker, 1969; Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000; Evans, 2004), it is now increasingly rooted in geography and urban studies (Peck, 2011; McFarlane, 2011; Cochrane and Ward, 2012). By coining concepts such as “policy mobilities” or “urban assemblage”, these works have offered new insights into the study of policy transfer. They have especially added an urban focus and an emphasis on the material impact of policy transfers which were considerably lacking in pioneering political scientist works (McCann and Ward, 2011). Taken together, these works from different disciplinary fields converge to insist on two main aspects: first, “hybridization” is undoubtedly a better way to describe policy models circulation than the “ballistic” term of “transfer” (Delpeuch, 2009); second, the world of policymaking is not divided between “transmitter” and “receivers” and there are now many channels of policy transfer linking in a bilateral way, for instance, central and urban governments. The first objective of this paper is to document the diversification of the policy transfer channels through the example of French urban policies. Drawing from different field works (Béal, 2011; Béal & Pinson, 2013; Epstein, 2013), we will present a threefold typology of transfers: horizontal (from one local authority to another or through transnational municipal networks), downward (from the central government/European Union to local authorities) and upward (from local authorities to the upper levels of government). 
Nevertheless, the literature on policy mobilities and assemblages has left an important issue unaddressed: the issue of legitimacy and of the political resources provided by a favourable position in the production, mediation and reception of circulating models. The second objective of this paper is to address this issue of legitimacy. The increasing international circulation of policy models and ideas affects the distribution of legitimacy and authority between levels of government, and between stakeholders of urban governance. To put it roughly, there are winners and losers in the legitimacy process redistribution that goes along the intensification of norms, ideas and models exchanges. On the one hand, the fact that the circulation of norms, ideas and models in not only downward, from central governments or upper tiers to local governments but increasingly horizontal, does not mean that these upper tiers have lost their capacity to influence urban policies models and norms. In actual facts, the selection and promotion of best practices and model cities through handbooks, vade-mecums, labels and awards are used by the European Commission as well as central States’ agencies to steer urban policies at a distance and regain power and legitimacy in a context of economic austerity. On the other hand, the intensification of circulation can redistribute power and legitimacy among actors and organizations involved in urban governance by favouring those who take part in import and export processes (local elected officials, senior civil servants and other transfer brokers).
Authors:
Vincent Béal, Université de Strasbourg, SAGE research center

Faculté des Sciences sociales – 22 rue René Descartes – 67084 Strasbourg Cedex – France

vbeal@unistra.fr / +33 3 68 85 63 96

Renaud Epstein, Université de Nantes, DCS research center
Faculté de droit et des sciences politiques – Chemin de la Censive-du-Tertre – BP 81307 – 44313 Nantes Cedex 3 – France

renaud.epstein@univ-nantes.fr / +33 2 40 14 15 72

Gilles Pinson, Sciences Po Lyon, Université de Lyon, TRIANGLE research center

Sciences Po Lyon – 14 avenue Berthelot – 69365 Lyon Cedex 07 – France

gilles.pinson@sciencespo-lyon.fr / +33 4 37 28 38 63

Do not quote – Work in progress

Introduction
The circulation, transfer, mobilities of expertise, knowledge, policy paradigms and models, best practices and recipes seem to have become the ultimate big issue in social sciences. One might wonder why such a massive rush occurs right now. One explanation may lie in the fact that after 20 years of shallow discourses about globalization, social sciences have decided to take globalization seriously and to tackle the issue in a more theoretically, methodologically and empirically sound way. Indeed, studying the formation and circulations of knowledge, ideas and paradigms can be considered as an attempt to overcome the macro, structuralist and functionalist visions that have dominated so far the narratives about globalization. One of the most spectacular moves have been made by ethnographers and anthropologists who consider that the very ontology of their discipline and methods – in particular their fetishism of cases and sites – had to be questioned and renewed in front of the increasing ubiquity of social practices. Michael Burawoy’s manifesto for an “unbound” practice of ethnography and the resort to “extended case” (Burawoy, 2000) is the best example of this attempt to excavate the agency of globalization through micro inquiries able to describe and explain how single agents and groups, through their mobility and connections, make the world global. For neo-marxists, radical geographers and urban scholars, the study of circulations is also a way to overcome the initial functionalist accounts of neo-liberalization of urban agendas and policies through the documentation of the role of concrete actors spreading new paradigms from city to city and from upper level organizations to cities (Peck and Theodore, 2001; McCann and Ward, 2011; Theodore and Peck, 2012). More generally, the study of mobilities is a way for constructivist perspectives in social sciences to pursue their contestation of positivist, rational choice, “under-sociologizised” and prescriptive perspectives. 
Nevertheless, beyond the apparent consensus about the need to study circulations and transfers, signs of “disciplinary wars” quickly emerge. A example of these (quite polite) wars is the debate that recently involved political scientists and geographers in an issue of Political Studies Review (Benson and Jordan, 2011; McCann and Ward, 2012; Benson and Jordan, 2012). Political science was the first discipline where a systematic debate was opened about the migration of policy models, besides well before globalization became a common word. Already in the 1990s, “Policy Transfer Studies” became a well identified sub-domain of political science and policy analysis (Bennett, 1991; Evans, 2004; Delpeuch, 2009). But the rationalist or “ballistic” vision of transfer typical of positivist political science in the Anglo world soon triggered the criticisms from scholars working in other disciplines. The geographer Tim Cresswell, putting his feet in John Urry perspective, criticized policy transfer approaches as falling into a literalist trap and considering transfer as a one way, “desocialised movement” (Cresswell, 2001: 14, cited by McCann, 2010: 117). Larner and Le Heron pointed at the lack of interest of policy transfer studies for the concrete and mundane loci and occasions, the so-called “global ‘microspaces’” where knowledge and models are presented and shared, where actors get socialized to new visions and were reputations are made and trend setters enthroned (Larner and Le Heron, 2002a and 2002b). More generally, according to Peck, what is at stake in this scientific quarrel is the “distinction between the rational-formalist tradition of work on policy transfer, rooted in orthodox political science, and social-constructivist approaches to policy mobility and mutation, an emergent project with diverse roots in the interdisciplinary zone of “critical policy studies” (Peck, 2011: 774). 
In their contribution to the Political Studies Review, McCann and Ward provided an interesting systematization of the critics addressed to the Policy transfer mainstream analytical framework (McCann and Ward, 2012). Four main aspects are pointed. First, it is reproached to political scientists to focus too much on agents and not enough on agency and to “expend considerable effort on identifying and categorising those involved in the transferring of policy”. As a consequence, their approach “tends to downplay the fundamentally social – practical, interpersonal, institutionally embedded, yet fluid and processual – character of policy making in general and the social practices of comparison education, emulation, imitation and persuasion that characterise transfer of policies” (McCann and Ward, 2012: 326). Second, the policy transfer literature tends to focus on the national scale and to retain “a problematic separation between the domestic and the international which does not acknowledge that urban policy actors can act globally in their own right, meaning that policy regimes of various sorts are relationally interconnected” (McCann and Ward, 2012: 327). Third, this literature is supposed to focus exclusively on the literal translation of policy from one context to another. And finally, according to McCann and Ward, it is dominated by a rationalist epistemology which is blind to the socio-economic contexts in which transfers take place. Peck defends the same position when writing that “if the orthodox policy transfer literature tends to be preoccupied with accounts of rationally selected best (or better) practices moving between jurisdictional spaces, the new generation of social constructivist work is much more attentive to the constitutive sociospatial context of policy-making activities, and to the hybrid mutations of policy techniques and practices across dynamized institutional landscapes” (Peck, 2011: 774). 
Geographers that contests the way mainstream political science transfer studies conceive the circulation of models, tools and ideas propose four ways to enhance the study of these circulation. The first is supposedly inspired by Deleuze and consists in considering policies as “assemblages”, ie as instable ensembles of assumptions, ideas and policy tools inevitably made of imported and home-grown ingredients. “Policies and the territories they govern are not entirely local constructions but neither are they entirely extra-local impositions. They are assemblages of parts of the near and far, of fixed and mobile pieces of expertise, regulation, institutional capacities, etc. that are brought together in particular ways and for particular interests and purposes.” (McCann and Ward, 2012: 328). The second consists in abandoning the ballistic notion of “policy transfer” in favor of the reciprocal and contingent notion of “policy mobilities”. McCann and Ward write: “We understand mobility as a complex and power-laden process, rather than a straightforward A-to-B movement. […] We argue for an understanding of policy making as a multiply scaled, relational and emergent social process” (2012: 328). The third way of improvement is to consider the possible “mutation” of policy models when they travel. In another paper, McCann states it clearly: “it is necessary to escape the literalist trap and to accept that the sociospatial process of circulating policy ideas shapes and reshapes policies. […] Something happens to policy knowledge along the way” (McCann, 2010: 117). The last recommendation is made of two methodological pieces of advice. The first one is that scholars should follow the people, policies and places in order to track changes and the circulations that can be identified as the origin of change. The second is mainly directed to geographers (and maybe also anthropologists) and urges them to think in terms of “situations”, i.e. in terms of local settings of actors and policies connected to and influenced by streams of images, models and people from elsewhere, rather than in terms of isolated “sites” and “blinkered localism” (McCann and Ward, 2012: 330).
It is not our intention in this paper to enter in those “disciplinary wars” whatever their interest. We actually find this controversy extremely stimulating and before entering in the heart of our paper we would like to point three aspects: first, our amazement about the way the controversy is structured; second, our impression that, in spite of the harshness of the controversy, it might be a little “overacted” since there is more convergence in current approaches than the stakeholders of the debate would acknowledge; third, we would like to point that in spite of claiming that circulations are “power-laden”, issues of power and political legitimacy are not central at all in research about transfer and mobilities. 
From a French political science perspective, reading that political science approach is associated with positivism, rationalism and context-indifferent accounts of transfers is surprising. Indeed, considering that political science has remained a formalist discipline, fond of typologies and deprived of any concern for the social and historical conditions of policymaking, for agency and for the study of concrete interactions between actors reveals a quite anglo-centric vision of political science. In other national academic contexts, like the French one, political science is mostly practiced as political sociology and dominated by a constructivist approach sensitive to the genesis of social phenomena, to actors’ capitals, strategies and dispositions and to concrete interactions. Positivism is rather to be found in other disciplines… like geography. 
More important, it seems that most of the limits of the policy transfer studies that geographers identified have been taken into account and overcome in most recent works. The most doubtful critic is the one about literalism. If it was possible to reproach to the pioneers of transfer studies their propensity to functionalism and diffusionism, the more recent works have completely abandoned a literal vision of transfer as mere replication of imported solutions (Delpeuch, 2009). By the same token, the rationalist approach and the indifference to social, economic and political context in which policies are imported have given way to approaches where domestic conditions, constraints, political interactions and actors’ strategies are considered as essential filters that determined the fate of imported models, ideas and instruments and make “transfer” a contingent process resulting in hybridization rather than replication. The works on “Europeanization” conducted in a sociological perspective have helped a lot to overcome diffusionism and rationalism (Bulmer, 2007; Knill, 1998; Saurugger and Surel, 2006; Forest, 2006). Europeanization is not considered “a linear diffusion of communitarian norms, but rather as complex series of exchange and transaction processes determined by the institutional and political constraints present at the domestic level” (Saurugger and Surel, 2006: 182). Moreover, the accusation of a de-sociologized vision of transfer is a bit outdated when looking at pieces of work on policy transfers and Europeanization that carefully look at the actors that play a role of broker or entrepreneur in the processes of circulation but also look at the social dispositions and capitals of those actors and at the conflicts that attempts of transfer trigger (Neumayer, 2006). This concern for concrete brokers and the resources they mobilize in transfer is also clear in Diane Stone’s works on “transfer agents” (2004 ; 2010) and Dezalay and Garth’s use of the notion of “international capital” (Dezalay and Garth, 2002a; 2002b). What remains partly true in geographers’ critics is that political science is “ontologically” less inclined to grant to local and urban actors and organizations as much importance as it grants to national and supranational ones. One of the objectives of this paper is to contribute to the development of the analysis of the role of urban actors in the circulations of policy models and tools. 
But, at the end of the day, critical geographers and constructivist political scientists and sociologists share more than McCann and Ward tend to believe. There is a shared dissatisfaction with the ballistic vision carried by the very notion of “transfer”. Most recent works all tend to think in terms of hybridization of policy models, paradigms and instruments because of the increased circulations of ideas and actors. The integration of macro and structural factors at the origin of circulations and hybridizations is not exclusive from a concern for micro aspects (strategies and conflicts through which transfers occur, networks and places where they take place, etc.). Transfer is concerned as a contingent process involving exporters, importers and mediators that can endorse any of these different roles according to situations. “The knowledge about policy transfer phenomena seems today to consolidate around a relatively unified conception of the circulation of policymaking forms that locates the causality links both on the institutions and social action sides, and addresses both the causes, the effects and the actual functioning of transfers” (Delpeuch, 2008: 6-7, our translation). 
Nevertheless, there is an issue that is less systematically addressed, and this is true for political science studies as well as for works located in other disciplinary domains: the issue of legitimacy and what circulations do to power relations. To put it more precisely, the literature on policy transfer and policy mobilities/assemblage provides little elements to answer questions such as: what kind of legitimacy (political, professional) is required to be influent and “successful” in policy circulations networks? Does a position of exporter or importer necessarily provide an increase of legitimacy for elected officials and bureaucrats in their domestic networks? At the urban level, are there winners and losers in local power games at a time when policy design increasingly integrates external outputs? Does the intensification of circulations necessarily modify the power structures of urban policymaking networks at the local level? Is the position of importer necessarily a privileged one and enables to accumulate political legitimacy capital? Is the “capital of autochthony” decisively devalorized? And, from a quite different perspective: what are the effects of the intensification of circulations in terms of central-local relationships? Does the intensification of circulations means a weakening of the position of national States or is it more complicated than that? To be fair, the issue of legitimacy and legitimization has been addressed by several works. Neo-institutionalists have tried to analyze the active role of certain actors in transfer as proceeding from a need for legitimacy in policy networks (Meyer and Rowan, 1991). Dezalay and Garth (2002 a and b) implicitly address this issue of legitimacy and power when they assert that transfer agents seek to accumulate “international capital” in order to gain influence at the domestic level. But these issues of power relations and legitimacy are often marginal in these analyses and, above all, they do not tackle power relations at the urban level and between States and cities. 
In this paper, we try to tackle this relation between policy mobilities/assemblages/transfers and power. The paper is based on several empirical researches we conducted separately or jointly in the last ten years on the transformation of urban policies and of the relationships between cities and the central State in the French context. More precisely, the material used here is mostly extracted from three case studies: the analysis of the transformation of State/cities relationships in the conduction of urban renewal policies targeting deprived areas; the study of the international activities of the mayor and the municipality of Saint-Etienne; and the sustainable development policies of the city of Nantes and their promotion at the European and international levels. The first section of this paper presents our empirical data under the shape of a typology of transfers: horizontal, downward and upward. We opted for a narrative presentation of the data that allow us to provide details about the actors involved in circulations (agents) and the interactions and conflicts in which circulations are embedded (agency). In the second, more analytical, section of the paper, we address more directly the issues of the impact of circulations on legitimacy and power relations from two different points of view: on one hand, what the increasing circulations do to the relationships between the central State and cities; on the other hand what the increasing circulations do to power relations in urban policymaking networks. 
1. Varieties of policy circulation channels in French urban policies
Since the early 1990s, there have been several attempts to classify policy transfers. One of the most famous is probably the typology based on the degree of constraints elaborated by Dolowitz and Marsh (2000). For these scholars, three kinds of policy transfer could be identify: direct coercive transfer which involves a supra-national body taking over responsibility for policy development and compelling individual countries to follow; indirect coercive transfer which describes a perception within city or a State that it should follow the policy of another city or State; voluntary transfer which describes the relative freedom to interpret and learn from decisions made elsewhere. Even though this typology was refined by other works (Bulmer, 2007; Saurrugger, 2009), there is an agreement that the explanatory potential of this approach oriented towards classification is limited (Bulmer and Padgett, 2004; Evans and Davies, 1999; Peck, 2011). In this section, we will use a typology based on the different directions of transfers. It will help us to set the picture concerning policy mobilities in French urban policies. Three kinds of transfers – horizontal, downward, and upward – have been identified demonstrating the varieties of policy mobilities. This typology is above all ideal-typical. The categories are not exclusive form each other as different kinds of transfer could be combined. There are also unstable insofar as the nature of transfers depends on the type of city, its actors, its resources and its position. 
1.1 Horizontal

The first element of our threefold typology is made of horizontal mobilities. The notion refers to the circulation of expertise, policy models and practices from one local authority to another, on a direct basis or through the mediation of third actors or organizations such as individual professionals, consultants, domestic or transnational municipal networks, but also political parties. Horizontal circulation streams are the host of mostly non coercive forms of transfer. Here, the adoption of new ways of setting problems, designing and implementing policies is rather the result of a socialization of urban officials in forums, associations and conferences, fieldtrips, or of the soft pressure exercised by benchmarking and ranking operated by various operators such as consulting companies, professional association and professional and mainstream media. 
For different reasons, horizontal or inter-urban circulations have not been yet at the heart of policy transfer studies in political science. The first reason might be find in the ontology of political science which, to put it bluntly, was born to study the national State and, incidentally, international relationships. Policy transfer scholarship has mainly focused on the circulation of knowledge and models from one national government to another (Dolowitz, 2000) or from international and macro-regional organizations to national government (Bafoil, 2006). The second reason is that the policy transfer debate in political science has quickly been dominated by the coercion issue (Delpeuch, 2008), and in particular by the debate between a rationalist/positivist vision conceiving transfers as the result of a rational calculation of an “importer” confronted with the shortcoming of its usual policies models (Rose, 1991), and an institutionalist approach more sensitive to the issue of coercion in transfer (Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996). In both cases, the emphasis have been put on transfers involving organizations of different levels/scales and linked to each other by strong power asymmetries. 
Beyond rare exceptions (Walker, 1969), it is only quite recently that horizontal circulations have been systematically explored by the literature. Geographers and urbanists have studied how best practices and policy paradigms were circulating between the cities of a same national ensemble without the intervention of the central state, but also beyond national frontiers (Bulkeley, 2006; Arab, 2007; Devisme et al. 2007; Mc Cann, 2008, 2010; Robinson, 2011). But political scientists have not been left out in the exploration of this horizontal assemblage between sub-national entities (Evans and Davies, 1999; Stone, 1999; Pinson and Vion, 2000; Pasquier and Pinson, 2004; Béal and Pinson, 2013). As already said, a new wave of non-functionalist and non-rationalist pieces of work about “Europeanisation” embodied by a scholar like Claudio Radaelli allowed developing a new vision of the European Union not as an overhanging supranational entity imposing policy convergence through the use of coercive tools but rather as a “massive transfer platform” (Radaelli, 2000: 26) invested in particular by urban governments in search of new paradigms and tools and other seeking to promote their excellence in determinate policy domains and to ascertain a position of “trend setter” (see also Baisnée and Pasquier, 2007; Payre, 2010). These more sociologically precise works on Europeanisation help to understand how the unsettling of national policymaking styles is nurtured by horizontal circulations involving local governments. Thus, the critics that McCann and Ward (2012) address to political science works on transfer might be sound as far as anglo-american mainstream political science is concerned, it is certainly less pertinent when reading continental political science, traditionally closer to a sociological approach. In any case, we converge with McCann and Ward concern with the much needed “denationalization” of the range of actors involved in the circulation and with the idea that “urban policy actors can act globally in their own right” (McCann and Ward, 2012: 327). 
This is particularly needed in the French case where, for several reasons, urban actors and organizations are now quite massively engaged in horizontal mobilities. The most obvious reason for this engagement is the decentralization reform and the opening of urban agenda to new issues such as economic development, cultural regeneration or the environment. A continuous trend of decentralization started in the early 1980’s and was concomitant with the deepening of the urban crisis in its various forms (deindustrialization, crise des banlieues, etc.). Urban officials were thus faced with new problems in a time where the central State was withdrawing from most of the urban policies. A second reason, closely linked to the previous one, is the progressive weakening of the expertise of the State field agencies and services. Even after the decentralization reform, these services remained essential providers of expertise and policy instruments for urban governments. But recently, a process of neomanagerial reform consisting in recentralizing expertise and steering capacity in ministries’ central offices led to an impoverishment of State expertise. As a consequence, urban officials have to find it elsewhere. Third, since the early 1980’s, most of the mayors, being of right or left political parties, and urban senior officers adopted clear entrepreneurial and boosterist agendas. This is mostly due to the fact that the level of fiscal autonomy of cities in France was until very recently quite high and that their resources were mostly provided by property and business taxes. That created a general urge towards aggressive real estate and investment attraction strategies. The engagement in horizontal intra-national and trans-national mobilities network were ways both to get access to new sources of expertise and to promote accomplishments and ascertain a position of excellence. 
Nevertheless, when addressing horizontal mobilities, it is important to avoid two kinds of naïve assumptions. The first one would be to consider that the circuits or networks of mobilities are “flat platform” or a “peer to peer network” where actors are equal and have a universal access to resources and visibility, whatever their structural position and conditions. It is far from being the case and even if horizontal mobilities are mostly made of voluntary transfers and exchanges, even if there is always room for the poorest and weakest cities to reformulate what they import, asymmetries are inevitable. It is thus important to differentiate the relationship that cities have with mobilities taking into account their position in urban hierarchies, their symbolic capital and the resources that their officials are able to engage in mobilities. We will see with the case of Saint-Etienne, a declining industrial city nearby Lyon, that getting involved in mobilities has not necessarily the same sense and does not mobilize the same kind of actors than for a booming city like Nantes (see 1.3). The other naïve assumption is to consider that because urban policy actors are now fully fledge stakeholders in mobilities, they would be able to avoid the resort to mediation actors. The literature on mobilities has insisted on the role of consultants (Olds, 1997; Jessop and Sum, 2000; Mc Cann, 2004), supranational organizations (Robinson, 2008) or European networks (Payre and Spahic, 2012) as mediation operators in horizontal circulations. In the French case, other operators, often neglected by the literature, are important to bear in mind: political parties and professional associations. Political parties are important channels for the circulation of top level bureaucrats and technicians between cities and the professional mobilities of these officials are usually privileged vehicles for the circulation of expertise and policy models. Professional associations of urban bureaucrats and policymakers are also essential to take into account among mediation operators. These associations are of different nature. Some are gathering local governments’ senior officers. Others are more specific to one sector of urban policies. One of the most influent is the Club Ville aménagement which gathers planning specialists and operates as a major of trend setting
. What is striking is that this association has become more efficient than the central State services to elaborate a planning professional doxa. 
Saint-Etienne
 is an interesting case to explore the role of horizontal networking and exchanges in contemporary French urban policymaking but also the difficulties a city can face in getting visible in the exchange scenes (Béal and Pinson, 2013). Faced to a long-lasting economic and industrial crisis that begun in the 1960’s, Saint-Etienne’s officials have for long privileged the resort to central State’s help and expertise. Indeed, even in the early 19th century when the industrialization of the city started, the State and its engineers was already a major actor of urban policies. The State managed the development of the coal mining and weapons industries. After the WWII, it organized the restructuration and concentrations of heavy industries, letting the city hall manage housing, planning and welfare issues. During the 1970’s and 1980’s crisis, the State continued to intervene to support local industries through direct funding and policies of access to R&D but the decentralization and the conversion of the French State to more Schumpeterian industrial policies let Saint-Etienne alone with its industrial crisis form the mid-1980’s on (Levy, 1999; Béal et al, 2010). The decline of State field agencies made the situation even more complicated for the city. 
Arrived at office in 1994, the new centre-right mayor Michel Thiollière realized that models and cognitive resources to give Saint-Etienne a new start could not come from the French State. The city’s situations being quite unique in France and the central State expertise in terms of planning and urban development having weakened, resources had to be found elsewhere. As a consequence, he started to look abroad for new models and recipes. As a deputy mayor in charge of planning under the previous mayor’s mandate, he already developed linkage with other cities and prestigious professionals. He asked Ricardo Bofill to design a strategy for the city and did several study trips in similar industrial cities. His trips to Coventry, Baltimore, Bilbao and to the Ruhr Valley convinced him of the necessity to change the city strategy and to shift from a desperate search of new industrial investments to the development of amenities such as cultural venues and public spaces and the improvement of housing conditions. They also helped him to build up a coalition of aldermen, mayors of neighbouring municipalities and civil servants in favour of this strategy shift. The involvement of the city bureaucrats in several European networks gathering city officials dealing with regeneration issues such as Regenera, under the impulsion of the mayor, also contributed to the reinforcement of the mayor legitimacy. The engagement of the mayor and its main followers in horizontal mobilities had several concrete effects. Under Thiollière’s office (1994-2008), a whole agenda of regeneration through culture and public space was implemented and gave way, among other things, to the construction of the Cité internationale du design hosting the Biennale internationale du design every two years, of a concert hall designed by Norman Foster and the starting of a large urban project in the city centre. Another effect is the failed candidacy of Saint-Etienne to be the 2013 European capital of culture that reveals nevertheless the convergence of local officials around the cultural regeneration agenda and the influence of models such as Glasgow, Porto or Lille. 
Saint-Etienne’s case clearly shows the new importance of horizontal mobilities in the production of urban agendas and policy programs. According to interviewees, these horizontal streams have to a certain extent superseded the expertise streams coming from the State. The mayor's chief of cabinet explained that “Paris is no longer a necessary stepping-stone,” and that “Michel Thiollière feels better understood when he visits cities such as Glasgow or Berlin than when he goes to Paris to meet government ministers” (interview mayor's chief of cabinet, March 2011). One senior officer from the municipal urban planning department considered that not only did doctrines regarding urban development or strategies no longer stems from government ministries but that these provided hardly or little space for or mechanisms of capitalisation or for disseminating experiences: “Urban planning is no longer invented in ministries. The State is no longer the master. Refining urban policies now happens locally and no longer in ministries any more than the State organises the capitalisation of experiences. That is what networks provide” (interview urban planning department officer, March 2011). Incidentally, the use of urban diplomacy as a way to feed urban agendas and programs has completely marginalized another aspect: the use of transnational relationships, and twinnings in particular, as a way to control the vote of certain fractions of the civic population. Interviews also confirm that, in these horizontal mobilities, socialization, exposure to new ideas, frame alignment, social learning, etc. play a much more important role than constraints. Several respondents interviewed insisted on the considerable socializing character of those visits. One deputy director general of the regional government talked of “pedagogical trips”. An officer in the municipal administration described the powerful impact on the agents: “each time, they returned transformed” (Officer in the international relations department, March 2011).
Saint-Etienne’s case also reveals the structural inequalities between cities in front of horizontal mobilities. In a way, the resort to transnational network is a stopgap for those cities which are not well placed enough in the urban officials’ job market to attract top-level professionals able to bring cutting edge expertise and to transform the locality in a cradle of urban innovation. As a matter of fact, one of the big issues in Saint-Etienne is the incapacity of civic institutions to attract and retain fast track urban professionals. They are usually absorbed by the nearby city of Lyon and its prestigious metropolitan government (Grand Lyon communauté urbaine) or other more fashionable cities. One other striking aspect of Saint-Etienne’s position in horizontal mobilities is that its lack of resources and reputational capital seems to confine it in a passive position of “importer”. Saint-Etienne faces difficulties in getting labels and awards from the State and the EU; the city is a full member of Eurocities but has never been a member of the executive committee or chaired or initiated a working; more generally the city has not been able to appear as a focus of urban innovation. This proves that the position in horizontal circulations is determined by structural conditions. 
1.2. Downward
The second dimension of our typology – downward policy transfer – refers to different processes by which upper-tier levels of government (European and national) manage to disseminate ideas, goals, contents or policy instruments towards lower levels of government. It differs from the traditional top-down bureaucratic model of central steering based on “hard” policy tools, often known as “command and control”, put into place by laws and enforced by sanctions. Here, the top-down diffusion process is based on incentive and emulation rather than coercion. It relies on a softer policy instrumentation combining the organization of forums, the promotion of models and best practices, the distribution of awards and other kinds of rewards, the use of certification labels, etc.
These indirect coercive forms of transfer (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000) are well-documented regarding the EU (Radaelli, 2000; Dehousse, 2004) and other international institutions such as the OECD, World Bank and UN Agencies (Delpeuch, 2009). Downward policy transfer taking place at the national scale and the structuring role of central States in promoting circulations among cities or regions have received comparatively little academic attention. Of course, States could not be considered as pioneers in the use of soft power tactics, but these kinds of transfers are underestimated for other reasons. They are disregarded by geographers in the name of the overcoming of “methodological nationalism” (Beck, 2005). They tend also to be overlooked by political scientists, especially urban governance proponents, in the name of the irreversible demise of the central State.
The oversight of downward policy transfers that occur solely inside national boundaries is striking in the contemporary French literature on regional and urban policies, given the highly-centralized tradition of the country and, as a corollary to this, the long-lasting hegemony of State-centered approaches to local policies. It is as if decentralization Acts of the early 1980s, European integration and globalization had resulted in a complete denationalization of French policy making. Obviously, these processes considerably weakened the State capacities for steering, coordination and control of local policies (Pinson, 2010), but not to such an extent that centre-periphery relationships should be left aside in the analysis. All the more so as the second wave of decentralization, implemented in 2003-2004, combined with the New Public Management reforms set up since 2001 have profoundly changed the central State, and so have central-local relationships (Bezes and Le Lidec, 2011).
As we will argue later, the national scale remains significant to the understanding of urban policy mobility, and the State is still a key actor of these circulations, even when they appear at first glance to be voluntary and horizontal. The National Programme for Urban Renewal (PNRU) provides a good example of how downward transfers operate in French urban policies, in a mix of top-down semi-coercive and horizontal voluntary policy transfers between cities mediated by a State agency through a sequential process of uploading and downloading.
The PNRU was set up in 2003 in order to change the appearance of deprived neighbourhoods (mostly large-scale social housing estates built in the 1960s), through the demolition of buildings and the diversification of the housing environment, hoping that these developments would bring about greater social mix and produce more diverse and inclusive communities in 751 areas labelled as “sensitive”, thus narrowing the gap between them and surrounding cities. The PNRU was to be put together by a new state agency (the National Agency for Urban Renewal, ANRU), whose 12 billion Euros budget was to exert some leverage on local budgets in order to reach an amount of 45 billion Euros of works over the 2004-2012 period.
The PNRU marks a major shift in the way French urban policies had been conceived and designed thus far, embedded in locally negotiated contracts between several levels of governments with the aim of fostering holistic and innovative cross-theme working. It has superseded the former urban renewal programme based on contracts established between prefects
 and mayors that was deemed as too complex and ineffective. In 2003, these contracts have been replaced by covenants between the national agency and the cities, on the basis of a competitive bidding procedure. This shift was to ensure mayors full responsibility over the definition and implementation of projects, the State’s role being confined to the contribution of money. Nevertheless, empirical evidence shows that the apparent retreat of the State from direct involvement in the definition and implementation of urban renewal projects has paradoxically led to strategic and operational convergence between them. All over France, the same urban renewal project seems to be at work, based on interchangeable diagnostics, photocopied managerial tools and technical solutions, leading to look-alike master-plans and constructions (Epstein, 2013).
This situation can be explained, first of all, by the fact that French local authorities are placed in a situation of growing dependence on central State grants. Fiscal reforms and devolution measures of the 2000s have lessened their fiscal power and their capacity to determine their expenditure. Yet fiscal dependence does not give the central government powers to coerce the local authority into policy compliance since most of the State resources are transferred in a block, with no restrictions on their use. The PNRU made an exception to the rule, as the ANRU’s grants are earmarked for specific operations. Given the local authorities’ dependence on resources centralized in the ANRU’s coffers to implement expensive urban renewal schemes, they are unable to pursue alternative agendas not consistent with the agency’s urbanistic philosophy and its silo-ed quantitative objectives (i.e. hasty and massive demolitions). Competitive bidding increased isomorphic pressure on cities. Despite a colossal budget, the ANRU could not subsidize all urban renewal projects. Its grants were allocated to the one in compliance with its objective on a first come, first served basis. This imposed rather strict policy constraints on cities and social housing agencies, hundreds of which freely and quickly developed urban renewal projects that conformed to central expectations.
Although the downward transfer mechanism depicted above appears purely top-down and semi-coercive, it is not described as such by those who take an active part in it at the central and local levels. In practice, the goals, tools and technical solutions adopted unanimously by cities are not hierarchically defined and enforced by the ANRU. The latter limits itself to selecting and efficiently promoting “good practices” or even “best practices” in a sequential process of uploading and downloading, relying to do so on intertwined channels.
First and foremost, this uploading and downloading process was entrusted to consultants. The national agency decided to lean on private firms and professionals (architects, urban-planners, experts in situational crime prevention, real estate marketing specialists, communication and management consultants…), rather than on ministries and State’s civil servants. These consultants and experts played a central role in identifying, modelling and selling “best practices”, from bottom to top and then from top to bottom. Cities were encouraged to turn to such consultants – whose fees were generously refunded – for help in designing and implementing their urban renewal projects. National “resource hubs” gathering handpicked consultants were created by the agency. Their members were sent, free of charge, to give support to cities facing difficulties in various fields (economic development, participative planning and communication, project management, etc.). 
Secondly, recurrent and intensive communication campaigns were carried to promote acknowledged “best practices”. They were put forward by the national agency in its magazines, newsletters and website, as well as in a sponsored-special edition of the prestigious professional journal Urbanisme, documentaries made to order, and during vast and spectacular annual congresses. These “best practices” were omnipresent too in the numerous handbooks and vademecums edited by the ANRU to provide inspiration and methodological guidance to cities. Three awards were even created to popularize and to distinguish the best of the “best practices” as regards sustainable regeneration, quality in urban and landscape planning, and citizen involvement.
Finally, a new policy community has formed under the aegis of the ANRU, which played an important role in centre-periphery transfer. National forums and events, meetings and training sessions gave birth, not only to professional networks, but to a nationwide epistemic community, with shared ideas about problems and solutions. But for some major cities with established policy communities in the field, that tried to come up with initiatives of their own and eventually to have it acknowledged as a model by the national agency, local governments’ capacity to resist pressures to conform was low.
1.3 Upward 
Alongside horizontal and downward transfers, there is a last channel of circulation within French urban policy: upward transfers. Upward transfers could be considered as bottom-up transfers as they are directed from local authorities to upper levels of government. Cities engaged in “uploading” ideas, initiatives or projects, to upper level of governments in order to make them “certify” and to foster their diffusion in other cities. In a context characterized by complexity, uncertainty and the weakening of State legitimacy, upward transfers have proliferated as a mean to compensate for the State/EU inability to provide a clear territorial project. In the EU, the Commission has extensively relied on upward transfers in order to disseminate innovations and “best practices” both within national and urban policies (Radaelli, 2000; Halpern and Le Galès, 2013; Pfiegler, 2013). In the French case, these transfers are increasingly used by the State in order to design urban policies and to diffuse specific solutions to urban problems. However, if these transfers are instrumental in the ongoing restructuring of the State territorial intervention, there are also providing benefits for cities and local governments. Indeed, most of upward transfers are shaped by (some) local authorities in order to gain advantages in the competitive world of urban governance. They require a strategic capacity to position in the national/European polity, to engage actively in transnational networks, to anticipate future trends, and to enhance the city reputation. As a consequence, they could be regarded as parts and parcel of urban entrepreneurialism (McCann, 2013). By depicting their experience as successful and promoting externally their policies/projects, cities could gain several advantages such as a new sources of information/expertise, an easy access to grants or the chance to shape the urban agenda of upper levels of government (Béal, 2011). The last advantage is particularly important with “new” issues where local governments could promote themselves as pioneers and innovative models to follow. Within the few French local authorities which have been able to strategically use this new context of policy mobility, Nantes is probably the best example. For ten years, it has been very successful in promoting and “selling” its environmental policies mainly at the European – becoming progressively an influential urban model.
Nantes
 has now a long history of “model city”. Since the late 1990s, it is considered as one of the most innovative city in terms of urban policy. This reputation had been built at first with the reintroduction of modern tramways in 1983. More recently, the “Ile-de-Nantes” project, a 15-years regeneration project of a mixed site of 337 hectares located opposite the historic center, has been considered as the flagship of Nantes and an example of smart urban regeneration. It started in the late 1990s and became quickly one of the most visible urban projects in France. It enabled Nantes to be recognized by professional, State senior officers and local/national politicians as a beacon both in terms of regeneration (quality of the public spaces, architecture, cultural activities, etc.) and of urban policy-making (pluralist and flexible modes of governance) (Pinson, 2009a). While this project put Nantes on the map, it was not really used by local actors to enhance their position with the national and European polity. This strategy was more developed around environmental policies (Béal, 2011). The city started to promote its own environmental action in the mid-2000s. This promotion has been mainly directed towards transnational municipal networks and European institutions or think tanks and it was based on the idea to make Nantes visible by diffusing an image of exemplarity. This strategy has proved to be very efficient. First, it has helped Nantes to be considered as a leader in environmental policies and more recently as a pioneer of carbon control. Second, it has conferred several advantages to the city: additional information, easy access to grants, ability to influence national urban policies. 
The involvement of Nantes at the European level became stronger in the mid-2000. At that time, Nantes integrated several transnational municipal environmental networks and it had been selected to take part in several programmes such as City-Vitality-Sustainability (CIVITAS I) (2002-2006) on urban transport, REVIT (2004-2008) on brownfield regeneration or CONCERTO (2005-2010) on energy efficiency and eco-buildings. Beyond the financial resources they brought to the city, these projects helped local actors to be visible and to socialize themselves with the rules of the European policy-making. It legitimated also the local government’s European unit and strengthened its financial and human resources. In 2007, the commitment of Nantes became even stronger. With the rise of the Green Party within the local coalition
, the environment has been established as the main target of Nantes European strategy. As a consequence, the city became more active in transnational networks such as EnergyCity, Climate Alliance or the Council for European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR) and it integrated the International Council for Local Environment Initiatives (ICLEI) and its branch Cities for Climate Protection (CCP). As mentioned by the officer in charge of the European strategy and by the green councillor in charge of the environment, this involvement enabled Nantes to secure a favourable position with the rise of climate issue on urban agendas:

“In 2007, we discovered that several cities wanted to set up their own agenda on climate change. Manchester wanted to make a statement. Lyon was also interested. I have discussed with the director of Eurocities and I told him that it will be better to make a common statement. She asked us to work on it […]. Quickly, a group was set up to write a common statement and we suggested making an officer from Nantes available for this work” (Interview: 06/07/2009)

“I believe that transnational networks are about political will and opportunities. You need to have a capacity to take advantage of opportunities. We were aware about the opening of window on climate change, because several cities were interested but none wanted to make the first step. It was a sizing up period. By obtaining the creation of the Climate Group of Eurocities we managed to become a city that matters at the European level” (Interview: 06/07/2009)

Since 2008, Nantes has started to reap the rewards of this strategy of “beefing up its European CV” (Pfiegler, 2013). At the European level, as a “model city”, Nantes has been called several times by the Commission to integrate European programmes such as CIVITAS 2 or to represent European cities for major events such as the 2009 Copenhagen climate change conference. It has benefited for its good reputation by being selected for several initiatives: Cost – Bus with a High Level of Services (BHLS) (2007-2010), European Bus System of the Future (EBSF) (2008-2012) or Boosted Advanced Public Transport Systems (BAPTS) (2008-2011). It has actively participated in the elaboration of future urban policy frames. Nantes took the lead in the elaboration of a frame of reference for Local Climate Action Plan by chairing the Climate Group of Eurocities in 2008, 2009 and 2010
 or by organising the European meeting on Local Climate Plan in 2008. It has also managed to shape the European agenda on climate change by playing a leading role in the launch of the Covenant of Mayors or by being designated as a representing of European cities for the Copenhagen Conference. The high point of this strategy of “trend-setting” has been the nomination as European Green Capital for 2013. Even though it is too early to discuss the outcomes of this event, it is likely to be a new opportunity to disseminate urban policies implemented in Nantes. As mentioned by the Mayor of Nantes and the President of Nantes Métropole:
“This European recognition shows that the ‘Nantaise’ route towards long-term development, realised collectively and founded  on good-quality public services, social cohesion and valuing natural assets, is also a useful example for others […] we want to share our experiences, our successes and our quality of life with other European cities” (European Commission, 2013: 8)
This strategic management of reputation at the European level provides also domestic effects. The strong European involvement of Nantes has strengthened its reputation in France as a model for urban environmental policies. As mentioned by the Executive councillor in charge of the Environment: 
“I have been involved in a think tank on international strategies with few people coming both from the State and local authorities […]. So, there is recognition of our European action at the national level. We are favourably positioned. People from the Environment Ministry know that we are influential on issues such as transport or climate change. The Minister cabinet knows that we are involved in networks and international negotiations” (Interview, 06/07/2009)

This visibility of Nantes has been crucial in a period of urban environmental policies restructuring. Following the Grenelle de l’Environnement organized by the State in 2007
, several new initiatives where set up within French territorial policies. These initiatives – eco-district programme, eco-city programme, etc. – were characterized by their fuzziness. Due to its inability to provide a strong expertise and a direction on these issues, the State has relied on local experiences to construct the frame of reference for these programmes. As a “model city”, Nantes was very successful in the different bids managing to obtain grants for three eco-districts initiatives and for one large-scale project of eco-city involving all the authorities of the Nantes/St-Nazaire regional area. For this last initiative, Nantes has also been integrated in the “club” of local authorities which will be in charge of thinking about the evolution of urban environmental policies.
Finally, it is possible to say that these upwards transfers are central both for States and local authorities. They enable the State to design urban policies in a context of financial austerity and of lack of expertise on cities. They provide for local governments several advantages such as an easy access to information or grants and also a capacity to influence urban policies which are crucial in the competitive context of urban governance. While these transfers are particularly visible in the France, they could also be indentified in other countries such as Germany (Benz, 2007) or the UK where the case of Manchester had been discussed as an early example of a “model city” able to use strategically its reputation to grab grants and to influence the central government’s urban policies (Robson, 2002; Ward, 2004).
2. Governing French cities in an era of mobilities, or what mobilities do to central/local and power relationships
Despite claims that issue of power is central to geography and that circulations, as all relational social processes, are “power-laden” (McCann 2010; McCann, Ward, 2012; Brenner et al.  2010), the extent to which the geographers have been able to make space for issues of power in their researches about transfer and mobilities is limited (Allen, 2003; Bulkeley, 2013). They often address power, domination and political legitimacy issues in a very fuzzy and metaphorical way. Mobilities appear as part of macro-processes of domination analyzed in terms of neoliberalism (Peck, 2011) and post-colonialism (Robinson, 2011), or embedded in systems of micro-power that rule the globalizing urban governementality (Larner, 2003). Focusing on the global dimension of circulations, they tend to understate the importance of local and national structures of power and to leave out of scope the effects of these circulations on the latter. The issues of power relations and legitimacy are naturally more present in political science works on transfer and circulations. Nevertheless, neo-institutionnalist (Meyer and Rowan, 1991), critical constructivist (Dezalay and Garth, 2002 a; 2002b) as well as Europeanization approaches (Saurugger and Surel, 2006) are often empirically slippery when addressing legitimacy in urban policy-making or the role of the State in multi-scalar processes of legitimization. In this second section, we would like to fill this gaps in mobility studies by examining the question from two different angles (and scales): vertical and national (circulations and central-local relations), and horizontal and local (circulations and power relations at the urban level).
2.1 Circulations and central-local relations
In the academic controversy over policy mobilities, geographers have criticized political scientists for their focus on the national scale (McCann and Ward, 2012). The formers’ approach to the global circulation of knowledge and models, heavily influenced by actor-network theory (Latour, 2005), state-rescaling theory (Brenner, 2009) and post-structuralist Foucaldian-Deleuzian-Guattarian assemblages (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011; Legg, 2011) marks a major step forward in the contemporary understanding of urban policy-making. Their will to overcome methodological nationalism might nevertheless have gone too far in totally excluding the national scale from the scope of analysis. Unlike what is assumed by McCann – and as long as academic production does not come down to the British works – political scientists have gone a long way against national and state-centric tradition too, especially when it comes to urban policies. As scholars from other disciplines, they have become increasingly concerned with how urban policy-making is embedded in non-hierarchical relationships, through horizontal and cross-scale networks, at the risk of throwing the baby (i.e. central-local relations) out with the bathwater. States have, no doubt, lost large parts of their power to impose centrally-designed solutions to local governments (Page and Goldsmith, 1987 and 2010; Le Galès, 2003). But this in no way signifies they are powerless in front of them. As Brenner et al. remind us, the tracks and circuits of urban policy circulation are profoundly power-ridden, structured by unequal resourcing (Brenner et al., 2010). From this standpoint, States retain important resources to influence urban policies, notably by promoting and mediating transfers.
In this part, we would like to challenge the implicit or explicit assumption often found in the literature on policy mobilities and assemblages that the intensification of circulations at different scales in a polycentric, globalized neoliberal world makes national scale irrelevant to urban policy and politics, and approaches in terms of central-local relationship totally obsolete. Recent developments in French academic works suggest quite the reverse: even if the flow of ideas, knowledge, expertise, models, norms, practices and so on has become multi-directional and cross-scalar, a large part of urban policy circulations, which have been historically framed at the national level, are still downward and bounded to this scale (Payre, 2007; Devismes et al., 2007). Far from further hollowing of the State, the increasing importance of circulations has been seized as an opportunity by the State elites to regain power and legitimacy in their relationship with local authorities. In a context of State rescaling and restructuring, transfer have become a powerful political lever to steer urban policies at a distance. Drawing on the French case, we want to emphasize the importance of national scale macro-regulations, professional networks and policy communities in inter-urban policy transfers as well as the role of the State in legitimizing ideas, models, tools and thus promoting their horizontal diffusion between cities. To put it shortly, the State and the national scale do still matter in urban policy circulations, even if the flow of ideas, knowledge, expertise, models, practices and so on has become multi-scalar and multi-directional.
To set the scene, we must describe shortly the major, yet underestimated, changes in the French political and administrative system over the first decade of the 2000s. The common disqualification in the mainstream Anglophone literature of the French State as a “reform laggard” is nothing but a stereotype (Eymeri-Douzans, 2013). France has not escaped the global spread of new managerial doctrine and tools within public policy, something which in turn impacted on central-local relationship. Initiated timidly in the late 1980s, it increased gradually in the 1990s and gain momentum from 2001 with the major reform of public finances and accounting system called LOLF (Loi organique relative aux lois de finances). This reform was aimed at changing the way public spending is organized within the central state. By departing from line item budgeting towards performance-sensitive frameworks, it made a paradigmatic change in French public administration (Bezes, 2009). It paved the way for in-depth neo-managerial reforms, implemented at fast pace since then. The accession to power of Nicolas Sarkozy in 2007 gave a further impetus to the reform stream. Taking its inspiration from the Review of Programmes enforced in Canada and the “Spending reviews” carried out in the UK a few years before, an ambitious programme of bureaucratic reorganizations was set up under the new label of RGPP (Révision générale des politiques publiques). Claiming to “Rethink the State” in ways that are tied with the imperatives of the debt and the deficit, the RGPP resulted in administrative mergers, creation of several national autonomous agencies in the British style, externalization and devolvement of functions to agencies and local authorities.
This managerial turn has radically transformed central-local relations. Two apparently inconsistent yet combined processes must be underlined. On the one hand, urban and regional authorities were given more power and autonomy from central government. The constitutional reform of the “Second Act of Decentralisation” in 2003 reinforced lower-tiers of government in general and intermunicipal entities known as “urban communities” and “agglomeration communities” in particular. In the meantime, within the framework of the RGPP, the state field agencies suffered drastic cuts, losing large parts of their budgets, workforce and what was left of their expertise and authority. On the other hand, the devolvement of responsibilities and the wider autonomy granted to local governments was challenged by a strengthening of central constraints on them, through a combination of development of responsibilities strictly controlled by national norms, reporting, auditing and benchmarking systems, and budget cuts. 
As Meny and Wright write, when “confronted with difficult demands it can no longer satisfy alone, central government seems quite happy to decentralize penury !” (Meny and Wright, 1985: 7). Indeed, under the pressure of the economic crisis and the European threshold on public deficit, the central State made a priority of controlling and cutting local expenses. It did manage to impose new fiscal constraints over local governments in 2009 (Le Lidec, 2011). Therefore, the capacity of local governments to act and deliver increasingly depends on their ability to import innovative and accurate policy solutions to their problems, and above all to win special resources from the centre: financial resources allocated by national agencies through competitive biddings in the first place, as well as legitimacy resources granted by the State through awards, labels and other ways of putting forward “best practices”. In this respect, the autonomy granted to lower-tiers of government and the declining local presence of the state apparatus do not mean that the central State has lost its capacity to influence policies conceived and implemented at the local level. Quite the reverse these reforms created the conditions for central steering of local policies through new tools of government, all the more efficient in that they no longer rest on vertical hierarchy or horizontal negotiations (between local authorities and state field agencies) but on incentives and non-state mediators that appear more respectful of local authorities autonomy.
As well as to globalization and europeanization, the growing importance of policy transfer in French urban policies can be linked to these processes of State restructuring. A consequence of this is that one should not underestimate the domestic mechanisms in and through which policies are made mobile. Actually, urban policy transfers are far more substantial inside than across national boundaries. Not all cities have direct access to foreign experiences through transnational cities networks or international policy tourism. In small and medium-sized cities, direct contacts between political officials and city bureaucrats with policy actors from foreign cities are often limited to twinning programmes. These programmes certainly played a crucial role in the emergence of urban governments in the post-WWII period (Vion, 2003), but their outcomes are small nowadays in terms of flows of knowledge and policy transfers (Jayne et al., 2012) as compared with newer processes of making policies mobile. Active participation in international or European cities networks and international policy tourism – which refers to the different types of ways in which policy actors in one city travel abroad with the aim of learning from policy actors from other cities (Ward, 2006; Robinson, 2010) – requires specific resources which are unequally distributed among cities. For small and medium cities with little expertise, little technical help from State field services, and little capacity to directly access to foreign experiences, policy transfer most often amounts to photocopying “good practices” from other French cities, mediated by low-cost domestic consultants or by the national agencies and ministries.
Even for major cities eager to play in an international playground, it should not be taken for granted that foreign experience is the major source of inspiration, for at least two reasons. Firstly, one might mention that most communities of policy mobilizers and their associated institutions through which policies are put in motion are framed at the national level. The evacuation of these urban « policy mobilizers » linked to networks that are strongly embedded in – and limited to – the national context is striking in McCann’s threefold typology that distinguishes local policy actors, the global policy consultocracy, and informational infrastructures (McCann, 2010). In the French case, these informational infrastructures, defined by the author as “individuals, institutions, organizations, and technologies that interpret, frame, package, and represent information about best policy practices, successful cities, and cutting-edge ideas”, play a key-role in the circulation of knowledge and models, especially the sub-type called “professional organizations” which have been set up by the central State or its satellites, and are organized at the national level. Major French cities do develop entrepreneurial strategies based on the participation in European projects, involvement in transnational municipal networks, or the hiring of international “starchitects” and “hot” experts to learn about cutting-edge policies from other cities, as we have seen with Nantes and Saint-Etienne. But these are only the tip of the iceberg of policy circulation.
Second, it appeared that learning from abroad is more difficult and risky than mobilizing solutions tried and tested in a nearby context. Any importer faces two tricky questions: which model or practice should I import? Will it fit at home? Importers have first to decide which model they choose to import in a competitive market of models. The assessment of the value of different models is all the more difficult that each of them is embedded in a specific institutional setting. Therefore, it is hard to know if its value is intrinsic or relative, and how it will fit in a totally different setting. The selection and the process of disembedding and re-embedding are much less complicated within the national boundaries. Not just because the legislation and institutions are more or less the same, but also due to the fact that uncertainty on the value of different models is more easily reduced at this scale, with the help of various national league tables, handbooks of best practices, awards, labels and other certification tools. As emphasized by neoinstitutionalist authors, certification facilitates the movement of policies from one city to another, and the value of any certification depends on the legitimacy of its dispenser (Scott, 1991; Ancelovici and Jenson, 2012). The central State may have lost authority on local authorities, but it still has enough legitimacy in their eyes to distinguish model cities, good from bad practices, and even the best from the good ones. Its unchallenged position from this standpoint makes the State all the more influential in policy circulation.
It clearly appears in the National programme for urban renewal. As mentioned above, the State agency in charge of this programme devotes an important part of its activity to the identification, selection, modelization and dissemination of “best practices”. Obviously, urban practitioners and policymakers do not depend on this only central source to get information on what other cities do. They have easy access to knowledge and experiences from European cities facing similar issue of urban renewal, through several European projects and networks (European Knowledge Urban Network, Eurocities). Nevertheless, in comparison to other urban projects carried out in other neighbourhoods, urban renewal projects funded by the PNRU seem refractory to learning from abroad. Local project managers are interested in their counterparts' experience; they do a lot of policy tourism at the regional and national levels, participate in policy networks, and volunteer for promoting externally their projects. But when asked to cite influential city models, where they found useful ideas or tools for their urban renewal projects or where they went to promote theirs, the answer is seldom, if ever, a foreign city. Even in the city of Nantes, highly involved in international and European networks, foreign experiences and expertise don't seem to have been used in the urban renewal projects under way within the framework of the PNRU, whereas they are frequently used in its other major urban projects.
Sustainable urban development policies give another illustration of the importance of policy transfer linking, in a bilateral way, central and urban governments in France. A few pioneer cities as Angers, a city of 150 000 inhabitants located 90 km East of Nantes whose mayor was member of the French delegation at the Rio summit in 1992, initiated the first Local Agenda 21 (LA21) in the mid-1990s. Their experience was backed up, modellized and promoted by the French State Agency for Environment and Energy (ADEME) in the late 1990s. At the same time, the Ministry for the Environment organized several rounds of calls for projects on tools and methodologies for designing and implementing LA21. Facing a strong lack of expertise on this issue and a pressure from the EU, the Ministry used these calls in order to highlight few innovative experiences such as Dunkerque, Angers, Echirolles, Romans-sur-Isère, etc., and to build its own methodology. In 2006, the Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy adopted a Reference framework for regional sustainable development projects and local Agenda 21s, giving a kickstart to the development of local Agenda 21s in hundreds of cities. Since then, annual “recognition sessions” are organized by this Ministry, awarding the Agenda 21 label to cities who abide by the principles of the national framework. From 2007 to 2012, the number of local agenda 21 under way rised from about 200 to more than 900, close to the objective of 1000 set in the National Sustainable Development Strategy 2010-2013 adopted in 2008. More recently, this method has been used for “new” environmental policies developed in the aftermath of the 2007 Grenelle de l’Environnement. It was the case for the “green and blue corridors” policies which were based on specific experiences developed by the Nord-Pas-de-Calais Region and the City of Rennes in the late 1990s. It was also the case with the Eco-district national programme which was at the beginning based on a very fuzzy definition of eco-regeneration. By launching call for projects the State learn from local practices and manage to develop its own framework which was published in 2012.
French sustainable urban development policies and the National Programme for Urban Renewal
 are two very different cases, one where the national policy was structured by upward transfers and the other where downward transfers prevail. But they suffice to show that urban policy circulations still largely fit into national, central-local relations, as the central State retains important legitimacy resources and a capacity of certification that are crucial to these circulations.
It would be a mistake to think this situation is peculiar to France, or symptomatic of the country’s backwardness in a globalized world. Indeed, when it comes to international policy circulations, flows to and from French cities can be hampered by the language barrier, a situation unknown (or less known) in English speaking areas favoured in the literature on policy circulations and assemblages. Nevertheless, a look across the channel to Great Britain reveals some common features. As in France, the central State highly relies on “best practices” and model cases to provide guidelines to urban governments, as illustrated by the Beacon awards (Rashman and Hartley, 2002) or the numerous reference to Barcelona in the Urban Task Force’s report “Towards an Urban Renaissance” published in 1999 and the Government's subsequent Urban White Paper. Here too, upward transfers play a key role in urban regeneration policy with the “Mancunian model” (Robson, 2002) or in sustainable urban development policies, as illustrated by the adoption of the “Merton Rule” in the Planning and Energy Act 2008
. As in France, horizontal transfers in urban renewal policies are steered by the central State, whose publications are the most trusted source of information used by local policymakers to assess the quality and validity of the information they receive on “best practices” from other cities (Wolman and Page, 2002).
2.2. Circulations and power relations at the urban level
As already indicated one of the gaps in the literature on policy mobilities is the relative lack of attention given to classical questions regarding urban policy-making, local politics and more generally power in the city. Despite interesting exceptions (McCann, 2013), few scholars have tried to understand what are the implications of increasing policy mobilities for urban governance. In this last section we will try to partially fill this gap by discussing first the role of policy mobilities on contemporary forms of urban governance, and second its implications regarding issues of legitimization and of transformation of politics/society relationships. We will demonstrate that the increasing influence of policy mobilities on urban governance is uneven. It depends both on the local context which could be favourable or not to “transnational capital” and on the nature of legitimization with a more important role in output-oriented legitimization than in input-oriented legitimization.
The increasing mobility of urban policies, models, “best practices”, etc., has had a strong impact on urban policies and urban governance. It is possible to identify at least three main areas in which it has transformed urban policies and governance. The first one is the content of urban policies. It is not very original, but policy mobilities play now an active role in the definition of urban agenda. Models and “best practices” could not be considered anymore as marginal sources of inspirations for policy-makers. They represent a stock of “sure-bets” solutions in which local elective officials and officers could dip into. The case of Saint-Etienne and Nantes are both indicative of this trend. In Saint-Etienne, urban regeneration policies were inspired by “iconic” international experiences such as cultural regeneration in Bilbao or Glasgow. In Nantes, the agenda restructuring in the mid-2000s was largely influenced by the knowledge developed by few actors of the “success” of several European and North American cities which had relied on an environmental strategy:
« Until 2005, study trips were limited to cities which had pursued cultural regeneration policies, such as Bilbao or Glasgow. Since 2006/2007, the focus has changed. We went to Copenhagen, Malmo, Seattle, Vancouver, Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Breda, etc. Those cities have all erected the environment as a tool for their competitiveness. Each time, it has been a shock […]. For a time, Laurent Théry [The director of the urban regeneration company] spoke only about eco-density » (Interview, 30/10/09).
This preference for “international” experiences rather than “home-grown” strategies could be explain by the increasing reluctance of local actors to take risks with the uncertain development of new strategies. In a context dominated by the rise of the so-called evidence-based policy making, models and best practices provided political reinsurance. Even though the success of these initiatives is not fully demonstrated, urban actors give priority to this strategy as a way to avoid blame and sometimes to “educate” the urban society and build acceptance within the city. For example, international references had been actively used by the mayor of Saint-Etienne as a resource to legitimize the controversial Cité du Design project:
“All the great projects that have been mentioned, and many others, were initially rejected by the population. Bilbao’s Guggenheim Museum experienced fierce opposition. Juan Luis Laskurain, president of Bilbao’s Chamber of Commerce, former Finance Minister of Biscaya, said that had there been a referendum at the time, ‘80% would have opposed the construction of the museum’; the park of Remembrance in Duisburg also faced considerable opposition, as did the Cité du design in Saint-Étienne” (Thiollière, 2007: 61, our translation).
The second kind of impact that policy mobilities has had on urban governance concerns the nature of urban competitiveness. While competition between cities was largely dominated by the attraction of footloose capital and mobile social groups, it is today also link with a “battle of ideas” which is epitomize by the extra-local projection of urban actors. There is now a conviction among most urban policy-makers that, by telling stories of their successes, they could put their city in a favourable national and/or international position. This new form of urban entrepreneurialism is oriented towards the management of reputation and the capacity to act as a trend setter. It is based on the following rational: in being considered as a model a city will benefits from reputational and financial advantages. It will be positioned favourably to shape the agenda both of other cities and of upper-level of governments. This potential benefit is even greater with brand new issues for which the rules of the game are not clearly established, allowing pioneers to get first mover advantage. The paradigmatic case of Nantes demonstrates that this new form of entrepreneurialism is increasingly developed by local governments. It is now an essential asset in the uneven construction of a “capacity to act” in European cities. It will probably become even significant in a context of austerity and public funding scarcity.  
The third aspect concerns the dynamics of building/maintaining urban coalitions. In his seminal work on urban regimes, Clarence Stone pointed the importance of three elements in the building of urban coalitions: the creation of a shared agenda, the pursuit of feasible goals, and the existence of selective incentives (Stone, 1989; 1993). The cases of Nantes and Saint-Etienne demonstrate that policy mobilities play now an active role in these different coalitional arrangements. In Saint-Etienne the international activities that Michel Thiollière instigated were conducive to building and maintaining a coalition. The different study trip he organized were aimed at enabling him to consolidate such a coalition, to interest actors in a strategy of realignment of Saint-Étienne’s urban policies with those of great European and North American cities and to activate a process of frame alignment (Snow et al., 1986). In 1995, he organized a study visit to Baltimore devoted to strategies of urban regeneration. Three mayors of peripheral municipalities accompanied him, later to become some of his most active supporters when creating with difficulties an intermunicipal cooperation body for the whole metropolitan region. Thereafter, the study visits became a regular feature and were offered to local councillors, to vice presidents of the metropolitan institution and to mayors from the opposition parties. The aim was to refine strategies and to socialize actors who the mayor and his team intended to include in a coalition. By the same token, the intensive uses of “best practices” were instrumental in the definition of what is feasible or not for the redevelopment of declining industrial city. Study trips, international examples and reference, were mobilized in order to convince the different partners and to elaborate a common narrative based on “realistic” objectives such as the enhancement of quality in architecture and public spaces, the organization of sports and cultural events, the development of “flagship” buildings. The same process occurred in Nantes were green party members strategically used national and international examples in order to socialize local officers and councillors with the benefits of urban compactness, of eco-construction, or of responsible and social entrepreneurship. Last, policy mobilities provide several selective incentives which could operate as fuel for coalitions. The awards, prizes, labels, and other rewards provided by the development of a transnational “polity” are important symbolic goods in the maintaining of urban coalitions. The sharing of these successes could reinforce the cooperation between the different partners. For example, in Nantes, the different awards collected by the city have been celebrated by the different stakeholders. They could be considered as a strong binder especially when controversial issues could put the coalition under stress
. This is particularly so with the European Green Capital title. This European recognition of the efforts and accomplishments of Nantes in sustainable development was used by the green party councillors to justify their participation into the ruling local coalition, which was called into question by activists and grassroots movements fighting against the new airport project.

While there is no doubt about the influence of policy mobilities on the definition of urban agendas, on the nature of urban competition and on the process of coalition building, its impact on legitimization seems less evident. Two questions need to be addressed: is there a specific “capital” associated with policy mobilities and the involvement in the transnational sphere? How is it used in power relations and in the reshaping of politics/society relationships? In order to discuss the relevance of a transnational capital in urban governance, one might look at the classical work of Yves Dezalay and Bryant G. Garth on the “new global elites” and how they defined the “international capital” (Dezalay and Garth, 2002a; 2002b). For these scholars, the international capital is based on degrees, expertise, relationships, and networks with international credibility. “Transnational capital” is slightly different from “international capital”. It is based on expertise, active involvement in networks, and a capacity to import/export policy, ideas, and models. It could be mobilized by urban policy-makers in order to reassert their position within urban governance networks. In our different cases, there are several examples of successful strategies based on the mobilization of this transnational capital. One of the most striking is the rise to power of Ronan Dantec, the Executive councillor for the Environment of Nantes. As a member of the Green Party and as long-standing grassroots activist, he was not considered as an influential councillor in the early 2000s
. During the 2000’s, he has developed a transnational capital through its active involvement in transnational municipal networks, European programmes or mega-conferences. As it is mentioned by the Director of the Environmental Unit:
“Ronan Dantec used the Local Agenda 21 in order to assert his position. He managed to make visible his skills. At Johannesburg [The 2002 Earth Summit], he was unable to understand English-speaking people, and in few weeks, he will be the climate representative for French local authorities at Copenhagen [The 2009 Climate Conference]. That’s an impressive trajectory. Jean-Marc Ayrault has quickly understood that Ronan is very efficient on specific issues […]. He has understood that the Local Agenda 21 had been considered as a success and had putted Nantes on the map” (Interview, 29/10/09).
Dantec managed to convert its grassroots reputation in a more professional one. He has taken advantage of its transnational capital to assert his position within urban policy networks
 in a context where the involvement in “transnational” activities was linked to specific value such as pragmatism. He has also showed a capacity to export local policy which seems more important than simply importing ideas or “best practices”.
This example demonstrates that “transnational capital” could be used as powerful tool by entrepreneurial individuals in order to reassert their position and to gain access to policy-makers networks in cities. However, two remarks needs to be formulated in order to moderate this vision of policy mobility as a new legitimating strategy. 
First, transnational capital has a relative value depending on times and spaces. As Dezalay and Garth pointed out, international capital “does not exist apart from the struggles that take place in a local context” (2012: 313). Its influence varies considerably regarding the context. A similar conclusion could be used for transnational capital which could be considered as more or less valuable. Following McCann, local actors involved in the processes of policy import/export could be blame for “junketing” (McCann, 2010: 124). Contrary to what has been said for Nantes, in Saint-Etienne, the “transnational capital” is regarded with suspicion. Among officers, it is view as a useless value due to the specific professional culture dominated localism and close-mindedness. Even the mayor seems cautious in highlighting its “transnational capital”. For example, in 2006, Michel Thiollière was elected 5th best mayor in the world by City Mayors, a website which organized a 100,000 people vote to select a mayor from a shortlist of 50, including mayors such as Amsterdam’s Job Cohen and Melbourne’s John So. Surprisingly, this news had no effect on the mayor or his municipal colleagues, or on their press and publicity campaigns. There was no newsflash to other Saint-Etienne stakeholders, key players or investors in the local economy, no city self-promotion in marketing or advertising campaigns, not even to local residents. And eventually, Thiollière lost the municipal election after he received the award (Béal and Pinson, 2013). 
Second, policy mobility and transnational capital seems to be very inefficient for the mobilization of electoral supports. Contrary to recent studies of urban governance which demonstrates that urban branding is used to reconnect mayors and the urban societies (Pasotti, 2009; McCann, 2013), our analysis tends to show that “international activities” are only providing advantages in the “policy” sphere and not in the “politics” sphere
. In Nantes and even more in Saint-Etienne, the international recognition of the city participated only in a very secondary way in the construction of an electoral legitimacy. Policy mobilities activities have become a ‘matter of pros’, a space of mobilization of actors and resources for public action more than a space for constructing political support and clientelist networks. Put differently, it has become an important element of output-oriented legitimization (Pinson, 2009). Conversely, it has nothing to do with input-oriented legitimacy. If a transnational capital could be used in order seduce middle-class people and creative people, it seems largely inappropriate in the classical work of political supervision of populations, of maintenance of political support and of day-to-day upkeep of street-level connections with the different social groups in the city. Finally, the new importance of policy mobilities in urban governance reveals the gap between “policy” activities and “political” activities which are more and more disconnected. As mayors, councillors and officers become increasingly involved in professional networks of production of public action, their ties with local society loosen, giving rise to worries concerning a postdemocratic and postpolitic turn in the governing of cities (Swyngedouw, 2009). 
Conclusion

In this paper, we try to “rectify” two assumptions that tend to be pervasive in the literature about policy mobilities and assemblage. The first assumption is that there would a clear cut difference between disciplinary approaches of policy circulations, in particular between the two social sciences that have addressed the issue of policy transfer between geopolitical entities of the same or of different level, i.e. political science and geography. The former is supposed to be trapped into positivist and ballistic vision of “transfer”, while the latter would be more attentive of the contingent and multidirectional character of “mobilities”. In actual facts, when looking in more details recent researches on policy transfer, and in particular researches about Europeanization, it becomes clear that both political scientists and geographers share the same kind of assumption like, among other, the necessity to look at various type of circulation channels (as we did in the first section of this paper), to examine what transfer and reception do to the ideas and models that circulate and to develop a more sociological approach of the places, networks and agents involved in circulations. 
The second assumption is that national scale and national State would be necessarily passive in and unsettled by policy models circulations. These circulations would be just another sign of globalization that is spontaneously considered as a phenomenon that erodes the very foundations of national States sovereignty. The French case study reveals a much more nuanced situation. To be sure, the growing importance of horizontal and upward circulations is an evidence of the fact that central State have lost their monopoly of the production and provision of policy models and expertise, and this is quite a revolution in the French case. But the central State has also been able to restore its influence by positioning itself in a nodal position in the collection, theorization and certification of policy models. Besides, it still provides essential platform for benchmarking and professional exchanges. Thus, policy transfers and mobilities should not be systematically taken for an evidence of the hollowing out of the State, but rather as a research object helping to analyse and theorise the restructuring of the State and the transformation of central/local relationships. 
In this paper, we also tried to address an issue that is strangely not at the heart of policy circulation literature, nor in geography neither in political science: the issue of power. Our initial question was “what mobilities do to power relations?” We tried to observe the modification induced by the growing importance of mobilities both in the central/local relations and at the urban level. As already said, as far as central/local relations are concerned, the result is quite surprising. Mobilities are an occasion for central State to reassert their authority and steering capacity through softer instruments. As far as power relationships at the urban level, here again, the picture is quite nuanced. Undoubtedly, the necessity to export or import policy models has become a common lever of political mobilisation and a way to discipline the behaviour of unruly actors on the urban political scenes. But if mobilities issues can be a way to secure dominant position in policymaking networks, it is must less sure that these issues are as much rewarding as far as electoral competition is concerned. This is just another sign of the drift tearing apart the two spheres of policies and politics at the urban level. 
Our last remark concerns the uneven geography of policy mobilities. The two cases of French cities that were at the centre of our study – Nantes and Saint-Etienne – show clearly that cities are not in equal position when facing the circuits of policy circulations. Nantes has been able to position itself as a trend setter able to export models and to influence the central State and the EU agendas and programs, while Saint-Etienne is locked in a much more passive position. Structural criteria are important explaining factors to decipher the difference: Nantes is enjoying a positive economic and demographic trend and has been able to build up a very efficient administration at both city and inter-municipal level; the long lasting leadership of the Mayor Jean-Marc Ayrault has also helped to build up this capacity; Saint-Etienne, on the other side, is still experiencing a problematic economic and demographic trend and is suffering from the competition of both Lyon and its surrounding booming municipalities. But structural conditions are not a fatality. Twenty years ago, Nantes was facing the same kind of crisis and was suffering from a fragmented political and administrative system. Hence, the necessity for more case studies and constructivist approach that can help to decipher both structural and contextual factors that contribute to the positioning of the cities in the urban policy mobilities market. 
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� The Club Ville aménagement was created in 1993. Its main activity concerns the organization of conferences and the publication of books on “hot” urban issues such public-private partnerships, urban regeneration, knowledge and creative economy, tourism and cultural development, etc. The club encourages also the publication of monographs on specific cities in order to provide models. For further information, http://www.club-ville-amenagement.org/index.php.


� Situated fifty kilometers southwest of Lyon Saint-Etienne is a city of 172,000 inhabitants while the region of greater Saint-Etienne and its 43 municipalities encompasses 375,000 people. The urban area according to the INSEE definition comprises more than half a million people, which makes it France's 17th largest metropolitan area. Saint-Etienne is a city built on coal mining, steel, weapons and textile industries. It is a rare example of a French city shaped by industrialisation before its decline into a 'shrinking city.' Over the past forty years it has witnessed the flight of 50,000 people mainly to neighbouring Lyon, one of France's most dynamic hubs.


� Prefects are top civil servants appointed by and reporting to the central government, whose authority extend to all the State’s field agencies in charge of local implementation of national public policies.


� Situated 50 km from the Atlantic Coast, Nantes is a city of 285,000 inhabitants. It is the centre of a metropolitan area – the Communauté Urbaine de Nantes – comprising 24 local authorities and encompassing 580,000 inhabitants. While the city economy was dominated by the industry – international trade, shipbuilding, food industry, etc. – until the late 1970s, it is now considered as one of the most balanced urban economy mixing evenly industrial, service and residential activities. Since the 1990s, Nantes is one of the most successful French cities witnessing a strong demographic boom. The population of the metropolitan area grew by 100 000 over the last 20 years, ranking Nantes Metropole as the sixth biggest French Metropolitan areas. Politically, Nantes has been governed since the late 1980s by a coalition encompassing all the left and centre-left political parties (Socialist Party, Communist Party, Radical Party, Green Party, etc.) and leading by Jean-Marc Ayrault. The later withdrew from its mayoral activity in 2012 after becoming Prime Minister. 


� Few members of the Green Party were integrated in the urban coalition during the 1990s. However, the 2000s have been characterized by an increase of influence of this party which disposed in 2008 of 10 councilors in the city council, 3 influential vice-presidents in the metropolitan council, and one local MP. In 2009, the results of the European elections – the Green Party came first in Nantes with 26% of the vote – accentuated this trend.


� Nantes is also vice-president of Eurocities since January 2013.


� The Grenelle de l’Environnement was a broad state-led consultation of politicians, scientists, companies and academics on environmental issues that led to the creation of a new French environmental strategy. It is considered as a tipping point in French environmental policies.


� By the way, urban sustainability was one of the two objectives – with social mix – of this programme often coined as "the most substantial urban programme in French national history". As a matter of fact, sustainability issues were put to one side by the ANRU (Epstein, 2011).


� Named after the Merton Council that adopted in 2003 the first prescriptive planning policy that required new commercial buildings to be partly self-sufficient in energy production. In the following years, it served as a model for several local authorities, and for the UK government five years later, that passed an Act to enable local planning authorities to set requirements for energy use and energy efficiency.





� The construction of the Notre-Dame-des-Landes’ international airport in the periphery of Nantes is one of these issues. It has created tensions between the local socialist party which is a strong support to the creation of this airport and the local green party which has suggested maintaining the existing airport in Bouguenais.


� As a matter a fact, Dantec was appointed as 17th councilor in charge of the Environment and Sustainable development in 2001. Ten years later, he was elected senator.


� During the 2000s, he became one of the most influential councilors and also one a high-profile vice-president in the metropolitan institution. In 2011, he was elected as a Senator.


� The policy sphere relates to the activities and practices driven by electoral competition and the construction of an electoral base, and the policy sphere relates to the activities and the practices aimed at producing urban policies and strategies to address urban problems. While the first one corresponds to Scharpf’s input-oriented legitimacy, the second one is closer to output-oriented legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999). 
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