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1 Introduction

This paper addresses the question of how we can
account for learning in policy domains, in which according
to Sabatier’s Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACEF,
Sabatier 1988, 1998, Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993, 1999)
learning is unlikely.

For a better understanding of the policy process the
ACEF starts from the assumption that “policy subsystems”
or policy domains are structured by several — usually two —
competing advocacy coalitions (AC). An AC is “composed
of actors from various governmental and private
organisations which both (a) share a set of normative and
causal beliefs and (b) engage in a non-trivial degree of co-
ordinated activity over time” (Sabatier 1998: 103). Policy
beliefs again can be divided into deep core values, policy
core beliefs and secondary aspects. Deep core values relate
to deeply held and rather stable “fundamental normative
and ontological axioms” (ibid. 112), which often are even
not reflected and span across all policy fields. Policy core
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beliefs refer to fundamental policy positions, whereas
secondary aspects are about instrumental decisions. Both
categories of beliefs are particular to a policy subsystem.

Sabatier attributes policy change to three different
sources: First, changes in the “real world”, i.e. changes in
socio-economic conditions, public opinion, systemic
governing coalition, or policy outputs from other policy
domains; second, turnover in personnel; and third, policy-
oriented learning. He defines policy oriented learning as
“relatively enduring alterations of thought or behaviour
intentions, which result from experience and/or new
information and which are concerned with the attainment or
revision of policy objectives” (Sabatier 1998: 104).
Sabatier considers policy learning in policy core beliefs - in
contrast to secondary aspects - as being rather unlikely and
requiring external perturbation (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith
1999: 123).

Sabatier presents several hypotheses, which identify
conditions for and the likelihood of policy change and
policy learning (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1999: 124).
Among other factors, he proposes that policy learning is
more likely: in areas related to the natural environment and
not the social world (learning hypothesis 3); if there are
accepted quantitative data, explanations and indicators of
success (learning hypothesis 2).

Available empirical research using the ACF has
been predominantly concerned with policy subsystems,
which are strongly informed by technical knowledge. Much
less has this approach been used to understand policy
domains that are characterised by normative or identity
issues (Sabatier 1998: 100, 122).

In this paper we present two cases from Austrian
life politics, which according to Sabatier’s hypothesis are
rather unlikely to involve policy learning, because they
both belong to the social world and lack a problem
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perception in terms of quantitative data and explanations.
Nevertheless, we can detect learning in both cases. The first
case is concerned with the Austrian debate on regulating
abortion in the early 1970s, which led to a rather
permissive law. The second case deals with the discussion
about assisted reproductive technologies (ART) policy in
Austria during the 1980s and early 1990s, which
culminated in the enactment of the Reproductive Medicine
Act (Fortpflanzungs-medizingesetz, FMedG) in 1992, a
relatively restrictive regulation.

The analysis of the two case studies is based on
expert interviews with relevant political actors in the
abortion or ART debates, analysis of documents such as
records of party conventions, parliamentary documents,
ministerial files, newspapers as well as documentation of
political parties. Moreover, we used published literature on
the development and implementation of the new penal
code, including its abortion clause, as well as on the
regulation of ART.

2 Decriminalisation of abortion

2.1 Abortion as a policy problem

Abortion is an ancient and culturally contingent
practice and the same applies to its legal regulation
(Mesner 1994: 9).2 Taking up Sabatier’s distinction (1998)
between technical policy problems that relate either to the
natural or to the social world, abortion regulations are
clearly a problem of the latter kind. They are concerned
with the stance a society takes regarding wilful termination
of pregnancy, which often is framed as a problem of ethics.

? For a survey of abortion regulations in Austria from Roman times to
the 1970s, see Lentner 1971 and Keller 1971.
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Thus, according to Sabatier, policy learning should be more
unlikely in this policy domain.

The Austrian abortion debate of the early 1970s was
basically shaped by two antagonistic ACs characterised by
incommensurable and conflicting belief systems (Sabatier
1998: 103). In accordance with the division of post-war
Austrian society into two almost equally strong camps — a
conservative and a social democratic one — until well into
the 1970s, the division of the two ACs followed this
fundamental demarcation line (Sagmeister 1981, Edlinger
1981, Stangl 1985, Enigl/ Perthold 1993, Lehner 1993,
Mesner 1994). The restrictive AC consisted of the
conservative Austrian People’s Party (Osterreichische
Volkspartei, in the following OVP), the official Roman
Catholic Church, catholic lay organizations, the Austrian
Chamber Of Physicians (Osterreichische Arztekammer), a
great number of influential physicians at university clinics,
and catholic activist groups. The permissive AC was
basically identical with the Austrian Socialist Party
(Sozialistische Partei Osterreichs, in the following SPO), its
organisations, as well as individuals with an affinity to this
party. On the whole, the restrictive AC dominated the
abortion debate from the early 1920s until the early 1970s.
Subsequently, the permissive AC gained the absolute
parliamentary majority, won over coalition partners and
acquired argumentative momentum.

The differences between the two ACs were
particularly strong regarding their deep core beliefs
(Sabatier 1998: 103). While the restrictive AC emphasised
the protection of human life from procreation, the
permissive AC was primarily concerned with the
potentially negative consequences of unwanted children in
medical, psychological, economic and social terms for a
woman. Moreover, they demanded that women should in
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principle have the right to terminate a pregnancy if she
considered these conditions as unfavourable.

The permissive AC criticised the existing law as
ineffective, unfair and harmful. They considered it as
ineffective because it did not prevent abortions. In addition,
punishment does not contribute to the convict’s moral
improvement. They criticised the law as unfair because
privileged women were able to avoid the ban more easily
than socially weaker women. Moreover, socially
disadvantaged women were convicted more often than
privileged women. The permissive AC regarded the law as
harmful for women’s health and life, because the
prohibition of abortion forced many women to look for
help by unskilled back-alley abortionists. The permissive
AC advocated fewer, planned and healthy children. While
this line of reasoning had remained almost unaltered since
the 1920s’ , the call for female self-determination in the
sense of deciding on abortion became central in their line of
argumentation in the early 1970s. For example, a group of
autonomous women stated:

"Going omne step further, we demand that all
women’s right to medically optimal abortions be
recognised as inviolable and natural. ... Women’s right of
self-determination means each woman’s right to decide for
herself about her own body, her own life, as well as
whether and when to have children, and how many children
each woman wants to have. We clearly deny those in power

’ However, there are also changes in comparison with the abortion
debate during the 1* Austrian Republic. Whereas the debate in the
1920s and 1930s also included state focussed eugenic arguments (Rose
2001), this argument has almost completely disappeared since 1945. On
the other hand, after 1945, some advocates of a restrictive abortion
regulation linked abortion rhetorically with eugenic discrimination,
euthanasia of the elderly and handicapped as well as with racist murder
during the Nazi regime.
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the right to decide about us.” (AUF-Mitteilung no. 11,
September 1973, quoted in Perthold 1993: 98).

In the same vein, but in less belligerent language,
the SPO Women’s Organisation declared at the 1972 party
convention:

"The current cruel penalties on interruption of
pregnancy are to be amended as part of a general revision
of Austrian penal law, in such a way that, besides the
indication-based solution contained in the government’s
proposed bill, women’s special conflict situation is
comprehensively addressed by giving them the right to
decide freely for themselves within a medically reasonable
period of time.” (SPO 1972: 25, emphasis added by the
authors).

Thus, in contrast to the restrictive AC that wanted
either to stick to the existing restrictive abortion regulation
and at most wanted to allow as few exceptions from an
abortion ban as possible, the permissive AC advocated
decriminalisation of abortion. According to positions
within this AC, this decriminalisation should be effected by
a complete abolishment of the abortion ban, by generally
allowing abortion within a specific time limit and by
defining specific exceptions.

Both ACs emphasised that abortion was undesirable
and they unanimously decided on a number of so-called
accompanying measures to reduce the number of abortions
ranging, e.g., from sex education, reforms of inheritance
law and family law to the increase of family and birth
allowances. However, whereas the restrictive AC perceived
such measures as an alternative to the abolishment of the
strict abortion ban, the permissive AC only considered
them as supplementary (Edlinger 1983: 123).

Looking again at Sabatier’s AC approach, abortion
policy is clearly a case where learning seems unlikely. At
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the core of the debate was the basic and disputed question
whether or not to decriminalise the widespread practice of
abortion and to give women the right to decide for
themselves on terminating a pregnancy. This question was
completely normative, addressed the very centre of the two
AC’s core beliefs and it involved little technical
knowledge. Since the basic question “right of choice versus
protection of life” is still disputed today, the two ACs do
not share a common policy goal (e.g. reducing the number
of abortions). Consequently, no abortion statistics exist in
Austria on which an evaluation of accompanying measures
could be based. One reason for this is the permissive AC’s
argument that their opponents could use those numbers to
argue against the limited-period abortion right.

Although there are various issues characterising the
specific norm regulating abortion, in this paper we will
concentrate on the question of exceptions from a general
abortion ban, since this question was at the heart of the
Austrian debate in the early 1970s.*

According to their belief system, different actors
considered different conditions as valid justification for an
exemption from a general abortion ban. Transferring a
medical term to a judicial and (in the Austrian context)
basically ethical problem, these exemptions were called
“indications™ and classified as so-called medical, eugenic,

* Other questions include: Is abortion violating a legal norm at all?
What norm and why? Who is violating a norm? The woman who has an
abortion? A person that carries out or assists the abortion, a person that
knows about and/or supports the abortion, e.g. financially,
intellectually? A person who advertises abortion? Is abortion
considered a crime or a petty offence? How is it punished? Are there
other means taken or proposed to prevent abortion than threat of
punishment?

> Consequently, the abortion clause based on different indications was
termed “indication solution®.
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ethical, socio-medical and social ones. In brief, these
different indications can be described as follows. A medical
indication considers abortion as justified if pregnancy and
birth could endanger or harm the woman’s health and life.
The socio-medical indication opens the medical indication
for social aspects by applying a comprehensive health
concept. It considers abortion legitimate if social, economic
and psychological hardships of childcare might endanger
the woman’s health. The eugenic indication regards
abortion as acceptable if the child might be mentally and/or
physically severely ill. The ethical indication supposes that
a woman cannot be expected to give birth to a child whose
conception was caused by a criminal act such as rape. The
social indication considers abortion as legitimate if raising
the child would put intolerable economic stress on a
woman. Whereas almost all actors involved in the Austrian
abortion debate agreed on the legitimacy of a medical
indication, all other indications, in particular the social one,
were much more heavily disputed.

In contrast to the case-by-case approach of the
indication solution, a general right of abortion for a limited
period, which was widely discussed in Austria from the
early 1970s, decriminalises abortion independently of a
particular woman’s motives or living conditions as long as
it is done during the defined time span. Beside a number of
procedural advantages®, the argument most prominently
used by advocates of a time-limited abortion right in the
early 1970s was, as already mentioned, the claim for
female self-determination. It empowers the pregnant
woman herself to decide on the termination her pregnancy

® Firstly, it is not necessary to define indications. Secondly, no
commissions or physicians are necessary to make case-by-case
decisions whether to tolerate an abortion. Thirdly, as long as an
abortion is carried out within the defined period of time, no legal appeal
is possible.



rather than some physician or a commission of whatever
composition.

2.2 Development of the Austrian abortion
regulation

The Austrian penal code valid until 1975 was very
restrictive regarding abortion. Without exception it
threatened women who had terminated their pregnancy
with strict imprisonment from 1 to 5 years (§§ 144 — 148)".
The law dated back to 1803 and 1852, respectively, and
despite numerous reform initiatives, it had remained
unchanged for the most part since then. Already in 1858 the
Austrian parliament started a reform initiative, which after
a number of attempts remained unsuccessful in the end
because the outbreak of World War I did not allow any
further parliamentary discussion of the initiative. Reform
efforts during the 1% Republic, which aimed at the
harmonisation with the more liberal German criminal law,
also failed, not only because of deep-rooted conflicts
between conservatives and social democrats and the
ensuing instability of the Austrian political system, but also
because the wishes of the Austrian authoritarian
government for legal harmonisation with the neighbouring
country ceased in 1933, when national socialists seized
power in Germany (e.g. Keller 1971).

After World War II the penal code was again on the
political agenda after 1954, when the Austrian parliament
installed a Penal Code Commission
(Strafrechtskommission) that consisted of a small number
of male elite legal experts and parliamentarians of the OVP,
the SPO and of the right-wing Freedom Party (Freiheitliche

7 Osterreichisches Strafgesetz. Hrsg. Von der STAATSKANZLEI am
3. November 1945 = Amtliche Sammlung wiederverlautbarter
Rechtsvorschriften 2/1945, 57f. zit. nach Sagmeister 1981: 11.

701
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Partei Osterreichs, FPO, Stangl 1985: 29 ff, Mesner 1994:
100 ff.). By 1962 this expert group had worked out
recommendations for a general reform of the penal code,
which included an extensive medical indication with
psychological, social, eugenic and ethical elements (§ 102,
Strafrechtskommission 1962 quoted in OVP 1971: 30ff). In
1964 the ministry of justice, led by SPO minister Christian
Broda, prepared a proposal, which was based on those
experts’ draft but which was already slightly more
restrictive. Now the medical indication included only a
socio-medical component and the ethical, social and
eugenic elements were dropped. In 1966, the SPO-led
ministry worked out another yet more restrictive proposal
that took into account the conservative critique of the
ministry’s previous proposal and included only a strict
medical indication (Keller 1971). One explanation why the
SPO proposals became increasingly restrictive was the
position of the coalition partner, OVP, with whom the SPO
formed a government from 1945 to 1966. The OVP
blocked any change in the abortion clause going beyond a
strict medical indication (Edlinger 1983: 95).

After a conservative single-party government from
1966—-1970, which did not adopt a new penal code either,
the reform bill was again introduced in parliament in 1971,
after a SPO single-party government had taken office the
previous year.® The proposal of Christian Broda, who was
again appointed minister of justice, took up once more the
experts’ recommendations of 1962 and included a medical
and social-medical indication with ethical and eugenic
components. Again, the OVP passionately attacked this
proposal.

¥ From 1970 to 1971 the social democrat administration was supported
in parliament by a relative SPO majority, from 1971 to 1983 by an
absolute SPO majority.
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In April 1972, at a party convention in Villach, the
SPO women’s organisation demanded a less restrictive
regulation than the one proposed by their own minister and
fellow party member. Abortion, according to this proposal,
should not only be decriminalised in the case of certain
“indications”, but in addition it should generally be legal
within a certain — not yet specified — period of time during
pregnancy. The convention accepted this petition, which by
then also minister Broda supported, with only ten
dissenting votes. SPO parliamentarians introduced a
corresponding amendment to the ministerial proposal in the
legal committee of parliament. In 1973, parliament adopted
the new penal code including the new abortion clause with
the votes of the SPO and against fierce resistance by the
two opposition parties OVP and FPO.

The new law came into effect in 1975 and adheres
to a general prohibition of abortion (§ 96 (3)), but it also
lists several important exceptions from punishment: first, if
the intervention is carried out within a three months’ period
after the beginning of pregnancy (§ 97 (1) 1); second, even
after this period, in cases of medical, eugenic or ethical
indication (§ 97 (1) 2, see below). The law also provides
that only physicians are allowed to carry out abortions, and
only after previous medical consultation with the respective
woman.

2.3 Policy change within the SPO

The described shift from an indication solution to a
general limit-period abortion right plus additional
indications without a time limit, marks a fundamental
change of the official SPO position towards abortion.
Although since 1918 social democrats had always
advocated a softening of the restrictive abortion law, the
official party position since 1926 had always been an
“indication solution” of varying strictness, in line with
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tactical considerations (Mesner 1994). Within the party, the
calls for total abolishment of the prohibition of abortion, or
a limited-period abortion right, had always remained in the
minority.

Looking back thirty years later, party members and
functionaries who participated in this shift describe the
switch from an indication solution to a limited-period
abortion right as a major policy change. But was this
change also policy learning? In order to understand the
development of the abortion regulation we will focus in this
paper on learning processes within the permissive AC,
because it was the SPO that enacted the limited-period
abortion right by overruling the restrictive AC with its
absolute parliamentary majority. However, we also have to
consider the restrictive AC because its position was
consequential for the permissive AC’s policy.

In the permissive AC, we can distinguish the party
leadership, party sub-units and associated organisations,
individual members, as well as affiliated experts, such as
elite jurists, physicians, and even a few individual
protestant theologians and prominent catholic lay persons.

The AC was united by its common goal to soften
the existing restrictive abortion law by decriminalising
abortion. However, it is important to note that the AC was
not homogenous in its belief system and that tensions
between actors and positions existed. Some actors
completely prioritised the claim for female autonomy
against arguments of life protection. Others weighed the
protection of life from the moment of procreation against
the negative consequences of unwanted children and of the
criminalisation of abortion. Moreover, as we will see, the
AC was divided by different tactical and strategic positions.

Although the party leadership — a small elite of
almost exclusively male politicians holding top positions in
the party, in government and in parliament and thus
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wielding formal and informal power - had the final word in
formulating the party line, i.e. they did not pursue policy
change actively. The SPO leadership wanted to reach a
compromise with the OVP, or at least to get support by the
second opposition party, FPO. The SPO leaders only
reacted to developments within their party, where demands
for a more radical stance regarding abortion were voiced.

The official SPO women’s organisation, the sub-
organisation which from the point of view of party
organisation would have been the “natural” political actor
to advocate a limited-period abortion right, had learned its
lessons from past failures to attain a change in the party
position and they obeyed to party discipline. Thus, they did
not openly question the strategic rationale of the party
leadership and the indication solution at first. Different
youth organisations, which were closely affiliated to the
SPO such as the Young Generation (Junge Generation), the
Socialist Youth (Sozialistische Jugend, SJ) and the
Organisation of Socialist Students (Verband Sozialistischer
StudentInnen Osterreichs, VSStO) supported an abortion
regulation which was more permissive than the proposed
indication solution earlier than the women’s organisation.

However, it was the “Action Group for the
Abolishment of § 144”° (in the following Action Group), a
tiny, intellectual, feminist group of eight women on the
very periphery of the SPO who were the propelling force in
the process of relinquishing the party line of an individual
indication for abortion. The Action Group started within
the Young Generation party sub-unit and none of its
members had any official party function other than simple
party membership.

The Action Group used old and new forms of
political campaigning to bring about the abolishment of the

% § 144 of the penal code stipulated the strict prohibition of abortion.
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ban on abortion, or at least to get a limited-period abortion
right. They organised demonstrations, collected signatures
for a petition on markets and in companies, they sent model
appeals supporting their claim to local party organisations,
they contacted party functionaries whom they considered to
be open to their cause; they also organised press
conferences and discussions, and they appeared on TV
programmes. They also established contacts with the then
rather small feminist groups outside the SPO. From a party
discipline perspective, such activities would have been
completely inappropriate in the 1950s and 1960s.

Thus, the Action Group exerted pressure on its
leadership, which it accumulated inside and outside the
party, by addressing the public and various levels of the
SPQ, i.e. the grass roots members, as well as middle and
top functionaries. The Action Group became experts
themselves on the various issues connected with abortion
and they acted like a pivot connecting movements inside
and outside the party. This combination fostered learning in
the sense of introducing something new to the party by
using the party structure.

A number of functionaries of the middle level and
of the party elite sympathised with the Action Group and
supported them symbolically, by resolutions and
recommendations to the party convention, or they gave
financial and organisational support. Some functionaries
were also partly critical of the Action Group, mainly for
strategic and tactical considerations. One of them
concerned the question whether the Action Group should
co-operate with feminists outside the party — whose claims
some functionaries considered to be too radical and
shocking for potential voters. The Action Group and their
allies successfully radicalised the party’s women’s
organisation for its cause, which then led to the draft
resolution on the limited-period abortion right presented at



the party congress. However, it is important that the
demand for limited period legal abortion was not entirely
new to the party: it linked up with party history before
1926, when limited-period abortion had been advocated by
a group of socialist women (Mesner 1993).

2.4  Role of experts and knowledge

The Organisation of Austrian Lawyers (Stindige
Vertreterversammlung  der  Osterreichischen  Rechts-
anwaltskammern) supported a limited abortion right and
the Austrian Chamber of Notaries (Delegiertentag der
Osterreichischen ~ Notariatskammern)  approved  the
ministerial bill of 1971. In contrast, the Austrian Chamber
of Physicians (Osterreichische Arztekammer) declined any
attempts to go beyond a medical indication. Only
individual physicians advocated an abortion right solution.

The Penal Code Commission (1954-1962) was an
influential expert commission of jurists that also invited
medical experts and representatives of the Catholic Church.
The results of the Commission were influential until the
early 1970s, firstly because people referred to their results,
secondly, because a number of Commission members
remained involved in the subsequent debate until 1975.
This commission considered itself as “apolitical” in the
beginning, but ended up with political bargaining. Such a
commission was not an innovation of the post-World War
I period as it had already existed in the Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy and after World War 1.

Both parties drew up documentations in 1970/1971
that collected material from research and examples from
other countries on abortion and abortion regulations. An
example is their brochure “Recht und Menschlichkeit”
(Blecha 1973) that was compiled by the Action Group and
edited by the SPO. The brochure deals with issues such as
the tradition of the SPO on the question of abortion, the

707
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development of law, suggestions and comments on
different proposals for abortion regulation and international
examples. This brochure, however, was circulated just
within the party.

In 1972 several SPO parliamentarians conducted a
parliamentary inquiry and asked their SPO minister of
justice about abortion and related matters (number of
abortions, number of prosecutions, legislation in other
countries). This information, according to a member of
parliament, was needed and used as “ammunition” in the
political controversy.

In general, the decision on a limited-period abortion
right was not based on systematic comparison of
international experiences but on values, assessment of
political opportunities, traditional forms of committees
(Strafrechtskommission) and a strategic and opportunistic
use of different sources of knowledge to strengthen the own
case.

2.5  Learning in abortion policy making

The introduction of the limited-period abortion right
to the Austrian penal code in 1975 was a major policy
change (Sabatier 1998: 118) in two ways. First, it marked
the change from a restrictive to a rather permissive law.
Second, it was accompanied by a change in the permissive
AC’s policy core aspects. It meant a shift away from an
extensive indication solution and the effort to reach
consensus with the oppositional OVP and FPO on a
limited-period  abortion right, together —with the
determination to push trough the new bill with the absolute
parliamentary majority of the SPO.

This policy change can be attributed to a number of
factors, which are connected with the issues of “puzzling”
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and “powering” (Heclo 1974) and which are endogenous
and exogenous to the policy subsystem.

Exogenous elements were the emerging second
women’s movement as a social movement in Austria. In
addition, other countries that served as examples also
changed their abortion policy. Connected with these factors
public opinion changed, too. Most importantly, however,
the government constellation changed dramatically. For the
first time, the permissive AC was able to pass the right to
limited-period abortion into law. In 1971, the SPO gained
the formal power to change the abortion law without
support by the OVP and the FPO, having achieved an
absolute parliamentary majority. Since the OVP rejected
the ministerial proposal of 1971, a joint resolution, which
was a strategy the party leaders would have preferred,
became impossible. Thus, the road was clear for a more
radical solution than a far-reaching medical indication,
which was requested by a growing group within the SPO.

Within the permissive AC, the demand for limited-
period legal abortion was compatible with its deep core
beliefs, i.e. improvement of the living conditions of people,
as it addressed the situation of unintentionally pregnant
women. The demand for female self-determination was
also in accordance with another deep core belief, to free
human beings from oppression. The main obstacle to
overcome within the permissive AC was a question of
political strategy, i.e. to depart from consensus democracy
in this question.

Learning in the AC became possible because policy
change was propagated by a group of women who,
although peripheral in the party and by no means members
of the party elite, at the same time were both anchored in
the SPO and connected with groups outside the party. They
were familiar with the party, its structure, as well as its
formal and informal rules. Moreover, they either disposed
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of formal or informal connections with people at different
levels of the party, or they established such connections.
They propagated their initiative by PR activities outside
and inside the party.

We cannot discern explicit, planned and systematic
learning in this policy change. However, drawing on May’s
distinction between “policy” and “political learning” (May
1992) we can observe “political”, as well as “social” and
“instrumental policy learning” in the permissive AC on the
level of the party elite, the social democrat women’s
organisations and the Action Group.

Political learning “entails policy advocates learning
about strategies for advocating policy ideas or drawing
attention to policy problems (...) Political learning is
concerned with lessons about manoeuvring within and
manipulation of policy processes in order to advance an
idea or problem” (May 1992: 3391f.).

For the party leadership, political learning meant a
partial and difficult departure from consensus democracy,
and taking the risk of a “Kulturkampf” with the Catholic
Church (which was the main worry of Federal Chancellor
Bruno Kreisky). The main controversy, however, related to
the question whether the SPO should to some extent depart
from its central strategic lessons drawn from the extreme
and finally armed confrontation with the conservatives until
1934, their subsequent repression from 1934-1938 by the
conservatives in the Austro-Fascist regime, and the
following oppression of both factions in the Third Reich.
These lessons were that consensus should be sought with
the conservative coalition partner — to promote economic
reconstruction - and there should be reconciliation with the
Catholic Church - to broaden the pool of voters and to
prevail over the OVP in parliamentary elections. Within
these rationales, controversial discussions with the coalition
partner about abortion, as well as claims that potential



voters might have considered as too radical, were
undesirable from the consensus-oriented party leadership’s
point of view. Thus, from 1945 to 1954 the leadership
suppressed efforts by the socialist women’s organisation to
start an abortion debate. Only reluctantly the SPO
leadership agreed to develop an official line on abortion
when this issue came on the agenda in the context of a
general reform of the penal code in 1954. But until 1966 —
the time of opposition - the party leadership was keen to
keep a lid on the discussion, to confine the debate within
closed party elite circles and to involve as few people as
possible. The strategic rationales, i.e. consensus and
reconciliation, which were hard to shed, were dominant
within the party leadership regarding abortion from 1945 to
1972, and this led to a position which only favoured a
limited indication solution.

Women within the SPO, on strategic and tactical
levels, learned new forms of political lobbying and
coalition-building inside and outside the party. They also
learned to turn away cautiously and partly from party
discipline to achieve their own aims. Other women learned
to pursue feminist policies outside the SPO and without
men, and they formed the Austrian autonomous women’s
movement.

Instrumental learning in May’s terms means ‘“new
understandings about the viability of policy interventions or
implementation designs” (1992: 335). In these terms, the
permissive AC reasoned that the existing restrictive
abortion law was ineffective, unfair and harmful for
women’s health. The social democrats had used these
arguments since the 1920s to argue for a relaxation of the
law.

Social policy learning “entails a new or reaffirmed
social construction of a policy by the policy elites of a
given policy domain” (May 1992: 337). In the abortion
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case, social policy learning meant to take self-
determination of woman seriously. Female autonomy
developed from a peripheral value (Mesner 1994) to one of
the core arguments for limited-period legal abortion.
Earlier, this had been used as an argument by a tiny
minority within the SPO only. The autonomy case was
integrated in the traditional socialist arguments for a
softening of the abortion law.

On the level of social learning, women learned from
the international debate, particularly in the USA, Germany
and France, that the abolishment of strict abortion
regulations could be a political goal. They also became
counter-experts on abortion issues. As already mentioned,
autonomy of women was the central argument and policy
goal introduced to the debate by women. Moreover, for the
first time, the everyday life perspective and experiences of
women explicitly entered the political sphere. On the level
of “puzzling”, they dealt intensely with the issue of
abortion; they studied and in some way rediscovered the
historical development of the SPO position, regulations in
other countries and the judicature of abortion law.

3 Regulating Assisted Reproductive
Technologies (ART)

3.1 ART as political problem

ART'" such as artificial insemination (AI) had
already been available on a broader scale for some years

1% A practicable definition of ART has been suggested by Goggin et al.:
“Assisted reproductive technologies are defined as those techniques
where egg and sperm are not brought together (or an embryo is not
created) through sexual intercourse, but rather through medical
intervention.” (Goggin et al. 2004:3).
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during the 1970s. It was however only when Louise Brown,
the first “test-tube-baby”, was born after in vitro
fertilisation (IVF) in Great Britain in 1978, that these
techniques became an urgent political issue. Within just a
few years IVF was introduced in many countries. As it was
put into clinical practice in rapidly growing numbers, the
call for legal regulation of IVF became louder, in order to
clarify the legal and ethical issues that were seen to be
connected with it. During the 1980s, state authorities,
expert committees, civil society organisations and the
media in many European countries and elsewhere struggled
for satisfactory regulation. Their conclusions and respective
legislation, however, have been rather diverse, ranging
from more permissive regulations such as in Great Britain
and Belgium (see Schiffino & Varone 2004 and this vol.) to
more restrictive ones such as in Germany, Switzerland,
Norway, and more recently Italy (Rothmayer & Ramjoué
2004, Bleiklie 2004, Rothmayer, this vol.,). With the
enactment of the Reproductive Medicine Act
(Fortpflanzungsmedizingesetz - FMedG) in 1992 Austria
placed itself into the latter group.

In Austria, ART as political problem were discussed
first in terms of the legal status of child and parents-to-be,
which included the question of who would be the legal
parents in the case of surrogacy motherhood and after
insemination or IVF with donor sperm. Moreover, the
discussion was concerned with liability questions of
physicians and clinics. More pressing, however, were the
ethical issues seen related to IVF. Most prominently, these
concerned IVF’s potential of creating new family relations,
brought about by the dissociation of parenthood into
biological, legal and social parents-to-be; the protection of
embryos against technical intervention and the issue of
surplus embryos; the exploitation of female reproductive
faculties and the “marketing-up” of human reproduction,
e.g. in the form of surrogate motherhood agencies and
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semen banks; and the use of IVF for embryo research,
eugenics and cloning. Right from the beginning of the
debate, most Austrian policy makers deemed legal
measures necessary in order to prevent what was conceived
as “misuse” of IVF (Hadolt 2005).

There are several features of IVF as a biomedical
technology and a social practice (in the following the term
IVF is used as abbreviation for a range of reproductive
technologies including AI, GIFT'" and other techniques),
which framed the Austrian ART policy in important ways:

(1) As IVF was a new technique posing a set of
novel policy problems, there was no policy field with the
obvious competence to deal with these problems at the
beginning of the debate. Rather than being handled within
an established policy subsystem (Sabatier 1998) and on the
basis of experiences with past policies, ART required both
policies and the policy-subsystem to be developed from
scratch. Admittedly, these were not developed entirely free
floating, as there were strong references to family policy,
abortion policy and research and technology policy.
Nevertheless, there were no direct predecessor policies
available either at the national or international level. During
the 80s, ART policies in most countries were only in the
making (Bernat 1991). The ART-regulation process was
thus framed by the emergence of a new policy subsystem,
rather than merely policy-change within an already
established policy subsystem. In that sense, ART policy
was handled within a “nascent” policy subsystem (Sabatier
& Jenkins-Smith 1999:136f) in which neither policies nor
indicators for successful policies were available and ACs
with distinct policy-beliefs were rather slow to emerge.

" Gamete intrafallopian transfer, a technique where eggs and sperm
are placed into the fallopian tube or tubes using a laparoscope.



(2) IVF, comprising a range of related techniques
(such as hyperstimulation of ovaries, retrieval of gametes,
cultivation and storage of gametes and embryos, embryo
transfer), is a rather complex and dynamic subject matter,
not least because these techniques can be put into practice
in various ways (e.g. homologous and heterologous IVF,
surrogacy motherhood, donor sperm and donor eggs, post-
mortem insemination)'. Further adding to complexity, [VF
is closely related to other medical areas such as genetic
engineering, pre-implantation diagnostics and, more
recently, stem cell research. How ART in general and IVF
in particular work technically, and how they can be
expected to develop in future, is therefore not easy to grasp
by medical lay people. For the policy making process this
meant that politicians and civil servants all too often were
left with a strong feeling of uncertainty about what to do
with ART and what position to take. As one interview
partner, a high civil servant in the Austrian family ministry
of the time, said: “In the beginning we were not sure if we
should be for or against assisted reproduction.”
Accordingly, particularly during the early debate, policy
makers changed their views quite a lot as they learned more
and more about IVF. Likewise, clear-cut policy positions
and ACs were slow to emerge and predominantly formed
along criteria external to the policy subsystem (e.g. party
membership), rather than by beliefs regarding problem
perception and policy objectives. The complexity and
diversity of issues related to IVF also account for the
considerable importance of experts in producing and
conveying policy-oriented information and ideas.

(3) A third central characteristic of IVF concerns
the fast pace at which new applications of IVF were
developed and put into clinical practice. Most policy

2 For an overview on these techniques from a medical point of view
see Krebs & van der Ven 1999.
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makers worried that politics cannot keep up with that pace
and that politics at best may only be able to prevent the
most undesirable developments. This was voiced e.g. by
many speakers at the first big public symposium organised
by the family ministry in 1985 (Bundesministerium fiir
Familie, Jugend wund Konsumentenschutz  1986).
Reproductive medicine was seen as a strong agent and
driving force inventing its own field of application beyond
direct control by state authorities which in its course
potentially threatened traditional values and institutions
such as the integrity of life, the conventional family, or
women’s self-determination. Although most decision
makers acknowledged that IVF may help involuntarily
childless persons and that therefore IVF should not be
banned altogether, they likewise did not want to allow
whatever was technically possible. The crucial problem
was not ART per se, but its uncontrolled ramifications in
clinical practice and research. Austrian ART policy
therefore essentially was (and still is) restrictive in its
orientation and was shaped by a problem perception in
which reproductive medicine was identified as the main
obstacle to regulation, as opposed to some other possible
AC.

The various ACs in the Austrian ART policy
making process, however, differed in their views about
what constituted the main problem of ART, which value
was perceived to be most importantly endangered by ART
and about how far ART should be restricted in terms of
legitimate users and applications. As many as five ACs —
and not merely two ACs, which usually dominate in other
policy domains (Sabatier 1998) — can be distinguished in
the Austrian ART discussion during the 1980s and early
1990s:

(1) A particularly influential AC, comprising parts
of the SPO around the former Austrian minister of justice,
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Christian Broda, high civil servants in the ministry of
justice and in the family ministry and jurist organisations,
saw the main problem of ART in the fact that these
technologies are put into clinical practice without any clear
legal regulations. This legal-certainty coalition was
therefore mainly interested in establishing legal certainty
about the permissibility of the various applications of ART,
about their clinical implementation and about the legal
status of child and parent-to-be. Though sceptical about the
commercialisation of reproduction and embryo research,
this coalition promoted relatively permissive policy-ideas,
such as allowing single women to use ART, and they tried
to obtain broad societal consent about ART regulation.

(2) In contrast, the life-and-family-preservation
coalition, consisting of the conservative OVP, its closely
associated organisations, theologians and the Catholic
Church, advocated rather restrictive regulations. This
coalition wanted ART to be allowed for married couples
only, as last resort, and with as many embryos as possible
having a chance to be born. They wanted a strict ban on all
forms of surrogate motherhood, embryo research and the
like. This group feared that ART would lead to additional
forms of abortion, would undermine the conventional
family, would intervene illegitimately in human life, and
would generally be harmful to the wellbeing of the child.

(3) Yet another AC calling for a restrictive
regulation comprised the SPO women’s fraction (although
also including some members of the Austrian Green Party),
feminist scientists and autonomous women’s organisation.
This feminist coalition saw the main problem posed by
ART in the possible exploitation of women’s reproductive
faculties in the case of surrogate motherhood and in the
additional social pressure put on women to meet societal
expectations related to women’s role as mothers. Women’s
interest in making autonomous reproductive decisions were
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put forward as the paramount value by this coalition. The
feminist coalition was led by Johanna Dohnal, an SPO
politician who had already been involved in the Austrian
abortion debate during the 1970s. She was permanent
secretary at the Federal Chancellery for General Women’s
Affairs (Staatssekretdrin fiir allgemeine Frauenfragen im
Bundeskanzleramt) from 1979-1990 and subsequently,
until 1995, she was minister for women’s affairs
(Bundesministerin fiir Frauenangelegenheiten) in the newly
established ministry. These government bodies and the
SPO women’s organisation were the major sources of
information and of bargaining power of the feminist
coalition.

(4) The self-regulation coalition advocated the
most permissive policy-positions in the Austrian debate,
even suggesting that surrogacy should to be allowed,
though only in its non-commercial forms. This coalition,
including the Austrian Freedom Party (FPO), some ART
practitioners and reproductive medicine organisations,
proposed that ART should be regulated only loosely by a
law. Stressing the freedom of science and of individual
choice as their core values, actors of this coalition
suggested to leave ART to be self-regulated by
reproductive medicine and its clients. As a political
pressure group, however, they were not all too powerful,
their main asset being the fact that ART were forcefully
being put into clinical practice beyond the political sphere.

(5) A final, also not very influential, coalition was
formed by the Austrian Green Party, left-wing Catholics
and certain feminist groups. The main problem of ART as
understood by this coalition was that IVF by way of
fabricating extra-corporeal embryos provides the technical
means for human genetic engineering. This was seen as in
any case unacceptable and as a possibly massive intrusion
into human nature that must be avoided. This
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conservationist coalition was rather anti-technical in its
attitude and sought to safeguard what they saw as human
nature from genetic manipulation, but apart from that they
held rather permissive policy-positions regarding ART (e.g.
that single persons should not be excluded from access to
ART).

The ACs formed around the main political parties of
the time, which also provided their main source of political
power. This was the SPO (legal-certainty coalition and
feminist coalition), the OVP (life-and-family-preservation
coalition), the FPO (self-regulation coalition) and the Green
Party (conservationist coalition). It is to be noted that the
SPO, having a strong women’s rights faction, became
associated with two ACs. Together with the conservative
life-and-family-preservation coalition, these SPO-near
coalitions dominated the policy making process, as the SPO
and the OVP were the leading parties of the time. Their
struggle was profoundly shaped by the changing power
constellations during the 1980s. Until 1986, while in
opposition, the OVP put forward rather strict propositions
and demanded that legal regulations should be introduced
as soon as possible. When the OVP entered a coalition
government with the SPO after the 1986 general elections
and took over the family ministry from the SPO, the
decisions-making process became geared more towards
compromise with SPO positions.

Interestingly, pursuing the same policy goals did not
necessarily go along with sharing the same belief system,
and thus this cannot be seen to demarcate ACs from each
other. An outstanding example is the issue of surrogate
motherhood, which — amongst others — both the life-and-
family-preservation coalition and the feminist coalition
rejected. However, whereas the former argued with the
integrity of human life and of marriage, feminists sought to
prevent the exploitation of women’s reproductive faculties.
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It is important to note that these ACs were not as
clear-cut as it may seem from this description. They only
became differentiated in the course of the debate, as their
stock of relevant knowledge, their problem perception and
policy positions became more pronounced. This process
showed only gradually which values and core beliefs were
at stake as a result of the introduction of ART. While, for
instance, the legal status of child and parents and medical
liability was part of the problem perception right from the
beginning, feminist worries about the exploitation of
women became voiced only from the mid-1980s onwards.
One of the most demanding tasks for political actors was to
achieve an appraisal of the various aspects of ART and to
develop policy ideas consistent with their respective core
values.

3.2 The ART policy making process from
1980 until 1992

The political and legislative processes of dealing
with these problems in Austria, culminating in the
enactment of the FMedG in 1992, can be divided into four
phases.

The first phase, (“realising the problem”), started at
the early 1980s and lasted until the middle of 1985. Against
the backdrop of academic announcements about the
technical promises of genetic engineering and of the new
reproductive technologies, the birth of the first “Austrian
test-tube baby” in 1982, the founding of the first IVF
clinics in Austria and media reports on surrogacy agencies
and trading of human eggs in the USA, assisted conception
became realised as potential political problem requiring
legislative regulation. This was the time when the first
working groups and advisory bodies on the topic were
initiated. In Austria, the ministry of science was first to deal
with the topic — though practically unnoticed by the public.
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At first, the ministry’s various working groups were
primarily occupied with drafting a research and technology
development policy on genetic engineering in the agrarian
sector, but soon they also came to deal with questions
related to human IVF. Minister of science Heinz Fischer
also initiated the so-called IVF Commission, which later
became central in the discussions.

From 1984 onwards, jurists also began to examine
IVF seriously with respect to its legalistic dimensions, as
shown by several jurists’ congresses and many publications
(e.g. Osterreichischer Rechtsanwaltskammertag 1985,
Posch 1988, Selb 1987). Topically they particularly
discussed the by then unclear legal status of the IVF-child
and of liability problems arising for reproductive medicine
practitioners and clinics. Jurists also played an important
role as policy entrepreneurs approaching politicians,
organising symposia and congresses, bringing the topic into
the media, etc. The legal-certainty coalition formed in the
course of these activities.

IVF was also attributed growing attention in the
media, particularly in newspapers related to the Catholic
Church, which called for legislative restrictions from about
1983 onwards. This contributed to the formation of the life-
and-family-preservation coalition.

Leading politicians in phase 1, however, had an
underlying attitude of loosely probing the area and
gathering knowledge, arguments and viewpoints, and they
adopted a policy of wait-and-see. They evaded the role of
legislative forerunner in Europe and rather waited to see
how other countries would be dealing with the topic.

This attitude changed during phase 2 (“orienting
and taking-a-stand”), when the debate forcefully entered
the public sphere. In addition to the legal-certainty
coalition, other ACs developed and politicians felt the
necessity to take an active stand regarding ART. Lasting
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from the middle of 1985 until the beginning of 1988, the
debate became more controversial both in content and in
tone and it expanded considerably in terms of the number
of actors involved and of arenas where the debate took
place. Experts were called in and representatives from
interest groups such as the Catholic Church, reproductive
medicine organisations and feminist groups entered the
stage.

This was the phase when expert committees and
ethics committees were introduced, when symposia, panel
discussions and public hearings were organised, when press
conferences were held, when first concrete legislative
proposals and draft bills were publicly discussed and when
legislative initiatives were introduced in parliament. During
this period, the first legislative measures were also
introduced in Sweden, Norway, Spain and Great Britain,
which served as comparative cases in the Austrian debate
(see commentary on the government bill for the FMedG,
Regierungsvorlage 216 BlgNR 18.GP). Minister of science
Fischer presented the important report of the IVF
Commission to parliament (Bundesministerium fiir
Wissenschaft und Forschung 1986). This was a
comprehensive expertise and compilation of ART policy
recommendations prepared by a highly prestigious expert
committee, comparable to the German Benda-Kommission
and to the British Warnock Commission. The science
ministry, though, increasingly shifted its focus to legislative
issues concerning genetic engineering, while the family
ministry (until 1986 led by SPO minister Gertrude
Frohlich-Sandner and subsequently by OVP minister
Marilies Flemming) took over the leadership in co-
ordinating IVF legislation. This ministry organised two of
the biggest congresses (Bundesministerium fiir Familie,
Jugend und Konsumentenschutz, ed., 1986,
Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, Jugend und Familie, ed.,
1988) and a public hearing on the topic



(Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, Jugend und Familie, ed.,
1990).

However, in this phase it was still not clear what
was actually to be regarded as the central problems, and
which issues, exactly, should be covered by legal
regulations. Some actors, such as the legal-certainty
coalition, suggested that only the legal status of the child
and of the parents should be clarified. The life-and-family-
preservation coalition and the feminist-coalition wanted a
much more comprehensive legal framework, also covering
issues such as the legitimate handling of embryos and a ban
of commercial surrogate motherhood. Most actors, though,
agreed on not wanting any commercialisation of IVF and
objecting to genetic manipulation. The media played an
important role in representing but also in forging the
political standpoints and the perception of IVF as political
and social problem.

During phase 3 (“making compromises and
working them out”), lasting until spring 1990, the public
debate with its symposia, press conferences, ethics
committees and parliamentary enquiries continued in the
controversial manner of phase 2. But more or less behind
the screens the ministry of justice, which also constituted
an important part of the legal-certainty coalition, took over
the initiative. Having been heavily criticised for an internal
draft bill, which was leaked to the public in 1987 and which
only addressed core issues of the legal-certainty coalition,
the ministry changed its course, embarking on pursuing a
compromise solution. A ministerial working group formed
which brought together all relevant political actors from the
parliamentary parties, as well as leading politicians and
civil servants from other ministries (Hopf 1990). In
addition, medical and legal experts were given advisory
status.

723



724

The aim of this group was to reach consensus
among all parties about basic questions of ART legislation.
Based on the outcome of these negotiations, which lasted
for about a year, jurists of mainly the ministry of justice
formulated a detailed draft bill for the regulation of IVF,
having closely consulted with Johanna Dohnal. The
wording of the bill was then largely formulated by the two
SPO-near coalitions, with some trade-offs for the life-and-
family-preservation coalition. This text represented an early
version of the FMedG enacted later.

In phase 4 (“selling and giving one’s blessing”) this
draft bill was finally sent out to all relevant bodies for
general public assessment (Begutachtungsverfahren). The
bill was adopted by parliament more or less unanimously.
Neither public assessment nor parliamentary discussions
resulted in any major changes of the original draft. The act
entered into force as FMedG in July 1992.

In essence, the act allows ART only within the
“homologous system”, which is defined as heterosexual
couples either married or living together in a long-term
relationship. Any form of surrogate motherhood and IVF
using donor sperm is forbidden. Consequently, single
persons and homosexual couples are excluded from IVF.
Insemination with donor sperm, though, is allowed under
certain conditions and the resulting child has the right to
know his or her genetic father on coming of age. As a
further regulation, IVF is only allowed as ‘“ultimate
measure” for people who for medical reasons cannot
conceive a child otherwise. Thus the production of embryos
for and their usage in research is not allowed. Likewise,
embryos must not be genetically screened or manipulated
and they are not to be stored for more than one year. As
such, and compared with legal frameworks in other
European countries, the Austrian FMedG is rather
restrictive and conservative in the sense that it favours the
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heterosexual core family over other parent-child-
arrangements and in that it forbids any research on embryos
(Bernat 1992, Hopf 1991).

33 The sources of knowledge

Since no ART predecessor policies were available
due to the novelty of the technology involved, policy
makers could not draw on former experiences and they had
to rely on other sources of knowledge to generate their
policy orientation and policy ideas. Two sources of
knowledge were particularly important: (1) policy ideas
discussed in other countries and at the international level
and, more importantly, (2) the expertise of national experts.
In a kind of virtual exercise, such information and ideas
were treated as quasi experience (or “virtual experience”,
see Stern 1997:71) in order to try out policy ideas in
political discussions.

(1) Austrian civil servants and politicians were
keenly aware of how ART was discussed and handled in
other countries right from the beginning of the debate.
There are also considerable parallels to be found between
Austria and other countries in terms of problem perception,
instruments used, kinds of knowledge and arguments
regarded as relevant, timing and progress of the discussion
and, not least, concerning concrete legal solutions put
forward. However, this applied only for certain countries.
As in many other areas, Germany was the most important
reference point by far for Austria (Biegelbauer 2005),
followed by Sweden and Great Britain, and in a very
special respect by the USA. Norway and Switzerland
played a minor role only. Other countries were hardly
considered at all.

Sweden was particularly important, as in 1985 it
was the first country which passed a law on donor
insemination, and as it also initiated a “gene-ethics
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committee” as early as in 1982. The committee’s final
report presented at the end of 1983 played an important part
as reference paper for the initiation of similar committees
in Austria and for formulating guidelines on ART
regulation (Bundesministerium fiir Wissenschaft und
Forschung 1986).

Germany and Great Britain not only passed IVF
regulations at about the same time as Austria, but they also
used the instrument of expert commissions. In all three
countries, these commission reports constituted important
groundwork, to which many politicians referred when
formulating and backing up their arguments. In addition,
Germany and Great Britain were important for the Austrian
debate since they served as the two opposite poles of
possible styles of IVF regulation.

The USA was in a rather peculiar position. It served
as example how not to do something. The US was only
referred to as reference for what was regarded as the most
negative development of current ART practice: trade with
eggs and embryos, commercial surrogacy agencies, court
trials over parenthood, all sorts of “unusual” kinship
relations etc. Besides such “horror stories”, however,
hardly anybody in the Austrian debate cared to look more
closely at the actual legal frameworks in place in the
various federal states of the USA.

As for the international level of knowledge transfer,
the European Ministerial Conference on Human Rights was
an important event. At the conference, held in Vienna in
1985, delegates of all Council of Europe member states
discussed the human rights implications of the
technological developments in the area of assisted
reproduction, genetic testing and modification for human
rights aspects. At this conference, e.g., Christian Broda, a
former minister of justice, who at that time was still an
important opinion leader within the SPO, enthusiastically
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French minister of justice, Robert Badinter. By way of his
influence, the main points of Badinter’s proposal became
included in the advocacy positions of the legal-certainty
coalition.

(2) Experts — both as individual persons and as
groups — played a major role in Austrian ART policy
making. In their most common form they were called in as
knowledge providers. Due to the complex and dynamic
subject matter of ART, most politicians and civil servants
considered the expertise of experts as indispensable.
Experts provided information about technical procedures,
success rates, biotechnological developments etc., but also
about the legalistic implications for family law,
constitutional law or human rights issues.

Two professions were crucial: biomedical ART
specialists and legal scholars — for the most part male.
There was hardly any symposium, working group or
comprehensive publication on IVF in Austria without a
representative of these professions taking part. Also
important were theologians and other experts with a special
interest in ethics, who at that time had their background
predominantly in catholic and protestant ethics. Less
significant were philosophers, scientists from disciplines
such as microbiology and biochemistry and psychologists.
Hardly present at all were social scientists. In any case,
throughout the debate, it was more or less the same dozen
of legal scholars and the same half a dozen of medical
doctors who functioned as IVF experts.

This landscape of disciplines matches a particular
Austrian problem perception of ART during the 1980s.
Although it was stressed that ART poses an issue for
society in general and that societal consent as broad as
possible should be sought, ART regulations were
nevertheless merely discussed in terms of their
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technological and legalistic aspects. The social dimension
was more or less reduced to an ethical problem. Feminist
scholars, for instance, — even though they were politically
quite active in their fight against reproductive technologies
— remained placed in less important political niches and
were left to lead their own discourse. They hardly ever
acquired the status of experts in the way other professions
did. Furthermore, the debate predominantly relied on
academic elites. Non-academic voices were largely absent,
muted or discredited as being “emotionalised”,
“oversimplifying” or based on “irrational fears”.

However, such advisory bodies need not been that
narrow with respect to disciplines represented and need not
have been focused on academic elites. The Warnock
Commission, e.g., consisted of a wide range of professions
including social workers and a director of a pharmaceutical
manufacturer. By contrast, the Austrian IVF Commission
was set up by the council of university rectors and was
largely composed of university professors.

Besides their function as knowledge providers, the
experts were also referred to or sometimes they actively
acted to legitimise particular advocacy standpoints. Most
political factions in the debate had “their” expert, who
clearly took their side. These kinds of “experts” often were
also medical doctors and jurists, but they did not need to
have credentials as proven IVF specialists. Most prominent
in this connection were the gynaecologist Alfred
Rockenschaub, already well known for his support of the
SPO in the abortion debate during the 1970s, and the
internist Johannes Bonelli, who was propagating the
interests of the Catholic Church.

Yet another function of those experts was to make
policy recommendations. Often they acted in this manner
as individuals and they made their personal opinions known
via newspaper articles, press conferences and academic
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publications, or as speakers in panel discussions and
symposia. Perhaps more relevant and certainly more visible
were the various ethics and experts commissions, most
importantly the IVF commission. In the mid-1980s, such
committees were a rather new feature in Austrian policy
making — at least concerning their function of making
recommendations, which were explicitly supposed also to
consider ethical dimensions. The purpose of such
commissions was to produce a comprehensive evaluation
of the problematic dimensions of IVF and to formulate
policy-guiding recommendations, which supposedly were
more balanced, more valid and better argued scientifically
and ethically than individual expert opinions.

3.4  Learning in ART policy making

The enactment of the FMedG in 1992 established
the first legally binding framework for an Austrian ART
policy. Since there were no predecessor policies, this
cannot be regarded as policy change in the strict sense of
the term. Likewise, any policy-oriented learning in this case
cannot be experience-based learning as it is usually
understood.

Nevertheless, policies evolved and policy-learning
obviously must have taken place, because a new policy
subsystem was established, and as many as five ACs with
their respective belief systems developed and fought for
their preferred kind of ART regulation. In fact, we can
observe learning, namely in the sense of both policy
learning and political learning (May 1992). To some extent
and in particular in relation to the use of experts and expert
committees, such learning can even be qualified as planned
and systematic in the sense that politicians and civil
servants deliberately asked experts to provide policy-
relevant information, arguments and ideas.
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The early policy making process during the first
half of the 1980s was marked by a broad search for
information and standpoints, which primarily concerned
problem perception. How do the various forms of ART
work? How will this technology develop? What are the
social consequences? What are the political difficulties?
What should a legal regulation cover?

Policy ideas initially put forward were usually
restricted to specific issues (such as defining the legal
mother in the case of surrogate motherhood, prohibiting the
creation of chimera, or liability questions of doctors and
clinics). As the debate unfolded, ever more issues were
regarded to be related to ART and policy ideas spanned a
broader field of issues. Such issues were, e.g., the
commercialisation of reproduction, usage of embryos for
research, protection of early human life, the creation of
“unusual” child-parent relations, intervention into the
genetic makeup of embryos, exploitation of women’s
bodies, spare embryos, as well as psychic and physical
burdens of treatment. Together with these issues, new ACs
entered the political discussion.

When finally in 1988 the ministry of justice felt that
all policy positions and policy ideas had been brought
forward, it effectively narrowed down the decision-making
process to the actors who were most relevant for a
parliamentary resolution. Rather than further pursuing
“puzzling” (Heclo 1974) over ART, the remaining time
consisted of “powering” among these actors about the
question which ideas should or should not become part of
the law.

The interest of the ministry in achieving consent
was facilitated by the fact that the OVP entered into a
coalition government with the SPO after the general
elections in 1986. Although the SPO-near ACs prevailed
over the OVP-near advocacy coalition throughout the
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process, the legal-certainty coalition, at that time most
prominently represented by the ministry of justice, sought a
compromise with the feminist coalition and the life-and-
family-preservation coalition. All relevant coalitions had
already learned during the preceding years that they would
not get the necessary support for a bill in parliament that
exclusively propagated their own particular interests. This,
perhaps, was the most important lesson of political learning
for the ACs concerned.

The overall trajectory of the ART debate in Austria,
then, can be characterised as a double movement of
opening and closing: an opening movement, in which an
entirely new policy  subsystem, with its ACs, policy
beliefs, resource constellation and discussion procedures,
had to be fashioned; and a closing movement, in which a
consent on ART policy was to be negotiated and translated
into a law.

During the opening movement, the ACs had to
develop their respective policy cores. At that time and in
this area, policy learning — both in the sense of social policy
learning and instrumental policy learning - did
predominantly take place. With the aid of experts and
through examples from countries, the ACs developed their
particular problem perceptions and they clarified the scope
of policy, their policy goals and their policy instruments.

The ACs’ underlying deep core values, however,
were neither new nor did they change through the advent of
ART. However, clarification was needed on which core
values would be at stake, in what manner and how all this
was to be handled best. In fact, the paramount learning task
for policy makers was to understand the relevance of the
various aspects of ART to their deep core values and
clarification which core values would be at stake, in what
manner and how they would be handled best. All policy
makers attempted to defend their core values against the
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perceived threat of ART. ART finally was only permitted
in ways that upheld or at least did not grossly contradict
traditional values and ideas related to the actors’ deep core
values: the heterosexual family, the ban on eugenics and on
intervention in human genes, women’s autonomy, non-
commercialised reproduction. Applications that promised
to engender new forms of reproduction and life
(homosexual couples with biologically related children,
families with more than two biological parents, selection of
embryos with certain traits, etc.) were excluded. Central
deep core values in Austrian society thus had been shaken
to some extent, but in the end they were consolidated.

The driving force for Austrian ART policy making
and policy learning was not that — as in the case of abortion
— a deep core value gained increased importance. Rather,
one attempted to protect existing deep core values against
ART, which had arrived as a new external factor and was
posing novel policy problems. ART policy, then, can also
be understood as consolidation process in the central
Austrian deep core values.

4 Conclusion

The Austrian debates about abortion and ART have
in common their dealing with conflicts about deep core and
policy core beliefs. Moreover, both of them are concerned,
in Sabatier’s terms, with the social rather than the natural
world. In the abortion case, these value conflicts exist
between the protection of early human life versus negative
consequences of unwanted pregnancy and motherhood, as
well as female self-determination. The ART case was
concerned with conflicts between embryo protection,
illegitimacy of genetic engineering as intervention into
human nature, female autonomy understood as liberation
from conventional role models and the protection of
traditional family arrangements versus freedom of research
and individual reproductive choice. Moreover, in both
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cases, there were no indicators able to help evaluate the
success of a certain policy.

However, the two cases also differ in several
aspects. Whereas abortion is a mature and even ancient
policy domain, connected to criminal law, ART policy,
rather than having been part of an existing policy
subsystem, basically had to be developed within a nascent
policy domain. Moreover, technological development
played a very different role in the two cases. In contrast to
abortion, where technology itself was almost no issue, the
pace and dimensions of ART development were the key to
the debate and to the establishment of a new policy domain.

Both cases exhibit forms of policy change to a
considerable degree. Whereas in the abortion case the
permissive AC achieved a much more liberal abortion
regulation than previously proposed, policy change in the
ART case meant development of a regulation from scratch.
In both cases, these changes were triggered by crucial
developments outside the policy domain. In the case of
abortion, this concerned the absolute parliamentary
majority gained by the SPO in 1971, the rise of the second
women’s movement with its emphasis on female self-
determination and an increasingly permissive public
attitude towards abortion. Important developments outside
of the ART policy domain were the rapid development and
clinical implementation of ART, and change from a minor
to a grand coalition between SPO and OVP, which
suggested and facilitated a compromise between the
conflicting ACs.

However, in order to understand these policy
changes more comprehensively we have to take into
account policy learning. In fact, in both cases we can
observe learning in the sense of May’s (1992) political,
social and instrumental policy learning. Moreover, in both
cases the expertise of experts and policy examples from
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other countries played an important role in the change of
the stock of knowledge at hand for policy makers. In the
abortion case, expert knowledge and examples from abroad
were not used systematically but primarily to legitimise an
already held position. In contrast, policy makers in the
ART case, due to its novelty and complexity, relied heavily
on expert knowledge and international examples.

In the abortion case, political learning for the SPO
meant using its parliamentary majority and overruling the
OVP, and thus to partially depart from the then usual
pattern of consensus democracy in Austria. Instrumental
policy learning can be found in the way in which the
permissive advocacy coalition reflected on abortion
jurisdiction, and their subsequent critique of abortion
jurisdiction. On the level of social policy learning, the
permissive AC learned to take female autonomy in the
context of abortion seriously and to consider it as highly
relevant and justified. The value of female autonomy was
compatible with other deep core beliefs held by the
permissive AC.

In the ART case, political learning meant to find a
compromise between the dominant ACs in changing power
constellations and after the AC’s realisation that bills
merely supporting their own specific interests were not
likely to get parliamentary majorities. Instrumental leaning
was present in the deliberate use of experts and ethics
committees in order to gather policy-relevant knowledge
and policy ideas. As for social policy learning, policy
makers had to understand the relevance of ART to their
deep core values and policy cores.

In both cases, policy-oriented learning to a
considerable degree was not brought about by evaluation of
experiences with former policies, but rather through
external factors: the (re)emergence and strengthening of a
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deep core values in the case of abortion and the emergence
of a new technology posing novel policy problems.

As a contribution to the ACF approach, we can
conclude that changes external to the policy domains of
abortion and ART may not only lead to policy change, but
also and more specifically, to policy-oriented learning. We
can further conclude that the ACF is not only useful in
explaining policy change and learning in technocratic
policy domains, but also in policy subsystems characterised
by normative policy problems and value conflict.



736

Bibliography

Bernat, E. (1991). "Fortpflanzungsmedizin und Recht."
Journal fiir Fertilitit und Reproduktion 1(1): 19-27.

Bernat, E. (1992). "Das Fortpflanzungsmedizingesetz tritt
mit 1. Juli 1992 in Kraft." Journal fiir Fertilitit und
Reproduktion 2(3): 6-10.

Biegelbauer, P. S. (2005). The Austrian innovation and
technology fund: Between power play and policy
learning. Working Paper, Reihe Soziologie Nr. 72.
Institut fiir Hohere Studien, Wien.

Blecha, K. (1973): Recht und Menschlichkeit. Eine
Dokumentation zur Anderung des § 144.
Sozialistische Partei Osterreichs, Wien.

Bleiklie, 1. (2004). Comparing Policy Designs Across
Countries: What Accounts for Variation in ART
Policy? In: 1. Bleiklie, M. L. Goggin & C.
Rothmayr,  Comparative  Biomedical  Policy:
Governing Assisted Reproductive Technologies.
London, New York, Routledge: 1-20.

Bundesministerium fiir Familie, J. u. K., Hg. (1986).
Osterreichische Enquete zum Thema:
Familienpolitik und kiinstliche Fortpflanzung am 4.
u. 5. Dez. 1985 in Wien, Palais Auersperg. Veranst.
v. Bundesminister fiir Familie, Jugend und
Konsumentenschutz ~ Gertrude Frohlich-Sandner
und Prisident des Osterreichischen
Rechtsanwaltskammertages Dr. Walter Schuppich.
Wien, Bundesministerium fiir Familie, Jugend und
Konsumentenschutz.

Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, J. u. F., Hg. (1988). Die
ethische Herausforderung der modernen Gen- und
Reproduktionstechnologie im menschlichen



737

Bereich: Enquete, 17. Februar 1988, Palais Prinz
Eugen. Wien.

Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, J. u. F., Hg. (1990). Arzte
und Betroffene zur kiinstlichen Fortpflanzung;
Hearing, 22. November 1989. Wien,
Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, Jugend u. Familie.

Bundesministerium fiir Wissenschaft und Forschung
(1986):  Bericht des Bundesministers fiir
Wissenschaft und Forschung an den Nationalrat: Zu
Grundsétzlichen Aspekte der Gentechnik und der
humanen Reproduktionsbiologie. (=III-150 BlgNR
16. GP).

Dachs, Herbert; Gerlich, Peter, Miiller, Wolfgang C.
(Hrsg.): Die Politiker. Karrieren und Wirken
bedeutender Reprisentanten der Zweiten Republik.
Manz’sche Verlags- und Universitdtsbuchhandlung,
Wien.

Edlinger, Gertrud (1981): Dokumentation der politischen
Geschichte der Reform des § 144. Studien zur
Reform des  Osterreichischen  Strafgesetzes.
Manuskript. Wien.

Edlinger, Gertrud; Gdossler, Irmtraud (1973): ,Die Frauen
sind nun einmal geschaffen, dass sie die Kinder
bekommen. Eine analyse der
Zeitungsberichterstattung zur frage der
Abtreibungsgesetzgeung in Osterreich. In: Heinz
Steinert (Hg.): Der Prozel der Kiminalisierung.
Untersuchungen zur Kriminalsoziologe. Juventa
Verlag. Miinchen. S. 85-80.

Fischer, Heinz (1994):Die Kreisky-Jahre. 1967 — 1983.
Sozialistische  Bibliothek. Abteilung 1: Die
Geschichte der oOsterreichischen Sozialdemokratie.
Band 5, Locker Verlag, Wien.



738

Fischer, Heinz (1998): Reflexionen. Kremayr & Scheriau,
Wien.

Fortpflanzungsmedizingesetz — FMedG: Bundesgesetz, mit
dem Regelungen iiber die medizinisch unterstiitzte
Fortpflanzung getroffen sowie das allgemeine
biirgerliche Gesetzbuch, das Ehegesetz und die
Jurisdiktionsnorm  geéndert ~ werden  (275.
Bundesgesetz, ausgegeben am 4. Juni 1992, 105.
Stiick)

Generalsekretariat der OVP (1971): Abtreibung, eine
Dokumentation, Wien, unverdffentlichtes
Manuskript, Dezember

Generalsekretariat der OVP (o. J.): Abtreibung, Ergiinzung
der im  Dezember 1971  fertiggestellten
Dokumentation. Dokumentation des
Generalsekretariats der OVP, Wien,
unverdffentlichtes Manuskript

Goggin, M. L., D. A. Orth, I. Bleiklie & C. Rothmayr
(2004). The Comparative Policy  Design
Perspective. In: 1. Bleiklie, M. L. Goggin & C.
Rothmayr, Comparative  Biomedical  Policy:
Governing Assisted Reproductive Technologies.
London, New York, Routledge: 1-20.

Hadolt, B. (2005). Reproduktionstechnologiepolitik in
Osterreich: Die Genese des
Fortpflanzungsmedizingesetzes 1992 und die Rolle
von Expertlnnen. Working Paper, Reihe Soziologie
Nr. 74. Institut fiir Hohere Studien, Wien.

Heclo, H. (1974). Moder social politics in Britain and
Sweden. Yale University Press. New Haven.

Hopf, G. (1990). Auf dem Weg zu einer gesetzlichen
Regelung in Osterreich. In: R. Floimair,



739

Fortpflanzungsmedizin im Spannungsfeld,
Symposion/ St. Virgil, 10./11. Mai 1990. Salzburg,
Schriftenreihe des Landespressebiiros: 57-66.

Hopf, G. (1991). Zwischen Kindeswohl und
Fortpflanzungsfreiheit: Der  Entwurf  zum
Fortpflanzungshilfegesetz aus der Sicht des
Legisten. In: E. Bernat, Fortpflanzungsmedizin:
Wertung und Gesetzgebung: Beitrdge zum Entwurf
eines Fortpflanzungshilfegesetzes. Wien, Verlag der
Osterreichischen Staatsdruckerei.

Keller, Heinrich (1971): Das Problem der Abtreibung im
osterreichischen Strafrecht. Zukunft 12/1971.

Kommission zur Ausarbeitung eines Strafgesetzentwurfes
(1962). Entwurf eines Osterreichischen
Strafgesetzes. Zweite Lesen (2. Auflage). E 1962,
Nach den Beschliissen der Kommission zur
Ausarbeitung eines Strafgesetzentwurfes. In: OVP
(1971):  Abtreibung.  Eine = Dokumentation.
Manuskript. Wien.

Krebs, D. & H. van der Ven, Hg. (1999). Aktuelle
Reproduktionsmedizin: Gegenwart und Zukunft bei
der IVF und ICSI. Stuttgart; New York, Thieme.

Lehner, Oskar (1993): Schwangerschaftsabbruch in
Osterreich. Legistische, politische und soziale
Aspekte. In: Enigl, Marianne, Perthold, Sabine
(Hrsg.): Der weibliche Korper als Schlachtfeld.
Neue  Beitrdge zur  Abtreibungsdiskussion.
Promedia, Wien, S. 103-127.

Lentner, Gerwald (1971): Die Bestrafung der Abtreibung
aus historischer Sicht. Osterreichische
Richterzeitung 11/1973, S. (?)

May, P. (1992). "Policy Learning and Failure." Journal of
Public Policy 12(4): 331-354.



740

May, Peter J. (1992): Policy Learning and Failure. Journal
of Public Policy, 12, 4, 331-354.

Mesner, Maria (1994): Frauensache? Zur
Auseinandersetzung um den

Schwangerschaftsabbruch in Osterreich nach 1945.
Jugend & Volk, Wien.

Osterreichischer Rechtsanwaltskammertag (1985).
"Osterreichischer Rechtsanwaltskammertag, Villach
1985, Generalthema: Schnittpunkt von Medizin und
Recht, Sondernummer." Osterreichisches
Anwaltsblatt 47. Jahrgang(Dez. 1985).

Perthold, Sabine (1993): Ob Kinder oder keine, entscheiden
wir alleine. Der Kampf der 0sterreichischen
autonomen Frauenbewegung gegen den § 144. In:
Enigl, Marianne, Perthold, Sabine (Hrsg.): Der
weibliche Korper als Schlachtfeld. Neue Beitrige
zur Abtreibungsdiskussion. Promedia, Wien, S. 98-
103.

Posch, W. (1988). Rechtsprobleme der medizinischen
assistierten Fortpflanzung und Gentechnologie.
Gutachten, erstattet v. Willibald Posch. 1 Bl. gr. 8°

(Verhandlungen des Zehnten Osterr. Juristentages,
Wien 1988. 1, 5.). Wien, Manz.

Regierungsvorlage: Bundesgesetz, mit dem Regelungen
iiber die medizinisch unterstiitzte Fortpflanzung
getroffen (Fortpflanzungsmedizingesetz — FMedG)
sowie das allgemeine biirgerliche Gesetzbuch, das
Ehegesetz und die Jurisdiktionsnorm gedndert
werden (= 216 der Beilagen zu den
Stenographischen Protokollen des Nationalrates
vom 30.7.1991 18. Gesetzgebungsperiode)

Rose, Nikolas (2001): The Politics of Life Itself. Theory,
Culture and Society. Vol. 18(6): 1-30.



741

Rothmayr, C. & C. Ramjoué (2004). Germany: ART
Policies as Embryo Protection. In: 1. Bleiklie, M. L.
Goggin & C. Rothmayr, Comparative Biomedical
Policy: Governing  Assisted  Reproductive
Technologies. London, New York, Routledge: 174-
190.

Sabatier, P. (1988). "An Advocacy Coalition Framework of
Policy Change and the Role of Policy-Oriented
Learning Therein." Policy Science 21: 129-168.

Sabatier, P. (1998). "The Advocacy Coalition Framework:
Revisions and Relevance for Europe." Journal of
European Public Policy 5(1): 98-130.

Sabatier, P. & H. C. Jenkins-Smith (1993). Policy Change
and Learning. An Advocacy Coalition Approach.
Boulder/San Francisco/Oxford, Westview Press.

Sabatier, P. A. & H. C. Jenkins-Smith (1999). The
Advocacy Coalition Framework: An Assessment.
In: P. A. Sabatier, Theories of the Policy Process.
Boulder, Westview Press: 117-166.

Sagmeister, Raimund (1981): Fristenlosung. Wie kam es
dazu? Universititsverlag Anton Pustet, Salzburg —
Miinchen.

Schiffino, N. & F. Varone (2004). ART Policy in Belgium:
A Bioethical Paradise? In: 1. Bleiklie, M. L. Goggin
& C. Rothmayr, Comparative Biomedical Policy:
Governing Assisted Reproductive Technologies.
London, New York, Routledge: 21-41.

Schiffino, N. & F. Varone (forthcoming). "Regulating
biomedicine in Belgium and France: Neighbouring
countries, diverging policy styles." German Policy
Studies.



742

Selb, W. (1987). Rechtsordnung und kiinstliche
Reproduktion des Menschen. Tubingen, J. C. B.
Mohr.

Stangl, Wolfgang (1985): Die neue Gerechtigkeit.
Strafrechtsreform in Osterreich 1954 — 1975. Verlag
fiir Gesellschaftskritik. Wien.

Stern, E. (1997). "Crisis and learning: A conceptual balance
sheet." Journal of Contingencies and Crisis
Management 5(2): 59-86.



	1 Introduction
	2 Decriminalisation of abortion
	2.1 Abortion as a policy problem
	2.2 Development of the Austrian abortion regulation
	2.3 Policy change within the SPÖ
	2.4 Role of experts and knowledge
	2.5 Learning in abortion policy making

	3 Regulating Assisted Reproductive Technologies (ART)
	3.1 ART as political problem
	3.2 The ART policy making process from 1980 until 1992
	3.3 The sources of knowledge 
	3.4 Learning in ART policy making

	4 Conclusion


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [734.400 486.000]
>> setpagedevice


