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IPP is a relatively new and promising policy area within environmental policy. Some scientific research has been done and several countries started political activities in this area. What is still a deficit is an international comparative policy analysis of IPP focussing on the important characteristics of IPP. The contribution is a first attempt and presents an analytical overview on the European IPP-“landscape”, i.e. the policy practises of some European States. We concentrate on some countries, namely Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, and look also on the level of the European Union. 

The contribution is organised according to a policy-cycle approach: 

· Emergence of an IPP: Herewith, the background for the emergence of an IPP will be illustrated.

· Formulation of an IPP: This part focuses on the formulation of an IPP-policy – if this has been done at all. 

· Implementation of IPP: The formulation of a policy is one phase, another looks for the real practises.

· Reformulation of an IPP: After implementation, a refocusing of IPP might occur and should be dealt with.

The contribution will present results of the analyses of IPP-state according to the policy-cycle. Some aspects covered are:

· Several countries have prepared their own IPP-policy documents, e.g. Denmark, Sweden and the EU. Other countries did not follow this approach, but are nevertheless active IPP-players, e.g. Germany. Countries like Austria and France have done some preparatory work, but they neither intensify this approach nor actively implement IPP. 

· IPP is embedded in the sustainability debate. The intensity to which countries consider IPP in their national strategies is diverse. Whereas – especially – Switzerland and Sweden allocate IPP a prominent role in their national strategies for sustainable development, other countries deal with it on a minor basis, e.g. Germany. Countries like Austria and France have not prepared explicit formulated IPP-concepts, but deal with it in their sustainability strategy. 

· However, the elaboration of concepts and also the mentioning of IPP in a strategy for sustainable development do not necessarily mean that implementation takes place. Implementation deficits are not new in (environmental) policy, but can also be observed in the area of IPP. The most obvious example is France; with little implementation of IPP-activities announced. The conceptually strong UK vision on IPP is confronted with a relatively minor degree of implementation. 

· A clear reformulation of IPP has not happened, but the challenge of sustainable consumption and production patterns (SCP) influencing the development of IPP has arisen. The political commitment to this approach was agreed at the Johannesburg-conference of 2002, and political take-up is progressing. What is lacking is any clear co-ordination with IPP and this influences both approaches. 

· The responsibility for IPP is allocated to ministries and public environmental agencies. That means that these institutions have taken up this challenge within their structures. New institutional answers have – although declaimed – not been settled. An exception may be Sweden; with its planned new centre for environmental technologies and also Denmark had with its environmental council created a new institution.

· IPP also means integration. Integration is a challenge and its realisation in IPP shows considerable deficits; both with regard to a coherence of policy areas, and with regard to instruments. An important problem is the difficulty in co-ordinating instruments. Often the “ownership” of political instruments is not with the unit which is responsible for IPP; but with other ministries, departments or units and the intensity of co-operation is not satisfying – although the contrary is declaimed. Interministerial working groups as in Sweden might diminish this problem. 

· A last point is the governance approach and the instrumental orientation. Mixtures of regulatory approaches are pursued. Pure self-regulation does not exist on a national level, but the supranational EU-IPP approach is more self-regulatory. 

· One could also look at the relationship between instrumental approaches and target groups. Most countries combine mandatory and voluntary instruments to strengthen IPP. Obviously, a pure mandatory IPP approach could not be found. Denmark and Sweden focus conceptually both on mandatory and voluntary instruments and the IPP measures implemented in Switzerland are oriented towards both types. The focus on the supply and demand sides of the market might differ between a balanced approach (most countries), a more demand-side approach (e.g. Germany, France, United Kingdom) and a more supply-side approach (Bavaria). But also in this case, an important difference between the elaborated conceptual and the practised implementation stage might exist: The stated focus on all instrumental types is sometimes reduced to voluntary instruments addressed towards voluntary – often information – activities, e.g. in Denmark. But, the contrary can be the case – the Swiss IPP – where practises use mandatory instruments instead of voluntary ones.
























































































