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Peflecting on the state of American political science, Lowi (1992:1) argues that “'every veg
tends 16 procduce 2 politics consonant with itself; therefore every regime tends 10 proCud
soliticzl sclence consonant with itself. Consonance between the state anc poliuczl science 5
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srchlern worthy of the zuizention of every nolitical scientist.”” The same ¢an be fa1@ 2pouL &
study of policy formetion, wnich as an approach consciously or not always seerms 10 shifl
From its origins in wartime operations research through e earty
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with the political wini

1970s, the fiterature oz policy formation reflected, indeed, provided the ratenaie for, a €.
- tively nonideological and even nonpartisan tilt toward activist eovernance in ihe United Siates
o

-nd other zdvanced indusiriai societies. These decades marked the apogze of schoiasly anc
covernmental faith in *‘scientific”” approaches 10 policy analysis, and, as a result, of a ficid
known as ‘'colicy sciences’ or ‘policy studies.”” The Policy Studies Organization itself was
founded in 1971. Programs in policy analysis sprouted withtn graduate schools of all types,
and evervbody professed the néed 1o apply ‘“‘proper’’ analytic techniques [0 the conceniually -
separate slages ot pohlicy formation and program evaluation. In fact, implementaiion was

lamented wideiy as a|“missing link’* in the policy process (Palumbo and Calista, 1590).

-~ Thai omission was reciified by the early 1980s as gox-er'nmem reacted 10 skyrocketnsg

Budgms ond resuve 1{:.»‘:‘::*.:;_}3*_;&:'::‘ by turning sharply away from policy innovaticn and expan-
é:halafs woriied darkly of systemn overload and the policy literaiure 2s &

sive policy egendas. 5
whole beran 10 exhibil keene! 4lieniion L0 AG}UsSHNg eX1StiNg stalutory and regulatory pohicy
10 the hard lessons iearned in “‘bringing truth (o power”™ (Wildavsky, 1979). Much of the

earlier optimism about and enthusiasm Jor policy formation had dimmed as dizl, it se
P

the general vibrancy of the policy literali:r=. The action instead lay 10 implemen(auon, a shift
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with profound 1mpacts ‘~asmuch as that lierature’s mantra about *‘feasibility’’ encowed
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ereat legitimacy on cost-benefit and other stonomien infused approachss. Most of L.
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of course proved in a rather narrow sense thal programs almost never work, and probably
should never be tried to begin with. Such conclusions meshed well with (or were produced
by) potenl conservative asssaults on decades of government aclivism in more than one regime.
To read much of the literature on oolicy formadion during this time is (o conctude: Nothing
worved Smawonder that Jones beean the 1684 edition of his Jmroduction (o the Study o/
Public Policy with a chapter :nutled simpiy, **The Causcs of Pohey Failure Are, a2t Root,

e -

Politcal.”
[n the 1990s the studyv of policy formation and the making of public policy both are going

through fundamenial rethinking. Most of the classic literature on oclicy formation had emerged
decades earlier. in an era of relatively healthy budgets and nonideclcgical governance, but

by the 1990s the picture was of widespread austerity and sharp ideo’vgical contlict about the
proper spheres of government actiion. What new programs emergefi n the late 19805 seemed

10 contain a goodly share of largely symbolic outputs; for example, iegislation on plan' clos-
ings (Portz, 1991) and workiare (Palumbo and Calista. 1990), each enacted in the heat of the
1988 presidential etection. Others, because of legal budgetary restrictions, reguired proponents

t0 cannibalize other programs, move financing oif-budget, or, increasingly, simply Qa_s;__,'-qff'
the costs of mandates to other units or levels of government. Add to.these conditidry;@-n_-
settled elef:,tqrates and the strength of organized interests defending entrenched pmg?ar,r_g*s,
and the picture was of general policy stalemate and flaccid support for programs with"weak:™
or unpopular constituencies. This picture was not confined to the United States, n_c:r_r‘f._-;%gggztg_-:if_..
sdvanced industrial societies, as the experiences of naticns ranging {rom Sweden ToiZitE"

Sabwe atiest. _
The current scholarship on policy formation has reacted 1o inese conditions by going
Lack Lo prepolicy or, al least, predecision Cynamics. ““Having veen discovered, dissected, and
declzred no longer missing from policy action, " observed May {1991z, 187), “implementaiion
appears {0 be on the wane as a focal point for those seeking broader lessons for IMProving
sublic policies. Much of the current literature about public policy formation is now centersd
on conceptual aspects of problem atiribution and construction of alternalive policies.”” Tn this
vein, the studyQf policy formation has begun to settle out along two distinct but interlinked
dimensions. T@ first 1s ggenda=seiting, concerned with how problems are—or.are not—de-
fined as-in'the legitimate_pu%w o] é-ﬁvcmmem‘and do—or do not—get omo;iljfé formal,
nolicy agenda. With ever-more’crowded agenaas, tut also apparently enervated governmental
cspacity or will, what few problems actually become priarities is no longer solely an academic
question. The literature on agendas certamly is not new (e.g., Schattschneider,-1960: tEdel-
man, 1964}, but it is blossoming at a ume of acute ideclogical competition over the very pur-

pose ofzppvérnment. |
Thesecond dimension is tied 10 agenda-setting, but focuses more on what has come O

he called policy design. This construci requires. ameng other things, *'a model of the struc-
weral logic of policy; a modei of individual decision makers whose behavior impinges upon |
solicv: and 2 model of the contexts within which decisions rilevant policy are made”’ (Schneider
and Ingram, 1990: 78). This last point is particularly important, because it turns the study
of policy formation away {rom some of its.less restrained efforts 10 “control”’ for contextual
factars. “‘Regardless of definition,”” May (1991a-183-189) adds, “'a:. impo-rtamtperspecnve
of those writing about policy design is the emphasis ¢n matcning content of a given.policy 1O
the nnfitical context in which the policy is formulated and implermented”’ {emphsIS supplied).
Context matters, and it is not entirely mé-nipuiabie. -
More than that, the policy design perspective reflects not only the crowdedness of the

contermporary agznda for action but. also, its stunningly universal austerity. GOvVernments

-




“bias. In many ways it is a back-to-basics movem

‘. THE CROWDED AGENDA OF GOVERNMENT IN THE 1930s

global telecommunications. . :
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lics of the former Soviet Linon 10 local covernments In Califorma
light budgets, and, perhaps also universal, ciu-
das and spending wishes ot (hose who govern.
ays 1s an etfor(—part <cholarly, part ideotogicat,
quesiions about what works, wiai

manging from the new repub
grapple with aging physical infrastructures,

_earies far lese willing o accede to the agen
Policy desicn as an angle of vision in many w
perhaps-—Tg rzurn (he siudy of policy formation {0 basic

does not and why, without discarding any oplLion a priof because of ideological or theoretical
ent. spawned by frustrations over what hac
kecome a rather truncated sct of pohcy options. In shiftine the [ocus back (O policy forma-

tion, argue Linder and Peiers (1990: 54), ‘'the range of available design choices expands [rom

those limired by existing cupabilities and supportive climaie 10 prospeclive implementing

organizaiions (o the full rmamentarium of government's pohicy ‘nstruments.'” [n this re-
gard, siudents of policy formatien who ignore the nature of public problems, the conlexis
surroundine policy formation, and, perhaps.most critical. the cenirality of 1deas, also prob-
ably forget that to study pubhc policymaking s 10 study, in the words of Lowi (1992: 3} &n
ynnatural universe that requires judgment and evaluation.” If our theories and methods do

in fact mirror the real world, we are long overdue for radical rethinking.

[

collegiate debate in which he cpponents ag'."'ﬂé'i‘ih::a&-- |

_ or of fact, the definition of the al1efniaitses .
s the suprame instrument of power {our emphasis]. He who determines what pﬂ*fuf:":s
sbout runs the country, because (he definition of alternatives is the chowe of cortiicis,
and the choice of conflicts aliocates power. {Schattschneider, 1960: 68). 4 |

®Political conflict is not like an1nier
vance on a definiuon of the issues. As a matl

The dvnamics by which problems get aiop the agenda of acuion, 1d whers alizinanves

are defined by and for policy maKkers, powerfully shape policy formation in any poliijcal sysiciT:.
This is true especially in an American context of weak party cohesion, relatively perm able
gOVEINING Institutions, and the evolution (OF degeneration) of much of politics in:dun«:om—
~lues and ideas. Yet the United StaLes Seems inci easinely ungxces-

promising catfights over v
~duced by insiantanecus

tional in thisregard, as one 1s reminded in looking at the (remors |

(D

How these conditions bode generally for pohcy formation in any single 5__){5[&111* Much-
[t can be asseried with s0me con{idence that any goveril-

1sonable control over 11s Own azenda for acuon

is more problematic than ever, particularly when the issues at hand (€.£., AlDS) increasingly

cranscend ever-evanescent national boundanes. The specter of unconirollabiiity suggested 10
the previous sentence is intentional, both with respect 10 policymaking and the study of policy
d political systems,

formation. The rapidity with which ccues cascade through societies an
v supposadly separale 1$5ues,

lass @CrOSs Systerns, is as yet unclear.
ment’s capacity (O maintain some sorl of re

and the ever-inore apparent inlerconnections among a greal Imne
can make Tormal agendas seer random and temporary, gven as we know Iha;;%rhr-:y 2|50 are

shaped by core societal values, instiiutional and legal constraints, and, 1n no <mall way, by
history. The interaciion effects produced between the turbulence of iccues and the rejatively
greater constancy of other contexts are not as yci fully abpmdated, but one gels 2 partial
inkling of the future in such policy-shaping events as the media-saturaied 1_;‘13{3#';Eihio-pian
(see Bosso, 1989) or 1992 Somalian famines, the live pictures from Baghdad and-Jerusalem
during the 1991 Persian Gu.] conflict, er, far less dramatically, the 1992 Earth Summit 1n
Rio de Janeiro. In each case, more than one national governmeat altered at least its public
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. on the ‘undeserving.” Nor can one design an antipoverty prograd
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(or {or fear of creating) @ g'.oba'i public spectacie. The phenomencn of
id stage, as any local citv councillor can attest about the ef-

fects ol The lelevision Camerds when 10 comes Lme 10 Pass decistons ONn controversial 1Ssues.
To studvepolicy fgrmation s 10 study problzms. The question of apendas thus is cen-
tral. ang can be divided into thies primc Jvenues for.inquiry: (he perceived nature of .prob-

lems; the astitutional conlours through which roo'2ms (and ossible colutions} fiow, and,
Lonoll ¥ . | |
1] venues, medicted

Fa r
b

finally. the key nteractions oelwesn perceived roblems and insutution
by strategic elites, ‘hat in no smail part shape agzndas and policy choices. ... ="

-hetoric in the face of
course 1s not con Nned (o the wor

I

A. On Problems

Jones and Matthes (1983: 113} argue ‘hat “‘much of wha! povernment does rcpresenwef(orts
(o deal with contradictory and contlictual definitions of and solutions (o SOCILLY'S problems.”
Not all problems are alike. of course. More accurately, not all problems are perceived 1 be
alike bv policymaxers, atlentive interests, Of the mass public. We can et below just & few

variables that infiuence greatly NOw problems are perceived: T

.'. 1

s mass versus elite 1ssue saliency (Schauschneider, 1960)

« novelty of problem (Downs, 1972) - - T

o perceived distribution cf cosis and benefits (Wilson, 1972 B

a tech’n’ic'alx’social/eéonomic/po1iLi‘cal complexity (Nelkin and Pollack, 1982) - Tl

e images of those affected (Rochetort, {986; Baumgariner and Jjones, 19902} g,

o maznipuiabiiity cf 1mages (Cobb and Elaer, 1972 Baumgariner, 1989)
e vajues aboul 1ng proper ole of government, €iC. (M ucciaroni, 1991)

1

Tn g 2real degres, perceplions a5out a problem and the probability of s “eoiution
depens O whather there is CONSENSUS that some goal 1s good or, mOTe central, that itis a legiti-
mate matter for government niervention. For example, the often-posed moon-ghetto’
qndrum—"‘1f we can put a mar on the moon why can’t we <olve the problems of the gh:g;u?"#—
siems from vast differences in cocietal consensus about the goals ‘hemselves. GoIng to the -
Mmoon was an easy goal 10 spell out because success or fallure could be judged r.mhe?-j_cle:nly ’
(gelling tiere and returning safely), the soal meshed with prevailing cocial values{for.exam- -
ole, technological apovation, the Frantier spiril, competing with the Soviets), and, as Neiscn
(1977: 14) argues, i{ "*had the advaniage of not threatemng significant interests and cf prom-
ising something (0 ceveral.”” Curing poverty, nowever, 15 a far 1ess_c0n5msu_al goal, if oniy

because Lhose who see poverty as @ personal faling understandably resist spending money
m without ger}erating some

1

cCn-

¥ . | - |
unpopularympacts o0 sibers. such as the working class, if the prografi is perceived 10 threaten

Lheir own irelaiiuﬁ social status.

Even Supposing consensus OF eouis, hers1s no guar
Returning 1o the moon-ghetio metaphor, 1N Many wais the space programﬁf‘ﬁs a simple en-
gineering probiem (aibetl one of greal ocknical complexity), where most involved agreed
roughly aoboul how (0 get 10 the moon and back safely. Problems whose solutions might re-
guire redisiribution (Ripley and Franklin, 19t4) or, al least, the percr:iv'f:d imposition of dis-
propdrtiﬂnate costs (Wilson, 1972), hOWeVer, hardly are the same &5 lhq&;fﬁhﬁf seem mMOre
disiributive or positivesum. Going to the moon was 2 problem with consensual goals and
pOSiLive-sum solutions. Solving poverty'has neither advantage. |

A rouch typolezy siong the dimensions of agreement ON goals and me
¢ I prodlems truly matter {Bosso, 1987). Some problems are relatively vsimple’

ans gives a senst

that rypes

sniee about agreeinent L Jrieans. \ s
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as bul because (here exists wide consensus on ends and MEANS—WE
A good example 1S

even Conservatives

not in and of themselv
know wherc we want [0 g0 and agrce more Of less about how Lo get there.

Project Head Srart, a remnant of Lyndon fohnson's Grea! Society which
can support. After all, giving underprivileged children a chance 1Q excell in schaol——the help-
ing hand. 100 the handout—echoes deeply rooted societal values aboul equality of oppcs
tunity, and generally 15 1ol perceived as coming at the expense of other goals orinterasts.
The popularity of Head Start, that everyone wants to be inctuded, is a sure sign that the pro-
gram is at least a political success. . | p
Problems on which there is a general agreement Ofl goals but conflict over means are
what we might call ‘echnical’ problems. For example, few policymakefs or citizens traut- |

tionally have questioﬁ?ﬂvalué of economic growth. Inciead, the battle aways sems (G

be gwver whether government ‘hould boost spending, restrict itself o manipulating (he money
-

supply, cut taxes, pursue SO combination of these approaches—or dn nothineg at aii and
let the invisible hand of the market take over. The oplions pursued may iy afizcted ureatly
by values Or hroad ideology, but One certainly can influence the choice 01 puiwy 15 rUmertLs
by showing that one at least in theory wOrks Detler than the othets, as was ihe cast wiih suppiy-

" ¢ide economics in the earlv 1980s. .. .
For 2 third type of program ‘he conflict is largely over goals, while debate. ;;It_:ﬁ;{;_ucih;
choice of means recede inio the hackground. [n this vein, the problems are more ‘“mbTally
complex’’ than anyihing else. For example, the most ardent.opponents Of abortion ;?-_-.F'F“*L;L'*,-;-F- |
whether science ever “proves’ the moment of fetal viability, or if use of the RU#Séﬂ:ﬁT—!;E:egEl;lgif‘

wauld constitute an aboruion. For thern the issue simply 1s the (aking of life. 2 matier of re-
qe. Whether a society

ligious, ethical or moral belizfs, not the efficacy of any particular techniq
imposes the death penalty also depends littiz on 1a€ nethods of exccution chosen, aithouah

making ihe methods of execution more shumane’’ certainly ¢an affect public 2cceplants of

capital punishment. Instead, the focus is On 2 normative debate Cver whether it is right for
‘he state 10 exact such a punishment. These are moral 1ssues, not easily solved by “rarjonal’’
" analvsis, although they can hecome less salient Of divisive because of technological Qr--sﬁgcietal
changes. A bortion, for example, might disappe dvanc;:é’f-i;n-binh
control technology make the need for most abortions moot. - Co .
Not surprisingly, the sroblems of greatest ~iraciability are those with no cgnsensu?f 01l
either goals or means, as Bosso (1987: X111) SUgQests with the battle over the U.S. govenmem’s

policy on chemical pesticides: -

ar 25 a major societal 155ue if a

With respect to pesticides, it is almost impossible to find agreement OO efids because the
ends themselves often are clearly incompatible: environmentalists may seek to rid the
earth of pesticides at any cOs, chemical firms may ceek 10 maximize profits; farmers
“want inexpensive and effective pesticides O maintain high crop yields at lower COSLS;

public health officials want io eracicate disease. Consumers . . - want cheap f00d, which
might lead them 10 support the wide use of pesticides, but they also fearthe possibiy car-
cinogenic effects of pesticides recidues in that food of in the environment.

Contémporary governance incieasingly confronts such _quaﬂdafies.' ror policy maker and

ccholar alike, such problerms conlain arrays of interconnections, both among_%cjr constituent
parts and, more iroublesome, with other problems. Transboundary probletjls like qcid rain

bedevil policy makers, who must decide which problem in any bundle of intertelated problems

i< the most important. They also must rimate out how addressing that problet will affect

the others. Finally, because S0mMC might throw up their hands at the compiedties lain before

them, they must calculate the costs of doing nothing at alt.
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With this in mind. the question of problems and agendas, and about the choices that
conlront policy makers. ultimately may come down (0 broader values and socielal prioriues.

sirupgle over ideas."” She continues:

[deas are the medium of exchange 1and a mode of tnfluegnce even mMoOre powerful than
money and votes and guns. . . . [ccas are At the center of all political conllict. Policy:
making, in turn. is a constant struggle over (nc criteria for ciassification. the boundaries
of categaries, and the delinition of ideals that guide the way people behave.

“Policy makers are not faced with 2 aiven nroblem,” wrote Lindblom (1966: 13}, ‘‘they have
(o identify and formulate the problet.'" This is the guls of politics, a consiant struggle among
interests (0 get ther rﬁspef:ti:'e nroblems onto the agenda of action, or. alternately, seeKing
with equai ardor to Keep some maiiers oul of the public realm. Such conflicts come N many
guises: some problems seemingly never get onlo the agenda of government action because
prevailing social values, deologies, or norms Keep them off ajmost without debate. For others
a pluralis: conception of interested publics pushing for access onto the agenda secrms the appro-
priate description of reaily. Resardless which image holds in any particular situationy agenda

formation is a process shaped by confhct. o j

| B. Institutions and Agenda Setting

-
Ll

To acknowledge this last ~poin‘|: atco is 10 admit that the formal system of institdﬁf*_iém:and
procedures within which pmbiem'ﬁeﬁnition and agenda-setting take place hardly is & neutral
arenz. Indeed, perhiaps more noticeable than in any other facet of the study of policy forma-
:ion generadly 1s the reaffirmanon of the importance of formal institutions, rules, procegures,
and organizational hizrarchies. The renewed interest in institutions within policy studies IS 2
welcome reminder, at leasi for (and from) political scientists, that even the most “revonai’
human behavior takes place within contexts. some of them more sharply defined anc encur-
ing than others. | | _ |

The formal superstructure of a system of governance powerfully shapes how problems
are al iqé'ﬁt drawn Lo and dealt with by government. Writes Schatischne:der (1960717

. ! e
f o s — b b L e e ———

“A.conclusive way of checking the rise of conflict is simply to provide no arena forit or

to create no public agency with power 10 do anything about it. There are an incredible

number of devices for checking the development of conflict within the system. . . . All

forms of political organization have a t1as in favor of the exploilation“or some kinds of

conflict and the suppression of others because organgg{f_dn is the.mobilization of bias.
. " Some issues are organized into politics and others are organized out. B

In a cnuique of Kingdon’s (1934) pathbreaking work on agenda formation, Mucciarom (1991

10) argues thai the {iteraiure frequently- fails 10 appreciate the impacts On agendas generaled -
()

by system sturcture. ‘‘Political instifuicns are siruciures with perhaps the grediest impact o1
policy,” says Mucciaroni. *'[They] maxe up the topography, the banks and riverbeds that
channel and shape participants’ behavior.” And vet, as Schattschneider (1960: 72) argued,
«-ne difficulty scholars have experienced in Interpreting American politics has ajways been
+hat the grand strategy of pofitics has concerned itself first of alt with the structure of institu-
? tons. The function of instituticns is to channel conflict; institutions do not treat all forms of
conflict impartially.”” Studies of agenda setting focus generally on nonsiructural van_'ables——
strategic eliies, pclicy “‘streams,” and so on—all of which probably are critical at the mid- and

100 ~ - Bosse

As Stone {1988: 7) argues, ‘'the essence of policy making in political communities™ 1s ‘‘the
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micro-levels ol analvsis, the Jevels ol particular decision Processes, formal governmental

agendas, dividual elites. But far less 15 discussed abou: the macro level, (he “‘lopography’”

of ihe svstemn iiscll. Scholars acknowledge, usvaliyn rassing, that system structure has in-

dependent Impacts of sorme kind (see kingdon, 198+ 81). sut here is Temarkably Lle straighis- —

forward discussion about how features like genuine federafism, true separation of institutional

ygered Lerms of selection have had independeéni impacts 0D

the ways issues flow 1nto and are dealt with by government ‘n the United States. R
Some scholars have addressed these matiers more recently. Baumgariner (1989: 196)

argues that all political elites praciice Schattschneider’s strategies of “'socializing’' and **pri-

vatizing’’ conflictregardless of nspitutional structures, wet, 45 he shows in cOMpanag United

Srates and French nuciear power nolicy making, precisely 1ow respective elites do 30 18 7ON-

sirained by the system 1iself:

power, distinctive means and sta

Uaited States and the autcnaome of a

The complicated institutional structures of the
opportunines to shift the

qumber of governmenial authorities allowed oppanents marny
venue of the debate Lo one where they could be success{ul. In France, ON the other haid.
a2 determined set.of governmental agencies usé d :;reamnlined set of instituyons and pre-
cedures in order Lo keep consideration of nuclear power restricted to a small st of ex-

perts with a shared interest in the erowth of the ~rogram. '

Systemns of governance do have shapes—fixed points, aoundaries, d00rways, and $o fortn=— '.

and to recognize a system’s shape al50 is (o know scmething aboul the patterns i policvs
making possible within that system. [ poking at policy rormation this ways allows the scholar s
'o turn away from ~educticnism and toward a renewed cffort (0 ask superficially 51mple‘qu’gs

ions about the macro-efiects of anv svstem of governance. The roles playsd by sragec

elites, organized interests, political parues, and other 2 -1ors without doubt are critical in
apenda setung, and policy formation generally, but only s conditioned or scructured by . ine

biases of the systerm - cell. Much of the hterature Of asenda setting (3ls ahotll f'acce:s IS

[ institutions were mere gates, Jlbeil with sentient gatekeepers. Yet, by virtue of const’-

tionally-mandated function, rundameniai design, ana legal jurisdiction, formal instituiiuns

do shape the way thar issues get onto the agenda for action.and are addressed {(if only rhe- -

(orically) by policy maxers. Policy entregeners may shop for appropraic and opporwune

h.&.n.
venues, and elites may deline issues, but this Tre2dom IS constrained-at least in part DY the
systern’s topography. Alth

ough Baumgartner and Jones (1990: 4) argusg rightly that H‘there
are no immutable ruies which determine which nstitution in society will be eranted jurisdic-
ion over particular issues,” there are nonetheless Falierns influenced by formal rules and
cructures. What follows are but a {ew exampies: -

Ep——

i. Degree of Centralized Governing Authority
15 115 constitutional apportionment of true gov-

A distinguishing feature of the U.S. system
and an array pf iess nowerful, but equally

erning auihoniy amoig a nationaf government
distinct, subnational hodies, each dealing with 1ssues and problﬁms within 1L pamc‘uiar JUris-
diction. The effects of this particular structural feature on agendas—I{or example;how marny
gel Lo the naiional government 1n the first place, OfF, pernaps,

{ well understood. The British schotar H. G. Nicholas (198 1:
at very little power tO

* The overwhelming

3
-

or what types of 1ssues never

not for along while—still are no
21) reminds us that the U S. Constitution *‘gives the federa. governme

oblige the stales 10 take posiuve action when they have a mind not to. .
mass of American law is state-originated and, siate enforced without interference DY the agen-

cies of the federal government.”’ Problems thus may percolate up to

——— — —I—'._l_.—-l——— —--._* .
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only when thev will not or cannot be addressed adequately by the various states. This picture
is a bit simplified as past decades have witnessed tremeadous blurring of junisdictionat fines
and the creation of innumerable sectors of vertical linkaves among {ederal, state and local

officials based on program and problem reaims, but the constitutional bifurcation of power

remains. powerfully shaping issue dyvnamics. Veriationas in formal 5ySIems of EC}'&EF"I"*I‘]C“

among the various American siates also provide a particulariy rich medium of institutional
niches and channels through which issues mav bounce long belore they become aational
agenda items. The tax revoll that marked 5o much of the politics of the 1980s becan with
California’s Proposition 13 in no sniall way because that state’s lenient ‘nitiative process pro-
vided a readier mechanism for translating majoritarian. impulses into public policy than any
found in many other stares, or in the U.S. Constitution. Starting on the West Coast. the (ax
ed from state (0 state depending usually on the availability and SIMNELNCY

rebellion leapfrogg
befare hitting Washington in more diffuse but sull pat-

of state initiative and petition laws,

pable ways.
See:1 as a whole, the friction created by conflict among semi-autonomous stales, aadﬂd

1O tensions between the states and the national government, makes the process b},_iwp:cn 15-
sues gel 10 the national government more dissiparive in the United States as ;Dmﬁ%LEd‘ (olF:!
more unitary sysiem, where policy decisions radiate from the central government andswhere,
by necessity, all issues must go for resolution. Federalism is a topography of many distinct

"(and surely not serial) sluicegates into which issues can be siphoned off before thgv build .up

the velocity necessary to reach the national government. This structural arrangemént ore-
serves a higher degree of localism in agendas than one might find in more uniary systems,
and of course creates tremendous obstacles to rapid changes in national policy—just as the

framers of the Constitution in many ways intendead.

2. Separation of Institutional Powers
Another obvious question is how the tripartite division of funciions embedded in the U.S.

Constitution affects how issues are drawn to and.dealt with by the national government. [t is
a svsiemic centrifuge of divided institutional power and fractionated representation that, in

concert with federalism, is directed ultimately at dissipating spasms of majorianan 1ssue

‘ﬁjiencv before they produce rapid and potentially destabilizing national change. On-the other

hand, that same system, parucularly through a legisiature based on geographical representa-
don, readily grants to smaller, more narrowly configured constitutuency mteresis a great deal
of access—the basis of pluralist politics and theory. With this in mind, it may be no surprise,

as Mucciaroni’ Ql991 11} suggests, that a Kingdon model of agenda setting—with Its focus on

the converging '-“StI'EmS” of ideas, actors, and political contexts—may be useful most ““‘for

. describing DOIJC” making in the United Slates, where the institutional structure 13 [ragmented

r1slic and fluid, and coaliuons are oilen tem-

porary and ad hoc.”” How it applies io more centripeial or less articulated political sysiems,

particularly those inarked by strong parly government or hegemonic bureaucracies, 1s far

less cerian.

3. Institutionalily Induced Rhythms

The American system also provides a rather unique (even peculiar) periodicily 1O its issue
dynamics via its constitutional provisios for staggered-but-set terms of office and totally s.p-
arate means of election. These create predictable “*windows’’ (to use Kingdom's [] 984] term)
that. upon their opening, provide powerful if momentary avenues for agenda seiting. The rngid-
i1y of the svsiem also means, however, that legislators asd. parucularly, e executives alike have

-r— -I — . Em
L]

EY -——




O

¥ .
. PR -
L] .

The Practice and Study of Policy Format1on

auch less control over their agendas than might those where incumbents ¢an call elections or
where the selection of one set of of(icials can influence nowerfully that of the oiher. Tneop-
portunities {or apenda influence where governments nave more control over ihe spacing and
dimise of clecons gives One a sense of possibly distinctive patterns in Amencan issue dynasrecs.

4. Inszitutionally-Induced Instability

Finally, the rotust constitutional array of ¢hecks and balances also means that these 1nSiliU-
rions—particularly Congress and the presidenc_y——ar;tively vie for primacy Over agenda setiing
and problem definition in wavs rare in other national sysiems of governance. For exainipie,
s Harrison and Hoberg (1991 6) find in comiparing regulatory styles In the United Stales
and Canada, “conflict between legislative and executive branches in the U.S. often pubhcizes
(he reculatory agenda. In contrast, Canadian regulatory agencies and minisiers exercise grealer
discretion with respect to ublicizing their agenda.’’ The tensions among the three separa«e
and largely autonomous sranches thus makes tor highly fluid 155u¢ dynamics, particuiarly 1t
viewed from the mid-level nerspectives of congressional commitlees 2nd executive agencizs.,
or from (he micro-level perspectives of individual decision makers. Ir the absencc Of SioNg.
cohesive parties, the conflict between the execulive and a bicameral legistature alopg—=r<di-
tculariy with splits across pariisan lines—makes predicting issue dynamics 1 the .%rjl;c;{_a'u:::
system rather problematic. T

With respect to its overall effects on agenda setung, the Armerican sysiem Of gOYeNHan-C

i porh absorptive.and highly dissipative. lis competing centers of authority and mesy. we-

aues for issue representation provide for more niches into which demands can gC, & Lt
abilizy that in many wahs gives the system 113 resiliency and legitmacy. On the other nand,
with by the national government because they are sluiced off euner
or bounce around almost indetinttely anionz he tevzls ol
-ional government. The system’s Very design miiaies
onal health care) even getiing cerious aliertion asthem
| or political perturbanions are powerful enough 10
he s};:stem’s ‘npate centrifuze. S2en

most istues 2re never dealt
by other centers (€.2-, the states)
faderalizin or the branches of the na
against a broadly arraved issue {€.2., nati
‘he national government unless sociela

“hogst'' the issue with sufficient velocity to overcome |
from overhead, the U.S. system is incredibly bumpy and creates (remendous urbulense

friction-that dissipates energy not anlike the ways in which the many =ddijes and char.nels of
rock-filled streams slow tne fow of water. In such ways, majoritarian impulses are chopped

: and channeled and major chanee is harder {0 achieve. Institutional design, seen from this
r . . - ‘ - -
| | perspective, shapes policy formation.

C. Images, Venues, Strategic Actors—And Politics _

nd the institutional superstiucturs of any system greatly

shape (he ways that 1s5ucs & ce how they are 9@

with by policy makers, such “prﬁ-decision” factors certainly are HOI‘dEIETmLﬂiS.IiC. Poliilcs,
mouvated by simple sel{-interest, shared ideals, values, OT whatever, still mMatiers i pmp?“iﬂg
problems through and past ‘he obstacles that xeep the agenda for action from gelting OVer-
! loaded. Someone has to ¢care passionztely if a perceived probiem'is (o be something more—ihe

intensity factor pluralists long have pointed to as 2 factor explaining why some;-giflfjups succesd
and others do not. '

Some of the factors that prope! pi SBleins onto the agenda for 4c
ogengus: natural catastrophes, unanticipated human events (€.8., the
Kuwait), and rechnological or ecological changes, such as the legal 1m

Although the nature of problems 2
« oet onio the agenda for achon and, once the

(jon obviously are ex-
1990 Iraqi avasion of
plications of biotech-
4 instantanscus

nical ra:ezron (Cobtb and Elder, 1972: &41. And. of cobrse, the pervasive arl
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nature of global communications allows evenis to dominate agendas ever more starkly and
immediately, such a5 wher images of famine in Africa or alleged atrocities 1n Bosnia si1r mass
put:lics and impel leaders into action. The Lelecommunications-impesed coziness of the glooal
order may eliow leadars far fess Iatitude over their agendas than they mighl recognize, a-con-
dition some already are calling the *CNN curve ™ 2fter the Cable News | ‘etwork that has done
so much 1o alter giobal news coverage and viewership. On the other hand. the rapidity with
which news stories change might make externallv induced agendas ratherriuid. Mass publics
whipsawed by shifling imaees might well be more easily ntacated by highly puvlicbut'essen-
gally symbolic responses. +

Bevond these external faclors, however, are Lhe intense interests and strategic aciors
whose support for or hostility to 15sues matiers most immediately in structuring the formal
agenda for aciion. The opportunities for agenda intluence, and the positions o leverage nec-
essary for and available 1o potennal actors of course vary across svstems: ideologically co-
hesive pariies {z.g., Israzel, Jamaica), national or, 2ven. subnational elites who control ma)cr
voiing biocs {e.g., India}; strong bureaucraiic ‘e.c., France), ruling party (e.g., Cuba), re-
ligious (e.g., Iran), or miliary (e.g., Nigeria) elites; hegemonic economic interests ofswhar-
ever kind (e.g., the drug carte; in Colombia). In the United States the picture 1S ofp?ﬁ 1y &C-
o< 2nd interesis compeiing fur access and influence from an abundance of strategic pesitCns.
Given the features of the formal system and the diversity within the nation itseli, it {5,100, %0Ti-
der that studies of zgenda formation in the Untied States tend to take as their pSfﬁf‘;m de-
<1 image of competition among crganized ~1erests, both in and et of

t L]
- - S m b omn
parture (NE Dhrall

gQvernment. |
“Inasvitern ke the U.S.," argues Mliward (1991: 3), “there are many Cifferent 2cCess
‘on oy jurisdiction rerely controls a given policy domain. Poiicy corm-

DOINTS &R0 OGE 1STIGE
e ftioc carveE 1y Mg (hic trag 1led sysie f eove ether.'' VWhether sucn & CCimi-
munities sarve 1o Kol this fragmentec system o governance togeliner. T SUCi & Ll
Hecio, 1978,

muniiv is denicted as a “‘subgovernment’’ (Freeman, 1955), “‘issue nelwork’' (r
on’' {Szbatier, 1988), within each there are assuined (o exist “‘actors Irom
3 variztv of public and private orgg}nizations at atl levels of government who share a set of
hasic beliefs (policy goals plus causai and other perceptions) and who seek (0 rlnanipulatfﬂihe
rules of various government institutions in order (o achieve those eoals over time” (Sabatter,

(9G] - 279). Thic depiciion in many respects remands ‘he discussion to Schatischneider’s (1960

or “advocacy coality

3} Ciassic assessment, ‘A
in the spread of conflict, and second, the processes by which the unstable refation of the public

(0 the conflict is controlied.” Political conflict is, to repeat, a tension between those seeking

tion in a debate and those working to minimize (Or priva-
lize) participation. **Public policies are made througn ihe nieraction of the images which are
laim jurisdiction over them.”

Baumegariner and Jones (193%: 1) argue. “Policy makers atiempt 10 manipu_iatf_bgah of these
However stated, struggle 15 over both

faciofs in order (o achieve their progzrammatic 2oals.”
the definition of issues and contral over the processes and arenas within which decisions are
made. Having formal jurisdiction is not enough.

Several recent longiudinai studies of policy formation |
Bosso (1987: 256), examining 40 years of U.S. feceral policy toward chermical pesticides,
-ancludes that perhaps *‘the most poweaful change in the pesticides policy case was its being
r.defined as an environmental matier; i0ss of the power 10 define the iSSUe Was probably the
mos: <ritical factor causing the decline of the pesticides subgovernment’’ {our emphasisj.
\{grcierani (19900 2665, in a lengthy study Of posiwar federal employvment policy, ArgUEs

be ir out this poind forcefully.

A1 the nub of politics are, first, the way in which the public participaie -
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Of the three factors (nterests, astitutions, and ideas), nonc had a more subsiantial and
direct impact on charting the direction and framing the conient of employment policy
than i1deas. . . . Inctitutions may have blocked ceriain alternatives, shaped the packag-
ng ol prér'grams, iriiuenced ine iming of changes, and led 10 impiememaiion faiiures.
The political acuvities ol organized interests (OF lack of them) may have in{luencea ‘he
evel and distribution ol program benefits and circumscribed the role of employment
was the subjective nredispositions that policy makers

srograms in the economy. Bui it
5 the ideas ol experts and reformers that had

‘brought o their task and their receptivity |
lhe greatest inlluence €0 the substance of policy.

Such case studies are given critical empirical support in tmporiant comparative work by Baum-

gariner and Jones (1990a, 15%00). who look at several pohicy ar

clear power) over ume and conclude that ‘‘failure 1o control the 1IMages associaie

policy can iead 10 10ss of contyol over!
the institutional jurisdiction of nfuential grovps all of whom Tavor th

P -F !
L -

‘public policy. Centrol over .ccue definition is key to policy formaton. b
These studies also unearih strikingly <imilar long-lerm issue dynamics. In most Cases.
fa M K

policies werse fermulaied originally unger con

mosily positive public nerceptions of the cue’s image. The resull s subgovernmeiti Junt

ance. an irony in that most of these policy area
euiding paradigm of American solit]

153(0s, when pluraism smerged as ihe
he status quo (O

1 - .
4 —

ccience. whal follows are eforis bv defenders O
of the pohicy area and the VELUSS for policy forma

r

i~rerecrs poth in and cutsice government recognize & stake in 22
(of be part o1 Gecision mekinz {or whal 02COMmES an increasingly controversial 1584
L35 18705, the suogovernment defending the status que Gl
recomes distended, and in 1.5 place emerges a broader, MOre Permie

“sloppy hexagon' (Jomes, 1979), ‘fissue network’' (Heclo. 1887),

ward $19C 13 or Tadvocacy coalition'” {Sabauer, -1 08%)

]l ey, 1
aven:uallv produces great policy fuidity and, even, stalemate, al teast
srceplions and tne array

sccurs an impelance among pushe pe
Jones. 199Ca; Bosso, 1987 Hoberg, 1992; Jones,
“intrusion’” of environmenial DeISpPectives into the debate OVer pesticides, of he
cases of cmoking or nuclear power, 0Of the bart
Ges, whoever best manipulates the image of an 1ssue has an edge iIi"i the battle over

far action and, as a resuli, an advantage in policy formation.

. Finally, these studies siare a foeus on configurations of shar

: ]
-y N = T sl B i , . - r Ly », - -y Coel - - _ v
oL 0 Tass behavior, (Hi2 roudl SIruCiuTe O Lo 2CCNGiTly class x;i.rl' Ok

ndividual leaders, of any single institunan. As Sabpaner
e [rom the policy hiterai

the ciearest conclusions O CMETg

Drocess requires looking at the intergovernmenial pels
posed of bureaucris, lecisiative personnel, In{erest group ie
e policy area—as ihe basic unit of study.

1 v o
c- LIIEHH-;

case. and vsuzily i the early

1

praciical and normative implications. In tracing pohcy configuranens 1
cudies of policy formatici conclude that®at least in the United States, the nature )

agenda and, thus, the direction of public policy, usua

assyme by tooking at class siruciure, ideotogies, Of nstitutions alone. There 15 C

seerning siability. As Baumgarine: and Jones (19%0a: 23} suggest

eag (smOking, pesticides. nu-
d with a

he policy itseif, even when it appears to be firmiy within
e curren: direction of

ditions of relatively limnited partic.C2UCE;A0C

~< studies hegan with the late lﬁwfgﬂ*lrh
cs and pdlitcal

manipuiate boih i€ HH3ER
ation, particularly as more and ¢ver-divarse
and. thus, demand (0 ake 2an b8

r-

—

mGies QF
able, and far mare inenonie
‘{policy community’ {Mil-
This releniless socializatien of conihct
vor unill the next time here
of interesis (se¢ Baum_'g’éf_rmerﬁmd
1975 Mucciaroni, 1990). Whether it be the
/ alth views in the

le over core values on an array of social poli-
the agenda

\Fd policy or issu_e inlerests,
ther ehis bae:_}igmundz,
1991: 26%) arpues clearly, "one of
re is that understanding the policy
cy community or subsystem—cOrm-
aders, researchers, and specialist
reporiers within a substantive P This ;@_i'specmg has

hese“longitudinal
the policy

lly is in greater Aux than one might
hange amidst
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106 Basso

The exisience of multiple venues <ei-
A allaws new policy ideas to hind
nierests cannot normally

Piuralism, then. is not invanably conservanve.
rainly makes it difficuit to rout the old order. But it als
niches. umnm which to fourish. Because poweritl econom! Te
dominatasll venues, they can jose rortrni of the policy image taat protects thein 1f lh"\'
do rot also ~ci! policy fmages. Ag images charnoe. so does e possibilityler dramaii
policy chanze contrary Lo the wi ] of those previousty {avared by gOv ernmental arrange-

ments.

political systerns 15 as yef anclear, targels Og-

Ligw much this assessinent pertains 1o other
especially across sySsiefs

cauce of the relative scarcity of 200C longitudinal po ic, studies,
1989 Lundgvist, 1930}, A cursory look at other adv anced industrial

AT jesue-based Ay nzmics take plade,
ChﬂraLlE.JS[‘C‘: Br‘d '...1.4’:*:31"-

(but see Baumgariner,
systerms, ai leasi, suggIsis that much
Athoueh in forms congruent with a syster s particular Siructural

of the same Kings

| ring social values (VGEE., IQ86} In anv case, the primacy of agenda setling 1) ponu degh
con s mors evident thah ¢ver o
-1'“.:_‘.

5y, POLICY DESIGN AND THE CHOICE OF INSTRUMENTS ﬁn

lh-.-du.ﬂ

“ Cormulanion 1§ the east analyticany dex*r*lopﬁd stage in the cony entionzl p:_,l Oy TR
emcess madel knowiedge 011 G;nurmc bo limited 1O GClunl eXDeT |erce or 1:‘”::‘&&”?.”*‘
cecours, A ¥, we do not hisve g dezres of undersianding sboul how governinglis
f~chion remedies that we 40 3LOUL AOW ey choose Probiems o sddress, or have ihose

a them. (Linderand Peters, 15600 T 105
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- oniv paris of the broade nolicy formal 0f) equUaticn.

fic formal policy Ou(paff..‘f—b[clULES progrqw
L . ean senerate ne necessary and sufficient clearance rom those who mbiuencs
decic] king {e.g., legislatures, executives, bureaucrats. a..d evert, CiiZens) ar;::z. G

vrzci the problem. The mplementalion Hieraure of the 1970s an@ early : o803
greatly ’I-FDF’“-'M our understanding of why solicies sometimes fany, bui, a@s 'ﬂ&‘f*lt}o anil
Calisia {1900: 46} point oul, much of this scholarship too frequent Gy erred in aSSUing ()
qse costs and benefits were defined so nar:m«i W ANG

(") TP lementalion, ke adminlstratuon, was

sorchow both cnnrepmajh- and operat ionally se pﬂ"au:_ from other aspects of polu_;, making,
si:ch 23 oblamning pbht]cﬂ SUppOrt, [3) delinion :in and
of jiesll vsuaily %’F‘u_- rartowe and ieshaice!, TOCUSs ing almost 2X clusively Oi the delvary S¥5-
¥ lm..J” Lurealcralic agencies; all d finaliy {4) proplem de ¥ ‘,HUP-* 2;3d pohcy

e 0f T Nenpon!
d >signs usually are clear and u3 ;arlbwu ous, thus program fallure rcsulls ahérently from mis-

Bul, 28 Paiumbo ana Calista (1950 3) say: abom this last
] _L..l-l.{..l Lh-.l g-

~alicies almost afways fail, if cmlj; beca

ex

fngrrumentatlv that “fsuccess’ was unhkely;

s of implemental 1OnN 35 an 2CUVIEY

cecied Or Do IHE;_JETHEW 2010
poml N oTaDIeT definition and pohy cdesigin are polt; icof activiiies [CAr enphas

o . P ™ ,__._“.r' .
fore, N2y &1& pio *uq; of conaiict that resulis in bargaining ~nd compromige o 2a.0n

rate acuvities. .
. 4.1980s begins [rom this potat of ref-
‘emphasis on malching conient of a

s formulateg and implementzd.
rship on policy formaton

.
'L-.I.

f_'l

2nd implementation czanet be thought of as sep2 |
The lierature on policy desigh [GeMErBe in the i
erence, and has, as May (1591a 188) writes, an overall ’

given ~olicy to the paitcal context in which the policy
Those ~ ritino in this vein i many ways wani 1o recriani the schola

PR -
i - e—rir Py —— - P daR W AR - -

41 Emimd.LEarm - iam - ——

dp sk s acem . m

e - L T —— -
'

- == T amdETE mpay
1




1
[
-

The Practice and Stucy of Pelicy Farmation "

hack to the acknowledgemen: that. {h initizl desizn of formal policy ouiputs mMaticis, and that

Lhe peohicy studies hiave precious le understanding about ihe actual efficacy of various kinds

ol formal outfuls, particularty across policies Of nations. tore impartant, this approach

sezks 10 address mr actly the reality that cvery choice of “‘policy nsirument refiects, aﬂd

merciore mUs! (Ae into account, hroacer societal, sconomic, technical, and ponuca}

rex(s both aimong Jecision mzkers ang 1hose for whom policy quipuis are niended. Effec (e
policies, say S hneider and [ngram (1 1900 77y, must matvaie individuals 10 €ngage N DOy~

preferced benay Or, A& more elegant deﬁmllon of effectiveness is ¥el lO he {founc.

£y, The Elements of Design

Neeping Ib mind this gcal ¢f croating effective poh*:\' oulpuls,

copiains clements-that aidcdress the (11 he Aature Of proviems. coal

be ¢ chlevea and why; (2) the naiure of arget DODULUDFIS—"HI]O 15
that Spm. - what target populations and the 2genis of pohcy implementation can anc Cu
dd=A | pohey outnuls ‘hat will make 1t likelier iz
led from SI_I.EEIJdEI LW

any hearv of sloli{w design
5. and, oulco:! 7 es—whai 15 (0
(g he alflected: (3) TuLs

I'":rll""f

he 1ocl: or tncen yse eMibe ~ 1
|

~hievad. Much of he discussion (hat foilows 15 2020

[ngram (1990 20-83
g
¥ W

-
e !

\i's already Rave spent & §rE8l deat of time 4iscussing the nature of :':roal-"*mr am; (h2 j.::' ARy
ion of aliernatives; Cul seyond [hese dynamics 1§ ine @ acival expression, tarow eh tur'l': 4 : ¥
outpuls, §f wigl dscisiOn MEHErs Wi oo schizve, Yel policies 1ud ~fien CORaLn s
goals, gitasr ex olicit or molici:, which emsebves alsg fchangg ovel e and chenge i reiz-
om0 perceptions of whal i3 pessibie L0 achisvet (Schneider anc INgram. 1565 833, 5o 1
wlemenliiion 1§ part -7 = honafully ierative process of pehizy lezrning. ADY salic theor of
decign thus Mesl Ue =hle, 20 minimuem, 0 explain hiow differences in the naiure Cf aels 1
colicy ouipuls will lezd cirectly to, Or @l jeasi make more likely, disiinct solicy Suliomis,
2 Peiget Popuialions
ine of*wnar of target populalions "Guertulh atiects pu.v::v success Of o failure, and wus b
~ortours of pClicy design. In craiung a pc:i]c*. designed 1o deter Grug ~buse, or sexual DTEC-
" Lrﬂrﬂendou;iv

tCES ljn!-;ed ;0 1ne spread of £1DE, the chice 5[ nelicy siruments w1l ovar
glations are educated, = "luent, and genes a” haalthv or, DY

contrast, uneducated, poor, s_.]d cenerally gnserved by the heatth sySiemi. The former are
Gielier 10 rESPONG Sul ‘Ceienily to the ava »ilability of informauon conneciing behavior 1o out-
comes, and (o e implications that ¢ ~antinued behavior might well jegpardize cheir lives; 10

qrooably will need an array of ar‘dmanﬂ social services (€.8 health care, jobs) 0 7€

]:ii

A force &ny (Message, ne ine nrior Rt poient A2TMEL vely. . _
Any siudy ol policy desigh, Da'l Lmar"f 0 cemocraiic solitical systemg;;%f.tﬁtd TS

into account ‘poflicy parnciﬂufn’)u which refars 1o “‘the decis)ons and act ofis of direct ana

indirect 1arget pOpRIAtions ‘hai [THOINES UpOn & Hievements of pols cj,r goals’ ' (Schnexder and
ingram, 1960 84). Such "artmﬁu:on a1 be assessed zlong severa dxmenmons ke‘.pmg N
mind that the natfe Gf uie still p]':w ""1::'._13[' I'le:ﬁ iR the choICES

made: '

o Volun:ary Utilizalicn of Avatiad!

Li a
Policies dr:swrm sccording to the [ormer ¢

{1ives.
mzton o individuals (2.8 ., locaticns &nd cperating hoMIs of recyciing ce

according 10 whetlher 12rget 0D

[ s R
L

proulem and of (he target oroups

- b _'..,-rr_

o Omoortuniiies Versis Irduced Compliant- ith Direc-

can be oriented more 10 prov‘iung ‘nicr-
Aters), anc thus are
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mention less expensive), while those requiring conmi-
Chigher wasice dispasal conts for nonre-
> bf" more conlliciual, angd surcess

cavier (0 design and implement (ot O
plange nropabiv will focus mare on =an< STeIR {L 2.

,'-

cyelers). In the latier case, colicy participaion s nnch« i

L0 2 problematiu.
b Socivly Versus the Individual,  The pef ceived nature of the goods will s{Tect pouey par

ticiption. Qulpus I'Pli?.hl be puliic crocs {e.g.. pollution abatemeni) where policy makers
merely may disiribuie particuiaristic oenetils

need 10 educate citizens and spread Ou risK, Or
{f‘.g;., sceial security checks) requiring fittie of
senetits got threatened. Simpic disiributive pohey outpuis i

=ment than any aiempting (0 Ceat ith public £00453 nd their atlendant
orobiems (see Bosso, 1987 Riplev and Frankin, tCE4).

thus are far easier (Q design 2 and

La r--| b
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c. Copr Oducuon Versus Counterproduction.  The [ist concepl cefers o voluntary ‘de<is
ns a

nd aciions laken by citizens \n response i y pOHICY injttativers iat constitute or facilitate
ment of wolicy goals. the latter a8 “decisions '4nd arions tz2ken DY CIUZILRS T}

ne ;Ch:f‘-'i:;:.r:, _
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ihood of policy success. ‘They cenerally obey the taye, resnond 1o anpeais o
L a5 legitimate authority, take : d‘r’Eﬂlth‘. of ﬂpponm.u 15 maximize their own
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“if they incliode targets Wic arc connected in logica
motivaiet L0 engage 10 Ihf‘ p-Oi cy participation {hat is needed.’

for mos: medern den: acracm, citizens generally are willing 1O

wavs (o fesired en,ds, ,:f*;‘ h-:':- can be

» 14 this sense, and fortunaiely
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W2 also should note, in this regard, that Lne et of sovernment and the naiure of policy
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LFoeeh people and
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orobabliv will be regarded as misdirecied. even cruel, by those n the front lines, and the success

of a policy will andermined accordinghy.

3. Policy Rules
Doiicy rules el tar2ets and agents whai they musi (O mav) do, or what tagy must 08 do.

when o do i, 2nc Row it shoulc be done’” (Schnsider anc [ngram. 1994 86). Policy participa:

ion in this line of thought is alfectea bv rules govern
pliance is supposed 10 occur, and those that control “feedback about effects’ —how quickiy

evaluaiion of program success oF failure is supposed 10 happen. Rules mandating speedy

implementation and almost instantaneou

rar different participaiory role among ootk
ds in phases and where measurtiy

ine ruming of action, NOW cuickly com-

1

a4

< evaluation, such as in crises, obvigusly structuie
Zgenis ang iargel populaticns than do those where
results can take years {sce, €.82.,

implemeniaton proces
Ripley and Franklin. RS

B Tocls: The Choice of Policy Instruments
2nd and. pernaps. prescribe the chioies ol icols

B
]

& line of inguiry in its OwWn right 15 10 AnGarst
(199 1 87 delshie

o address perceived problems. Schneider and Ingram
incentives and other means \mbedded in "he padicsinit TS
(aking acLions 1n conceri with policy ot

ased by government i
ools as ‘explicii or implicit

the probability of agents and (2rgels
ceople, both as the agents of impl

cles carn Cniy work through
hingss OR assUMiptions about

ulaticns. so the cheice of 1eols human moltivations. SCHIERRE

craj ascumpiicns within policy tools bv looxing 3t diriensiefig’

i the desired policy paricipaiion

and Ingram examing ine penav
) ocis employ 1o €l
<<ment of the tvpe of policy narticipation needed und, mITE

r

lpeachi Casz

—
—

L]

L]

TeqUITEs SOMmeE &55

choice OF 0015 &
imporiani. of aow target popuianons will rezer 1o policy proposa:s. *

This dimension refers (o reliance On ‘he inherent power of the siale, and the expertiss ind:
regides within 15 hierarchical aTanagements. Policy instruments bzsed On authority can ifi-

' ncing citizen belief in he justice of the fow and the legitimacy Of
<chasider and Ingram {1994

i. Authority

-

ci-r_zfjﬁ;;iéh;jséﬂéimed at enha
the staie, both of which
d: sge 3.]50 Bolland, et ai., 1991) argue.
a5 exBected witen ihere are sirong cross-cutiing faciors,
and influertial inierest groups Ol local-leve
* The record of federal interv
n example of what happeas when moral

“ro0ls that rely upon authority are not likely1o wor
such as those sxerted by powerfal

| officials who are aitempting 10 Implement Fed-

ention in local implementation Of Civil

appeals alone do not
;

l
|
4 , . !E
1

cral policy guidetines.’
rights laws comes {0 mind as a
WwOork.

i

-

Jacentives
drice desiied
-

n this dimeasion governmen: aploys payoiis, eiiner positive Of negative; 1011

hehavior. Reliance on incenilves assummes that individuals will respond, which i5 AL NeCes-
sarilv the caze when issues involve COre yalues {€.g., OPpPO5ition {0 cex education in the sch00ls)
ST when peopie truly cannet overcome entrenched behavior. Using tangible, direct payolls
might be the escies: way (O Induce desired behavior fe.g., cash subsiches 10 10'»&{&3;;’_@:'3,55: Dro-
duction), but such inceplives may DOt slways be avallable. G ’
3. Cepeocity Building b

This dimensicn InvyQives rovIAUig xnowiedge, information, Or resoutt
wals or groups 16 ake the scrions needed, o7 it simpely ¢gn involve removing obstru

=5 to enable ind;vid-
cuons 1o

- '{I ey T o
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cani induce compliance. However, as _
. :

LpAate e




.‘F'

T F

;I .flr [ ’
it

,
P

- w4
-

’ o
VY LT W F

™

+
e

" i

110 Eosso -

action. [t also may presu: e norms that.supporean activisi citizenry. The data provisions i
the 1986 Emergency Planning and Corumuniiy. Piph; (o hnow Act. [or example, enable com-
munities (6 know what kinds of chemical emissions are being generated &y local businesses

Such data on possible nealth ihredts are C;Edtlu for g1ving grassroots a acivists the “EliJflC‘tF
io mobilize citizens who might not be acuve in politics o7 even consider themselves CUVIIOR-

mentalists.

3. Symbolic and Hortatory

Such instruments L‘il“l 1o change individuzl perceptions through mampuiauon of symbels or
policy *‘rationales,”” or throuuh public relaticns ca mpaigns, among other mechanisms. Ex-
horiations duting World War i1 to buy Lioerty Ronde.worked oecause of shared beliefs aooul
aiding tiie war effort. Discussions ahout prohlern definicon fits into this dimension, particu-
eYInis,

arly insofar that mass memiz are instrumental vehicles {ov altering percepiicns Of
issues, or problems. Policy makers facing ausiere budgets or entrenched opposition 10 sub-

“staniive outpuls can alwayvs resort to public appeals or the manipulation of symbois (0 acnieve

-t

2 decies of desired behavior, althougn the longer-term efficacy of such approaches. 13 SO
~hat in deubl. '

5. Learning | | Sy
Such tools *‘provide mechanisms for gaining feadback about the effacts of previous act icns,

11 o
or veaciicas of othars (o the results of previous ac tions”’ (Schneider and Ingram, I&*G; 22).

LSing surveys io 2auge p’uDLL responses 1o poh-, direciions, and making chenges in . pelicies

a5 a result of the zurvey date, mighi be considerec one such focl.

5. Poiicy Design Without Public

-

061a: 191-193) 24ds ancther dimension 0 this interplay cf terget groups, cor,.rm.,

uu

£l

~ «-..

and insthnment choce when b asks how the refaiive presence or s hsence of an issue Hounnd
pubitcs” affecis the overzll equation. Most of the literatere on policy formation 71 Lhe
Uriied-5tates: at least, falls in the tradition of pluralist conceptions of; palitics, and thus {00KS
almcv:r mz"f*v at policies witk publics. In such cases. and in line with kev DILIJ'&]IS[ renels,
slo -,f D[JLLL—T]:- “‘are (ashioned and choices are made in poucv worlds comprised of r*1u1f1ol-=
publics ‘with tompeting nieresis and differential resources.”’ At the Sther end ofsthe COfi-

I-_TLJ‘Jf'r' however, are policies shaped in the absenge of stronely interested publics and within

Y ol

2imost Dulli]C...J NCCY eNVITONIMENIS, “avs Mav (19%1a: 194):

‘Publics surrounding the issue are neither exiensive NOr a source of major conflict. Issue
networks or policy co: nmuhztm are only weakly developed. Beliefl systems concerning
problems and solutions -‘E'_J'E\ tentative and dominated by rechnocratic expert Opimons.

v Relevaat policy discuss:c maltake place in 17e backwaiers of political N5 UtIoNs.

The possibilities avaslabie to ;}{)Eii_':},f Mesers in such a case obviousty differ ,c.'re%U from an
issue context of salieni public conflict, sirang parisansup, an d highly visibie decision dynamnucs.
However, issues and thus nolicyraking dynamics are not fixed in stone. An issueg with-
sul an apparert pubdlic can evolve with time inio one marked by “normal’’ politics, at {east
o aracticed in the United Staies. See, {or-example, Bosso (1567} on the wo:uuw of pesu-
c:o=s policy; Weangast (1530} or Baurr cariner ang Jones (19%0a) on percepiions apout nu-
WLy rooint is tharsuchrdifferances pose distindt 4es icn and implementation cha'-

fo‘”’i"Lj-pi"Ji*CJL s-2dgr 655: (o discerninle and comapeung publhcs
(k policymakers worrying both avout ftrdr:tu*mﬁ interesl repre-

“h

b |
h.

lenges. Besrgning m\:‘i T
FeqUIreS” Calancing ads, i
L

centalion and cuilding Uit Ruons of

4T 2N UDNS © DCltal supnor 1he p]r“ture i« of classic pluralist
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as the good poiicy if only they survived (he eauntiel. But
savs, “problems are l-delined. resPOnses un-
' - 1

" Pelicy under such

contlici. with outputs legitimized
‘or policies without publics May {1991a: [G8)
ceriain, and the political environment unlikely 1o be a severe consiraint,
contexts is likelv 1o be made by experts cuided by their own, probably narrower, CONCepilons
of the public socdzand. while there are fewer obvious consiraints 10 implemeniation, policiess
are |ikelier 1o [ail for sheer lack of pubhc support, rather than anv active anpositicn. As May
suggests, the broader policy environment Must be taken into account In discussing pol v

desivn. choice of instruments. or implementaton.

C. Tools and National Contexts

A

Finallv, 2 kev question {0 be addressed is whether the policy design literature—inde2d, U

rly nation-specific. Theories of policy design cansiol heln
icvmaking (Lindei and Patirs,
heoretical approaches (9 policy

palicy literature as @ whole—is Ove
but be consirained by the same contexts nal constrain pol
1990b: 104). Howlewt (1991: 15), after assessing prevailing
design in American; Briush, and Ca
the ‘‘general theories’” that transcend natlional coundaries or sty
the assumptions empedded in the policy
portability is "‘a direvt ecult of the act that, as all of the analysts have NOiiiied QUEt
—ent choice is context bound. As such, i\t can never exist as a separate th2ory of poliiical Bive,

bt mustexist as part of & moere general theory of national public policy making.’

Lowlet: concludes that a fruitful avenue lies ir the excanding on the noticn of *'1
~ : =

tional siyles’ of policymeaking explored previousiy by such works a: Lundgvist (1980) and

Welman (1931) on the United States 2nd Sweden: Nelkin and Pollzck (1682) on France and
Wwest Germany: Richardscn, et al. (1982) on Western Europe broadly; Hamisen and HEooerg
(1$91) on the Unitad Siates and Tanada; and Yoget (1986) on the LUnned Ciures and Greas
Srirain, The reletive aridity of comparative policy studies might be reversed witli 2 FEREWEC
appreciacion for the ceiciive distinciiveness of national policy styles am

similarities. For example, ds VYogel |

and Briam e'nr ‘e_m*ironmenm policy, ‘‘the relative formalism of the Amercad resulalosy
system—its rehance on clearly defined rules and ctandards—reflects the inadequacy of in-
rormal mechanisms of-sociai control within a highly individualisuc culture . . " The United
Siates is different, but so is Canada, Kenya, and Argentina. While (0 ccmpare is (1rst and
«—ideaily, generalizeable statemenis (hat apply across prob-
lern types and systems—it Is also (o admit to 2 sensitivity for the unique. Thus, there may
he no sinegle model, no grand theory of policy design, but ‘here are nonetheless plenty of com-

rmon problems, instruments, and to some degree, policy styles. Much more comparatively
focussed empirical and concepiual work needs to be done to Tesh out the relationships be-

. LW i
bwesn nanonal (and subnationai) policy styies and the selection of nolicy
evel theories can be built, Parhicu-

meeded are more solid case studies upon which good 11ia-|
larly useful would more comparalive VErsions of the kinds of Jongitudina! case studies that
have begun (0 shed new light on how problems, poiicies, >nd policy commuiltes evoive.

Even as the world seems gripped by cha all clear.
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~7 POLICY FORMATION IN A TURBI'LENT WORLD

Resenau (19590) argues Dersuasivery that the world is entering nto an age
with respect 10 the interactions among nailon-siaies, cubnational and cross-
ariial OrganizaGons-and publics. Cilizens everywnelc

of unparalieied

*“turbulence”
national inctiiet’ons end nOnEovVeErnm

1ir

-
-

nacian nolicy siudies, finds ihat none are close to l?_t;i__:{lf"__.t |
25 of policy making. Given'

design approach, he adds, this apparcat lnck oftrans-;
[ STTZA

idst problem-inducec
1986: 250) points out 1n comparing ihe United States
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nstruments, DUl &S0

F

£y
-
-1

"ﬁ;.




- - -

American enviroamental grouss, the United Nations,
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are more inlormed, and more SDFhlh{]C.JLCQ 1 only because O fthe effects of telecommunica-
nons technoloey, travel, and an =ve ~interdependent ziotal economy. These same £x0¢enous

variahles have eroded the hegemeny ol any natucn-siaie, even Over s-own-citizens, while

1-7‘1

nongovernmenial organizations {e.g., Greenpeace) operate freely as global entiiies. The pic
wre s of 2.ilhyvper-pluraiistic’” ana “multicen e’ werid, where interactions (e.g., amane
(ransnalional cornoraucns, and Brazdu
over saving Amazonian rain [orests) are mere interconnecied. more fuid, less prediciable,
and . most apparent to the average citizen, disturbingly fas paued Savs Rosenau (1990 &)

Unlixe cowem:onal diplem atic or organizational situations, which evolve in the con-
lext of formal procedures, cauiious bargaining, and bureaucratic in intertia, those besel by
turbulent conditions develop rapidly as the repercussions of the various participants’
zcrions cascade through their networks of interdependence. Susiained by the comolexity

and dynamism of diverse actors whose goals and activities are.inexiricably linked (0 eacn.

other. and facilitated by technologies that transmit information almost instantaneously,

Aurbulent.conditions tend to be marked by quick responses, insistent demands, Jem-
porary coalitions, and policy reversals, all of which prope! the course of evenis’ s_,u;lt'}f

i erratically along the fault lines of conflict and cooperation.

Periurbations faking place in such a world cascade wiith madden:ng rapidity thrdugh

soeizties and political cysiems, and straining the fabric of the one and the formal proresse*‘- :

-

of ihé.other. The real world also challenges our constructs about policy formation: 10 W
wave, First, it makes even more useful as a focel noint Sabatier’s nouGH c:u advocau r::.zl
Gons. hecause the very idea denotes networks of alliances based on speaifi prohiems and
ssues. narrowly focused and zver fluid dynamuics ihat mirror what brcbably 15 haprening.
The focus for the student of sublic formatior should be on such coaliions &nd, TolacH Ny

2 COmparaiive perspeclve.
The.second poin: to be made concerns the traditional linezrity of the study of public
.t

licy processes. We always understood thar stage models were mean! as heuristics, thai

. world seemed sloppier and more random than our models ever could convey. Yet tocC
hosetsubtle caveals were forgotien .or 1gn0rea In a phvsics/economics-induced senarch

""I

231

[

ToT 'g rand unified theories of L,Busalm The nature of such theories certainly clas: 1ed with

oyt e ‘o] ings that the real world was a lot less linear ang mechanisiic than the models could
handie. The physical and naturai sciences themseives are themselves turning away {ren moda-
els and toward the far more dynamic conceptions of nonlinear systems, such as ¢haos theory,

if only because such approaches better explain chenge in 2 world charactemea by flux, not
siable equihibna.

Chaos Lhe@rv is beginning 1o be applied within the social sciences, and the conceptual
hmiphcaucns, at east, are proh.,unj For examople,

mon; the kev tenets of chaos theory 15
the notion of “sensitive dependence on initia cenditions,”” the realization that retatively small

chanzes in original cenditdons can have profound sysiemic umpacts. in this #2in, as Cobb
and Elder (1972), among many, long have pointed cut, refatively smal il technolceical or so-
cietal periubations can nave massive effects cn issue dynamics, and thus on pohcv forma-
ion. A 3igie privare citizen usiig o pormbn. wdﬂa}r‘ane. a 1o record acaszof aDDHIE"lL Colice
sretality in Los Angeles can ;:-—roﬁu- e *'shock waves'' that reverberate taroug. haiui.the scciety
(~ven the world) and which can themselygs afient poicies at several levels of govermunent.
A npiving the same conceps to the Arnerican system of government, we €A See how macro-
level reiationships among the three branches 2iso can be affected powerfully by rela 2tively

microscopic chanses in initial conditions—such as a single senatorial election—because sucn
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A | this probably 1ooks a Fal
lecs chaotic as we focus awayv [rom ine mnacro-level of analysis and toward maore mid-leve]
(¢.g., commitlee jurisdictions) and micro-lever (e.8., lesiglative districts) csue dynamics,
- which can seem very stable even 2s {R¢ MACro nicture gets ncredibly messy. The point is that
“such a world of i!r_;"t_?:'%‘.t‘_;'rwlnecled components 2nd consunt Aux looks a lot different, CULLTUED
‘o form. than those creaied hroueh models that assume equilibrium 25 normaley.

In many wavs, the healthiest trend is the admission. albeit a grudging One for many,

that policy making 1s niul engincering and the study of pohcy formation cannot be a lapora-
making contexts do matier, citizens do not always acl accoraing (o

pertubations are amiplified by the sruuele among (he branches. Al

lory science. In nclicy
narrow economic self-interest, and decisions are made on the basis of incomplele Of piased

nformation. Worse, al leqst for the elegance of our models, such “irrational '’ factors as
deas values, and passions do have impacts. After all, politics Is about values, not just ‘'in-
erests.’ As Nelson (1977 14) reminds us, The guestions of what values, and wnose vaiucs.
uliimately are to count inherently must be answered through political process, not rational

]

analvsis atone.’
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The Practice and Study of P_r_:lh'cp Formation
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