
Chapter 9 / POLICY DESIGN
WHAT, WHO, HOW, AND WHY?

Michael Howlett

Policy design involves the effort to more or less systematically develop effi-
cient and effective policies through the application of knowledge about policy
means gained from experience, and reason, to the development and adoption
of courses of action that are likely to succeed in attaining their desired goals
or aims within specific policy contexts. The desire to husband resources
involved in goal attainment involves governments of all types and persuasions
in processes of more or less conscious and rational efforts at design. However,
the object of design – what is actually designed – who designs it, how they do
so, and why they make the design decisions they do, are all questions which
require clarification if the study of policy design is to move forward. Each of
these issues is addressed in turn in what follows and the strengths and weak-
nesses of the existing literature on these subjects assessed.
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The Idea of Policy Design

Public policies are the results of efforts made by governments to
alter aspects of their own or social behaviour in order to carry out
some end or purpose and are comprised of complex arrangements of
policy goals and policy means. These efforts can be more or less sys-
tematic and the ends and purposes attempted to be attained are mul-
tifarious and wide-ranging. Should all of these efforts be thought of
as embodying a conscious “design”?

Although the opposite is often alleged – that many policies are
irrational or the result of pure self-interested bargaining and trade-
offs among powerful actors – in most cases the answer is “yes”.

Even when the goals pursued are not laudable, such as personal
enrichment or military adventurism, or when the knowledge or the



means utilized is less than scientific, such as religious or ideologically
inspired dogma or implementation preferences, and even when these
efforts are much more ad hoc and much less systematic than might
be desired, as long as a desire for effective resource use in goal attain-
ment guides policy-making, it will involve some effort at design.

However, this does not mean that all designs are equal or generate
equal results. Policy design extends to both the means or mechanisms
through which goals are given effect, and to the goals themselves,
since goal articulation inevitably involves considerations of feasibi-
lity, or what is practical or possible to achieve in given conjunctures
or circumstances given the means at hand (Huitt, 1968; Majone, 1975;
Ingraham, 1987). The development of programme-level objectives and
means choices, for example, take place within a larger governance
context in which sets of institutions, actors, and practices are “pre-
defined” and make up the “environment” or context within which
policy-making occurs (Howlett, 2009). Some of the key elements
which comprise a policy, notably, abstract policy aims and general
implementation processes, are defined at this “meta” level of policy-
making. Hence, a legal mode of governance contains a preference for
the use of laws while a market mode involves a preference for market-
based tools and so on. And these choices constrain choices of pro-
gramme-level tools and targets, or policy means (Skodvin, Gulbergand
Aakre, 2010), with these meso-level programme objectives and policy
instruments, in turn constraining micro-level choices.

In this sense, policy design and especially policy tool selection is
a highly constrained process and not all designs are possible at any
given moment in time. This multi-level, nested, nature of policy tool
choices must be taken into account in any effort to design or plan
policy outcomes (Howlett, 2009). Better designs are more effective at
doing this, generating policy processes and outcomes which are more
consistent with their environments.

In this regard it is important for policy designers to incorporate
into their thinking the knowledge that the exact processes by which
policy decisions are taken vary greatly by jurisdiction and sector and
reflect the great differences, and nuances, that exist between different
forms of government – from military regimes to liberal democracies
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and within each type – as well as the particular configuration of
issues, actors and problems various governments, of whatever type,
face in particular areas or sectors of activity – such as health or edu-
cation policy, industrial policy, transportation or energy policy, social
policy, and many others (Ingraham, 1987; Howlett, Ramesh, and Perl,
2009). In some circumstances, policy decisions will be more highly
contingent and “irrational”, that is, driven more by situational logics
and opportunism rather than by careful deliberation and assessment,
than in others (Cohen et al., 1979; Dryzek, 1983; Kingdon, 1984;
Eijlander, 2005; Franchino and Hoyland, 2009).

Although this high level of contingency in decision-making has
led some critics and observers of policy design efforts to suggest that
policies cannot be “designed” in the sense that a house or a piece of
furniture can be (Dryzek and Ripley, 1988), many other scholars disa-
gree with this assessment. Their idea of policy design is inextricably
linked with the idea of improving the results of government actions
through the conscious consideration in policy formulation of the
likely outcomes of policy implementation activities. This is a concern
both for non-governmental actors concerned with bearing the costs
of government failures and incompetence, as well as for governmental
ones who may otherwise be tasked with carrying out impossible duties
and meeting unrealistic expectations. Regardless of regime and issue
type, and regardless of the specific weight given by governments to
different substantive and procedural aims, all governments wish to
have their goals effectively achieved and usually wish to do so in an
efficient way, that is, with a minimum of effort (Weimer, 1993). Thus
all governments, of whatever stripe, are interested in applying kno-
wledge and experience about policy issues in such a way as to ensure
the more or less efficient and effective realization of their aims
(deLeon, 1999; Potoski, 2002).

This desire to husband resources involved in goal attainment
involves governments of all types and persuasions in processes of
more or less conscious and rational efforts at design (Dryzek, 1983).
It also allows us to define the term as the effort to more or less sys-
tematically develop efficient and effective policies through the appli-
cation of knowledge about policy means gained from experience, and
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reason, to the development and adoption of courses of action that are
likely to succeed in attaining their desired goals or aims within spe-
cific policy contexts (Bobrow and Dryzek, 1987; Bobrow, 2006; Mont-
petit, 2003).

In their many works on the subject in the late 1980s and early
1990s, Stephen H. Linder and B. Guy Peters argued that the actual
process of public policy decision-making could, in an analytical sense,
be divorced from the abstract conception of a policy design, in the
same way that an abstract architectural concept can be divorced from
its engineering manifestation. Policy designs in this sense they argued,
can be thought of as “ideal types”, that is, as ideal configurations of
sets of policy elements which can reasonably be expected, if adopted
as set out within a specific contextual setting, to deliver a specific
outcome. Whether or not all of the aspects of such contextual confi-
gurations are actually adopted in practice, in their view, is more or
less incidental to the design, except in so far as such variations sug-
gest the expected outcome may be less stable or reliable than the
original design assumptions would augur. As Linder and Peters (1988)
argued:

“Design then, is not synonymous with instrumental reasoning but
certainly relies greatly on that form of reasoning. Moreoever, the
invention or fashioning of policy options is not designing itself and
may not even call on any design. While somewhat at odds with
conventional (mis)usage, our treatment focuses attention on the
conceptual underpinnings of policy rather than its content, on the
antecedent intellectual scheme rather than the manifest arrangement
of elements. As a result, the study of design is properly “meta-
oriented” and, therefore, one step removed from the study of policy
and policy-making.” (Linder and Peters, 1988: 744)

What is Designed?

This discussion raises several issues about policy design which this
chapter sets out to clarify. These include the object of design – what
is actually designed – who designs it, how they do so, and why they
make the design decisions they do. Each of these is the subject of its
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own research programme within the field of policy design studies and
is addressed in turn below.

With respect to the first question – “What is designed? – it should
be noted that what policy designers create are policy alternatives. That
is, alternative options for how government action can be brought to
bear on some identified problem. These alternatives are composed of
different sets or combinations of the policy elements described above:
policy goals, objectives, and aims, as well as policy means, tools, and
their calibrations or “settings”. As Linder and Peters noted, while all of
these policy elements are present in a well-thought out design, policy
instruments are especially significant in this process as they are the
techniques through which a state’s goal attainment occurs. They are the
subject of deliberation and activity at all stages of the policy process
and affect both the agenda-setting and policy formulation processes as
well as being the subject of decision-making policy implementation,
and evaluation (Howlett, 2005; Howlett, Ramesh, and Perl, 2009).

These tools have a special place in the consideration and study of
policy design because, taken together, they comprise the contents of the
toolbox from which governments must choose in building or creating
public policies. Policy design elevates the analysis and practice of policy
instrument choice – specifically tools for policy implementation – to a
central focus of study, making their understanding and analysis a key
design concern (Salamon, 1981; Linder and Peters, 1990). Again as
Linder and Peters argued:

“A design orientation to analysis can illuminate the variety of means
implicit in policy alternatives, questioning the choice of instruments
and their aptness in particular contexts. The central role it assigns
means in policy performance may also be a normative vantage point
for appraising design implications of other analytical approaches.
More important, such an orientation can be a counterweight to the
design biases implicit in other approaches and potentially redefine the
fashioning of policy proposals.” (1990: 304)

Instrument choice, from this perspective, is public policy-making,
just as understanding and analyzing potential instrument choices
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involved in implementation activity is what policy design is all about.
“Constructing an inventory of potential public capabilities and
resources that might be pertinent in any problem-solving situation”
is thus a key activity in policy design studies and one which has
received a great deal of attention from design scholars over the past
several decades (Anderson, 1975: 122).

Policy instruments exist at all stages of the policy process – with
specific tools such as stakeholder consultations and government
reviews intricately linked to agenda-setting activities (e.g. legislative
rules and norms linked to decision-making behaviour and outcomes),
and others linked to policy evaluation (e.g. the use of ex-post, or
after-the-fact, cost-benefit analyses; see Figure 1).

Figure 1 - An Example of the Range of Policy Instruments
by Governance Mode and Stage of the Policy Cycle
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Although policy instruments appear in all stages of the policy pro-
cess, those affecting the agenda-setting, decision-making and eva-
luation stages of the policy process, while very significant and
important in public management (Wu et al., 2010), have generally
been considered less so with respect to policy design activities. This
is because policy design largely takes place at the formulation stage
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of the policy process and deals with plans for the implementation
stage. Thus the key sets of policy instruments which have generally
been of concern to policy design studies are those linked to policy
implementation, in the first instance, and to policy formulation, in
the second. In the first category we would find examples of many
well-known governing tools such as public enterprises and regulatory
agencies which are expected to alter or affect the delivery of goods
and services to the public and government (Salamon, 2002), while in
the second we would find instruments such as regulatory impact or
environmental impact appraisals which are designed to alter and
affect some aspect of the nature of policy deliberations and the consi-
deration and assessment of alternatives (Turnpenny et al., 2009).

As Linder and Peters noted, it is critical for policy scientists and
policy designers alike to understand this basic vocabulary of design:

“Whether the problem is an architectural, mechanical or administrative
one, the logic of design is fundamentally similar. The idea is to fashion
an instrument that will work in a desired manner. In the context of
policy problems, design involves both a systematic process for genera-
ting basic strategies and a framework for comparing them. Examining
problems from a design perspective offers a more productive way of
organizing our thinking and analytical efforts.” (1984: 253)

The role played by implementation instruments in particular has
been a central focus of design studies. It is they which provide the
substance or content of whatever design deliberations occur at the
formulation stage.

One common type of implementation instrument proposes to alter
the actual substance of the kinds of day-to-day production, distribu-
tion, and consumption activity carried out in society, while the other
focuses upon altering political or policy behaviour in the process of
the articulation of implementation goals and means. Substantive
implementation instruments are those used to directly affect the pro-
duction, distribution, and consumption of goods and services in
society while procedural implementation instruments accomplish the
second purpose (Ostrom, 1986; Howlett, 2000, 2005).
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Substantive instruments are expected to alter some aspect of the
production, distribution, and delivery of goods and services in society:
broadly conceived to include both mundane goods and services such
as school lunches to crude vices such as gambling or illicit drug use,
to more common individual virtues such as charitable giving or volun-
teer work with the physically challenged, and include the attainment
of sublime collective goals such as peace and security, sustainability,
happiness, and well-being. We can thus define substantive policy ins-
truments as those policy techniques or mechanisms designed to directly
or indirectly affect the behaviour of those involved in the production,
consumption, and distribution of different kinds of goods and services
in society (Schneider and Ingram, 1990, 1993, 1994). This is a large
field of action since it extends not only to goods and services provided
or affected by markets, but also well beyond markets to state or public
provision and regulation, as well as to those goods and services typi-
cally provided by the family, community, non-profit and voluntary
means often with neither a firm market nor state basis (Salamon, 1989,
2002). Substantive implementation tools determine or influence:

– Who produces a good or service – for example, via licencing,
bureaucracy/procurement, or subsidies for new start-ups. The types
of goods and services produced – for example, through bans or limits
or encouragement.

– The quantity of goods or services provided – for example, via
subsidies or quotas.

– The quality of goods or services produced – for example, via
product standards, warranties.

– Methods of production – for example, via environmental stan-
dards or subsidies for modernization.

– Conditions of production – for example, via health and safety
standards, employment standards acts, minimum wage laws,
inspections.

– The organization of production – for example, via unionization
rules, anti-trust or anti-combines legislation, securities legislation, or
tax laws.

Consumption and distribution effects and tools are also manifold.
Some examples of these are:
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– Prices of goods and services – such as regulated taxi fares or
wartime rationing.

– Actual distribution of produced goods and services – affecting
the location and types of schools or hospitals, forest tenures or leases.

– Level of consumer demand for specific goods – for example,
through information release, nutritional and dangerous goods label-
ling (cigarettes), export and import taxes and bans and similar
activities.

– Level of consumer demand in general – via interest rate, mone-
tary, and fiscal policy.

Procedurally oriented implementation tools, on the other hand,
affect production, consumption, and distribution processes only indi-
rectly, if at all. Rather they instead affect the behaviour of actors
involved in policy implementation. Policy actors are arrayed in
various kinds of policy communities, and just as they can alter or
affect the actions of citizens in the productive realm, so too can they
affect and alter aspects of policy-making behaviour (Knoke, 1987,
1993; Knoke and Kuklinski, 1991). Procedural implementation tools
are an important part of government activities aimed at altering policy
interaction within policy sub-systems but, as Klijn et al. (1995) put
it, they “structure... the game without determining its outcome” (441).
That is, these behavioural modifications affect the manner in which
implementation unfolds but without predetermining the results of
substantive implementation activities.

Some of the kinds of implementation-related activities that can be
affected by the use of procedural tools (Klijn et al., 1995; Goldsmith
and Eggers, 2004; Klijn and Koppenjan (2006) include:

1 Changing actor policy positions
2 Setting down, defining or refining actor positions
3 Adding actors to policy networks
4 Changing access rules for actors to governments and networks
5 Influencing network formation
6 Promoting network self-regulation
7 Modifying system-level policy parameters (e.g. levels of market

reliance)
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8 Changing evaluative criteria for assessing policy outcomes,
success and failure

9 Influencing the pay-off structure for policy actors
10 Influencing professional and other codes of conduct affecting

policy actor behaviour
11 Regulating inter-actor policy conflict
12 Changing policy actors’ interaction procedures
13 Certifying or sanctioning certain types of policy-relevant behaviour
14 Changing supervisory relations between actors.
Policy designs typically contain “bundles” or “mixes” of both pro-

cedural and substantive implementation tools (Howlett, 2000; 2002);
such as the use of regulation to control goods or service production
combined with the use of advisory committees to legitimize and
inform regulators and regulations. Procedural implementation tools
and their effects are not as well studied or understood as are subs-
tantive instruments, however, although several procedural techniques,
such as the use of specialized investigatory commissions and govern-
ment reorganizations, are quite old and well-used and have been the
objects of study in fields such as public administration, public mana-
gement, and organizational behaviour (Woolley, 2008; Schneider and
Sidney, 2009). Nevertheless, like their substantive counterparts, they
are a key part of policy designs and policy design activity.

Who Are the Designers?

As Charles Anderson (1971: 121) noted, policy design is virtually
synonymous with “statecraft” or the practice of government as “the
art of the possible”. As he noted, design “is always a matter of making
choices from the possibilities offered by a given historical situation
and cultural context”. From this vantage point, the institutions and
procedures of the state to shape the course of economy and society
become the equipment provided by a society to its leaders for the
solution of public problems. Policy designers use the tools of the trade
of statecraft and, as Anderson (1971) also noted, “the skillful policy
maker, then, is [one] who can find appropriate possibilities in the
institutional equipment of... society” to best obtain their goals.
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Formulation may proceed without a clear definition of the pro-
blem to be addressed (Weber and Khademian, 2008) and may occur
over a long period of time in “rounds” of formulation and reformu-
lation of policy problems and solutions (Teisman, 2000). And while
formulators often search for “win-win” solutions, it is often the case
that the costs and benefits of different options fall disproportionately
on different participants (Wilson, 1974). This implies that the capa-
bility of policy designs to be realized in practice remains subject to
many political as well as technical variables. However, this does not
imply that policy design is impossible or an unworthwhile task,
simply that it must be recognized that some designs may prove
impossible to adopt in given contexts and that the adoption of any
design will be a fraught and contingent process as options and
various types of policy actors attempt to construct and assess policy
alternative designs (Dryzek, 1983).

Given the range of players and sub-stages involved in it, policy
formulation is a highly diffuse and often disjointed process whose
workings and results are often very difficult to discern and whose
nuances in particular instances can be fully understood only through
careful empirical case study. As Thomas” (2001) notes, different actors
are involved in different aspects of policy formulation and policy
design activities. However, defining and weighing the merits and risks
of various options forms the substance of this second stage of the
policy cycle, and more or less formal “policy analysis” is usually a
critical component of policy formulation and policy design activity
in modern governments (Gormley, 2007; Sidney, 2007; Dunn, 2008).

That is, politicians situated in authoritative decision-making posi-
tions ultimately “make” public policy. However, they do so most often
by following the advice provided to them by civil servants and others
whom they trust or rely upon to consolidate policy alternatives into
more or less coherent designs provide them with expert opinion on
the merits and demerits of the proposals put before them (MacRae and
Whittington, 1997; Heinrichs, 2005). As such it is useful to think of
policy advisors as being arranged in an overall “policy advisory
system” which will differ slightly in every particular issue area but
which generally assumes a hierarchical shape.
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Recent studies of advice systems in countries such as New Zealand,
Israel, Canada, and Australia have developed this idea; that govern-
ment decision-makers sit at the centre of a complex web of policy
advisors which include both “traditional” political advisors in
government as well as non-governmental actors in NGOs, think tanks
and other similar organizations, and less formal or professional forms
of advice from colleagues, friends, relatives, members of the public,
and political party members, among others (Maley, 2000; Peled,
2002; Dobuzinskis et al., 2007; Eichbaum and Shaw, 2007). As
Anderson (1996) noted “a healthy policy-research community out-
side government can play a vital role in enriching public understan-
ding and debate of policy issues, and it serves as a natural
complement to policy capacity within government” (486).

Understanding the nature of policy formulation and design acti-
vities in different analytical contexts involves discerning how the rele-
vant policy advice system is structured and operated in the specific
sector of policy activity under examination (Brint, 1990; Page, 2010).
Different types of “policy advice systems” exist depending on the
nature of the knowledge supply and demand in specific policy for-
mulation contexts, which varies not only by national context and
institutional design but also by sector (Halffman and Hoppe, 2005).

At their most basic, however, these policy advice systems can be
thought of as part of the knowledge utilization system of government,
itself a kind of marketplace for policy ideas and information, compri-
sing three separate components: a supply of policy advice, its demand
on the part of decision-makers, and a set of brokers whose role it is
to match supply and demand in any given conjuncture (Brint, 1990;
Lindquist, 1998). That is, these systems can be thought of as arrayed
into three general “sets” of analytical activities and participants linked
to the positions actors hold in the “market” for policy advice.

The first set of actors at the top of the hierarchy is composed of
the “proximate decision-makers” themselves who act as consumers of
policy analysis and advice – that is, those with actual authority to
make policy decisions, including cabinets, executives, parliaments,
legislatures, and congresses, as well as senior administrators and offi-
cials delegated decision-making powers by those other bodies. The
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second set, at the bottom, is composed of those “knowledge produ-
cers” located in academia, statistical agencies, and research institutes
who provide the basic scientific, economic, and social scientific data
upon which analyses are often based and decisions made. The third
set is composed of those “knowledge brokers” who serve as interme-
diaries between the knowledge generators and proximate decision-
makers, repackaging data and information into usable form (Lindvall,
2009; Page, 2010). These include, among others, permanent specia-
lized research staff inside government as well as their temporary equi-
valents in commissions and task forces, and a large group of
non-governmental specialists associated with think tanks and interest
groups. Although often thought of as “knowledge suppliers”, key
policy advisors almost by definition exist in the brokerage subsystem,
and this is where most professional policy analysts can be found
(Lindvall, 2009; Verschuere, 2009; Howlett and Newman, 2010).

In general, four distinct sets or “communities” of policy advisors can
be identified who perform advisory functions within any policy advice
system depending on their location inside or outside of government,
and by how closely they operate to decision-makers: core actors, public
sector insiders, private sector insiders, and outsiders (see Table 1).

Table 1: The Four Communities of Policy Advisors

Proximate Actors Peripheral Actors

Public/Governmental
Sector

Core Actors

Central Agencies
Executive Staff
Professional Governmental
Policy Analysts

Public Sector Insiders

Commissions, Committees,
and Task Forces
Research Councils/Scientists
International Organizations

Non-Governmental Sector Private Sector Insiders

Consultants
Political Party Staff
Pollsters
Donors

Outsiders

Public Interest Groups
Business Associations
Trade Unions
Academics
Think Tanks
Media
International
Non-Governmental
Organizations
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Along with the less knowledgeable public, these sets of actors can
also be thought of as existing on a spectrum moving from the abstract
to the more practical, and therefore can also be linked to influence and
impact on specific policy elements as set out in Table 2 (Page, 2010).

Table 2: Advisory System Actors by Policy Level

High Level Abstraction Programme Level
Operationalization

Specific
On-the-Ground

Measures

Policy
Goals

(Normative)

General Abstract Policy
Aims

Public, Outsiders, and
Insiders

Operationalizable
Policy Objectives

Insiders and Core
Actors

Specific Policy
Targets

Core Actors

Policy Means

(Cognitive)

General Policy
Implementation Preferences

Public, Outsiders and
Insiders

Operationalizable
Policy Tools

Insiders and Core
Actors

Specific Policy
Tool Calibrations

Core Actors

What actors do in policy formulation, how they do it, and with what effect, depend in
large part on the type of advisory system present in a specific government or area of
interest (Brint, 1990). However core actors typically, albeit in a constrained fashion, are
those most able to influence the construction and selection of policy designs given their
ability to influence all aspects of a policy, including the specification of policy targets
and the calibration of policy tools (Page, 2010).

How do They Design?

But what does “advice mean” and how does it influence design acti-
vities? Understanding exactly how instrument choices are constrained
by higher-order sets of variables is crucial to making correct policy
design decisions in specific policy-making contexts. “Advice” in this
sense involves both provision of alternative policy options and opinions
or data on their acceptability or appropriateness within a design space.
As Linder and Peters (1991) argued, policy design is:

“A systematic activity composed of a series of choices... design solu-
tions, then, will correspond to a set of possible locations in a design
space... this construction emphasizes not only the potential for gene-
rating new mixtures of conventional solutions, but also the impor-
tance of giving careful attention to trade offs among design criteria
when considering instrument choices.”
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That is, designing policies requires thinking about policy-making in
such a way as to fully take into account the dual purposes – substantive
and procedural – which polices can serve and the nature of the multiple
levels of policy elements or components which make up a typical policy:
that is, to understand the “design space” (Hillier, Musgrove, and O’Sul-
livan, 1972; Hillier and Leaman, 1974; Gero, 1990).

Establishing the nature of the policy design space is therefore a cru-
cial activity for policy designers. Designers must avoid simply advo-
cating “stock” solutions unless this is called for by the limited nature
of the space available for new designs (May 1981). Rather they should
“consider the range of feasible” options possible in a given circums-
tance and package these into sets of “competing strategies” to achieve
policy goals (May 1981: 236 and 238). As David Weimer (1992: 373)
has argued, “Instruments, alone or in combination, must be crafted to
fit particular substantive, organizational and political contexts”.

This is a complex task but, as we have seen,, policy formulation
typically occurs within the confines of an existing governance mode
and policy logic, which simplifies the task of policy design. It does
this by restricting the number of alternatives which are considered
feasible in any given planning situation, reducing to manageable pro-
portions the otherwise almost infinite range of possible specific micro-
level instrument choices (Meuleman, 2009); but only if these
contextual constraints are diagnosed accurately.

That is, the process of design and instrument selection is made sim-
pler once the fact that some of the elements of public policies remain
more amenable to careful thought and deliberate government manipu-
lation than others is recognized (Schon, 1992; Gero and Kannengiesser,
n.d.; Kannengiesser and Gero, 1990). High-level abstract “macro” level
policy goals typically vary in accordance with the nature of the gover-
nance mode found in a particular sector at a specific time which itself
encompasses the set of political actors, ideas, and institutional rules
which are prevalent in that jurisdiction at the moment at which policy
deliberations and decision-making takes place (Moore, 1988; Braun,
1999; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003). The existence of these fairly long-
term and stable governance arrangements helps maintain relatively
constant general implementation preferences, since these derive from
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and are constrained by the same set of factors which influence and
inform the development and articulation of abstract policy aims
(Howlett, 1991; May, 1991; Dunsire, 1993; Kooiman, 2000 and 2008).

These different modes thus involve different overall preferences for
general kinds of substantive and procedural policy instruments
expected to attain the general aims of government. The existence of
a dominant governance mode in a particular sector or issue area gene-
rates certain propensities for the use of specific kinds of tools within
and across Hood’s resource categories. Different countries and sectors
share these styles and they are the first important overall determinant
of the policy design space found in specific policy and issue areas
(Meuleman, 2010; Hardiman and Scott, 2010).1 An example of the
logic of this design schema, is set out in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Policy Design Spaces and Modes of Governance
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1. In many countries, the preferred instruments for policy implementation in
many sectors have been configured as largely legal and corporatist rather than
market or network based, but the context, style, and substance of both the
marketplace and the network has infiltrated the policy formulation process in
recent years (Majone 1989). However, the policy design space in most sectors
in recent decades remains firmly fixed within earlier modes, especially, in many
countries in Europe, Asia, and Latin America, for example, within corporatist
modes (Heritier et al. 1996; Knill 2001; Pollitt 2001). Although compliance
with government intentions has been approached in some sectors in these coun-
tries in terms of market-based factors: profit margins and the economic viability
of industry, employment patterns, and international competitiveness, this new
emphasis on market-based policy tools – or what is sometimes referred to as
“the new governance” – has had little effect on policy designs in many sectors
(Rhodes 1996; Salamon 2001). This underlines the linkages, which exist in
governance modes between patterns of policy instrument choices and general
governance preferences and the need for policy designers to be thoroughly aware
of the nature of the design space within which they are working.
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The basic nature of possible governance regimes, are well known,
and the general implementation preferences they entail are also quite
clear. That leaves the essential design challenge in many sectors as
one of the identification and articulation of specific policy measures,
more or less carefully calibrated, from within each resource category,
within an already existing governance mode. However, the common
existence of fairly “routine” design situations should not be taken to
suggest complete stability in all areas, and governance modes do
change. Many governments in recent years, for example, have moved
away from legalistic modes relying on command and control instru-
ments towards more flexible modes associated with market and net-
work governance and governance tools.

Promoting “integrated” policy designs involving multiple tools
congruent with existing design spaces is another challenge designers
face in making choices and selection of instruments (Meijers and
Stead, 2004; Stead et al., 2004; Briassoulis, 2005a, 2005b). In such
redesigns, Howlett and Rayner (2007) and Kern and Howlett (2009)
have focused attention on the importance of designers aiming to
achieve “coherence, consistency, and congruence” in the new design.
That is, designers should ensure that any new design elements are
coherent in the sense that they are logically related to overall policy
aims and objectives; that they be consistent in that they work together
to support a policy goal, and that both policy goals and means should
be congruent, rather than working at cross-purposes.Such designs
require a great deal of administrative and analytical capacity on the
part of state actors that may or may not exist in different sectors and
countries (Howlett, 2009; Howlett and Newman, 2010). That is, in
order for complex “design” to meaningfully occur, policy designers
need a great deal of knowledge and insight into the workings of their
polity and specific policy sectors, raising to the forefront questions
about the capacity of policy experts involved in the policy formula-
tion process (Walker, Rahman, and Cave, 2001). In order to be able
to make an appropriate decision about when to introduce new ins-
truments and when to renew old ones, they must be familiar not only
with the technical aspects of the menu of instruments before them,
but also with the nature of the governance and policy contexts in
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which they are working, and thus require training and experience in
both these aspects of the policy design process if design is to occur
at all (Braathen, 2005; 2007; Grant, 2010; Skodvin, Gullberg, and
Aakre, 2010).

There is also a temporal aspect to these design contexts that desi-
gners must take into account. As Christensen et al. have argued, the
leeway or degree of manœuvrability policy designers have in deve-
loping new designs is influenced not only by existing contextual fac-
tors and polity features but also by historical-institutional ones. These
factors “place constraints on and create opportunities for purposeful
choice, deliberate instrumental actions and intentional efforts taken
by political and administrative leaders to launch administrative
reforms through administrative design” (2002: 158).

That is, except in the case of completely new policy areas, which
are relatively rare, designers are typically faced with a situation in
which an already existing policy mix is in place (Thelen, 2003 and
2004). These arrangements may have emerged or evolved over relati-
vely long periods of time through previous design decisions, and even
if they had a clear logic and plan at the outset they may no longer do
so (Bode, 2006). This is because they may have evolved through such
temporal processes as “layering” in which instruments and goals are
simply added to existing ones without abandoning the previous ones,
a process which has been linked to both incoherence among policy
ends and inconsistency with respect to policy means (Howlett and
Rayner, 1995; Orren and Skowronek, 1998; Rayner et al., 2001). Or
they may have emerged through drift, in which policy ends change
while instruments remain unchanged, a process through which means
become inconsistent with respect to changed ends and most likely inef-
fective in achieving them (Torenvlied and Akkerman, 2004; Hacker,
2005). In these contexts designers are faced with the additional chal-
lenge of redesign or the replacement of existing regime elements in
which the design space has been altered by the continued existence of
the remnants of earlier policy efforts. In such situations designers often
attempt to patch or restructure existing policy elements rather than
propose alternatives de novo (Howlett and Rayner, 2013; Gunningham
and Sinclair, 1999; Thelen, 2003 and 2004; Eliadis et al., 2005).

298
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE

Michael Howlett
another bad
word split

Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett


Michael Howlett
is

Michael Howlett



Why do Designers Design the Way They Do?

A key aspect of policy design, as discussed above, lies in the kinds
of ideas held about the feasibility and optimality of alternative pos-
sible arrangements of policy tools by policy advisors and decision-
makers. The ideas held by central policy actors especially play a key
role in guiding their efforts to construct policy options and assess
design alternatives (Ingraham, 1987; George, 1969; Mayntz, 1983;
Jacobsen, 1995; Chadwick, 2000; Gormley, 2007).

But different kinds of actors hold different kinds of ideas and have
different levels of influence or impact on policy formulation activities.
Not everyone’s ideas about policy options and instrument choices are
as influential as others when it comes to policy appraisal and design
(Lindvall, 2009) and different types of ideas also have different effects
on different elements of policy-making and hence upon instrument
choices and policy designs. Policy goals, for example, consist of a
range of ideas from general philosophical and ethical principles to
specific causal logics and sociological constructs. The same is true of
policy means, which often embody some knowledge of past practices
and concepts of successful and unsuccessful policy implementation.
They may also extend beyond this to ideological and other ideational
structures informing choices for goal attainment.

Distinguishing between types of ideas in terms of their level of
abstraction and their cognitive or normative dimension is an impor-
tant step in discerning their impact on policy designers (Campbell,
1998) (see Table 3).2

2. Similarly, in their work on the influence of ideas in foreign policy-making
situations, Goldstein and Keohane (1993) and their colleagues noted at least
three types of ideas that combined normative and cognitive elements but at
different levels of generality: world views, principled beliefs, and causal ideas
(see also Campbell 1998; Braun 1999). World views or ideologies have long
been recognized as helping people make sense of complex realities by iden-
tifying general policy problems and the motivations of actors involved in
politics and policy. These sets of ideas, however, tend to be very diffuse and
do not easily translate into specific views on particular policy problems.
Principled beliefs and causal stories, on the other hand, can exercise a much
more direct influence on the recognition of policy problems and on policy
content. These ideas can influence policy-making by serving as “road maps”
for action, defining problems, affecting the strategic interactions between
policy actors, and con- straining the range of policy options that are proposed

Policy Design
299

Michael Howlett


Michael Howlett
held

Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett
Fix footnotes
lines etc?

Michael Howlett



Ideas such as symbolic frames and public sentiments tend to affect
the perception of the legitimacy or “correctness” or “appropriateness”
of certain courses of action, while policy paradigms represent a “set
of cognitive background assumptions that constrain action by limi-
ting the range of alternatives that policy-making elites are likely to
perceive as useful and worth considering” (Campbell, 1998, 2002: 385;
also Surel, 2000). The term “programme ideas” represents the selection
of specific solutions from among the set designated as acceptable
within a particular paradigm. Thus symbolic frames and public sen-
timents can be expected to largely influence policy goals (Stimson,
1991; Suzuki, 1992; Durr, 1993; Stimson et al., 1995) while more
cognitive aspects such as policy paradigms and programme ideas, on
the other hand, can be expected to more heavily influence choices of
policy means (Stone, 1989; Hall, 1993).

Table 3: Ideational Components of Policy Contents

Level of Policy Debate Affected

Background Foreground

Level of Ideas
Affected

Normative (Value) Public
Sentiments

Symbolic
Frames

Cognitive (Causal) Policy
Paradigms

Program
Ideas

Source: Adapted from Campbell (1998).

All of these different kinds of policy ideas are pitched at different
levels of generality and abstraction, which correlate quite closely with
the different elements of policy set out above. The policy ideas found
in public sentiments, for example, are generally too broad and nor-
mative in nature to have much of a direct impact on programme
design. However they serve to set the context within which that design
activity occurs. Conversely, policy paradigms have a much greater
cognitive component, allowing them to significantly influence the
nature of policy means at the policy regime level. These general

(Carstensen 2010; Stone 1988; 1989). At the micro-level, “causal stories”
and beliefs about the behaviour patterns of target groups heavily influence
choices of policy settings or calibrations (Stone 1989; Schneider and Ingram
1993 and 1994).
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relationships between idea types and policy elements are set out in
Table 4 below.

Table 4: The Relationship Between Policy Ideas
and Policy Design Elements

Governance Modes Policy Regimes Programme Aspects

Policy
Goals

General Abstract
Policy Aims

Operationalizable
Policy Objectives

Specific Policy
Targets

Impacting Set
of Ideas

Ideologies and
World Views

Policy Paradigms Causal Stories

Policy Means General Policy
Implementation
Preferences

Operationalizable
Policy Tools

Specific Policy Tool
Calibrations

This helps to capture the manner in which established beliefs, values,
and attitudes lie behind understandings of public problems and empha-
sizes how paradigm-inspired notions of the feasibility of the proposed
solutions are significant determinants of policy choices and alternative
designs (Hall, 1990: 59; also Huitt, 1968; Majone, 1975; Schneider, 1985;
Webber, 1986; Edelman, 1988; Hilgartner and Bosk, 1988). As Table 5
shows, different sets of actors, with different sets of ideas can be expected
to be active at different levels of policy formulation and policy design.

Table 5: The Relationship Between Policy Ideas
and Policy Design Elements

Policy Level Governance Mode
High Level
Abstraction

Policy Regime
Programme Level
Operationalization

Programme Level
Specific
On-the-Ground
Measures

Policy
Goals

General Abstract
Policy Aims

Operationalizable
Policy Objectives

Specific Policy
Targets

Policy Ideas World Views and
Ideologies

Policy Paradigms Causal Stories

Policy Actors Public, Outsiders
and Insiders

Public and Private
Sector Insiders and
Core Actors

Core Actors

Policy Means General Policy
Implementation
Preferences

Operationalizable
Policy Tools

Specific Policy Tool
Calibrations
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This implies that in a typical design situation the impact of the public
and outsiders on formulation is significant but diffused and filtered
when it comes to the articulation of causal stories and the design of
specific tool selections and calibrations (Lindvall, 2009; Page, 2010). It
also suggests, as discussed earlier, that while very significant in such
processes, core actors specifying policy targets and tool calibrations act
within a greatly circumscribed landscape of existing worldviews and
ideologies and policy paradigms (Braun, 1999; Maley, 2000; Haas,
2001; Eichbaum and Shaw, 2008; Dunlop, 2009; Lindvall, 2009). That
is, their influence becomes more direct, although also more constrained,
as the formulation process becomes focused on particular and more
precise design dimensions (Meltsner, 1976). In a typical policy design
situation not all elements of a policy are at play and the range of
choices left to designers at the micro-level of concrete targeted policy
tool calibrations is restricted by general policy aims and implementa-
tion preferences which, in turn, inform meso-level considerations about
alternative policy objectives and policy tool combinations (Walker,
Rahman, and Cave, 2001; Swanson et al., 2011).

Thus in many design situations, general abstract policy aims and
implementation preferences can often be taken as given, establishing the
context in which design decisions relating to programme-level and on-
the-ground specifications are made by policy insiders and core actors.
And in many cases, even the goal components of these last two levels of
policy may be already established, leaving the designer only the task of
establishing specific policy tool calibrations which must cohere with
these already existing or well-established policy elements. How the
macro, meso and micro elements of a policy process fit together, then, is
a critical determinant of how key actors view and articulate the range of
policy alternatives available to them, and thus a critical component, and
outcome, of policy formulation which affects policy design.

Conclusion

Given the complexity of policy making it is not surprising that
many noble efforts by governments and citizens to create a better and
safer world have foundered on poor policy design. However, while
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not an optional outcome, this has led to a greater appreciation of the
difficulties encountered in designing public policies, and to the
attempt to correct the gaps in our understanding, a process which,
albeit slowly, has improved our knowledge of the principles and ele-
ments of the nature of policy instruments and their governance
contexts of policy design.

As the basis for the design and implementation of carefully cali-
brated policy measures, the templates developed by Doern and Phidd
(1983), Hood (1986), Linder and Peters, Schneider and Ingram, and
Salamon in the mid-1980s are still very useful in helping to organize
the literature and focus design discussions on the key design para-
meters identified within this level of policy-making (Hood, 2007). But,
in spite of its centrality and importance to public policy-making,
policy design still remains in many respects a “missing link” in policy
studies (Hargrove, 1975; Alexander, 1982). The design process is
complex, often internally orchestrated between bureaucrats and target
groups, and usually much less accessible to public scrutiny than many
other kinds of policy deliberations, but this has not been allowed to
stand in the way of its further elaboration and refinement (Kiviniemi,
1986; Donovan, 2001).

The analysis presented here suggests that many traditional ways
of thinking about policy instruments and policy design are badly out
of date. Dichotomous sets of policy alternatives – such as “market
versus state” – and metaphors – e.g. “carrots versus sticks” – lend
themselves to blunt thinking about instruments and their modalities.
And theorists and practitioners need to move beyond simple notions
of the pervasive impact of large-scale developments such as globali-
zation and “networkization” on design choices in order to adequately
grasp the nature of design contexts and their dynamics (Howlett,
2011). More nuanced empirical analysis of policy contexts are
required if better advice is to be provided to governments about the
process of tool selection and about how to better match available
tools to the job at hand.

Studies in fields such as political science, economics, law, and
public administration have all underlined that translating policy aims
and objectives into practice is not as simple as might first appear and
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it is now well recognized that understanding the nature of a policy
space and its history are prerequisites of successful design. In such
spaces, policies are made by a variety of different actors interacting
with each other over a relatively long period of time within the
confines of a set of political and economic institutions and governing
norms, each with different interests and resources, and all operating
within a climate of uncertainty caused both by context and time-
specific knowledge and information limitations (Bressers and O’Toole,
1998, 2005). Understanding who these actors are and how they act is
thus a critical aspect of all public policy-making activity, including
policy instrument selection and in policy design (Skodvin, Gulberg,
and Aakre, 2010). Administrators and politicians involved in policy
design need to expand the menu of government choice to include
both substantive and procedural instruments and a wider range of
options of each, and to understand the important context-based
nature of instrument choices. Innovative policy design, especially,
requires that the parameters of instrument choice be well understood,
both in order to reduce the risk of policy failure and enhance the
probability of policy success (Linder and Peters, 1990; Schneider and
Ingram, 1997).

References

ALEXANDER, E. R. “Design in the Decision-Making Process.” Policy
Sciences 14 (1982): 279-292.

ANDERSON, C. W. “Comparative Policy Analysis: The Design of Mea-
sures.” Comparative Politics 4.1 (1971): 117-131.

ANDERSON, J. E. Public Policymaking. New York: Praeger, 1975.
BOBROW, D. B., and J. S. DRYZEK. Policy Analysis by Design. Pittsburgh:

University of Pittsburgh Press, 1987.
BOBROW, Davis. “Policy Design: Ubiquitous, Necessary and Difficult.”

Handbook of Public Policy. Ed. B. Guy Peters and Jon Pierre. SAGE,
2006. 75-96.

BODE, I. “Disorganized Welfare Mixes: Voluntary Agencies and New
Governance Regimes in Western Europe.” Journal of European
Social Policy 16.4 (2006): 346-359.

304
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE

Michael Howlett


Michael Howlett
for

Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett


Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett


Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett
better

Michael Howlett



BRAATHEN, N. A., and E. CROCI. “Environmental Agreements Used in
Combination with Other Policy Instruments.” The Handbook of
Environmental Voluntary Agreements Vol 43, Dodrecht: Springer,
2005. 335-364.

BRAATHEN, Nils Axel. Instrument Mixes Addressing Non-Point Sources
of Water Pollution. Paris: OECD, 2007.

BRAUN, D. “Interests or Ideas? An Overview of Ideational Concepts in
Public Policy Research.” Public Policy and Political Ideas. Eds. A.
Busch and Dietmar Braun. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1999. 11-29.

BRESSERS, H. T. A., and L. J. O’TOOLE. “Instrument Selection and Imple-
mentation in a Networked Context.” In Designing Government:
From Instruments to Governance. Eds. P. Eliadis, M. Hill, and M.
Howlett. Montreal: McGill-Queen’s U P, 2005. 132-153.

BRESSERS, H. T. A., and L. J. O’Toole. “The Selection of Policy Instru-
ments: A Network-based Perspective.” Journal of Public Policy 18.3
(1998): 213-239.

BRESSERS, H., and T. DE BRUIJN. “Conditions for the Success of Negotiated
Partnerships for Environmental Improvement in the Netherlands.”
Business Strategy and the Environment 14 (2005): 241-254.

BRIASSOULIS, H. “Analysis of Policy Integration: Conceptual and Metho-
dological Considerations.” Policy Integration for Complex Environ-
mental Problems: The Example of Mediterranean Desertification.
Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005.

BRIASSOULIS, H. “Policy Integration for Complex Policy Problems: What,
Why, and How.” 2004 Berlin Conference on the Human Dimensions
of Global Environmental Change: Greening of Policies – Interlin-
kages and Policy Integration. Berlin, 2004. 1-30.

BRIASSOULIS, H., ed. Policy Integration for Complex Environmental Pro-
blems: The Example of Mediterranean Desertification. Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2005.

BRINT, Steven. “Rethinking the Policy Influence of Experts: From
General Characterizations to Analysis of Variation.” Sociological
Forum 5.3 (Sept. 1990): 361-385.

CAMPBELL, J. L. “Institutional Analysis and the Role of Ideas in Political
Economy.” Theory and Society 27.5 (1998): 377-409.

CAMPBELL, John L. “Ideas, Politics and Public Policy.” Annual Review of
Sociology 28.1 (Aug. 2002): 21-38.

CARSTENSEN, Martin B. “The Nature of Ideas, and Why Political Scientists
Should Care: Analysing the Danish Jobcentre Reform from an Idea-
tional Perspective.” Political Studies (April 2010).

CHADWICK, A. “Studying Political Ideas: A Public Political Discourse
Approach.” Political Studies 48 (2000): 283-301.

CHRISTENSEN, T., P. LAEGREID, and L. R. WISE. “Transforming Administra-
tive Policy.” Public Administration 80.1 (2002): 153-179.

Policy Design
305



COHEN, M. D., J. G. MARCH, and J. P. OLSEN. “People, Problems, Solutions
and the Ambiguity of Relevance.” In Ambiguity and Choice in Orga-
nizations. Bergen: Universitetsforlaget, 1979. 24-37.

DELEON, P. “The Missing Link Revisited: Contemporary Implementation
Research.” Policy Stud. Rev. 16.3 (1999): 311-338.

DOBUZINSKIS, Laurent, Michael HOWLETT, and David LAYCOCK, eds. Policy
Analysis in Canada: the State of the Art. Toronto: U of Toronto P,
2007.

DOERN, G. B., and R. W. PHIDD. Canadian Public Policy: Ideas, Structure,
Process. Toronto: Methuen, 1983.

DONOVAN, M. C. Taking Aim: Target Populations and the Wars on AIDS
and Drugs. Washington DC: Georgetown U P, 2001.

DRYZEK, J. S., and B. RIPLEY. “The Ambitions of Policy Design.” Policy
Stud. Rev. 7.4 (1988): 705-719.

DRYZEK, John. “Don’t Toss Coins in Garbage Cans: A Prologue to Policy
Design.” Journal Of Public Policy 3.4 (1983): 345-367.

DUNLOP, Claire A. “Policy Transfer as Learning: Capturing Variation in
What Decision-Makers Learn from Epistemic Communities.” Policy
Studies 30.3 (2009): 289-311.

DUNN, William N. Public Policy Analysis: An Introduction. Upper Saddle
River: Pearson-Prentice Hall, 2008.

DUNSIRE, A. “Modes of Governance.” Modern Governance. Ed.
J. Kooiman. London: Sage, 1993. 21-34.

DUNSIRE, A. Manipulating Social Tensions: Collibration as an Alternative
Mode of Government Intervention. Koln: Max Plank Institut fur
Gesellschaftsforschung Discussion Paper 93/7, 1993.

DURR, R. H. “What Moves Policy Sentiment?” American Political Science
Review 87 (1993): 158-172.

EDELMAN, M. J. Constructing the Political Spectacle. Chicago: U of
Chicago P, 1988.

EICHBAUM, Chris, and Richard SHAW. “Ministerial Advisers and the Poli-
tics of Policy-Making: Bureaucratic Permanence and Popular
Control.” The Australian Journal of Public Administration 66.4
(2007): 453-467.

EICHBAUM, Chris, and Richard SHAW. “Revisiting Politicization: Political
Advisers and Public Servants in Westminster Systems.” Governance
21.3 (2008): 337-363.

EIJLANDER, P. “Possibilities and Constraints in the Use of Self-regulation
and Co-Regulation in Legislative Policy: Experiences in the Nether-
lands – Lessons to be Learned for the EU.” Electronic Journal of
Comparative Law 9.1 (2005): 1-8.

ELIADIS, F. P., M. M. HILL, and M. HOWLETT, eds. Designing Government:
From Instruments to Governance. Montreal: McGill-Queens U P,
2005.

306
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE



FRANCHINO, Fabio, and Bjorn HOYLAND. “Legislative Involvement in Par-
liamentary Systems: Opportunities, Conflict and Institutional
Constraints.” American Political Science Review 103.4 (2009):
607-621.

GEORGE, A. L. “The “Operational Code”: A Neglected Approach to the
Study of Political Leaders and Decision-Making.” International Stu-
dies Quarterly 13 (1969): 190-222.

GERO, John S. “Design Prototypes: A Knowledge Representation Schema
for Design.” Text.Serial.Journal December 15, 1990.

GERO, John S., and Udo KANNENGIESSER. “An Ontological Account of
Donald Schon’s Reflection in Designing.” International Journal of
Design Sciences and Technologies 15.2, 77-90.

GOLDSMITH, S., and W. D. EGGERS. Governing by Network: The New Shape
of the Public Sector. Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution Press,
2004.

GOLDSTEIN, J., and R. O. KEOHANE, eds. Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs,
Institutions and Political Change. Ithaca: Cornell U P, 1993.

GORMLEY, William T. “Public Policy Analysis: Ideas and Impact.” Annual
Review of Political Science 10 (2007): 297-313.

GRANT, Wyn. “Policy Instruments in the Common Agricultural Policy.”
West European Politics 33.1 (2010): 22-38.

GUNNINGHAM, N., and D. SINCLAIR. “Regulatory Pluralism: Designing
Policy Mixes for Environmental Protection.” Law Policy 21.1 (1999):
49-76.

HAAS, P. M. “Policy Knowledge: Epistemic Communities.” International
Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences. Eds. Neil J.
Smelser and Paul B. Baltes. Oxford: Pergamon, 2001. 11578-11586.

HALFFMAN, Willem, and Rob HOPPE. “Science/Policy Boundaries: A Chan-
ging Division of Labour in Dutch Expert Policy Advice.” Democra-
tization of Expertise? 2005. 135-151. http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.sfu.
ca/10.1007/1-4020-3754-6_8.

HALL, J. A. “Ideas and the Social Sciences.” Ideas and Foreign Policy:
Beliefs, Institutions and Political Change. Eds. J. Goldstein and
R. O. Keohane. Ithaca: Cornell U P, 1993. 31-56.

HALL, P. A. “Policy Paradigms, Experts, and the State: The Case of
Macroeconomic Policy-Making in Britain.” In Social Scientists,
Policy, and the State. Eds. S. Brooks and A. G. Gagnon. New York:
Praeger, 1990. 53-78.

HALL, P. A. “Policy Paradigms, Social Learning and the State: The Case
of Economic Policy Making in Britain.” Comparative Politics 25.3
(1993): 275-96.

HALLIGAN, John. “Policy Advice and the Public Sector.” In Governance
in a Changing Environment. Eds. B. Guy Peters and Donald
T. Savoie. Montreal: McGill-Queen’s U P, 1995. 138-172.

Policy Design
307

Michael Howlett

Michael Howlett
do you
want DOIs?



HAMELIN, Fabrice. “Renewal of Public Policy via Instrumental Innova-
tion: Implementing Automated Speed Enforcement in France.”
Governance 23.3 (2010): 509-530.

HARDIMAN, Niamh, and Colin SCOTT. “Governance as Polity: An Institu-
tional Approach to the Evolution of State Functions in Ireland.”
Public Administration 88.1 (March 2010): 170-189.

HARGROVE, E. L. The Missing Link: The Study of the Implementation of
Social Policy. Washington D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1975.

HEINRICHS, H. “Advisory Systems in Pluralistic Knowledge Societies: A
Criteria-Based Typology to Assess and Optimize Environmental
Poilcy Advice.” Democratization of Expertise? Exploring Novel
Forms of Scientific Advice in Political Decision-Making, Eds.
S. Maasen and P. Weingart. Dordrecht: Springer, 2005. 41-61.

HERITIER, A., C. KNILL, and S. MINGERS. Ringing the Changes in Europe:
Regulatory Competition and the Transformation of the State. Britain:
Walter de Gruyter, 1996.

HILGARTNER, S., and C. L. BOSK. “The Rise and Fall of Social Problems:
A Public Arenas Model.” American Journal of Sociology 94.1 (1988):
53-78.

HILLIER, Bill, and Adrian LEAMAN. “How is Design Possible: A Sketch for
a Theory.” DMG-DRS Journal: Design Research and Methods 8.1
(1974): 40-50.

HILLIER, Bill, John MUSGRAVE, and Pat O’SULLIVAN. “Knowledge and
Design.” Environmental Design: Research and Practice, Eds. William
J. Mitchell. Los Angeles: U of California-Los Angeles, 1972.
29.3.1-29.3.14.

HOOD, C. The Tools of Government. Chatham: Chatham House Publis-
hers, 1986.

HOOD, Christopher. “Intellectual Obsolescence and Intellectual Makeo-
vers: Reflections on the Tools of Government After Two Decades.”
Governance 20.1 (2007): 127-144.

HOWLETT, M. “Do Networks Matter? Linking Policy Network Structure
to Policy Outcomes: Evidence from Four Canadian Policy Sectors
1990-2000.” Canadian Journal of Political Science 35.2 (2002):
235-268.

HOWLETT, M. “Managing the ‘Hollow State’: Procedural Policy Instru-
ments and Modern Governance.” Canadian Public Administration
43.4 (2000): 412-431.

HOWLETT, M. “Policy Instruments, Policy Styles and Policy Implemen-
tation.” Policy Studies Journal 19.2 (1991): 1-21.

HOWLETT, M. “What is a Policy Instrument? Policy Tools, Policy Mixes
and Policy Implementation Styles.” Designing Government: From
Instruments to Governance. Eds. P. Eliadis, M. Hill, and M. Howlett.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’s U P, 2005. 31-50.

308
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE



HOWLETT, M., and J. RAYNER. “Do Ideas Matter? Policy Subsystem Confi-
gurations and the Continuing Conflict Over Canadian Forest
Policy.” Canadian Public Administration 38.3 (1995): 382-410.

HOWLETT, M., and M. RAMESH. “Patterns of Policy Instrument Choice:
Policy Styles, Policy Learning and the Privatization Experience.”
Policy Study Review 12.1 (1993): 3-24.

HOWLETT, M., and M. RAMESH. Studying Public Policy: Policy Cycles and
Policy Subsystems. Toronto: Oxford U P, 2003.

HOWLETT, Michael, and Jeremy RAYNER. “Design Principles for Policy
Mixes: Cohesion and Coherence in ‘New Governance Arrange-
ments’.” Policy and Society 26.4 (2007): 1-18.

HOWLETT, Michael. “Governance Modes, Policy Regimes and Operational
Plans: A Multi-level Nested Model of Policy Instrument Choice and
Policy Design.” Policy Sciences 42.1 (2009): 73-89.

HOWLETT, Michael, and Joshua NEWMAN. “Policy Analysis and Policy
Work in Federal Systems: Policy Advice and its Contribution to
Evidence-based Policy-making in Multi-level Governance Sys-
tems.” Policy and Society 29.1 (March 2010): 123-136.

HOWLETT, Michael, M. RAMESH, and Anthony PERL. Studying Public
Policy: Policy Cycles and Policy Subsystems. 3rd ed.: Ontario: Oxford
U P Canada, 2009.

HOWLETT, Michael. “Policy Analytical Capacity and Evidence-Based
Policy-Making: Lessons from Canada.” Canadian Public Adminis-
tration 52.2 (2009): 153-175.

HOWLETT, Michael. Designing Public Policies: Principles and Instruments.
New York: Routledge, 2011.

HOWLETT, Michael, and Jeremy Rayner. “Patching vs. Packaging in
Policy Formulation: Assessing Policy Portfolio Design.” Politics and
Governance 1.2 (2013): 170-182.

HUITT, R. K. “Political Feasibility.” Political Science and Public Policy.
Ed. A. Rannay. Chicago: Markham Publishing Co., 1968. 263-276.

INGRAHAM, P. “Toward More Systematic Considerations of Policy
Design.” Policy Studies Journal 15.4 (1987): 611-628.

JACOBSEN, J. K. “Much Ado About Ideas: The Cognitive Factor in Eco-
nomic Policy.” World Politics 47 (1995): 283-310.

KANNENGIESSER, Udo, and John S. GERO. “A Process Framework of Affor-
dances in Design.” Design Issues 28.1 (Winter 2012): 50-62. [Posted
Online 28 December 2011].

KERN, Florian, and Michael HOWLETT. “Implementing Transition Mana-
gement as Policy Reforms: A Case Study of the Dutch Energy
Sector.” Policy Sciences 42.4 (1 Nov., 2009): 391-408.

KINGDON, J. W. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. Boston: Little
Brown, 1984.

Policy Design
309



KIVINIEMI, M. “Public Policies and Their Targets: A Typology of the
Concept of Implementation.” International Social Science Journal
38.108 (1986): 251-266.

KLIJN, E. H., and J. F. M. KOPPENJAN. “Institutional Design: Changing
Institutional Features of Networks.” Public Management Review 8.1
(2006): 141-160.

KLIJN, E. H., J. KOPPENJAN, and K. TERMEER. “Managing Networks in the
Public Sector: A Theoretical Study of Management Strategies in
Policy Networks.” Public Administration 73 (1995): 437-454.

KNILL, C. The Europeanization of National Administrations: Patterns of
Institutional Change and Persistence. Cambridge: Cambridge U P,
2001.

KNOKE, D. “Networks as Political Glue: Explaining Public Policy-
Making.” Sociology and the Public Agenda, Ed. W. J. Wilson.
London: Sage, 1993. 164-184.

KNOKE, D. Political Networks: The Structural Perspective. Cambridge:
Cambridge U P, 1987.

KNOKE, D., and J. H. KUKLINSKI. “Network Analysis: Basic Concepts.” Mar-
kets, Hierarchies and Networks: The Coordination of Social Life. Eds.
G. Thompson, J. Frances, R. Levacic, and J. Mitchell. London: Sage,
1991. 173-82.

KOOIMAN, J. “Societal Governance: Levels, Models, and Orders of Social-
Political Interaction.” Debating Governance. Ed. J. Pierre. Oxford:
Oxford U P, 2000. 138-166.

KOOIMAN, Jan. “Exploring the Concept of Governability.” Journal of
Comparative Policy Analysis 10.2 (2008): 171-190.

KNILL, C. The Europeanization of National Administrations: Patterns of
Institutional Change and Persistence. Cambridge: Cambridge U P,
2001.

LINDER, S. H., and B. G. PETERS. “From Social Theory to Policy Design.”
Journal of Public Policy 4.3 (1984): 237-259.

LINDER, S. H., and B. G. PETERS. “Policy Formulation and the Challenge
of Conscious Design.” Evaluation and Program Planning 13 (1990):
303-311.

LINDER, S. H., and B. G. PETERS. “The Analysis of Design or the Design
of Analysis?” Policy Studies Review 7.4 (1988): 738-750.

LINDER, S. H., and B. G. PETERS. “Research Perspectives on the Design of
Public Policy: Implementation, Formulation, and Design.” Imple-
mentation and the Policy Process: Opening up the Black Box. Eds.
D. J. Palumbo and D. J. Calista, 51-66. New York: Greenwood Press,
1990.

LINDER, S., and B. G. PETERS. “The Design of Instruments for Public
Policy.” Policy Theory and Policy Evaluation: Concepts, Knowledge,

310
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE



Causes, and Norms, Ed. S. S. Nagel, 103-119. New York: Greenwood
Press, 1990.

LINDER, Stephen H., and B. Guy PETERS. “An Institutional Approach to
the Theory of Policy-Making: The Role of Guidance Mechanisms in
Policy Formulation.” Journal of Theoretical Politics 2.1 (1 Jan.,
1990): 59-83.

LINDER, Steven, and B. PETERS. “The Logic of Public Policy Design: Lin-
king Policy Actors and Plausible Instruments.” Knowledge, Techno-
logy & Policy 4.1 (1 March, 1991): 125-151.

LINDQUIST, E. “A Quarter Century of Canadian Think Tanks: Evolving
Institutions, Conditions and Strategies.” Think Tanks Across
Nations: A Comparative Approach. Eds. D. Stone, A. Denham, and
M. Garnett, 127-144. Manchester: Manchester U P, 1998.

LINDVALL, Johannes. “The Real but Limited Influence of Expert Ideas.”
World Politics 61.4 (Aug. 2009): 703-730.

MACRAE, D., and D. WHITTINGTON. Expert Advice for Policy Choice: Ana-
lysis and Discourse. Washington DC: Georgetown U P, 1997.

MAJONE, G. “On the Notion of Political Feasibility.” European Journal
of Political Research 3 (1975): 259-274.

MAJONE, G. Evidence, Argument, and Persuasion in the Policy Process.
New Haven: Yale U P, 1989.

MALEY, Maria. “Conceptualising Advisers’ Policy Work: The Distinctive
Policy Roles of Ministerial Advisers in the Keating Government,
1991-96.” Australian Journal of Political Science 35.3 (2000):
449-449.

MAY, P. J. “Reconsidering Policy Design: Policies and Publics.” Journal
of Public Policy 11.2 (1991): 187-206.

MAY, Peter J. “Hints for Crafting Alternative Policies.” Policy Analysis
7.2 (1981): 227-244.

MAYNTZ, Renate. “The Conditions of Effective Public Policy: A New
Challenge For Policy Analysis.” Policy & Politics 11 (April 1983):
123-143.

MEIJERS, E., and D. STEAD. “Policy Integration: What Does It Mean and
How Can it be Achieved? A Multi-Disciplinary Review.” 2004 Berlin
Conference on the Human Dimensions of Global Environmental
Change: Greening of Policies – Interlinkages and Policy Integration,
Berlin, 2004. 1-15.

MEIJERS, E., D. STEAD, and H. GEERLINGS. “Policy Integration: A Literature
Review.” Policy Integration in Practice: The Integration of Land Use
Planning, Transport and Environmental Policy-Making in Denmark,
England and Germany. Delft: Delft U P, 2004. 9-24.

MELTSNER, A. J. Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy. Berkeley: U of
California P, 1976.

Policy Design
311



MEULEMAN, Louis. “The Cultural Dimension of Metagovernance: Why
Governance Doctrines May Fail.” Public Organization Review 10.1
(Aug. 2009): 49-70.

MONTPETIT, E. Misplaced Distrust: Policy Networks and the Environment
in France, the United States, and Canada. Vancouver: UBC Press,
2003.

MOORE, M. H. “What Sort of Ideas Become Public Ideas?” The Power of
Public Ideas. Ed. R. B. Reich, 55-83. Cambridge: Ballinger, 1988.

ORREN, K., and S. SKOWRONEK. “Regimes and Regime Building in Ame-
rican Government: A Review of Literature on the 1940s.” Political
Science Quarterly 113.4 (1998): 689-702.

OSTROM, E. “An Agenda for the Study of Institutions.” Public Choice 48
(1986): 3-25.

OSTROM, E. “A Method of Institutional Analysis.” Guidance, Control and
Evaluation in the Public Sector. Eds. F. X. Kaufman, G. Majone, and
V. Ostrom. Berlin: deGruyter, 1986. 459-475.

PAGE, Edward C. “Bureaucrats and Expertise: Elucidating a Problematic
Relationship in Three Tableaux and Six Jurisdictions.” Sociologie
du Travail [In Press, Corrected Proof (2010)]. http://www.science
direct.com.proxy.lib.sfu.ca/science/article/B6VR1-4YXKFTC-C/2/4
acd8cf9546d3a0c8a53cc10dd9d2265.

PELED, A. “Why Style Matters: A Comparison of Two Administrative
Reform Initiatives in the Israeli Public Sector, 1989-1998.” Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory 12.2 (2002): 217-240.

POLLITT, C. “Clarifying Convergence: Striking Similarities and Durable
Differences in Public Management Reform.” Public Management
Review 4.1 (2001): 471-492.

POLLITT, C. “Convergence: the Useful Myth?” Public Administration 79.4
(2001): 933-947.

POTOSKI, M. “Designing Bureaucratic Responsiveness: Administrative
Procedures and Agency Choice in State Environmental Policy.”
State Politics and Policy Quarterly 2.1 (2002): 1-23.

RAYNER, J., M. HOWLETT, J. WILSON, B. CASHORE, and G. HOBERG. “Privile-
ging the Sub-Sector: Critical Sub-Sectors and Sectoral Relations-
hips in Forest Policy-Making.” Forest Policy and Economics 2.3
(2001): 319-332.

RHODES, R. A. W. “The New Governance: Governing Without Govern-
ment.” Political Studies 44 (1996): 652-667.

RÍO, Pablo del, Javier CARRILLO-HERMOSILLA, and Totti KÖNNÖLÄ. “Policy
Strategies to Promote Eco-Innovation.” Journal of Industrial Eco-
logy 14.4 (2010).

SABATIER, P. A., and H. C. JENKINS-SMITH. Policy Change and Learning:
An Advocacy Coalition Approach. Boulder: Westview, 1993.

312
L'INSTRUMENTATION DE L'ACTION PUBLIQUE

Michael Howlett
This is now 
out Page, 
Edward C. 
“Bureaucrats and 
Expertise: 
Elucidating a 
Problematic 
Relationship in 
Three Tableaux 
and Six 
Jurisdictions.” 
Sociologie Du 
Travail 52, no. 2 
(2010): 255–273.


Michael Howlett



SALAMON, L. “Rethinking Public Management: Third Party Government
and the Changing Forms of Government Action.” Public Policy 29.3
(1981): 255-275.

SALAMON, L. M. “The New Governance and the Tools of Public Action.”
The Tools of Government: A Guide to the New Governance. Ed.
L.M. Salamon, 1-47. New York: Oxford U P, 2002.

SALAMON, L. M. “The New Governance and the Tools of Public Action:
An Introduction.” Fordham Urban Law Journal 28.5 (2001):
1611-1674.

SCHÖN, D.A. “Designing as Reflective Conversation with the Materials
of a Design Situation.” Knowledge-Based Systems 5.1 (March 1992):
3-14.

SCHNEIDER, A. L., and H. INGRAM. “Behavioural Assumptions of Policy
Tools.” Journal of Politics 52.2 (1990): 511-529.

SCHNEIDER, A., and H. INGRAM. “Social Constructions and Policy Design:
Implications for Public Administration.” Research in Public Admi-
nistration 3 (1994): 137-173.

SCHNEIDER, A., and H. INGRAM. “Social Construction of Target Popula-
tions: Implications for Politics and Policy.” American Political
Science Review 87.2 (1993): 334-347.

SCHNEIDER, A., and H. INGRAM. “Social Constructions and Policy Design:
Implications for Public Administration.” Research in Public Admi-
nistration 3 (1994): 137-173.

SCHNEIDER, Anne, and Mara SIDNEY. “What is Next for Policy Design and
Social Construction Theory?.” Policy Studies Journal 37.1 (2009):
103-119.

SCHNEIDER, J. W. “Social Problems Theory: The Constructionist View.”
Annual Review of Sociology 11 (1985): 209-229.

SIDNEY, Mara S. “Policy Formulation: Design and Tools.” Handbook of
Public Policy Analysis: Theory, Politics and Methods. Eds. Frank
Fischer, Gerald J. Miller, and Mara S. Sidney. New Brunswick, N.
J.: CRC Taylor & Francis, 2007. 79-87.

SKODVIN, Tora, Anne Therese GULLBERG, and Stine AAKRE. “Target-group
influence and political feasibility: the case of climate policy design
in Europe.” Journal of European Public Policy 17.6 (2010): 854.

STEAD, D., and E. MEIJERS. “Policy Integration in Practice: Some Expe-
riences of Integrating Transport, Land-Use Planning and Environ-
mental Politics in Local Government.” 2004 Berlin Conference on
the Human Dimensions of Global Environmental Change: Greening
of Policies – Interlinkages and Policy Integration, Berlin: 1-13, 2004.

STEAD, D., H. GEERLINGS, and E. MEIJERS. Policy Integration in Practice:
The Integration of Land Use Planning, Transport, and Environmental
Policy-Making in Denmark, England and Germany. Delft: Delft U P,
2004.

Policy Design
313



STIMSON, J. A. Public Opinion in America: Moods Cycles and Swings.
Boulder: Westview Press, 1991.

STIMSON, J. A., M. B. MACKUEN, and R. S. ERIKSON. “Dynamic Represen-
tation.” American Political Science Review 89 (1995): 543-565.

STONE, D. A. Policy Paradox and Political Reason. Glenview, Ill.: Scott,
Foresman, 1988.

STONE, D. A. “Causal Stories and the Formation of Policy Agendas.”
Political Science Quarterly 104.2 (1989): 281-300.

SUREL, Y. “The Role of Cognitive and Normative Frames in Policy-
Making.” Journal of European Public Policy 7.4 (2000): 495-512.

SUZUKI, M. “Political Business Cycles in the Public Mind.” American
Political Science Review 86 (1992): 989-996.

SWANSON, Darren, Stephan BARG, Stephen TYLER, Henry VENEMA, Sanjay
TOMAR, Suruchi BHADWAL, Sreeja NAIR, Dimple ROY, and John DREX-
HAGE. “Seven Tools for Creating Adaptive Policies.” Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 77.6 (Jan. 2010): 924-939. [In Press,
Corrected Proof (2011)].

TEISMAN, G. R. “Models for Research into Decision-Making Processes:
On Phases, Streams and Decision-Making Rounds.” Public Admi-
nistration 78.4 (2000): 937-956.

THELEN, K., J. MAHONEY, and D. RUESCHEMEYER. “How Institutions Evolve:
Insights from Comparative Historical Analysis.” Comparative His-
torical Analysis in the Social Sciences, 208-240. Cambridge:
Cambridge U P, 2003.

THELEN, Kathleen. How Institutions Evolve: The Political Economy of
Skills in Germany, Britain, the United States and Japan. Cambridge:
Cambridge U P, 2004.

THOMAS, H. G. “Towards a New Higher Education Law in Lithuania:
Reflections on the Process of Policy Formulation.” Higher Education
Policy 14.3 (2001): 213-223.

TORENVLIED, R., and A. AKKERMAN. “Theory of Śoft’ Policy Implementa-
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