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Preface to the Fourth Edition

Policy process research has never reached as many parts of the globe as it does
today. The result of this burgeoning network of scholars has been a rapid up-
surge of ideas. It has also generated research that implicitly or explicitly exhib-
its a comparative research approach. The potential benefits of this changing
landscape are fantastic. Only through comparative research can we distinguish
knowledge that is localized to a particular context or generalized across con-
texts. Hence, opportunities abound to overcome some of the past obstacles to
advance the field to higher plateaus of knowledge. To realize these opportuni-
ties, the fourth edition of Theories of the Policy Process reflects this increasing
globalization of the field of policy processes.

To underscore the role of these theories in a globalized field, two important
changes have been made to this volumne. The first is a new chapter on strate-
gies for conducting comparative research authored by Jale Tosun and Samuel
Workman. The goal of this new chapter is to offer readers a firm foundation
for applying these theories in a global and comparative research environment.
The second is that authors of each of the theory-based chapters have been in-
structed to revise their chapters to describe how their theory fits in this global
comparative approach to policy process research. The purpose behind these
changes is simple: as the theories of the policy processes become applied in
various parts of the world, we must be deliberate in thinking about how our
research fits together and how our knowledge could accumulate.

Another change in the fourth edition is a major revision to the introduc-
tory chapter that better presents the topic of policy process research and the
goals of this volume. To summarize, the goal of this volume is to advance the
scholarship of policy process research among a global community of scholars.
Obviously, new and experienced scholars can read the original articles or books
on these theories and skip this volume. Lost, however, would be the opportu-
nity to compare and contrast the collection of seven of the most established and
utilized theories of the policy processes. Theories of the Policy Process remains
indispensable in offering readers the chance to discover and learn about them
as an anthology.

vii



viii Preface to the Fourth Edition

The opening chapter also updates and clarifies the criteria for continuing to
include the theories in this volume. On the basis of these criteria, the chapter
on the Social Construction Framework by Anne Schneider, Helen Ingram, and
Peter deLeon has been removed from this edition. This decision has nothing to
do with the quality of the insights from this theory, which remains invaluable in
highlighting the distributions of benefits and burdens of public policies based
on the power and constructions of target populations. It also has nothing to
do with what some might call this framework’s postpositivism orientation. In-
stead, in consideration of the criteria outlined in the Introduction, this particu-
lar theory is supported by a less vibrant and active research community without
much advancement in knowledge beyond the ideas in its original publication
(Schneider and Ingram 1993, 1997). Moreover, Policy Feedback Theory in this
volume captures a part of the Social Construction Framework, with its focus on
how policies shape politics. For those who want to keep the Social Construction
Framework in their course readers, the chapter from the third edition is avail-
able online, along with other links and resources to supplement the chapters in
this volume (www.westviewpress.com/weible4e).

In preparing this volume, I want to express my gratitude to Ada Fung of
Westview Press. Without Ada’s support, feedback, and encouragement, the
third and fourth editions of Theories of the Policy Process would not exist. I also
want to thank the referees who commented on the strengths and weaknesses of
each chapter from the third edition, including Stephen Ceccoli (Rhodes Col-
lege); Casey LaFrance (Western Illinois University); Chandra Commuri (Cali-
fornia State University, Bakersfield); Sarah Michaels (University of Nebraska);
Xufeng Zhu (Tsinghua University); Saba Siddiki (Syracuse University); Stephen
Stehr (Washington State University); Claire Dunlop (Exeter University); and
others who wished to remain anonymous. Their feedback helped improve
many chapters in this volume and definitely motivated the need for a fourth
edition. I also want to express my sincerest appreciation to the contributing
authors for their efforts in revising their chapters. Their commitment to writing
their chapters with the highest standards of quality continues to make this a
premier outlet for the most established policy process theories. A special note
of gratefulness to Jennifer Armstrong for her excellent comments and feedback
on the opening and closing chapters of this volume.

Finally, a great deal of respect must be given to the legacy of Paul Sabat-
ier for leading the efforts in the first two editions of this volume. Following
Ted Lowi, Paul used to preach: “Clarity begets clarity, mush begets mush.” The
point is simple: if we conduct our research with clear theoretical orientations,
our results will more likely be clear, both in their mistakes and in their accura-
cies. The converse is also true: if we conduct our research with mushy theoreti-
cal orientations, we will more likely get mushy results. Given the finite number
of research projects any of us might undertake, we must heed this advice and
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strive to make our thoughts and actions as clear of mush as possible. The best
way to do this is together, through thoughtful and constructive feedback. As we
continue this journey in advancing our knowledge about policy process on a
global frontier, let’s be diligent in reducing the mush and increasing the clarity
in our work.
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Introduction: The Scope and Focus of
Policy Process Research and Theory

CHRISTOPHER M, WEIBLE

The goal of this volume is to advance the science of policy process among a
global community of scholars. In advancing science, theories simultaneously
serve as reservoirs ol knowledge gained from past research and platforms for
guiding new research into the future. The inevitable challenge for anyone learn-
ing about or contributing to the policy process is that any one theory inherently
focuges on a limited set of concepts and relationships, Therefore, a single theory
provides only a partial depiction of the complexity of the policy process, The
best strategy to overcome this challenge Is to explore and utilize multiple theo-
ries of the policy process,'

This volume offers an anthology of seven of the most established theories in
the field of pulicy processes, The latest interpretations of these theories are au-
thared by scholars who are among the most knowledgeable and experienced in
working with them, a number of whom are the original creators of the theories.
By featuring these theories in a single collection, this volume facilitates efforts
to compare and contrast their goals and aims, to identity their relative strengths
and weaknesses, to learn about how and when to apply them, and to discover
the insights embodied in them.

In this introduction, the term theory is used generically to represent a re-
search tool. These tools specify scope of inquiry, assumptions, and concepts
in various relational forms, such as principles, hypotheses, and propositions.
Based on what we know and envision, these relational forms specify a limited
set of associations amaong concepts, from the much larger and untamable set.
These relational forms also postulate explanations of why and how, under what
conditions, by and for whom, and when the concepts might relate (Whetten
1989). Although the meaning of theory varies across the field of policy pro-
cess research, this generic description is consistent with other uses of the term
(McCool 1995, 11). It also represents a deliberate mix of frameworks and theo-
ries, as described by Ostrom (2005, 27-29),

1



2 Christopher M. Weible

A DEFINITION OF POLICY PROCESS RESEARCH

The policy processes emerged as a field of study in the 1950s as part of an en-
deavor to develop a science that integrates research on politics and government
around a policy orientation. Among its early leaders, Lasswell (1951) urged
scholars to focus their research on policy formulation and execution toward
the realization of human dignity.* Another one of the original exposés on the
subject was penned by Shipman, who wosed the term policy process to denote
a needed area of study that integrates politics, policy, and administration. As
Shipman (1959, 545) notes, “Wher the policy-process approach is used, insti-
tutions and mechanisms of political organization, legislative action, executive
administration, adjudication, and the rest merge into an intricately intercon-
nected process for seeking satisfaction of societal values.” Following the ideas
of Lasswell, Shipman, and many others, the phenomenon of policy processes
refers to the interactions that eccur over time between public policies and sur-
rounding actors, events, contexts, and putcomes.’

At the center of palicy processes lies the elusive concept ol public policy.
Public policy is defined as the deliberate decisions—actions and nonactions—aof
a government or an equivalent authority toward specific objectives. Examples
of public palicies include, but are not limited to, statutes, laws, regulations,
executive decisions, and government programs (Birkland 2016, 8). Other ex-
amples of public policies are the commonly understood rules-in-use thal struc-
ture behavioral situations in policy processes, such as the sustained practices of
street-level bureaucrats in delivering public services (Lipsky 1980; Schneider
and Ingram 1997, Ostrom 2005)." Public policies can include both means and
goals and can range in form from procedural lo substantive and from symbolic
to instrumental, Alternatively, a public policy can be understood by identify-
ing the institutions that constitute its design and content. For instance, some
institotions prescribe specitic authority for a given position, and others require
exchanges of information under certain conditions (Ostrom 1980). In studying
policy processes, researchers sometimes focus on a single public policy (e.g., a
particular welfare law) or on many public policies related to a particular issue
(e.g.. the many types of public policies affecting the issue of welfare in a locale),

Public policy interactions involve actors—individuals or collectives such
as organizations, networks, or coalitions—and their attributes, including thelir
knowledge, values, beliefs, interests, strategies, and resources, Individual actors
may be part of the general public who occasionally participate politically in a
public policy issue. Alternatively, actors may be affiliated with government or
nongovernment arganizations that regularly seek to influence public policy on
4 given issue or contro| the government venues (e.g., a legislature or an execu-
tive administration) wherein policy decisions occur.

The context of a public policy is the setting around which the interactions
involying public policy happen. Examples of the cantextual categories often
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studied in policy process research might be socioeconomic conditions, culture,
infrastructure, biophysical conditions, and institutions. Sometimes the context
lies in the theoretical foreground as the target of public policy, such as economic
stimulus programs aimed to stimulate an economy. It can also provide a theo-
retical background in which actors politically interact to influence public policy.
In this regard, context can be relatively stable or susceptible to change over time.

All contexts entail various types of events. Events can be anticipated and
unanticipated incidents ranging from elections to scientific discoveries and
chronic and acute societal dilemmas and crises. Sometimes actors deliberately
create events to affect the policy process, as seen in social movements. Other
times, events are unintentional and beyond the control of actors, like an earth-
quake. Because events can be directly or indirectly related to a given public pol-
icy issue, they often provide opportunities for achieving policy objectives. For
example, a bureaucracy might release an evaluative report that brings attention
to the success or failure of a public policy in addressing an issue. This report,
in turn, might shape future legislative agendas. This is but one simple example
of the many ways in which the theories in this volume can portray the role of
events in shaping policy processes.

The outcomes of policy processes are the short- or long-term consequences
or impacts of public policy on a society. These outcomes continue to interact
with policy processes over time. Outcomes are essentially changes (or stasis) in
the context and actors constituting policy processes. Outcomes are separated
as a distinct category because of their importance in assessing the effects on
society of the policy processes. Thus, whereas one of the goals of policy process
research is the generation of knowledge as embodied in theories, the use of
this knowledge must eventually help attain societal values and realize a greater
human dignity.

To imagine the policy process as interactions involving public policy over
time underscores the permanence of politics and continuity of policy processes
where “there is no beginning or end” (Lindblom 1968, 4). Indeed, any given
output of the policy process in one study can serve as an input of the policy
process in another. The choice of any given output and input in policy process
research is not absolute but rather a reflection of the priorities of the researcher,
the practicalities of available data, and the foci of a given theory.

These ongoing interactions are also best understood by the various inter-
pretations of the “process” in policy process research. A process refers to the
continuous points in time (e.g., usually in terms of actors’ decisions and ac-
tions, events, and outcomes) that constitute policy processes. One of the most
common depictions of this process is the policy cycle. The policy cycle simplifies
the policy process by delineating the stages of decision making through which
policy proposals must traverse for their manifestation. These stages typically in-
clude agenda setting, policy formulation and adoption, policy implementation,
evaluation, and termination.
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Many have criticized the policy cycle for its overly simplistic and inaccurate
portrayal of the policy process {e.g., Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993). But crit-
icisms aside, it remains a useful heuristic archetype. The policy cycle becomes
a hindrance when scholars believe the key interactions in the policy process
are strictly the policy cycle, force theories into its stages, and ignore important
questions that lie outside its scope. Indeed, the problem with the policy cy-
cle is less its simplistic and inaccurate depiction of policy processes and more
its overuse by scholars as the sole lens through which to view and organize
the field.

The theories in this volume offer additional portrayals of the interactions
in policy processes. These interactions might be enduring periods of political
conflict and concord observed in the behavior of coalition members or seren-
dipitous circumstances leading to windows of opportunity in changing agendas
and policies. In addition, patterns and speed of policy adoption across differ-
ent units of government, the continuous tinkering with rules by people self-
governing a collective action situation, and the various feedback effects on the
general public of adopted public policies represent other interactions. Indeed,
the theories in this volume depict interactions that vary in what is emphasized
or deemphasized. These interactions can reflect the linearity of the policy cycle
stages, yet can also portray a policy process that is far more complicated and
messy.

THE CRITERIA FOR INCLUDING THEORIES

This volume features the most established theories of the policy process. Their
continued inclusion in the fourth edition of this volume was based on several
criteria:

(1) A focus on developing scientific theory of policy processes. Each of the ap-
proaches in this volume represents efforts toward developing a scientific theory
that focuses on a set of interrelated concepts involving actors, events, contexts,
and outcomes that surround public policies over time. As scientific theories,
the approaches in this volume specify sets of assumptions and conditions under
which they apply and posit interactions that come in various relational forms
{hypotheses, propositions, principals, or other). Underlying these relationships
are causal drivers—usually anchored at the individual level—that explain why
a relationship could exist. No matter the name, these relational forms serve to
enable falsification and learning, to communicate explicitly the relationships
under investigation, and to summarize what we know about a given phenom-
enon. When the concepts are defined abstractly, the relational forms promote
comparative applications of the theories to tease apart local versus generaliz-
able understandings and explanations.
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(2) The presence of an active research community. Science is a “social enter-
prise” (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994, 8). All theories in this volume must
be supported by a community of scholars advancing the science. Such a com-
munity might be motivated by a common set of research questions or objec-
tives, a shared vocabulary of concepts, a balanced research effort that interplays
theoretical expositions and empirical applications, and common epistemolog-
ical and ontological assumptions. The composition of these research programs
varies, but most involve active and experienced leadership, a regular influx of
graduate students, and an expanding base of interested and experienced schol-
ars applying a theory. These scholars often participate on the same research
projects and organize and participate on panels at general conferences. In some
cases, these communities organize and participate in small workshops or semi-
nars focused on developing their theory.

(3) A comparative research approach. To gain knowledge about the policy
process, a theory's research community must apply the theory in a comparative
approach.” Sometimes this is done implicitly, as when one theory is applied in
a single country. [n this situation, a follow-up study could aggregate the results
in a meta-analysis from a number of similarly executed applications of the the-
ary across many countries, Other times this is done explicitly. For example,
some research teams might apply a given theory to answer the same question
across countries in a single research design; here, the underlying goual of the re-
search might be to ascertain effects of the contextual setting on the results. The
comparative approach need not be restricted 1o country comparisons but may
involve comparisons of a variety of different actors, contexts, events, outcomes,
or times, The challenge in comparative research agendas is creating and us-
ing u shared research platform to foster generalizable knowledge across policy
processes while, at the same fime, offering enough flexibility to portray a given
policy process in a valid way.

(4) An effort toward making research as public as possible. "The quality of
policy process research is only as good as the transparency of its procedures for
collecting and analyzing data. Sabatier (1999, 5) made famous the phrase “be
clear enough to be proven wrong.” The point is that obscure procedures pro-
duce results immune to criticism. There will always be some ambiguous steps
in a research project, and pure replication is usually impractical or impossible.
However, given human fallibility, there is no better way to learn from our mis-
takes than ta be as clear as we can in all aspects of our science,

(5) Continual growth in knowledge about policy processes. Theories offer a
number of important academic and practical contributions, from teaching to
conducting community-based research. O all these contributions, probably
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the most important is advancing the reservoir of localized and generalized
knowledge. Given that some of the theories in this volume have been around
for decades, we must eventually ask: What new tnsights have each of these the-
ories produced since its creation? Our understanding of the policy process is,
and always will be, incomplete. Yet, if our theories stagnate, then so does prog-
ress in reaching higher plateaus of knowledge,

The extent to which the theories in this volume meet the above criteria var-
ies and, in some situations, is debatable. Of these criteria, the most important
is an engaged group of scholars advancing the science under a given approach.
Indeed, one of the main lessons from decades of developing theory is that it
takes teams of scholars working together over extended periods of time to
create shared methods and analytical techniques, to conduct their research
comparatively, and to aggregate those results inta lessons learned. No theory
is perfect, and assessing the accumulation ol knowledge for a given theory is
exceedingly difficult. Thus, the best short-term indicator of fiture progress is
the presence of a large group of scholars working together to advance a theory
toward the enrichment ol knowledge.

THEORIES INCLUDED IN THIS VOLUME

This volume offers seven different theories of policy process research that meet,
to various extents and ways. the criteria outlined above for their inclusion in
the discussion.

The first chapter, coauthored by Nicole Herweg, Nikolaos Zahariadis,
and Reimut Zohlnhéter (2017), cavers the Multiple Streams Framework. The
Multiple Streams Framework depicts a process that emphasizes timing in the
merging of problem, palitical, and policy streams in the creation of windows of
opportunity for both agenda setting and decision making. Among the strengths
of the Multiple Streams Framewaork are ts accessibility, vibrant research com-
munity, and constant evolution.

Chapter 2, by Frank R. Baumgartner, Bryan D. Jones, and Peter B.
Mortensen (2017), is on the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory. Under this theary,
scarce altention drives incremental and punctuated patterns of palicy change
over time. Of all the theories in this volume, the Punctuated Equilibrium The-
ory allers perhaps the best current example of a coordinated policy community
leveraging a comparative approach.

The third chapter on the Policy Feedback Theory, coauthored by Suzanne
Mettler and Mallory SoRelle (2017), takes a different perspective. Drawing
on the notion that policies shape politics, the Policy Feedback Theory seeks
to understanding what happens after a policy is adopted, with an emphasis
on resource and interpretive effects on mass publics. Policy Feedback Theary
represents another vibrant research community that continues to develop this
theory.
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The Advocacy Coalition Framework is the fourth theory, coauthored by
Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, Daniel Nohrstedt, Christopher M. Weible, and Karin
Ingold (2017). The Advocacy Coalition Framewaork deals with ongoing patterns
of contlict and concord as reflections of different beliefs, situations fostering
belief change and learning, and rationales for major and minor policy change.
The literature under the Advocacy Coalition Framework features a strong com-
parative agenda with applications spanning the globe.

Elizabeth A, Shanahan, Michael D. Jones, Mark K. McBeth, and Claudio
M. Radaelli (2017) coauthored Chapter 5 on the Narrative Policy Framework.
This relatively new theory focuses on the politics of storytelling and the impacts
on public policy. The Narrative Policy Framework is quickly evolving, with an
increasing number of applications, a common methodological approach that
spurs applications across contexts, and constant refinement to its cancepts and
posited interactions,

The sixth chapter, coauthored by Edella Schlager and Michael Cox (2017),
summarizes the Institutional Analysis and Development framework and its
offspring, the Social-Ecological Systems framework. Both frameworks are ex-
tremely versatile, with an exceptionally large number of applications in a vari-
ety of contexts, Based, in part, on the idea of self-governance and the constant
tinkering with institutional rules, these frameworks continue to flourish in de-
scribing and explaining a variety of collective action situations,

Chapter 7, the last theoretical chapter, directs scholars to approach policy
change by looking at the reasons, speed, and patterns of adoption or rejection of
policy proposals across government units, as found in Berry and Berry's (2017)
summary of innovation and diffusion models. This chapter provides the latest
summary of this long-standing research area in the study of policy processes,

STRATEGIES FOR USING THIS VOLUME

The chapters are organized in a way that facilitates reading the volume from
beginning to end, though some instructors and readers will prefer a different
order of the theories.” Part | encompasses the theory chapters, beginning with
the Multiple Streams Framework and Punctuated Equilibrium Theory, given
their traditional emphases on agenda setting and policy change. Policy Feed-
back Theory comes next, with its focus on the impacts of policy design on so-
ciety. Encompassing a range of phenomena, the next three chapters include
the Advocacy Coalition Framework, Narrative Policy Framework, and the In-
stitutional Analysis and Development [rameweork. The last of the theory-based
chapters is on innovation and diffusion models, with its emphasis on the adop-
tion and rejection of policy output across space and time.

Part 11 of this volume includes three summary chapters. The first (Chap-
ter 8), by Tanya Heikkila and Paul Cairney (2017}, provides a comparison
and critique of the theories in this anthology. Given the importance of the
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comparative approach in advancing policy process theory, in Chapter 9 Jale
Tosun and Samuel Workman (2017) provide tips and strategies for using the
theories to conduct comparative research. The final chapter, by Christopher M.
Weible (2017), offers an overview of the status of the field and general strategies
for moving forward and climbing upward.

Each of the theory chapters should be considered a thorough yet brief sum-
mary of a theory. To develop a deeper understanding of any of these theories,
readers are encouraged to read the chapter in this volume along with some com-
bination of the foundational pieces of a given theory, previous theoretical depic-
tions of the theory, and empirical applications. For example, advanced graduate
students exploring the Multiple Streams Framework could read Cohen, March,
and Olsen’s (1972) “A Garbage Can Model of Organizational Choice,” King-
don’s (1984) Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies, Chapter | by Herweg
and colleagues in this volume, and one or two empirical applications. For in-
termediate graduate or undergraduate students, the theoretical chapters in this
volume could be combined with one or two empirical applications.

Theories of the Policy Process is not intended to provide comprehensive cov-
erage of policy process research. Readers are encouraged 1o supplement this
volume with articles or books that cover other topics or theories, Among those
deserving attention are the policy cycle (deLeon 1999), policy success and fail-
ure (McConnell, 2010), policy styles (Richardson 1982), power (Bachrach and
Baratz 1963; Lukes 1974), policy instruments and design (Howlett 2011), policy
entrepreneurs (Mintrom and Norman 2009), social capital (Putnam, Leonardi,
and Nanetti 1994), implementation (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973; Moulton
and Sandfort, 2016), causal stories (Stone 1989), the postpositivist literature
(Fischer and Forester 1993; Fischer 2003), and the social construction frame-
work (Schneider and [ngram, 1993; Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon, 2014). Ad-
ditionally, there has been another burst of innovation in the formation of new
and emerging theories of the policy process. In 2013, Policy Studies Journal
published a collection of these new theories, including the Ecology of Games
(Lubell 2013), the Policy Regime Perspective (May and Jochim 2013), the Insti-
tutional Collective Action Framework (Feiock 2013), and the Collective Leamn-
ing Framewaork (Heikkila and Gerlak 2013),

As mentioned earlier, readers should avoid forcing the theories into a stage
of the policy cycle—the result would be an incomplete, and quite possibly an
inaccurate, portrayal of them. Although some theories may fit into one or more
of the stages, most incorporate the entire policy cycle in one way or another or
depict the policy process in an entirely different way." The best strategy is to
interpret how the different theories provide insight into policy process rather
than to impose an artificial categorization on them,

Readers should also adopt a broad definition of public policy. as previously
described, that includes both formal elements of public policy, such as laws
and regulations, and public policies as rules-in-use that govern, for example,
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traditional venues of government, from cily councils to legislatures, as well as
various associations charged with the provision and production of public goods
and services. This strategy is most useful for relating the [nstitutional Analysis
and Development framework to the other theories covered in this volume. The
point is that the interactions involving public policies encompass not just the
formal structures of government as written down and adopted by officials and
other authorities but also the actual rules-in-use that structure the day-to-day
behaviors of actors engaged in policy process situations. Any definition of pub-
lic policy must include both because so much of government activities is in-
formed by what is written down and by the informal rules of a given situation.
Arguably, such a broad definition of public policy may inhibit comparison if we
do not take into account the type of public policy under study.

The goal of this volume is to provide in a single outlet the latest versions of
the major theories of the policy process, to compare and contrast these theo-
ries, to offer strategies for strengthening the international community engaged
in comparative policy process research, and 1o help propel policy process re-
search to higher levels of excellence. Whether this book serves as an introduc-
tion 1o the field or as a sturdy reference guide, the hope Is that readers will test
and develop policy process theories to provide for a better understanding and
explanation of policy processes.

NOTES

1, The complexity of the policy process emerges from interactions among a large
number ol diverse people seeking political nfluence, periodic as well as unexpected
events, a complicated mix of policies that span levels ol government, and contextual
settings churacterized by a range of conditions from geographical o socioeconomic. In
studying such complexity, people are innately restrained by cognitive presuppositions
that cause them 1o recognize some aspects.of the process and ignore others. Using one
or more theories Is one strategy to help mitigate the effects of such presuppositions by
highlighting the most important items for study and specifying relationships between
them. By requiring conscientious rigor in choosing what to study in analyzing the policy
process, theories increase the likelihond that errors will be recognized and, thus, they
facilitate lesson learning over time. Such benefits are magnified when theories are ap-
plied with transparent dats colleciion and analysis methods, especially when compared
to research based on unspecified and implicit observations. Ideally, scholars hecome
versed in the use of more than one theory, which is one of the best ways o guard against
both theory tenacity and confirmation bias, Theory tenacity Is the tendency to maintain
commitment to a theoretical argnment even In response to disconfirming evidence,
Confirmation bias is the tendency to seek out evidence that confirms a theoretical ar-
gument. See Loehle (1987) for discussion of both theory tenacity and confirmation bias.

2 For Lasswell (1951), the policy process was a key intellectual pillar of the “paolicy
sclence.” The feld of policy analysis and evaluation encapsulates the other key pillar.
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3 This definition matches that found in Weible and Carter (2016).

4. The definition of public policy offered in the text seeks o capture common éle-
mente found across the lterature, most notably in Weible and Carter (2016, 3), Birkland
(2016, 8), McCool (1995, 8-9), Parson (1995, 2- &), Cairney (2012, 23-26), Howlett
(2011, 15-17), Heelo (1972, B4-88), and Ranney (1968, 6-7).

3. Rules-in-use refers to the definitions and logic of the Inyitutional Analysis and
Design Framework (Ostrom 2005, 2010). Ostrom (2010, 547) defines the rules-in-use as
rules that “specify common understandings of thuse involved related to who must, must
not, or may take which sctions affecting others subject to sanctions.” The point is that
the content of public policy as formally written may or may not reflect the in-use rules
structuring the regular practices and behaviors of government officials or the equiva-
lent. The inclusion of in-use rules as part of the definition of public policies is somewhat
atypical compared to most definitions, but it is consistent with a few others (Schneider
and Ingram 1997, 2) and necessary in understanding and explaining policy processes,
especially shen considering the roles of street-level bureauerats (Lipsky 1980),

6, See the excellent book by Dodds (2013) for some of the inspiration of the ideas
underlying this criterion,

7. Of course, some Instructors and readers might want to adopta “machete order” by
rearranging the sequence in which the chapters are read. Some instructors, for example,
start with the introduction and concluding chapters and then read the theory chapters
in a dufferent order than presented.

8 For example, the Advocacy Coalition Framework and Institutional Analysis and
Development Framewaork could be applied to-any of the stages of the policy cycle.
Consider policy change: (1) analysts could use the Advocacy Coalition Framework to
discover how policy change is the resull of contlict between adversarial coalitions con-
ditioned by events, learning, and negotiations: (2) analysts could use the Institutional
Analysis and Development Framework 1o understund an lnstance of policy chunge as
institutional adaptation among uctors continuously tinkering with the rules governing a
particular situation. Constder implementation: (1) analysts could use the Advocacy Co-
alitton Framework to study lmplementation and find a continuation of coalition con-
{lict and the absence of learning in rulemaking in yet another political game; (2) analysts
could use the Institutional Analysis und Development Framework (o study implemen-
tation as the behaviors associated with the patterns of enforcement and monitoring of
rules governing a particular resource,
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The Multiple Streams Framework:
Foundations, Refinements, and
Empirical Applications

NICOLE HERWEG, NIKOLAOS ZAHARIADIS,
AND REIMUT ZOHLNHOFER

With rising ambiguity and turbulence in global affairs, the Multiple Streams
Framework (MSF) is fast becoming a major tool with which to analyze the
policy process. In their recent literature review, Jones et al. (2016) report that
no fewer than 311 English-language peer-reviewed journal articles published
between 2000 and 2013 have empirically applied the framework—with an in-
creasing trend over time. Moreover, in these articles, the MSF is applied to a
wide variety of issue areas, countries, and levels of government. In addition,
the academic debate of MSF’s theoretical refinement has recently broadened,
signified by recent special issues of the European Journal of Political Research
(issue 3/2015), the Policy Studies Journal (issue 1/2016), Policy Sciences (issue
1/2016), and the Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis (issue 3/2016) as well
as an edited volume on the framework (Zohlnhofer and Riib 2016a).

Ore of the reasons for the high number of MSF applications could be that
the conditions under which policies are made increasingly resemble the frame-
work’s assumptions—particularly in contexts for which the MSF originally had
not been developed. Problems, from global warming and nuclear energy to
migration and trade agreements, have become ever more contested, and even
experts disagree fundamentally. Ambiguity has increasingly become (or has
come to be realized as) a fact of political life. The same could be said about what
the MSF conceptualizes as the political stream. Particularly in the parliamen-
tary systems of Western Europe, things have become much less orderly, with
more fragmented party systems, a decreasing relevance of party ideologies, and

17
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voting behavior growing ever more volatile. Nonetheless, MSF’s success comes
at a price. As Jones et al. (2016) as well as Cairney and Jones (2016) show, many
of the empirical applications remain superficial; theoretical innovations in the
literature are often ignored, and key concepts more often than not lack clear
specification.

In this chapter, we present the current state of MSF thinking, including
many innovations that have been suggested in the recent surge of MSF liter-
ature. We aim to provide an up-to-date presentation and discussion of the
framework from which scholars may begin MSF empirical applications or the-
oretical refinements. We begin by outlining the main assumptions of the MSF
before presenting the five structural elements of the framework. Because the
MSF was originally developed for the analysis of agenda setting processes, we
discuss how it is, or can be, applied to other stages of the policy process (deci-
sion making, implementation, etc.) next. We then turn to the question of how
the framework is applied empirically in different contexts and how it has to be
adapted accordingly. Finally, we deal with the (alleged and real) limitations of
the framework and its future prospects.

ASSUMPTIONS

Kingdon (2011), who originally put forth the MSF, was inspired by Cohen,
March, and Olsen’s (1972) garbage can model of organizational choice. Con-
sequently, the MSF’s basic assumptions deal with ambiguity, time constraints,
problematic preferences, unclear technology, fluid participation, and stream
independence. These terms characterize what Cohen et al. have called orga-
nized anarchies, such as universities, national governments, and international
organizations. In the following sections, we sumimarize the meaning of each of
these basic assumptions.

Ambiguity

Instead of assuming that policymaking is an exercise in rational problem solv-
ing, the MSF negates the existence of a rational solution to a given problem. In
contrast, the MSF assumes that because of ambiguity, a multitude of solutions
to a given problem exists. Ambiguity refers to “a state of having many ways of
thinking about the same circumstances or phenomena” (Feldman 1989, 5). In
contrast with uncertainty, which may be reduced by collecting more informa-
tion (Wilson 1989), more information does not reduce ambiguity. For instance,
more information can tell us how AIDS is spread, but it will not tell us whether
AIDS is a health, educational, political, or moral issue. Therefore, we often do
not know what the problem is. Because problem definition is vague and shifting,
in principle, many solutions for the same circumstance are possible.
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Time Constraints

Policymakers operate under significant time constraints and often do not have
the luxury of taking their time to make a decision. Basically, time constraints
arise because attending to or processing events and circumstances in political
systems can occur in parallel, whereas individuals’ ability to give attention to or
to process information is serial. Owing to biological and cognitive limitations,
individuals can attend to only one issue at a time. In contrast, organizations
and governments can attend to many (though not infinite) issues simultane-
ously (March and Simon 1958; Jones 2001) thanks to division of labor. Poli-
cymakers, for instance, can actively consider only a relatively small number of
issues, whereas the US government can simultaneously put out fires in Cali-
fornia, conduct trade negotiations with the European Union (EU), investigate
mail fraud, and mourn the loss of soldiers killed in action. Thus, because many
issues vie for attention, policymakers sense an urgency to address them and to
“strike while the iron is hot.” Consequently, time constraints limit the range
and number of alternatives to which attention is given.

Problematic Policy Preferences

Problematic policy preferences emerge in the presence of ambiguity and time
constraints. How actors think about an issue depends on its overarching la-
bel (like health, education, politics, or morality) and on the information that
has been taken into account. Consequently, actors’ policy preferences are not
fixed and exogenously given but emerge during (inter)action. To use economic
terms, ambiguity and time constraints result in intransitive and incomplete
policy preferences.

The assumption of problematic policy preferences only means, however,
that policymakers do not have clear preferences with regard to specific policies.
It does not imply that they have no preferences at all. With regard to the out-
come of the next election or the question of who will be the next president, they
take an unequivocal stand: policymakers want to win elections, and they want
their candidate to get elected as the next president.

Unclear Technology

In organizational theory, technology refers to work processes that turn inputs
into products. If members of an organized anarchy are aware of only their
individual responsibilities and exhibit only rudimentary knowledge of how
their job fits into the overall mission of the organization, we speak of unclear
technology. In political systems, for instance, jurisdictional boundaries are un-
clear, and turf battles between different departments or agencies are common.
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Members of the legislature often complain of unaccountable officials, who, in
turn, frequently express their frustration with overburdening reporting rules
and independent-minded public managers.

Fluid Participation

Unclear technology is complicated by fluid participation. Fluid participation
means that the composition of decision making bodies is subject to constant
change—either because it varies with the concrete decision to be made or be-
cause turnover is high. Legislators come and go, and bureaucrats, especially
high-level civil servants, often move from public service to private practice. In
addition, the time and effort that participants are willing and able to devote to
any one decision vary considerably.

Stream Independence

In line with the garbage can model, the MSF assumes that independent pro-
cesses or streams flow through the political system. In a nutshell, the MSF as-
sumes that political problems, policy solutions, and politics—referred to as
problem stream, policy stream, and political stream—develop mostly inde-
pendently of each other. Problems, most obviously in the case of unpredictable
problems like those caused by natural disasters, occur regardless of political
developments or available policy solutions. Because consensus building in the
political streamn and in the policy stream takes different forms, these streams
also have their own dynamic (Kingdon 2011). In the political strearn, the mode
of interaction is bargaining; in the policy stream, it is persuasion. More pre-
cisely, actors in the policy stream aim to gain acceptance for a policy solu-
tion, whereas participants in the political stream build on lobbying and group
mobilization.

STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS

The MSF’s starting point is the notion of stream independence. Nonetheless,
if an issue is to gain agenda prominence, and is ultimately to be decided on,
these independent streams need to come together at some point. The oppor-
tunity to bring these streams together arises if a “policy window” (sometimes
called “window of opportunity”) opens. Moreover, because there is no natural
or inevitable connection between a problem and a solution, according to MSF
thinking, the two often have to be coupled together by a policy entrepreneur
and presented to receptive policymakers. We discuss the five structural ele-
ments of the MSF in turn—the three streams, the policy or, as we will call it,
agenda window, and the policy entrepreneur.
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Problem Stream

Policymakers will almost always argue that a policy responds to some prob-
lem. But what is a problem? According to the MSF, problems are conditions
that deviate from policymakers’ or citizens’ ideal states and that “are seen as
public in the sense that government action is needed to resolve them” (Béland
and Howlett 2016, 222). Thus, problems contain a “perceptual, interpretive
element” (Kingdon 2011, 110) because people’s ideals and reality vary sig-
nificantly. Moreover, we might come to see a condition that we previously per-
ceived as acceptable as a problem once we learn that other countries are doing
better in this regard. Or we start seeing a condition in a different context that
turns the condition into a problem. Take the level of unemployment benefits
as an example. From a social policy perspective, the relevant problem could be
whether the benefits are high enough to provide an acceptable standard of liv-
ing for recipients. In contrast, from an economic policy perspective, the prob-
lem could be that benefits are so high that recipients do not have incentives to
look for a new job. As we switch from one perspective to the other, an accept-
able condition (benefits are high enough for a decent standard of living) can
become a problem (benefits are so high that recipients have no incentives to
look for a job).

Nonetheless, many conditions deviate from citizens’ or policymakers’ ideal
states, and not all of them receive political attention. Rather, indicators, focus-
ing events, and feedback bring specific conditions to policymakers’ attention.
Numerous indicators are in principle relevant for policymakers or the pub-
lic, for instance, unemployment figures, budget balances, and crime statistics.
Some of these indicators are published regularly, and in other cases they are
collected for a specific occasion. It is important to keep in mind, however, that
all of these indicators only inform about conditions until an actor defines them
as problems. It will be easier to do so if an indicator changes for the worse be-
cause, if people did not worry about a condition previously and the condition
has not changed, it is very difficult to frame the condition as a problem now.

According to Tom Birkland’s (1997) definition, focusing events are sudden
and relatively rare, are at least potentially harmful, and are known to policy-
makers and the public at the same time. Although it is far from certain whether
events like natural disasters (earthquakes, hurricanes), severe technical acci-
dents (airplane crashes, nuclear accidents), and particularly serious forms of
violent crimes (terrorist attacks, school shootings) will lead to agenda change,
they at least increase the probability of agenda change. Moreover, there are dif-
ferent forms of focusing events. Whereas some are so grave that they “simply
bowl over everything standing in the way of prominence on the agenda” (King-
don 2011, 96), others are more subtle, including powerful symbols or personal
experiences of policymakers (for an overview, see Birkland and Warnement
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2016). Finally, feedback about existing programs may direct attention to spe-
cific conditions. If it becomes known to policymakers or the public that a pro-
gram does not attain its goals, that costs are skyrocketing, or that unwanted
side effects occurred, this might also be framed as a problem.

Nevertheless, policymakers are made aware of numerous problems on a
daily basis, and it is impossible to pay attention to all of them because policy-
makers can attend to only a limited number of issues at any given time (King-
don 2011, 184-186; Herweg, Huf, and Zohlnhéfer 2015). Thus, whether a
problem receives policymakers’ attention also depends upon which other prob-
lems are currently discussed. In the aftermath of terrorist attacks or in a deep
recession, other problems have a difficult time receiving attention. More gen-
erally, the more politically relevant a condition becomes, the more likely it is
that it will be dealt with. However, what exactly political relevance means is not
entirely clear. Herweg, Huf3, and Zohlnhéfer (2015) suggest that political rele-
vance is strongly related to the electoral relevance of a condition: if a problem
jeopardizes a policymaker’s reelection, it will probably be defined as a relevant
problem the policymaker needs to attend to.

Thus, MSF does not see problems (and their severity) as objective facts but
rather as social constructs. That implies that agency becomes relevant in the
problem stream because someone then has to frame a problem in a specific way
if it is to receive policymakers’ attention. Moreover, the framing of a problem is
of utter importance because how a problem is defined substantially affects the
solutions that can be coupled to it.

Recent research suggests different ways of introducing agency into the prob-
lem stream (cf. Mukherjee and Howlett 2015; Knaggard 2015, 2016). Knaggard
(2015, 452), for example, argues that problem brokers are actors who “frame con-
ditions as public problems and work to make policymakers accept these frames.
Problem brokers thus define conditions as problems.” Problem brokers can also
be the policy entrepreneurs, but not necessarily. The key analytical difference be-
tween the two roles is that the problem broker only argues that something must
be done about a specific condition, whereas the policy entrepreneur suggests
solutions to the problem. For empirical applications, it is necessary to define
when the streams are ready for coupling. The problem stream should not pose
difhculties in this regard because policy entrepreneurs are always able to frame
a condition as a problem that can be coupled with their favored policy proposal.

Policy Stream

In the policy stream, policy alternatives are generated in policy communities.
A policy community “is mainly a loose connection of civil servants, interest-
groups, academics, researchers and consultants (the so-called hidden partic-
ipants), who engage in working out alternatives to the policy problems of a
specific policy field” (Herweg 2016a, 132). The overwhelming majority of
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members of a palicy community are policy experts who advocate and discuss
policy ideas. Thus, various ideas lloat around in what Kingdon (2011, 116) called
apolicy “primeval soup.” During the process known as “softening up” (Kingdon
2011, 127), members of the policy community discuss, modify, and recombine
these ideas. This process is very much characterized by arguing. Although the
number of ideas floating around in the primeval soup originally is quite large,
the process of softening up filters out many of them until a limited number of
viable policy alternatives emerges, each backed by a substantial part of the pol-
icy community. Only these alternatives will receive serious consideration,

This process is heavily influenced by the structure of the policy community.
Where policymakers search for solutions and how ideas germinate in the pri-
meval soup depend on the degree of integration of the policy community—that
is, the linkages among its members, The gestation period of ideas in the policy
stream varies from rapid to gradual. The content ranges from totally new to a
minor extension of the old. The typology that emerges from these criteria yields
four categories: quantum (rapid propulsion of new ideas); emergent (gradual
gestation ol new ideas); convergent (rapid gestation of old ideas): and gradu-
alist (slow gestation of marginal extensions of existing policies) (Durant and
Diell, 1989). [ntegration encourages one type of evolution rather than another.
Less imtegrated policy communities, those that are larger in size and interact
in a competitive mode, are more likely to facilitate a quantum to gradualist
evolution of ideas. More integrated, that is, smaller and consensual policy com-
munities, are likely to follow an emergent to convergent pattern. This is not to
say that other combinations are not possible but rather that integration ren-
ders such evolutionary trajectories more likely, The hypothesis helps explain
the ease with which ideas such as privatization have been gaining prominence
amaong specialists in the United Kingdom but have had relative difficulty doing
the same in Germany (Zahariadis 2003),

External intluences on the policy stream should also be considered. For ex-
ample, Lovell (2016) finds that MSEF must be supplemented with theoretical
insights from policy maobility as ideas move across national boundaries. This
point makes policy communities more porous than previously conceived be-
cause ideas may not take time to sofien up domestically because they acquire
“legitimacy” through success in other countries, Whereas originally Zahariadis
(1995) conceplualized this phenomenon as part ol externally imposed spillover
across sectors, in technical palicy sectors where innovatian is highly prized
Lovell (2016) finds external nonstate actors may actually be thought of as regu-
lar members of an international network in a more broadly conceived domestic
policy community.

Regardless of the structure of the policy community, it is by no means ran-
dom which proposals survive in the primeval soup. To the extent that proposals
fulfill certain criteria, they are more likely to become viable policy alternatives.
Kingdon (2011, 131-139) discussed various “criteria for survival™: technical
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feasibility, value acceptability, public acquiescence, and financial viability. Thus,
when policy experts doubt an idea can be implemented smoothly, when a pro-
posal contradicts the values of many members of the policy community, when
it is perceived as unlikely that an idea can find a majority in the political stream,
or when costs are high, it is unlikely that the idea will survive the softening-up
process. More recently, other criteria of survival have been suggested (Zohln-
hofer and Huf3 2016). In EU member states, for example, ideas that do not
conform to EU law have a smaller chance of surviving in the primeval soup.
Similarly, if an idea’s conformity with constitutional regulations is doubted, the
likelihood that this idea is pursued further decreases, particularly in countries
with strong judicial review. Finally, path dependence can be incorporated in
the selection criteria. If an idea strongly deviates from a previous policy path
that is characterized by increasing returns, its chances of becoming a viable
alternative are very low—consider the idea to turn a pay-as-you-go pension
system into a funded system. Although path dependence could be subsumed
under the criterion of technical feasibility, it is important to remind scholars
that path dependence can be modeled within the MSF (see also Spohr 2016).
The policy stream can be defined as ready for coupling when at least one
viable policy alternative exists that meets the criteria of survival. If no such al-
ternative is available, the MSF leads us to expect that coupling is unlikely.

Political Stream

The policy stream is located at the level of the policy subsystem, and the politi-
cal stream is located at the level of the political system. Whereas arguing is the
dominant mode of interaction in the policy stream, bargaining and powering
dominate in the political, as majorities for proposals are sought here. Kingdon
identified three core elements in the political stream: the national mood, inter-
est groups, and government.

The national mood is certainly the most empirically elusive of these ele-
ments. This elusiveness has led some researchers to dismiss it as an analytical
category (Zahariadis 1995). The national mood refers to the notion that a fairly
large number of individuals in a given country tend to think along common
lines and that the mood swings from time to time. Kingdon suggested that
government officials sense changes in this mood and act to promote certain
items on the agenda according to the national mood. Thus, the national mood
is characterized by a strong element of perception on the part of policymak-
ers. Accordingly, Kingdon advises not to confound the national mood with the
results of opinion polls because the latter lack the perceptual element. None-
theless, given the immense professionalization of politics, which includes a
proliferation of opinion polls many of which are actually commissioned by pol-
icymakers themselves, it seems plausible to follow more recent research (e.g.,
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Zahariadis 2015) and rely on opinion poll results for the operationalization of
the national mood—preferably in addition to more direct sources of policy-
makers’ perceptions.

Interest group campaigns are the second element of the political stream.
Quite evidently, the more interest groups are opposed to an idea and the more
powerful these interest groups are, the less likely it is that that idea will make it
on the agenda. It is important to keep in mind, however, that there is more to
the activities of interest groups than just campaigns—and that the MSF is able
to accommodate this fact. As discussed earlier, interest group representatives
can be members of the policy community and thus propose ideas and partic-
ipate in the softening-up process. But these activities take place in the policy
stream and need to be kept distinct from the campaigns interest groups might
launch against proposals.

Governments and legislatures, in particular, changes in their composition,
constitute the third element of the political stream. For example, some min-
isters or members of parliament might be more open-minded with regard to
some policy proposals, or certain ideas match better with the ideology of one
party than with that of another one, and therefore turnover may make a differ-
ence for which items enter the agenda. But this element of the political stream
is not entirely about elected officials and political parties. Bureaucratic turf bat-
tles and important administrators are also highly relevant here.

When is the political stream ready for coupling? For two reasons it is slightly
more difficult to answer this question regarding the political stream than for
the problem and policy streams—at least as far as agenda setting is concerned.
First, the three elements of the political stream do not need to point in the same
direction for a given policy proposal. For example, although the government
might be receptive to a proposal and policymakers might sense a supportive
national mood, interest groups could at the same time be rather negative. How
does this constellation affect the possibility of agenda change? Though it is clear
from Kingdon’s work and other applications that it is not necessary that all ele-
ments of the political stream are favorable to a proposal, the MSF literature has
not been very explicit about the conditions under which individual elements of
the political stream take precedence over others. Building on the work of Zaha-
riadis (1995, 2003), who suggested collapsing all three elements of the political
stream (government, national mood, and interest group campaigns) into the
variable “party politics,” Herweg, Huf}, and ZohInhéfer (2015) argue that gov-
ernment and legislatures are the most relevant actors in the political stream—
because ultimately these are the actors who have to adopt a policy change. At
the same time, their position may well be influenced, but not determined, by
the national mood and interest group campaigns. Thus, it is possible under cer-
tain conditions that a government is willing to ignore interest group campaigns
and even a reluctant national mood.
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Second, it is not yet necessary at the agenda setting stage to build political
majorities that may eventually be needed to adopt legislation. Indeed, in many
cases legislative majorities are only gathered after an issue is on the agenda.
Nonetheless, the political stream is certainly also important during agenda set-
ting. The minimum that is needed to make the political stream ready for cou-
pling is for a key policymaker, such as the relevant minister or an influential
member of legislature, to actively support the idea in question and be willing to
stitch together a majority for it (Zohlnhofer 2016). Following Roberts and King
(1991, 152), Herweg Huf3, and Zohlnhéfer (2015, 446) have suggested calling
these actors “political entrepreneurs.” In contrast to policy entrepreneurs, po-
litical entrepreneurs are neither necessarily members of the policy community
nor do they have to be involved in the development of the policy proposal at
an early stage. Rather, once a policy entrepreneur has convinced a political en-
trepreneur of the project, the political entrepreneur, because of the individual’s
formal leadership position, can further the idea from inside the formal govern-
mental system and work for its adoption.

Agenda (Policy) Window

Even when all three streams are ready for coupling agenda change may not
come about automatically. Rather, a coupling of the three streams, and eventu-
ally agenda change, becomes much more likely at specific points in time, which
Kingdon has called policy windows. A policy window is defined as a fleeting
“opportunity for advocates of proposals to push their pet solutions, or to push
attention to their special problems” (Kingdon 2011, 165). Although policy
window is a generic term widely used in the literature, it has been proposed
recently to refine this term to capture important nuances. To distinguish op-
portunities to get an issue on the agenda from opportunities to get policies ad-
opted, Herweg, Huf3, and ZohInhéfer (2015) have suggested calling the former
“agenda window” and the latter “decision window.” We follow this suggestion
but keep the term policy window for more generic use.

Agenda windows are rare (at least with regard to a particular policy pro-
posal) and ephemeral; they can be predictable (elections, budgets) or unpre-
dictable (disasters). They can open in two of the three streams: the problem
or the political stream. A window in the political stream opens if the partisan
composition of government changes or new members enter legislature. The
incoming actors are interested in new ideas and are therefore open to novel
policy proposals. Similarly, a significant shift in the national mood can open an
agenda window. In contrast, an agenda window opens in the problem stream
when indicators deteriorate dramatically—for example, unemployment or the
budget deficit skyrockets in a very brief period. Alternatively, focusing events
like natural disasters or terrorist attacks can open an agenda window.
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Depending on the stream in which the window opens, coupling differs. In
the case of a window that opens in the political stream, we should expect “doc-
trinal coupling” (Zahariadis 2003, 72) or “problem-focused advocacy” (Bos-
carino 2009, 429). The main task is finding a problem to a given solution. Take
a change of government, for example. The new government is likely to argue
that it was elected to adopt new policies and will be eager to prove that it de-
livers. Thus, although the solution is already in the manifesto, the government
looks for problems that these solutions can solve. Because many conditions
could be framed as problems, it should not be difficult to find a problem that
suits the solution.

Coupling in response to windows opening in the problem stream is called
“consequential coupling” (Zahariadis 2003, 72) or “problem surfing” (Bos-
carino 2009, 429). It differs from coupling in windows that open in the polit-
ical stream in at least two ways. First, the duration during which the window
is open is shorter in the former than in the latter case because response to a
problem must be more or less immediate (Keeler 1993). Second, in the case of
a window that opens in the problem stream, a solution needs to be found that
fits the problem that is on the agenda. Remember, however, that the window is
open only for a limited period of time, which in most instances is insufficient to
work out a solution after the problem has risen to prominence. Rather, even in
the case of consequential coupling the problem will be coupled to a preexisting
solution that is somehow linked to the problem. Thus, in both cases, under
doctrinal and consequential coupling, the relationship between problem and
solution is not particularly tight.

Ackrill and Kay (2011) introduce a third coupling mechanism: commis-
sioning. In contrast to doctrinal and consequential coupling, where policy en-
trepreneurs sell their pet proposals to policymakers, commissioning captures
policymakers’ active reaction to the opening of a policy window. The opening
of a policy window signals to policymakers that an issue needs to be addressed.
Instead of waiting for a policy entrepreneur to sell a solution, policymakers
actively select the solution they deem appropriate (and thus the policy entre-
preneur who advocates it) as a reaction to changes in the problem or political
streams.

The main analytical problem with the concept of the agenda window in em-
pirical applications is that it is usually only identified ex post. Certainly, some
agenda windows are predictable, such as elections or budget negotiations.
When the three streams are ready for coupling and issue competition is low,
the likelihood is high that these kinds of windows can be used for coupling.
Many other windows are less predictable, however—think of accidents, high
school shootings, and a swing in the national mood. The main problem is not
only that these events are very difficult (if not impossible) to predict. Rather,
the issue is that it is often hard to decide ex ante whether these events constitute
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an agenda window for a given policy at all (cf. Béland 2016, 234). Certainly,
agenda windows are to an extent construed by problem brokers and are a func-
tion of how crowded the agenda is. Nonetheless, according to Herweg, Huf,
and Zohlnhéofer (2015), the chances that an event can be utilized as an agenda
window increase as the electoral relevance of an issue increases. Take labor
market policy under the social democratic chancellor Schrdder in Germany as
an example (Zohlnhéofer 2016). Although the unemployment rate had more or
less stagnated at a high level for almost the entire term of office, the government
had failed to do anything about it for three and a half years because it believed
that unemployment figures would go down as a result of demographic change.
When this hope evaporated and high unemployment rates endangered the gov-
ernment’s reelection, even a minor scandal regarding placement statistics by
the Federal Labor Office sufficed to initiate the largest labor market reform in
living memory. As the government’s struggle for reelection critically depended
on employment policy, Schréder used the scandal to prove his willingness and
ability to introduce a major reform. Thus, less dramatic events can open agenda
windows in electorally salient issue areas. Conversely, severe focusing events
are indispensable conditions that may open windows in the problem stream in
electorally less salient fields.

Policy Entrepreneur

Policy entrepreneurs, that is, “advocates who are willing to invest their
resources—time, energy, reputation, money—to promote a position in return
for anticipated future gain in the form of material, purposive, or solidary bene-
fits” (Kingdon 2011, 179), are key actors in the MSF. They can be individuals or
corporate actors and are not defined by a specific formal position. Essentially,
any policy-relevant actor—policymaker, bureaucrat, academic, journalist, rep-
resentative of an interest group, or member of parliament—can become a pol-
icy entrepreneur. Policy entrepreneurs push their proposals (“pet projects,”
in MSF parlance) in the policy stream and adapt them in order to find broad
support among the members of the policy community and make themn viable
alternatives.

Once that has been achieved, they attempt to couple their pet project with
the other two streams. When agenda windows open, policy entrepreneurs must
immediately seize the opportunity to initiate action. Otherwise, the opportu-
nity is lost and the policy entrepreneurs must wait for the next one to come
along. Policy entrepreneurs are thus more than mere advocates of particular
solutions; they are also manipulators of problematic preferences and unclear
technology (Mintrom and Norman 2009). Entrepreneurs must be not only
persistent but also skilled at coupling. They must be able to attach problems
to their solutions and find politicians who are receptive to their ideas, that is,
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palitical entrepreneurs. An issue's chances of gaining agenda status dramat-
ically increase when all three streams—problems, paolicies, and politics—are
coupled in a single package.

Not all entrepreneurs are successful at all times. More successful entrepre-
neurs are those who have greater access to palicymakers. For example, the Adam
Smith Institute had greater access to the government during Margaret Thatch-
er's tenure in power in Britain because its ideologies matched more closely than
those of other groups. Hence, options put forth by individuals associated with
the institute had a greater receptivity among policymakers. Entrepreneurs with
more resources, that is, the ability to spend more time, money, and energy, to
push their proposals have greater rates of success. Entrepreneurs have a variety
of instruments at their disposal, including framing of a problem, affect priming,
“salami tactics,” and the use of symbols (Zahariadis 2003, 14; 2015).

The MSF argues that agendsa setting is not primarily an exercise in rational
problem solving, Rather, sometimes a problem comes up that is coupled with
a preexisting policy that somewhat “fits” it, whereas at other times a political
opportunity arises—with the advent of & new government. for instance—to gel
a policy on the agenda and that policy then needs to be coupled to some prob-
lem. Nonetheless, this does not exclude the possibility of formulating hypothe-
ses for each of the MSF's key elements as well as [or the framework as a whole.
We present a number of testable, probabilistic hypotheses in Table 1.1.

APPLICATIONS AND ADAPTATIONS
TO STAGES OF THE POLICY CYCLE

Originally, Kingdon developed his framework 1o explain agenda setting in
health, transport, and fiscal policy at the federal level of the United States. The
subsequent literature, however, has also applied the MSF to different policy
domains, further stages of the policy cycle, and different political systems. The
policy domains covered range from gender equality policy (Beland 2009) to
foreigm policy (Travis and Zahariadis 2002), In their literature review, Jones
et al. (2016) report that twenty-two policy domains were explored using the
MSE, with health, environment, governance, education, and welfare covering
almost 80 percent ol the MSF applications analyzed (see also Rawat and Morris
2016, 614).

Although applying the framework in various policy domains does not au-
tomatically require adaptations, such a need arises when the MSF is applied to
different policy stages and political systems, The MSF has mostly been applied
to the policy stages of agenda setting and decision making. But it has also been
applied to policy implementation and policy termination, though only rarely
(e.g., Geva-May 2004). We discuss below some of the adaptations that have
been suggested in the literature for decision making and implementation.
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TABLE 1.1 MSF Hypotheses on Agenda Setting

HYPOTHESIS FOR THE FRAMEWORK AS A WHOLE

Agenda change becomes more likely if (u) a policy window apens, (b) the streams are
ready for coupling, and () a policy entreprencur promotes the agenda change.
HYPOTHESES FOR THE FRAMEWORK'S KEY ELEMENTS

Problem stream + A problem broker is likely to be more successful framing
acondition us a problem the more an indicator changes to
the negative, the more harmful a focusing event is, and the
mare definitely a government program does not work as

expected
Political stream «  Policy proposals thal fit the general ideology of a

government or the majority In o legislature have a better
chance of gaining agenda status.

Policy stream + [l policy proposal does not Adfill the selection criteria,
the likelihood of gaining agenda status, and thus being
coupled, decreases sigmficantly,

«  Asthe integrating of policy communities decreases, it
becomes more likely that entively new ideas can become
viable policy alternatives,

Policy window +  The palicy window opens in the problem stream asa
result of at least one of the [ollowing changes: change of
indicators, locusing events, or leedback.

« lhe more a condition puts a policymaker's reelection al
risk, the more likely it is to apen a policy window In the
problem stream.

«  The policy window opens in the political streany as s
result of at least one of the following changes: changes in
legislature, election af a new government, interest group
campalgns, or a change in the national mood.

Policy entreprencar | «  Palicy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams
successfully during an open policy window if (a) they have
maore dccess 1o core policymukers and (b} they are more
persistent,

Decision Making

To understand how the MSF needs to be adapted to apply to decision making,
it is necessary to explicate the differences between agenda setting and decision
making (see, for example, Knill and Tosun 2012). During agenda setting, a large
number of actors compete for attention for various proposals, whereas decision
making is about obtaining a majority for a specific proposal. Thus, the num-
ber of actors tends to decrease during decision making. Al the same time, the
relevance of the institutional setting increases as we move from agenda setting
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to decision making (Baumgartner et al. 2009). This implies that the decision
making process is more structured and orderly and that institutions need to be
taken into account much more thoroughly. Because the original formulation
of MSF essentially failed to integrate institutions (see Zohlnhdfer, Herweg, and
Hufd 2016 for an overview), this fact alone makes adaptation of the framework
necessary.

Several authors have suggested how the MSF can be adapted to explain deci-
sion making (see Zahariadis 1992, 2003 as classics, and Howlett, McConnell, and
Perl 2015 and Herweg, Hul3, and Zohlnhafer 2015 as elaborate recent attempts).
We discuss Herweg, Huf$, and Zohlnhéfer's (2015) concept because it leaves the
operating structure of the MSF untouched and still explains decision making.

Herweg, HuB}, and Zohlnhofer's (2015) main idea is to distinguish two win-
dows, and consequently two coupling processes (see Figure 1.1) one for agenda
setting, which they label agenda window, with its assoclated agenda coupling
(see ubove); and one for decision making, called decision window, with the
related decision coupling. We discussed agenda windows and agenda coupling
above, so we concentrate here on decision windows and decision coupling.
According to Herweg, HuB, and Zohlnhéfer (2015), a decision window opens
once agenda coupling succeeds. The result of successful decision coupling is the
adoption of a bill

The main question during decision coupling is how to build the necessary
majorities to adopt a proposal that has already been coupled to a specific prob-
lem during agenda setting. Political entrepreneurs, that is, those who hold an

FIGURE 1.1 A Modified MSF

——M e
Paolitical Stream
Puolicy Stream
v
Prablem Gtream Agenda Window | Decision Window
Agenoa- samng. Warksd out Pulicy formuidanon Policy
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agenda
-
Policy Stream Policy
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Source: Herweg et al (2015: 445). Copyright © 2015 Eurppean Consortium for Palitical
Research, puhlished by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Reprinted by permission of John Wiley &
Sons Lid.
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elected leadership position and who actively support a proposal (see above),
are the key actors in this process. They try to obtain majority support for their
projects and bargain over the specific details of the policy.

On the one hand, it is clear that the political stream dominates during de-
cision coupling. As we will see, that is not to say that the problem and policy
streams are irrelevant at this stage, but their importance is reduced compared to
the agenda setting stage. On the other hand, it should be noted that jnstitutional
settings circumscribe whose support is needed. Therefore, there exist differences
across countries and sometimes across issue areas and over time. The chances of
a political entrepreneur getting a pet proposal adopted once it is on the agenda
increase if the entrepreneur is a cabinet member in a Westminster kind of po-
litical system. Thus, in systems with few or no veto actors, decision coupling
will be smoother in most instances because the adoption of a policy that is sup-
ported by the responsible minister is almost certain. The analytical value-added
of the concept of decision coupling becomes clearer in situations in which the
political entrepreneur does not command a majority for policy adoption—think
of divided government, coalition governments, minority governments, or cases
in which supermajorities are required. In all these cases, the political entrepre-
neur must organize the necessary majority during decision coupling; in these
cases the concept substantially increases the framework’s leverage.

What can a political entrepreneur do to win over enough support to secure
a majority for adoption of a proposal? The literature (Herweg, Hul}, and Zohl-
nhofer 2015; Zohlnhofer, Herweg, and Huf8 2016) suggests three instruments:
package deals, concessions, and manipulation.

The basic idea of package deals in an MSF context is that more than one
policy proposal can be coupled to any given problem. Therefore, political entre-
preneurs may win additional support for their pet proposals if they combine a
proposal with another proposal from the policy stream, thus winning the sup-
port of those policymakers who prefer the other option. For example, a political
entrepreneur who favors a specific spending program in response to a recession
could include a tax cut in the proposal to broaden support.

Package deals might not always be feasible, however. To use the above
example, budgetary restrictions might prevent the simultaneous adoption of
spending programs and tax cuts. Therefore, it might be necessary to make some
concessions, that is, to adopt the proposal in a diluted version. Less far-reaching
changes are generally easier to adopt for a variety of reasons (see Zohlnhofer
2009) that may also help political entrepreneurs obtain majorities for their
proposals. Strategies for more far-reaching change could be introduced later
(known as “salami tactics”; cf. Zahariadis 2003, 14).

Finally, political entrepreneurs could try to manipulate policymakers. There
are numerous ways to do so. For example, political entrepreneurs can resort to
the problem stream and present the problem that the proposal under discus-
sion is supposed to deal with as growing ever more severe. This way, they can
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pressure policymakers, particularly if they succeed in presenting the problem
as a threat to policymakers’ reelection, Another way of manipulating is to cen-
tralize policymaking processes. Indeed, case studies (Zohlnhéfer 2016; Herweg
2017) have shown that sometimes policymakers circumvent other relevant ac-
tors in the decision making process. For example, German chancellor Gerhard
Schroder threatened to resign should his reluctant party not follow his course
in labor market policy. The European Commission likewise threatened to take
certain member states to court should they not support its liberalization plans.
In both (and many other) cases, this allowed political entrepreneurs to get their
proposals adopted despite the resistance of veto actors.

The distinction between the two coupling processes thus makes it possible
to analyze decision making from an MSF perspective. It allows formulating hy-
potheses on the likelihood of policy adoption as well as on how much a policy
is altered during decision coupling (see Table 1.2). Moreover, by distinguish-
ing agenda coupling and decision coupling we can integrate formal political
institutions into the framework, In doing so, MSF sheds a novel light on the
well-known effect of political institutions on public policies by bringing back
into the debate political entreprencurs and the possibility that veto actors can
be circumvented and majorities built,

Implementation

Clearly, the notion of ambiguity has made its way to implementation studies
(e.g., Baier, March, and Seetren 1986), But MSF has not been widely used in

TABLE 1.2 MSF Hypotheses on Decision Making

« Policy adoption is more likely if the proposal is put
farward by politicel entrepreneurs who hold an elected
leadership position in government.

«  Palicy adoption is mare likely if the proposal is put
forward by a government or majority party that is not
constrained by other velo actors.

+  Policy adoption ts more likely if different viable
alternatives embraced by different actors can be
combined in ane package.

»  Policy adoption is more likely if the problem that the
palicy is supposed to solve is salient among the voters.

Policy adoption

) « The policy adopted will likely differ significantly
s‘fc.‘;:hmst - ljw from the original proposal if actors other thun the
::g'“ proposd during government have veto power (e.g., second chambers),

00 making «  The more powerful the interest groups’ campaign
against the onginal proposal, the more different the
adopted policy is likely 1o be.




34 Herweg, Zahariadis, and Zohlnhdfer

implementation research largely because ambiguity raises the specter of pur-
poseless laws and symbolic practices that can be very expensive and conflict
prone (Zahariadis 2008b; Matland 1995). Nevertheless, the few implementation
studies that have taken MSF seriously agree on the importance of policy entre-
preneurs coupling three streams during open policy windows (Seetren 2016).
Some (e.g., Zahariadis and Exadaktylos 2016) begin by conceptualizing a nested
policy system (Howlett, McConnell, and Perl 2015) and proceed to explain how
transitions among phases affect coupling strategies. Others (e.g., Ridde 2009;
Boswell and Rodrigues 2016) focus primarily on changes within the stage of
implementation. The implication in both cases is that coalitions that support
policy during the policy formation phase may be different from the ones that
implement it (Aberbach and Christensen 2014, 8). Nevertheless, all view deci-
sion outputs as constituting implementation windows (Ridde 2009).

Zahariadis and Exadaktylos (2016) estimate two phases (formation and im-
plementation) with multiple rounds of deliberation. Each phase is marked by
continuities with previous actions and by additions of new actors, potentially
new resources, or both. They argue the process of reducing ambiguity inherent
in many laws involves mechanisms organically linking actors, resources, and
strategies in interactive ways. Focusing only on coupling strategies, they main-
tain that what leads to success in decision making increases the chances of fail-
ure in implementation. When policies adversely affect the status quo, successful
entrepreneurial strategies of issue linkage and framing, side payments, and in-
stitutional rule manipulation are more likely to lead to implementation fail-
ure under conditions of crisis, centralized monopoly, and inconsistent political
communication. In MSF terms, the mechanisms linking strategy to failure in-
volve decoupling problems from solutions, undermining support in the political
strearn, and altering estimates of equity and efficiency in the policy stream. Take
the example of Greek higher education (Zahariadis and Exadaktylos 2016). The
authors argue that the activation of a new set of actors during implementation—
university administration, professors, and students (and through them political
parties)—likely undermined the successful entrepreneurial coupling strategies
of issue linking and framing during policy implementation.

Boswell and Rodrigues (2016) focus on the department or ministry level,
arguing that organizations rather than political parties are more important be-
cause implementation needs to take into account mainly those who execute
policy. They also adapt the dynamics of the political and problem streams to
include central commitment to the policy and solution fit to the organization’s
problem perception. Doing so enables them to construct a two-by-two matrix
of likely implementation outcomes and track switches in modes of implemen-
tation in the same issue (climate change, defense, and asylum policy) over time.

Ridde (2009) moves in the adaptation direction as well. Although he still
finds coupling to be the main ingredient of implementation success, he adds
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some interesting twists to the MSF logic without adding new concepts. Ap-
plying MSF to health policy at the local level in Burkina Faso, he suggests two
amendments to the framework. First, following Exworthy and Powell (2004),
he differentiates between big and small windows. The former refers to policy
windows opening at the federal/national level, and the latter at the local level.
Ridde (2009, 948) maintains that the chances of implementation at the local
level in a centralized system are higher when solutions are coupled to problems
during open big windows, that is, when they originate at the center. Second, in-
ternational organizations play a big role in two ways. In one way, when agenda
setting and decision making are international in origin, international organiza-
tions play a critical role in implementation largely through the political stream.
In the other way, the more countries rely on external funds for implementa-
tion, the greater will be the number of policy windows to facilitate implementa-
tion coupling of the streams.

INTERNATIONAL AND COMPARATIVE APPLICATIONS

The MSF has also been employed to explain policy processes in political sys-
tems that differ substantially from the original system in which the MSF was
devised, namely, the political system of the United States. For instance, MSF
has been applied to parliamentary systems, ranging from Australia (Beeson and
Stone 2013; Tiernan and Burke 2002; Lovell 2016), Belgium (Vanhercke 2009),
Canada (Blankenau 2001), Germany (Storch and Winkel 2013; Zohlnhofer
2016) and Italy (Natali 2004) to India (Liu and Jayakar 2012; Sharma 2008).
We also find a limited number of contributions applying MSF to policymaking
processes in autocracies: for instance, Iran (Jafari et al. 2017) and China (Liu
and Jayakar 2012; Zhou and Feng 2014; Zhu 2008). But the framework’s appli-
cability is not confined to politics at the level of the nation-state. Rather, MSF
has proved to be applicable to subnational (Dudley 2013; Lieberman 2002; Liu
et al. 2010; Oborn, Barrett, and Exworthy 2011; Ridde 2009; Robinson and Eller
2010) and, increasingly, to international (EU) levels (see Bache 2013; Cairney
2009; Copeland and James 2014; Saurugger and Terpan 2016).

Depending on how much the political system analyzed differs from the US
presidential one, it is necessary to adapt the framework to different degrees.
Parliamentary systems necessitate fewer adaptations, whereas policymaking in
autocracies requires more encompassing modifications. The adaptations neces-
sary to make the MSF applicable to EU policymaking is somewhere in between
these extremes. Nonetheless, these adaptation requirements have scarcely been
addressed explicitly and systematically. Focusing on the political systems that
have gained most scientific attention in non-US MSF applications (i.e., par-
liamentary systems and the EU), we discuss some promising adaptations that
have been suggested.
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Parliamentary Systems

Compared to the US presidential system, parliamentary systems have been de-
scribed as more “orderly” (Zahariadis 2003, 1), and thus less well suited for
MSF analysis. In parliamentary democracies, governments depend on the con-
fidence of the majority in parliament to a considerable degree. This implies that
party discipline tends to play a much larger role in these systems compared
with in the US one. Therefore, parties are the key political actors in most par-
liamentary systems although they do not figure very prominently in the origi-
nal formulation of the MSF. Moreover, parties in many parliamentary systems
used to be programmatically more coherent than their US counterparts.

Does the assumption that policymakers have unclear policy preferences hold
for these actors? Although it cannot be denied that many parties in parliamen-
tary (and many presidential) systems have some basic programmatic positions,
these are less and less able to guide concrete policy choices (see Herweg, Huf3,
and Zohlnhéfer 2015). In other words, although parties might in principle be
conservative, liberal, or socialist, it is often very difficult to derive preferences
on specific policy proposals from these ideological positions. Therefore, the spe-
cific policy preferences of parties in parliamentary systems can be regarded as
equally unclear as those of their US counterparts, particularly in recent years.

Nonetheless, the MSF must be adapted to the important role political par-
ties play in parliamentary systems (cf. Zahariadis 2003). The literature on polit-
ical parties suggests that parties pursue three goals (Stram 1990): they want to
win votes, get into office, and get their preferred policies adopted. Thus, politi-
cal parties fill different roles at different times and should be included in more
than one stream (Herweg, Huf3, and Zohlnhéfer 2015; see also Novotny and
Polasek 2016).

On the one hand, parties’ policy experts are often members of the policy
community. They participate in the softening-up process by proposing their
ideas, criticizing proposals of other members, and recombining proposals (see
the examples in Zohlnhéfer and Huf 2016). Party ideology could play some
role here insofar as a party’s policy experts will be more likely to support pro-
posals that can be attached to the basic party ideology or that address already
well-known core positions of that party (Herweg, Huf3, and Zohlnhéfer 2015).
Moreover, these policy experts can play an important role in bringing viable
policy alternatives to the parties. On the other hand, the party leadership is
active in the political stream, where it seeks to organize majorities for policy
adoption. In the political stream, party discipline and coalitions, which are typ-
ical of many parliamentary systems, are particularly relevant (especially during
decision coupling) because political entrepreneurs seeking to obtain majori-
ties will not focus on individual policymakers but rather on party leaders in
these systems. In cases in which the political entrepreneur is a member of the
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governing party or coalition, this is certainly an advantage, while it tends to be
a disadvantage for political entrepreneurs from opposition parties.

The fact that parties—and interest groups (Rozbicka and Spohr 2016)—are
relevant in two streams does not contradict the assumption of independence of
streams as long as the two roles are kept distinct analytically. Moreover, in the
case of parties, the different roles are filled by different actors: policy experts in
the policy stream and party leadership in the political stream.

European Union

EU policy processes are astonishingly well captured by the features of organized
anarchies (Peters 1994; Richardson 2006; Natali 2004; Corbett 2005). Although
this similarity qualifies the MSF for being a promising analytical framework to
study EU policy processes (see Ackrill, Kay, and Zahariadis 2013), it was only
in 2008 that Zahariadis addressed the question of which adaptation require-
ments arise if the MSF is applied to EU decision making. With regard to the
policy areas or issues covered, MSF has since been applied widely (though to
different degrees), ranging from economic policy (Borras and Radaelli 2013;
Copeland and James 2014; Huisman and de Jong 2014; Sarmiento-Mirwaldt
2015; Saurugger and Terpan 2016), energy policy (Herweg 2016b; Jegen and
Mérand 2013; Maltby 2013), sugar policy (Ackrill and Kay 2011), quality of life
(Bache 2013), visa liberalization (Biirgin 2013), and children’s rights (Iusmen
2013) to counterterrorism (Kaunert and Giovanna 2010) and defense policy
(Jegen and Mérand 2013).

In line with the findings on MSF applications in general (Cairney and Jones
2016; Jones et al. 2016), these contributions do not build on a shared definition
of the framework’s key concepts. Most obviously, though not exclusively, this
applies to the political streamn. Nonetheless, in the thirteen EU applications re-
ferred to above, we find six articles that do not include a theoretically derived
definition of the political stream, and each of the remaining seven articles in-
troduces a different and only partly overlapping definition (Herweg and Zaha-
riadis 2017).

The concept that has gained most attention is the policy window (which
refers to both the agenda window and the decision window in our terminology)
(cf. Ackrill and Kay 2011; Huisman and de Jong 2014; Saurugger and Terpan
2016). Ackrill and Kay (2011, 75), for instance, introduce the concept of in-
stitutional ambiguity in order to address the question why decision windows
do not close as quickly as predicted by Kingdon (2011). They define institu-
tional ambiguity as “a policy-making environment of overlapping institutions
lacking a clear hierarchy.” According to the authors, various policy issues fall
in the realm of more than one directorate-general (or policy area) without
prioritizing one directorate-general over the other(s). Owing to institutional
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interconnectedness, a change in the policy issue in one policy area can trigger
change in that issue in related policy areas. Ackrill and Kay (2011) refer to this
kind of reform pressure as endogenous spillover, whereas exogenous spillover
resernbles Kingdon’s idea that change occurs in institutionally unrelated policy
areas.

In terms of theory building, Herweg (2017) presents the most elaborate at-
tempt to transfer the MSF to EU agenda setting and decision making. Building
on Zahariadis (2008a), she systematically defines functional equivalents of the
MSF’s key concepts at the EU level and applies Herweg, Huf}, and Zohlnhofer’s
(2015) suggestion to differentiate between agenda windows and decision win-
dows. She also explicitly derives and tests hypotheses, using EU natural gas
market policy between the mid-1980s and late-2000s as a case study.

Foreign Policy/International Relations

Zahariadis (2005), Mazzar (2007), Travis and Zahariadis (2002), and Durant
and Diehl (1989) probe the utility of MSF in foreign policy. They find that MSF
is a good candidate to bridge the divide between domestic and foreign policy.
The key problem is to link domestic and external variables. Despite differences
regarding the ability of interest groups and corporate actors to access the for-
eign policy establishment of a particular country, particularly those represent-
ing or having extensive ties to foreign interests, domestic concerns and actors
assess and filter external threats while pursuing their own domestic pet proj-
ects. Ultimately, foreign policy outcomes need to be acceptable to domestic au-
diences who will ratify the solutions. The external environment plays a role, but
externally generated problems or solutions still need to be domestically inter-
preted. Policy entrepreneurs play a major part in coupling, just like in the case
of domestic policies (Blavoukos and Bourantonis 2012; Hamson 2014). Having
started as an explanation of domestic policy in a “disorderly” presidential de-
mocracy, MSF proves to be useful even in small, parliamentary democracies,
such as Greece, and in foreign policy where participation is less fluid.

Investigating Greek foreign policy, Zahariadis (2005) probes the utility
and explanatory power of three lenses, MSF, rational internationalism, and
two-level games, yielding some intriguing findings. Conceptualizing the de-
pendent variable as degree of confrontational or cooperative policy, to avoid
idiosyncratic explanations he finds that although MSF provides the better
overall fit because it more accurately explains a greater number of occurrences,
it systematically underexplains cooperative policy. More recently, Zahariadis
(2015) adds the role of emotion as a tool for anchoring foreign policies around
specific options, making it exceedingly difficult to take corrective action even
when there is widespread agreement that the policy is not producing desirable
results.
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At the international/systemic level of analysis, Lipson (2007) explains
changes in peacekeeping as the result of policy entrepreneurs’ linking of a solu-
tion (peacekeeping) to a problem (intrastate conflicts) in the context of a policy
window created by the ending of the Cold War. More recently, Lipson (2012)
looks at administrative reforms in UN peacekeeping. He outlines how lenses
of rational design, principal-agent relations, sociological institutionalism, and
garbage can processes provide divergent explanations. Examining in depth
the case of matrix management operations, he argues that the creation of In-
tegrated Operational Teams in the UN Secretariat is consistent with garbage
can expectations. Bossong (2013) focuses on the utility of policy windows and
the ensuing narratives and finds MSF to be a useful tool to analyze patterns of
agenda setting (as opposed to particular events) and nonincremental policy
change in the fields of international security and European counterterrorism.

LIMITATIONS

Despite its wide appeal among policy analysts, MSF has also generated sub-
stantial criticism. We discuss the most relevant points in the following (cf. also
Zohlnhofer and Rub 2016b, 6-10).

Are the Streams Really Independent?

MSF argues that although the streams are not completely independent of one
another, they can be viewed as each having a life of its own. Participants drift in
and out of decisions, making some choices more likely than others. Problems
rise and fall on the government’s agenda regardless of whether they are solvable
or have been solved. Similarly, people generate solutions, not necessarily be-
cause they have identified a particular problem, but because the solution hap-
pens to answer a problem that fits their values, beliefs, or material well-being.
Changes in the political stream take place whether or not problems facing the
nation have changed. Thus, each stream seems to obey its own rules and flows
largely independently of the others (Sager and Rielle, 2013).

Critics, including Mucciaroni (1992, 2013) and Robinson and Eller (2010),
disagree, questioning the appropriateness of conceptualizing independent
streams. The streams can be more fruitfully viewed as interdependent, Muccia-
roni maintains, and changes in one stream can trigger or reinforce changes in
another. For example, a focusing event, like the public’s response to a terrorist
attack, may well have an impact on the national mood.

Stream independence is a conceptual device. It has the advantage of en-
abling researchers to uncover rather than assume rationality. Not all solu-
tions are developed in response to clearly defined problems; rather, sometimes
policies are in search of a rationale or they solve no problems (Stone, 2011;
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Zahariadis, 2003). Edelman (1988) goes as far as to argue that solutions create
problems. Consider, for example, the decision by the Bush administration in
2003 to go to war in Iraq. Whereas the initial rationale had to do with what was
claimed to be the clear and imminent danger posed by Saddam Hussein’s pos-
session of weapons of mass destruction, subsequent rationalizations empha-
sized connections to terrorists, the liberation of Iraq, and democratization and
nation building. The solution remained the same—depose Saddam—while the
problem constantly drifted in search of an anchor. As insiders, such as Richard
Clarke (2004), the former counterterrorism “czar,” pointed out later, the ad-
ministration was fixated on Saddam long before the attack. The question was
not whether but when and how to do it.

It is impossible to make the preceding argument in the absence of stream
independence. The key is to specify when policy may be in search of rationale,
but we cannot logically make this statement or explain why unless we differ-
entiate between the development of problems and their solutions. Besides, as-
sumptions are simplifications of reality. If policy analysts readily accept the
assumption that people do not have to be rational, that they only need to act as
if they are rational, analysts can also accept the assumption that streams don’t
have to be independent, they only need to flow as if they are independent.

Is MSF Clear Enough to Be Proven Wrong?

The question of whether MSF is clear enough to be proven wrong, put forward
by Kuhlmann (2016) among others, points to two related criticisms. Critics
claim that MSF’s core concepts lack clear definitions and they do not generate
falsifiable hypotheses (for example, Sabatier 2007). Regarding the latter criti-
cism, it is true that Kingdon in his original formulation of the framework did
not derive hypotheses. This does not mean, however, that it is impossible to
derive hypotheses. In subsequent work, at least some researchers have put for-
ward hypotheses, although many of these were rather case specific (e.g., Blan-
kenau 2001; Boscarino 2009; Saurugger and Terpan 2016). More recently, more
general MSF hypotheses have been made explicit, and we present some of these
hypotheses in this chapter. We hope that these hypotheses will guide future
MSF applications.

The metaphorical language of the approach (Béland and Howlett 2016, 223)
poses more intricate problems. Streams and windows, primeval soups and cri-
teria of survival, national mood and focusing events are all somewhat difficult
to measure and seemn to invite storytelling rather than rigorous empirical anal-
ysis. And although it cannot be denied that a significant part of MSF-related re-
search has indeed been plagued by this problem (see the overview in Jones et al.
2016), this does not have to be the case. Rather, as Herweg’s (2016a) discussion
of policy communities shows, MSF’s concepts can be defined with substantial
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precision. We have tried to move forward in the same direction in this chap-
ter by providing additional conceptual groundwork that, for example, permits
more precise analysis of when the individual streams are ready for coupling.

Are Policy Entrepreneurs More Rational Than Policymakers?

Some critics argue that the assumptions about policymakers and policy entre-
preneurs do not easily fit together. Policymakers are assumed to have unclear
preferences, which means that they do not really know which policies they
favor; policy entrepreneurs are expected to know exactly what they want—
namely, to get their pet proposals adopted. So it might seem that according to
the MSF some people have policy preferences while others do not. That would
indeed be a problematic inconsistency.

However, this apparent contradiction can be resolved (ZohInhéfer and Rib
2016b, 7). Policy entrepreneurs should not be considered as acting more ratio-
nally than average policymakers. Kingdon (2011, 183) already warned us not to
“paint these entrepreneurs as superhumanly clever.” Rather, on the one hand,
MSE presumes that all actors, policymakers and policy entrepreneurs, have un-
clear preferences concerning the vast majority of policies. On the other hand,
any policymaker can become a policy entrepreneur for a specific proposal. The
exact reasons why a policymaker catches fire for a particular issue can vary:
personal reasons, party ideology, or advancing a political career. Whatever the
reason, it is unlikely that there is a great amount of rationality involved when it
comes to explaining who pushes for the adoption of a particular policy project
and not for another one. Most importantly, however, while policy entrepre-
neurs (sometimes even irrationally) pursue pet projects, they are likely to have
entirely unclear preferences with regard to all other issue areas that are under
discussion in parallel.

Are Elements Lacking from MSF?

Another important criticism of MSF is that it lacks some elements. Of partic-
ular relevance seem to be political institutions and path dependence (for ex-
ample, Mucciaroni 2013; Riib 2014). Although until recently it has been tried
only rarely (see Béland 2005; Ness and Mistretta 2009; and Blankenau 2001),
nothing in the MSF per se precludes the integration of these elements into the
framework—as we have shown in this chapter. Institutions affect the integra-
tion of policy communities and define whose agreement a political entrepre-
neur must obtain during decision coupling. Similarly, path dependence can be
understood as one of the criteria of survival that affect a proposal’s chances of
becoming a viable policy alternative. Alternatively, Spohr (2016) suggests a way
to combine MSF with Historical Institutionalism.
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Another relevant factor that is missing from MSF—and many other policy
process theories—is the mass media (Ruib 2014). The way the media report on
certain issues, which issues they take up, and which they neglect are likely to
have an important impact on the political agenda. The media’s role is indeed a
topic that has not yet been theorized from an MSF perspective. But it is a mat-
ter of lack of empirical application and not theoretical omission.

Can Hypotheses Generated by the MSF Be
Tested in Medium- to Large-N Studies?

Methodological pluralism may be a virtue, but medium- to large-n analyses
add weight to a lens’s explanatory power in ways that case studies do not. It is
noteworthy in this context that the vast majority of MSF studies are case studies
(Jones et al. 2016; Rawat and Morris 2016), whereas the number of MSF-guided
medium- to large-n applications is in the low-single-digit percentage range
(Engler and Herweg 2016). Notwithstanding this disparity between case studies
and medium- to large-n applications, there seems to be broad agreement in the
literature that it would be useful to test MSF in a larger sample size (cf. Jones et
al. 2016; Zohlnhofer 2016). How could this be done?

Because quantitative applications are the exception, not the rule, we high-
light conceptual considerations exclusively faced by quantitative applications
(for the following, see Engler and Herweg 2016). More specifically, we focus
on the choice of method. To date, the methods applied in quantitative and
medium- to large-n MSF applications are regression analysis (for examples, see
Liu et al. 2011; Travis and Zahariadis 2002) and qualitative comparative analy-
sis (QCA) (for examples, see Sager and Rielle 2013; Sager and Thomann 2016).
Both methods have different advantages and drawbacks in terms of accurately
modeling the framework.

Compared to QCA, logistic regression analysis and event history analysis
adequately capture hypotheses on individual elements of the MSF. Mirroring
the framework’s probabilistic logic, the MSF, for instance, hypothesizes “If a
policy window opens, agenda change becomes more likely.” Building on linear
algebra, regression analysis allows for testing “The wider a policy window is
open, the more the agenda changes,” or with regard to logistic (or event his-
tory) analysis, “If a policy window opens, agenda change becomes more likely
(the time until agenda change decreases).” Instead, QCA builds on Boolean
algebra (and thus on a deterministic logic) and tests “If a policy window opens,
the agenda changes.” Furthermore, logistic regression analysis and event his-
tory analysis manage to capture the MSF’s idea that temporality matters by
pooling time series and cross-section data and (in case of event history anal-
ysis) by modeling an element’s duration effect (the time until agenda change
occurs).
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However, assessing the combined effect of the framework’s five key con-
cepts on agenda change is next to impossible in a regression setting hecause
this leaves researchers with the task of interpreting a specification of thirty-one
independent variables, including a fivefold and various four-, three-, and two-
fald interaction terms. A solution might be to test the MSF only partially. Lin
et al (2011), for instance, test whether the opening of a window in the prob-
lem stream (indicated by a change in indicators and the occurrence of focusing
events and feedback dealing with climate change) is correlated with change in
the agenda of the US Congress (measured by congressional hearings dealing
with climate change),

In terms of testing how the interplay of different MSF concepts affects
agenda change, QCA is the method of choice because it allows for testing which
(combinations of) factors are necessary/sufficient for agenda chiange. Conse-
quently, given their different strengths and weaknesses, regression analysis
and QCA should not be treated as substitutes but as complements (Thiem,
Baumgartner, and Bol 2016). Regardless of the choice of method, MSF applica-
tions must explicitly define the units of analysis, their dependent and indepen-
dent variables, and the causal mechanisms they expect because they vary with
the policy stage analyzed,

PROSPECTS

The MSF has gained a lot of momentum recently, Not only is the number of em-
pirical applications high and rising but also there have been numerous attempts
1o refine the framework theoretically. Nonetheless, more work is needed. Four
issues deserve particular attention in future MSF-related research: (1) further
thearetical and definitional refinement; (2) more systematic empirical appli-
cations; (3) an adaptation and empirical application of the framework to auto-
cratic regimes; and (4) more MSF-inspired research on global policy.

Refine Hypotheses and More Clearly Operationalize Concepts

The operational definitions of when the streams are ready for coupling need to
be further refined. This is particularly true with regard to the paolitical stream.
As we argue above, the political stream (s ready for (agenda) coupling when
a relevant actor is receptive lo a proposal and is willing to act as political en-
trepreneur. The necessary (parliamentdary) majorities can be stitched together
after the item has been placed high on the government's agenda, Bul what ex-
actly does it mean to be receplive to a proposal? Similarly, we argue that the
policy stream is ready for coupling when a viable paolicy alternative is available.
But how exactly do we know when a policy alternative is viable? Similar efforts
could be directed at other core concepts of the framework, like policy windows,
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policy or political entrepreneurs, and so forth. It may not always be possible to
come to definitions that leave no room for interpretation—precisely because of
the ambiguity of political life that is the framework’s starting point. But we can
certainly try to develop more precise definitions and measurements.

Moreover, the recent theoretical advances have hardly been tested empiri-
cally and are likely to need further elaboration. In particular, we probably need
more well-defined hypotheses derived from the framework. What is more, the
policy stages after decision making have rarely been theorized from an MSF
perspective (but see Howlett, McConnell, and Perl 2015; Zahariadis and Exa-
daktylos 2016). More work in this direction would also be extremely helpful
to advance the MSF to a framework capable of explaining the complete policy
process.

Conduct More Systematic Empirical Analysis

Analysis is viewed here in terms of both method and context. The recent lit-
erature reviews (Jones et al. 2016; Cairney and Jones 2016; Rawat and Morris
2016; see also Weible and Schlager 2016) amply demonstrate the point that the
overwhelming majority of empirical applications are case studies, and most of
them do not speak to each other. Thus, MSF scholars need to find ways to test
the framework more systematically. Despite a number of obstacles, researchers
should aim at quantitatively testing empirical implications of MSF thinking
(see Engler and Herweg 2016). More hypotheses make it easier to collect or find
data and thus facilitate a wider range of analytical techniques to probe them. In
this regard, the recent surge in hypotheses generated by the MSF is very helpful.

Systematic testing is not necessarily limited to the application of quantita-
tive techniques, however. We should also find ways to use the Jarge number of
existing case studies and even more importantly produce case studies that are
suitable for knowledge accumulation. Thus, on the one hand, literature reviews
that provide more detailed assessments of the cumulative results of existing
case studies would be helpful. On the other hand, we should develop criteria
that MSF-inspired case studies need to fulfill to ensure their results can be com-
pared with others. Moreover, hypotheses should be tested not only in cases
where a change occurred but also in cases characterized by continuity (as an
example, see Clark 2004).

In terms of context, scholarship can more sharply differentiate between is-
sues and levels of governance. MSF is theorized to be applicable in particu-
lar contexts—national policymaking, for instance—but is it equally applicable
to certain types of issues regardless of level? If MSF can explain agenda items
across issues within the same level (national context), can it explain with simi-
lar ease the same issue across (national, subnational, and international) levels?
Surely, the same fundamental assumptions about preferences, participation,
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and technology apply to some issues (e.g., structural reforms) across national,
international, and subnational levels, Zahariadis (2016) mentions this intrigu-
ing possibility and constructs a matrix to classify the different types of theoriz-
ing. Future research may systematically elaborate on the logic and adaptations
needed to accomplish this task.

Apply MSF to Nondemocratic Political Systems

As we have seen, MSF has rarely been applied to agenda setting and policymal-
ing in nondemocratic regimes. In general. the framework should be applicable
in these settings, too. Autocratic regimes need to couple problems to solutions
and need to decide on which problems or policy projects they want to invest
their time and resources—which might be even more limited as the centraliza-
tion of an autocratic regime increases. In the absence of, or under conditions of
limited, political freedom, the processes in the three streams are likely to differ
from the processes we observe in democratic systems (see, [or example, Liv and
Jayakar 2012; Zhu 2008). Policy communities might be smaller, and the most
impartant criterion of survival Is probably acquiescence of the dictalor. Prob-
lem brokers might need to find different ways to convince policymakers of their
problem definition, and the national mood and changes in government are un-
likely to play an equally important role in autocracies, But the central idea that
policies need to be coupled ta some kind of problem in certain political contexts
can be easily applied in nondemocratic settings. Thus, future research should
discuss which characteristics of autocratic regimes require adaptations of the
MSF and suggest relevant modifications that would then need to be systemati-
cally tested.

Theorize and Apply MSF in Global Contexts

Policymaking beyond the nation-state is a particularly suitable field for the
application of the MSF because of fluid conditions (in terms of Issues and
institutions). If we accept the premise that international organizations are
semiautonomous bureaucracies (Barnett and Finnemore 2004), MSF can pro-
vide interesting explanations about why and how they make the decisions they
do. For example, agenda setting or decision making in global institutions, such
as the Security Council, is extremely fluid not only because of (mostly) rotating
participation but also because of significant variability in problem definitions
and focusing events, Famines as [ocusing events can sway the global commu-
nity into action when no such appetite existed before, for example, Ethiopia
in the mid-1980s. MSF could also provide fertile theoretical ground for inter-
national relations theorists who view transnational activism as external lever-
age over domestic opponents (e.g,, Keck and Sikkink 1998). Activism may be
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conceptualized as an entrepreneurial activity seeking to couple problems and
solutions to receptive political audiences. Transnational activists act as pol-
icy entrepreneurs—they reframe issues, build coalitions, lobby, protest, and
link internal contention to international conflict (Tarrow 2005). Their strate-
gies could enrich MSF not only by pointing out the obvious venue-shopping
implications but also by illuminating the benefits and drawbacks of national
policymaking.

CONCLUSION

The academic debate on the MSF is currently more lively and exciting than it
has ever been before. A remarkable number of suggestions for the theoretical
advancement of the MSF has been published, many of which we have presented
in this chapter. Nonetheless, more steps need to be taken in the coming years,
including the further refinement of operational definitions of the framework’s
key terms, the empirical application of the various theoretical innovations that
have been suggested, as well as adaptation of the MSF to more contexts such
as authoritarian regimes and international relations. The surge in the litera-
ture of the last few years makes it clear that there is a lot to be learned about
agenda setting and policymaking in various contexts by adapting and applying
the MSF.
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Punctuated Equilibrium Theory:
Explaining Stability and Change
in Public Policymaking

FRANK R. BAUMGARTNER, BRYAN D. JONES,
AND PETER B. MORTENSEN

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) seeks to explain a simple observation:
although generally marked by stability and incrementalism, political processes
occasionally produce large-scale departures from the past. Stasis, rather than
crisis, typically characterizes most policy areas, but crises do occur. Large-scale
changes in public policies are constantly occurring in one area or another of
American politics and policymaking as public understandings of existing prob-
lems evolve. Important governmental programs are sometimes altered dramat-
ically, even if most of the time they continue as they have in previous years.
Although both stability and change are important elements of the policy pro-
cess, most policy models have been designed to explain either the stability or
the change. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory encompasses both.

In recent years, it has become clear that the general approach, developed
in the early 1990s to explain US policymaking, applies to a broader set of gov-
ernments than just the peculiar American system in which the theory was
developed. Scholars around the world have confirmed aspects of the theory
in a number of advanced democracies. In this chapter, we review Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory, discuss new empirical studies in the United States and
elsewhere, and interpret new theoretical developments. These developments
have broadened PET to incorporate a general theory of information processing
in the policy process, which fails to deal smoothly and seamlessly with new
information but rather falls prey to sporadic punctuations. Over time, PET has
changed not in the nature of its expectations but in the richness of its empirical
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support, especially cross-nationally, and in the development of more pawerful
foundations for its cognitive and institutional drivers.

How are we to explain punctuations and stasis in a single theory? Several
loosely related approaches in political science had previously noted that, al-
though policymaking often proceeds smoothly, with marginal or incremental
accommodations, it also is regularly torn by lurches and significant departures
from the incremental past (Kingdon 1984; Baumgariner and Jones 1991, 1993;
Dodd 1994; Kelly 1994). A unifying theme of these approaches is that the same
institutional system of government organizations and rules produces both a
plethora of small accommodations and a significant number of radical depar-
tures [rom the past. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory extends these observations
by placing the policy process on a dual foundation of political institutions and
boundedly rational decision making, It emphasizes two related elements of the
policy process: issue definition and agenda setling. As issues are defined in pub-
lic discourse in different ways and rise and fall in the public agenda, existing
policies can be either reinforced or questioned. Reinforcement creates great
obstacles to anything but modest change, whereas questioning policies at the
most fundamental levels creates opportunities for major reversals,

Bounded rationality, which stresses that decision makers are subject Lo cog-
nitive |imitations in making choices, was the major foundation of theories of
incremental decision making in the budget process (Wildavsky 1964). Neither
incrementalism nor globally rational theories of preference maximization fit
well with the joint observations of stasis and dramatic change that are the dual
foci of the PET approach. However, if we add the observation that attention
spans are [imited in governments, just as they are in people, then we have a the-
ory of decision making that is consistent with Ponctuated Equilibrium Theory
and with what is actually observed. As agenda setting theory has always rested
on such a decision making foundation, PET simply extends current agenda
setting theories to deal with both policy stasis, or incrementalism, and policy
punctuations.

In this chapter, we examine Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and its founda-
tions in the longitudinal study of political institutions and in political decision
making (for other reviews, see John 2006b; Robinson 2005, 2006; Jones and
Baumgartner 2012; and McFarland 2004, which contextualizes the theory in
terms of the development of pluralism).' The theory has links to evolutionary
biology,” though its application in the governmental context differs in impor-
tant ways from its use in biology. Indeed, its intellectual roots are much closer
to the study of complex systems (Erdi 2008), which investigates complex inter-
actions among component parts of a system, including political systems, that
can generate considerable unpredictability. Complexity in political systems im-
plies that destabilizing events, the accumulation of unaddressed grievances, or
other political processes can change the “normal” process of equilibrium and
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status quo on the basis of negative feedback (which dampens down activities)
into those rare periods when positive feedback (which reinforces activities)
leads to explosive change for a short while and the establishment of a new pol-
icy equilibrium.

We begin by discussing punctuated equilibrium in the context of the
agenda setting literature, extend the theory to national budgeting, and provide
some recent evidence of punctuations and equilibria in US national govern-
ment spending since World War II. Then we turn to how the theory has been
generalized, including extensions to policymaking in US state and local govern-
ments as well as European national governments. These generalizations have
been geographical (testing the ideas in new political systems), methodologi-
cal (developing new statistical and qualitative means of testing the ideas), and
substantive (expanding from only agenda setting and budgeting to a theory of
institutional change). Next, we discuss in more detail how research on PET has
developed since the first edition of this book. The chapter concludes with an as-
sessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the PET approach to understand-
ing public policymaking and notes the close linkage between the creation of a
data infrastructure and the theoretical approach of analyzing policy dynamics.

Punctuated Equilibria in Public Policymaking

Since the pathbreaking work of E. E. Schattschneider (1960), theories of con-
flict expansion and agenda setting have stressed the difficulty disfavored groups
and new ideas face in breaking through the established system of policymak-
ing (Cobb and Elder 1983; Cobb and Ross 1997; Bosso 1987). The conserva-
tive nature of national political systems favors the status quo; multiple veto
points, separation of powers, and other equilibrium-supporting factors have
long been recognized. The key insight of PET is that, as a corollary of any sys-
tem with a status quo bias, policy change will rarely be moderate: inertial forces
for change are eliminated or kept to the smallest scale until and unless they are
overpowered. The system generates a pattern of change characterized by stabil-
ity most of the time, with dramatic shifts when the inertial forces are overcome.
When Baumgartner and Jones (1993) analyzed a number of US policymak-
ing cases over time and across a variety of issue areas, they found that (1) pol-
icymaking both makes leaps and undergoes periods of near stasis as issues
emerge on and recede from the public agenda, (2) American political institu-
tions exacerbate this tendency toward punctuated equilibria, and (3) policy im-
ages play a critical role in expanding issues beyond the control of the specialists
and special interests that occupy what they termed “policy monopolies.”
Baumgartner and Jones (1991, 1993) saw that the separated institutions,
overlapping jurisdictions, and relatively open access to mobilizations in the
United States combine to create a dynamic between the politics of subsystems
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and the macro politics of Congress and the presidency—a dynamic that usu-
ally works against any impetus for change but occasionally reinforces it. For
example, mobilizations are often required to overcome entrenched interests,
but once under way they sometimes engender large-scale changes in policy.
The reason is that once a mobilization is under way, the diffuse jurisdictional
boundaries that separate the various overlapping institutions of government
can allow many governmental actors to become involved in a new policy area.
Typically, the newcomers are proponents of changes in the status quo, and they
often overwhelm the previously controlling powers. Institutional separation
often works to reinforce conservatism, but it sometimes works to wash away
existing policy subsystems.

In short, American political institutions were conservatively designed
to resist many efforts at change and thus to make mobilizations necessary to
overcoming established interests. The result has been institutionally reinforced
stability interrupted by bursts of change. These bursts have kept the US gov-
ernment from becoming a gridlocked Leviathan despite its growth in size and
complexity since World War II. Instead, it has become a complex, interactive
system. Redford (1969) differentiated between subsystem politics and macro
politics. Baumgartner and Jones extended Redford’s insight and combined it
with the issue expansion and contraction insights of Schattschneider (1960)
and Downs (1972) to form this theory of long-term agenda change and policy-
making. Thus, at the core, the literature on agenda setting has always been con-
cerned with the power of specialized communities of experts and the degree to
which they operate with relative autonomy from the larger political system or
are subject to more intense scrutiny. Because the members of any professional
community of experts (say, farmers, nuclear engineers, or members of the mil-
itary) may prefer more spending on “their” policy, political scientists have long
been concerned with tracing the relative power of these shared interest com-
munities; Redford (1969) gives a good summary of these dilemmas.

No political system features continuous discussion on all issues that con-
front it. Rather, discussions of political issues are usually disaggregated into a
number of issue-oriented policy subsystems. These subsystems can be domi-
nated by a single interest, can undergo competition among several interests,
can disintegrate over time, or can build up their independence from others
(Meier 1985; Sabatier 1987; Browne 1995; Worsham 1998). They may be called
“iron triangles,” “issue niches,” “policy subsystems,” or “issue networks,” but
any such characterization can be considered only a snapshot of a dynamic pro-
cess (Baumgartner and Jones 1993, 6). Whatever name one gives to these com-
munities of specialists operating out of the political spotlight, most issues, most
of the time, are treated within such a community. Nonetheless, within the spot-
light of macro politics, some issues catch fire, dominate the agenda, and result
in changes in one or more subsystems. The explanation for the same political
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institutions producing both stasis and punctuations can be found in the pro-
cesses of agenda setting—especially the dynamics produced by bounded ratio-
nality and serial information processing. These affect the interactions between
communities of experts and the larger political system.

SERIAL AND PARALLEL PROCESSING

Herbert Simon (1957, 1977, 1983, 1985) developed the notion of bounded ra-
tionality to explain how human organizations, including those in business and
government, operate. He distinguished between parallel and serial processing.
Individuals devote conscious attention to one thing at a time, so decision mak-
ing must be done in serial fashion, one thing after the other. Organizations
are somewhat more flexible. Some decision structures are capable of handling
many issues simultaneously, in parallel. Political systems, like humans, cannot
simultaneously consider all the issues that face them at the highest level, so pol-
icy subsystems can be viewed as mechanisms that allow the political system to
engage in parallel processing (Jones 1994). Thousands of issues may be consid-
ered simultaneously in parallel within their respective communities of experts.

Sometimes parallel processing within distinct policy communities breaks
down, and issues must be handled serially. In the United States, the macropolit-
ical institutions of Congress and the public presidency engage in governmental
serial processing, whereby high-profile issues are considered, contested, and de-
cided one—or at most a few—at a time. An issue moves higher on the political
agenda usually because new participants have become interested in the debate:
“When a policy shifis to the macro-political institutions for serial processing, it
generally does so in an environment of changing issue definitions and heightened
attentiveness by the media and broader publics” (Jones 1994, 185). Issues cannot
forever be considered within the confines of a policy subsystem; occasionally
macropolitical forces intervene. The intersection of the parallel-processing ca-
pabilities of the policy subsystems and the serial-processing needs of the macro-
political system creates the nonincremental dynamics of lurching that we often
observe in many policy areas. Agenda access does not guarantee major change,
however, because reform is often blunted in the decision making stage. But this
access is a precondition for major policy punctuations. An interesting but largely
untested area is the likelihood of substantial policy change in the absence of sa-
lienice or agenda access. This could come, for example, by shifting norms within
a professional community, but without broad social discussion, or by the accu-
mulation of many small changes each moving in the same direction. Although
these are of course possible and many have been documented (see, e.g., Jacob
1988 on the issue of US divorce law), we are aware of no systematic test on a
large scale that would determine the proportion of big changes due to sudden
punctuations as compared to the slow accretion of small changes.
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When dominated by a single interest, a subsystem is best thought of as a
policy monopoly. A policy monopoly has a definable institutional structure re-
sponsible for policymaking in an issue area, and its responsibility is supported
by some powerful idea or image. This image is generally connected to core
political values and can be communicated simply and directly to the public
(Baumgartner and Jones 1993, 5-7). Because a successful policy monopoly sys-
tematically dampens pressures for change, we say that it contains a negative
feedback process. Yet policy monopolies are not invulnerable forever.

A long-term view of US policymaking reveals that policy monopolies can
be constructed and can collapse. Their condition has an important effect on
policymaking within their issue areas. If the citizens excluded from a monop-
oly remain apathetic, the institutional arrangement usually remains constant,
and policy is likely to change only slowly (the negative feedback process). As
pressure for change builds up, it may be resisted successfully for a time. But
if pressures are sufficient, they may lead to a massive intervention by previ-
ously uninvolved political actors and governmental institutions. Generally, this
requires a substantial change in the supporting policy image. As the issue is
redefined or new dimensions of the debate become salient, new actors that had
previously stayed away feel qualified to exert their authority. These new actors
may insist on rewriting the rules and changing the balance of power, which will
be reinforced by new institutional structures as previously dominant agencies
and institutions are forced to share their power with groups or agencies that
gain new legitimacy.

Thus, the changes that occur as a policy monopoly is broken up may be
locked in for the future as institutional reforms are put in place. These new in-
stitutions remain in place after public and political involvements recede, often
establishing a new equilibrium in the policy area that lasts well after the issue
backs off the agenda and into the parallel processing of a (newly altered) policy
community. Important elements of this process are the power, prestige, and
legitimacy of the previously established policy monopoly. Such “incumbents”
seek to maintain their control. Whether they are or are not discredited enough
by policy failures to lose their influence depends on both their levels of policy
success and prestige and the strength of those who seek to replace them (see
Baumgartner 2013).

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FEEDBACK

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory includes periods of equilibrium or near stasis,
when an issue is captured by a subsystem, and periods of disequilibrium, when
an issue is forced onto the macropolitical agenda. When an issue area is on
the macropolitical agenda, small changes in objective circumstances can cause
large changes in policy, and we say that the system is undergoing a positive
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feedback process (Baumgartner and Jones 2002). Positive feedback occurs
when a change, sometimes a fairly modest one, causes future changes to be
amplified. Observers often use terms like “feeding frenzy,” “cascade,” “tipping
point,” “momentum,” or “bandwagon effect” to characterize such processes.
Negative feedback, on the other hand, maintains stability in a system, some-
what like a thermostat maintains constant temperature in a room.

Physical scientists have studied large interactive systems that are character-
ized by positive feedback. Physical phenomena like earthquakes can result from
fairly modest changes. Pressure inside the earth builds up over time and even-
tually causes the tectonic plates on the planet’s surface to shift violently during
an earthquake. Similarly, if we drop grains of sand slowly and constantly onto
a small pile of sand in a laboratory, most of the time the pile remains in stasis,
with occasional landslides, some of which are minor, and others of which are
huge (Bak and Chen 1991; Bak 1997). A landslide may not be caused by a large-
scale event; it may be caused by the slow and steady buildup of tiny changes.
Like earthquakes and landslides, policy punctuations can be precipitated by a
mighty blow, an event that simply cannot be ignored, or by relatively minor
events that accumulate over longer periods. What determines whether an issue
catches fire with positive feedback? The interaction of changing images and
venues of public policies.

As an example of positive feedback in policymaking, let us take the case of
the involvement of the US national government in criminal justice. Before the
late 1960s, federal involvement in crime policy was relatively modest. At the
end of that decade, however, the Lyndon B. Johnson administration initiated
several new federal grant-in-aid programs to assist state and local governments
in crime prevention and control. Congress passed the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act in 1968; between 1969 and 1972 federal spending on crime
and justice doubled in real dollar terms.

What happened? Crime was rising during this period, but more importantly
other trends highlighted the increasing insecurity citizens were feeling, causing
people and government officials to direct their attention to the crime problem.
Three important measures of attention and agenda access came into focus all at
once: press coverage of crime stories, the proportion of Americans saying that
crime was the most important problem (MIP) facing the nation, and congres-
sional hearings on crime and justice. All of this happened as major urban dis-
orders swept many American cities. In the words of John Kingdon, a window
of opportunity had opened, and federal crime policy changed in a major way.
After 1968, the three trends fell out of focus, going their own ways, and crime
policy moved back into the subsystem arena. It is not possible to say which of
the three variables was primary; all three were intertwined in a complex pos-
itive feedback process. In a classic pattern, public attention to crime jumped,
press coverage focused on the problem, and Congress scheduled hearings. The
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issue left its normal subsystem home, with incremental adjustments, and en-
tered the realm of macropolitics. Congress passed a major law, and spending
increased in a major punctuation. US crime policy at the federal level is still
powerfully affected by decisions that were made during this surge of attention
on the “war on crime” and those that later reinforced them.

Recently, Jones, Thomas, and Wolfe (2014) showed how policy bubbles can
develop from the processes that lead to policy subsystems. They define a policy
bubble as sustained overinvestment in a policy solution (or instrument) or set
of solutions relative to the efficiency of the policy solution in achieving goals.
To illustrate they study three potential policy bubbles: crime control, privat-
ization and contracting, and charter schools and vouchers. They conclude that
the first two policies clearly generated overinvestment bubbles, but the third
did not, primarily because countermobilization by affected interests limited
the positive feedback effects. The formation of most policy subsystems does
not result in bubbles because of countermobilization, but some clearly do. One
possible reason is an extremely favorable policy image underlying these policy
solutions.

POLICY IMAGES

Policy images are a mixture of empirical information and emotive appeals.
Such images are, in effect, information—grist for the policymaking process.
The factual content of any policy or program can have many different aspects
and can affect different people in different ways. When a single image is widely
accepted and generally supportive of the policy, it is usually associated with a
successful policy monopoly. When there is disagreement over the proper way
to describe or understand a policy, proponents may focus on one set of images
while their opponents refer to a different set. For example, when the image of
civilian nuclear power was associated with economic progress and technical
expertise, its policymaking typified a policy monopoly. When opponents raised
images of danger and environmental degradation, the nuclear policy monop-
oly began to collapse (Baumgartner and Jones 1991; 1993, 25-28, 59-82). As
the next section shows, Jones (1994) has further emphasized the importance
of policy images not only to issue definition and redefinition in policymaking
but also to the serial and parallel processes of individual and collective decision
making in a democracy.

A new image may attract new participants, and the multiple venues in the
American political system constitute multiple opportunities for policy entre-
preneurs to advance their cases. Federalism, separation of powers, and juris-
dictional overlaps not only inhibit major changes during periods of negative
feedback but also mean that a mobilization stymied in one venue may succeed
in another. The states can sometimes act on a problem that has not advanced
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onto the national agenda, and vice versa. The US system of multiple policy ven-
ues is an important part of the process of disrupting policy monopolies during
periods of positive feedback.

Each institutional venue has its own language, set of participants, and lim-
itations, leading to evolving sets of strategies among those who would try to
affect the agenda setting process, In her pathbreaking study of courts, Vanessa
Baird (2006) studied the interaction of justices’ priorities, litigant sirategies,
and agenda setting. Baird wanted to know which dynamics underlie the move-
ment of the Supreme Courl into areas of policy it had ignored or avoided in
the past, The work is exciting because it unifies the strategic concerns of game
theory with the dynamics of agenda setting, hence pointing to new possibilities
for integration across approaches.

In summary, subsystem politics is the politics of equilibrium—the politics
of the policy monopoly, incrementalism, a widely accepted supportive image,
and negative feedback. Subsystem decision making is decentralized to the iron
triangles and issue networks of specialists in the bureaucracy, legislative sub-
groups, and interested parties. Established interests tend 1o dampen departures
from inertia until political mabilization, advancement on the governmental
agenda, and positive feedback occur. At that point, issues spill over into the
macropolitical system, making possible major change.

Macropolitics is the politics of punctuation—the politics of large-scale
change, competing policy images, political manipulation, and positive feed-
back. Positive feedback exacerbates impulses for change; it overcomes inertia
and produces explosions or implosions from former states (Baumgartner and
Jones 1991, 1993; Jones, Baumgartner, and Talbert 1993; Jones 1994; Talbert,
Jones, and Baumgartner 1995).

Punctuated equilibrium seems to be a general characteristic of policymak-
ing in the United States. Rigorous qualitative and quantitative studies again and
again find strong evidence of the process, including studies on regulatory drug
review (Ceccoli 2003), environmental policy (Repetto 2006; Busenberg 2004;
Wood 2006; Salka 2004), education (Manna 2006; MclLendon 2003; Mulhol-
land and Shakespeare 2005 Robinson 2004), firearms control (True and Utter
2002), and regulation of state hospital rates (McDonough 1998).

This sweeping depiction of issue dynamics may hide a great deal of vari-
ability in the operation of policy subsystems. For example, Worsham (1998)
examines three different subsystem types and finds substantial variation in the
actors’ ability to contral attempts 1o shift conflict from the subsystem level to
the macropolitical level by appealing to Congress (see, in addition, McCoal
1998). Research using the Advocacy Coalition Framework (see Chapter 4 in
this volume: Jenkins-Smith et al. 2017) has shown that opposing groups can
modify certain elements of their belief structures through policy learning born
of continual interaction within policy subsystems. This interaction can lead to



64 Baumgartner, Jones, and Mortensen

substantial compromise and important changes in public policy. This belief-
adjustment process can lead to a dampening of policy punctuations because
appeals from the disaffected are involved in the policymaking subsystem. In
his study of federal land management, Wood (2006) shows that even conflic-
tual subsystems can sometimes avoid disruption through conflict-management
strategies. More generally, this suggests that institutional arrangements can af-
fect the magnitude of punctuations—a point to which we return later in this
chapter.

BOUNDEDLY RATIONAL FOUNDATIONS AND
THE CENTRALITY OF DECISION MAKING

Embedded in the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory of policy change is an implicit
theory of individual and collective decision making. From a decision making
perspective, large-scale punctuations in policy spring from a change in either
preferences or attentiveness. If we regard preferences as relatively stable, how
can we explain nonmarginal changes in government policy? Particularly, how
can we explain apparent cases of choice reversal when later studies find no large
changes in the external environment?

Baumgartner and Jones (1993) have explained “bursts” of change and policy
punctuations as arising from the interactions of images and institutions. When
an agreed-on image becomes contested, a policy monopoly is usually under
attack, and the likelihood grows of a new mobilization (a wave of either criti-
cism or enthusiasm) advancing the issue onto the macropolitical agenda. How
can policy images play such a central role in government agenda setting? Part
of the answer is found in Jones’s (1994) analysis of serial attention and rational
decision making, both individually and collectively, and part is found in Jones
and Baumgartner’s (2005) analysis of the disproportionate nature of human
individual and collective information processing. They expand on these themes
in The Politics of Information (Baumgartner and Jones 2015).

Jones (1994) has argued that individual and collective decision changes,
including choice reversals, do not spring from rapid flip-flops of preferences
or from basic irrationality (choosing to go against our own preferences); they
spring from shifts in attention. He has called such rapid changes “serial shifts.”
In individuals, serial attentiveness means that the senses may process infor-
mation in a parallel way, but attention is given serially to one thing, or at most
a few things, at a time (Simon 1977, 1983). Although reality may be complex,
changing, and multifaceted, individuals cannot smoothly integrate compet-
ing concerns and perspectives. We usually focus on one primary aspect of the
choice situation at a time (Simon 1957, 1985; Jones 1994; see also Tversky 1972;
Zaller 1992). Collectively, a shift in the object of attention can lead to a dis-
jointed change in preferred alternatives, even when the alternatives are well
defined (Jones 1994).



Chapter 2: Punctuated Equilibrium Theory 65

More generally, bounded rationality undergirds all policy change because
the mechanisms associated with human cognitive architecture are also charac-
teristic of organizations, including governments (Jones 2001). Bounded ratio-
nality is the decision making underpinning of both the punctuated equilibrium
and the advocacy coalition approaches, but the theories emphasize different as-
pects of the process. Punctuated equilibrium is based in serial processing of in-
formation and the consequent attention shifts, whereas the advocacy coalition
approach traces policy dynamics to the belief systems of coalition participants
(Leach and Sabatier 2005).

Bounded rationality was wedded early to incrementalism (Lindblom 1959;
Wildavsky 1964); yet incrementalism proved to be, at best, an incomplete ex-
planation of government policymaking and, at worst, a misleading one. The
basic problem with incrementalism surfaced when it was tested empirically.
For example, when Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky (1966) made a longitu-
dinal study of bureau-level budget results, they found and reported empirical
evidence of both incremental decision rules and two types of nonincremental
shifts. The first shift apparently happened when a decision rule was temporar-
ily set aside for a short period (called a deviant case), and the second occurred
when a new decision rule was adopted (called a shift point) (Davis, Dempster,
and Wildavsky 1966, 537-542). These punctuations aside, the authors found
support for a relatively incremental view of the budgetary process. The punctu-
ations themselves were excluded from the model, and the authors’ conclusions
pointed to the significance of finding equations for the budget process and to
the central role that the prior-year “base” played in those equations.

Focusing solely on incremental changes caused early behavioral decision
theorists to downplay empirical evidence of large-scale change, and it led
boundedly rational decision making into a theoretical cul-de-sac. Incremen-
talism did seem to explain much of what happened in the budgetary process,
but it had nothing to say about major policy changes. Indeed, boundedly ratio-
nal decision making even had a difficult time determining when changes could
no longer be considered incremental (Wanat 1974; Padgett 1980; Berry 1990;
Hayes 1992).

With Jones’s reconceptualization, however, boundedly rational decision
making is a foundation for both major and minor changes—for both punctu-
ations and equilibria. In the case of public policymaking, the twin foundations
of conservative and overlapping political institutions and boundedly rational
decision making (especially the role of images in dampening or exacerbating
mobilizations against entrenched interests) combine to create a system that is
both inherently conservative and liable to occasional radical change.

Although bounded rationality dominates the literature in policy processes,
that is not true in the study of governing institutions, where rational choice
perspectives hold considerable sway. Yet these models do not fare well in either
psychological or economic studies of decision making (Kahneman 2011), and
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in many cases they predict policy outcomes, particularly their distributions,
worse than a boundedly rational approach (Jones 2003; Jones and Thornas
2012). As we show later in this chapter, applying the punctuated equilibrium
framework to public budgeting demonstrated this clearly.

INFORMATION PROCESSING

With its foundations in both political institutions and boundedly rational de-
cision making, Punctuated Equilibrium Theory is at base a theory of organiza-
tional information processing. Governments are complex organizations that
act on the flow of information in producing public policies (Jones, Workman,
and Jochim 2009). The manner in which public policy adjusts to these informa-
tion flows determines the extent of bursts of activity in the system. The general
punctuation hypothesis suggests that information processing is disproportion-
ate. That is, policymaking alternates between periods of underreaction and
overreaction to the flow of information coming into the system from the envi-
ronment (Jones and Baurmngartner 2005; Wood and Peake 1998). This reaction
may stemn from a vivid event that symbolizes everything that is wrong (Birkland
1997) or from the accurnulation of problems over longer periods. In either case,
how the policymaking system allocates attention to the problem is a critical
component of problem recognition and subsequent policy action, but so are
the institutional arrangements responsible for policymaking.

One would expect a policymaking system, then, to be more subject to punc-
tuations when it is less able to adjust to the changing circumstances it faces. In-
deed, Jones and Baurngartner (2005) show that a perfect pattern of adjustment
to a complex, multifaceted environment in which multiple informational input
flows are processed by a political system will yield a normal distribution of out-
put changes. As a consequence, the extent of the adjustment of a policy system
may be gauged by a comparison of its distribution of policy outputs with the
normal curve. In an important sense, the more normally public policy changes
are distributed, the better the policymaking system is performing (in the sense
of producing efficient adjustment to environmental demands).

Using this framework, Robinson (2004) finds that more-bureaucratic
school systems adjust their expenditures better to fiscal reality than do less-
bureaucratic ones—presumably because bureaucracy enhances information
acquisition and processing. Breunig and Koski (2006) find that states with
stronger chief executives are subject to smaller and fewer budgetary punctu-
ations, and Berkman and Reenock (2004) show that incremental adjustments
in state administrative reorganizations can obviate the need for sweeping re-
organizations in the future. Chan (2006), however, reports results on adminis-
trative changes in Hong Kong that are very much in keeping with punctuated
dynarmics.
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Adler and Wilkerson (2012) have developed what amounts to a new theo-
retical approach to the study of congressional behavior by adopting an infor-
mation and problem-solving approach. They note, for example, that much of
the US congressional workload Is organized around a small number of "must-
pass” pieces of legislation and that lawmakers structure things to ensure that
bills that “must” be passed will periodically arise. Theirs is based on a sister
project to the Policy Agendas Project: the Congressional Bills Project (hitp://
www.congressionalbills.org) makes available hundreds of thousands of bills—
ull those ever introduced, not just passed—from 1947 through recent times and
is organized according to the same categories as the Policy Agendas Project and
Comparative Agendas Project (hitp://www.comparativeagendas.net).

Complex interactions, however, cannot be confined to activity within fixed
institutional frameworks. It must be the case that the entire policymaking sys-
tem can evolve, that the pieces of the system, in effect, can feed back into the
whole, actually changing the decision making structures that acted as policy
venues in the first place. Richardson (2000) argues that this is happening in
European policymaking at present, and Daviter (2013) recently reinforced this
point in the EU context as well. The framework we've set forth in this chapter
can serve as a starting point for the analyses of such complicated interactions be-
cause they allow the policy process to be viewed as a complex, evolving system.

THE POLITICS OF INFORMATION AND
THE PATHOLOGY OF PUNCTUATIONS

The concept of punctuated equilibria in policy studies is based in the theary of
policy subsystems, in particular in ideas originating with E. E. Schattschneider
and Emmette Redford. In the early work on punctuated equilibria, major pol-
icy changes were seen as natural outcomes of normal democratic processes,
Friction in policymaking systems was a natural outcome of parallel processing
in policy subsystems, rules that limit policy action, and the cognitive capacities
of human actors that limit information-processing abilities. As a consequence,
changes in collective attention were necessary to overcome the bias of the status
quo, leading to disjointed large-scale policy chunges. As the Politics of Attention
showed, such changes could happen even in the absence of crises in the policy-
making environment.

It has become clear in recent years that this view is incomplete. Political
systems may be designed with such a high level of friction that they so strongly
resist change, and when major changes come (and they will) they can be highly
destructive. The friction dynamic implies that the more centralized and author-
itarian the regime, the larger policy punctuations will be because the system is
less able 1o adjust to the flows of information from the environment. Lam and
Chan (2014) show that policy changes were greater when Hong Kong was more
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centralized butl abated as the political system democratized. Chan and Zhao
(2016) develap what they call the “information disadvantage of authoritarian-
ism” and show first the large policy punctuations that occur in authoritarian
China relative to democratic regimes, and second that punctuations are larger
in regions of China with less social discontent. Given the lack of other input
means, discontent is one of the few mechanisms for stressing problems that
exist.

System-destabilizing policy punctuations are a serious danger in nondemo-
cratic systems but can be problematic in democratic ones as well. For example,
more centralized agency structures within government may lead to patterns of
less stable outputs (May, Workman, and Jones 2008). Epp (2015) shows that
firms in decentralized markets are less punctuated than firms in less competi-
tive situations,

Punctuations are inevitable, but their size and distribution are not. How can
policymaking systems be designed so that the size of punctuations can be min-
imized? 11 is well established in the policy process literature that the dynamics
affecting the discovery and interpretation of policy problems are distinet from
the search for solutions. In Humarn Problem-Solving, Newell and Simon (1972)
tound that people solving problems tended to return to prepackaged sets of
policy solutions when encountering a superficially similar problem to one they
had solved before (see Jones 2001 for a discussion). The garbage can theory of
Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972), extended by Kingdon (1984) to what is now
called the Multiple Streams Framework (Herweg, Zahariadis, and Zohlnhofer
2017; see Chapter 1, this volume), treats problem dynamics and solution search
as separate processes at the systems level.

Baumgartner and Jones's Politics of fnformation develops the thesis that
problem discovery and definition requires a different organizational system
than does solution search. They begin with an information-processing perspec-
tive from more recent developments in the punctuated equilibrium approach
(Baumgartner and Jones 2015). They show that policymaking systems may
reach suboptimal equilibria by suppressing attributes in a complex problem
space. They develop the thesis that “entropic search,” in which multiple po-
tentially competing jurisdictions of government agencies and legislative com-
miltees, vields a superior (in the sense of more consistent inpul streams of
information) depiction of the problem space. But often a collaboration among
experts is better at designing solutions than a cacophony of competing voices
is. One implication is that organizational design may need to differ for detect-
ing and defining problems and designing solutions,

In general, the most recent developments in the study of policy punctuations
lead to a conception that, although punctuations are unavoidable, better gover-
nance systems tend to minimize the disruption from such punctuations. Crises
of course can be unexpected, what Taleb (2007) calls black swans when they
are particularly extreme. But many and probably most crises are [oreseeable
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to some extent; open and even confusing policy systems are better equipped to
detect such potential crises than are more centralized and less adaptive ones.

THE DUAL ROLE OF FRICTION IN POLICYMAKING

Punctuated equilibrium in policy studies applies to a particular situation: when
political conflict is expanded beyond the confines of expert-dominated policy
subsystems to other policymaking venues. It relies on the mechanism of policy
image—the manner in which a policy is characterized or understood—and a
system of partially independent institutional venues within which policy can
be made. The general punctuation hypothesis generalizes this basic framework
to situations in which information flows into a policymaking systern, and the
system, acting on these signals from its environment, attends to the problem
and acts to alleviate it if necessary (Jones, Sulkin, and Larsen 2003; Jones and
Baumgartner 2005).

This translation is not smooth, however, because decision making activities
are subject to decision and transaction costs. These are costs that policymakers
incur in the very process of making a decision. Participants in a policymaking
systern must overcome these costs to respond to the signals from the environ-
ment, which themselves are uncertain and ambiguous. There are two major
sources of costs in translating inputs into policy outputs. The first consists of
cognitive costs: political actors must recognize the signal, devote attention to it,
frame the problem, and devise solutions for it. The second source consists of in-
stitutional costs: the rules for making policy generally act to maintain stability
and incrementalism.

In the case of US national institutions, constitutional requirements of su-
permajorities to pass legislation mean that policy outputs will be more punc-
tuated than the information coming into government. In stochastic process
terms, outputs are more leptokurtic than inputs. Because it should be easier
for an issue to gain access to the governmental agenda than to stimulate final
policy action, agenda setting policy distributions should be less leptokurtic and
more similar to a normal distribution than output distributions. Jones, Sulkin,
and Larsen (2003; see also Jones and Baumngartner 2005) report that a variety of
agenda setting measures, such as congressional hearings, newspaper coverage,
and congressional bill introductions, are less leptokurtic than the distributions
for any of several outputs, such as public laws and public budgets. Outputs are
more punctuated, characterized by stability interspersed with bursts of activity,
than agenda setting distributions. Baumgartner, Breunig, et al. (2009) general-
ized this finding, showing progressively greater friction in distributions drawn
from policy inputs, decision making, and budgeting in the United States, Den-
mark, and Belgium.

Policymaking institutions seem to add friction to the process of translat-
ing inputs into policy outputs. This friction acts to delay action on issues until
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enough pressure develops to overcome this institutional resistance. Then there
is a lurch or punctuation in policymaking. Friction, which leads to punctuated
dynamics, rather than gridlock characterizes American national political in-
stitutions. Furthermore, this framework may prove useful in understanding
differences among political systems, which, after all, add friction to the pol-
icymaking process in different ways. Some social movement theorists have
critiqued policy process approaches as too narrow, but they do stress issue
dynamics (Kenny 2003). A more general formulation may lead to grappling
with how one might integrate the voluminous work on social movements with
punctuated change within institutional frameworks.

PUNCTUATIONS AND STABILITY
IN GOVERNMENT SPENDING

Over the past twenty years, the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory has been ex-
tended to produce an agenda-based model of governmental budgeting (Jones,
Baumgartner, and True 1998; True 2000; Jones, Sulkin, and Larsen 2003; Jones
and Baumgartner 2005; Jones et al. 2009; see also Jensen, Mortensen, and Ser-
ritzlew 2016). Its foundation remains the boundedly rational process of hu-
man decision making interacting with disaggregated political institutions,
specifically serial attentiveness and parallel subsystems. Collectively, govern-
ment decision makers usually process information in a parallel way through
subsystems, policy monopolies, iron triangles, and issue networks. When that
happens, budgets change only incrementally. However, sometimes issues move
from subsystem politics to macropolitics, and national attention in the Con-
gress and in the presidency is, of necessity, given to one or a few high-profile
items at a time. In the attention limelight of the macropolitical institutions,
policies and programs can make radical departures from the past, and budgets
can lurch toward large changes. The study of budgets grew from a desire to
construct a comprehensive test of PET; Jones and Baumgartner (2005) pre-
sented data on thousands of budget changes at the federal level, demonstrating
a pattern in the overall distribution that was consistent with the theory. Since
then, an entire theory of budgeting has developed based on bounded rationality
(Jones et al. 2009).

Choice situations are multifaceted; yet decision makers tend to under-
stand choices in terms of a circumscribed set of attributes, and they tend to
have considerable difficulty making trade-offs among these attributes. If a given
policy promotes economic growth but simultaneously has some negative con-
sequences in terms of human rights, one or the other of those competing val-
ues may be at the forefront of decision makers’ attention. If attentiveness to
these two dimensions was to shift—say, as a result of scandal or changes in the
composition of the group of decision makers, as sometimes occurs—then the
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chosen policy might shift dramatically as well. In general terms, Jones (2001)
has noted that decision makers tend to stick with a particular decision design
(a term that refers to the attributes used in structuring a choice) until forced to
reevaluate it.

Budgets react to both endogenous and exogenous forces. The forces that
might cause a change in the decision design may be external to the decision
maker. Such influences may include changing levels of public attention, strik-
ing and compelling new information, or turnover in the composition of the
decision making body (e.g., when an election changes control of Congress and
committee leaderships are rotated from one party to the other). When chang-
ing external circumstances force us out of an old decision design, the result is
often not a modest adjustment but a major change. Yet subsystem politics and
the bureaucratic regularity of annual budget submissions constitute endoge-
nous forces that favor continuing with the same decision design. As a conse-
quence, budget decisions tend to be either static, arrived at by applying the
current decision design and subsystem institutions to the new choice situation,
or disjointed, arrived at by utilizing a different decision design and macropo-
litical institutions that may incorporate new attributes into the choice struc-
ture or shift attention from one dimension to another. Even these explanations
do not exhaust the possible interactions among institutions, images, and the
environment, for large changes can also arise from endogenous conflicts over
the appropriate image and from shifts in attention when the external circum-
stances have changed little, if at all.

Because political institutions amplify the tendency toward decisional stasis
interspersed with abrupt change (as opposed to smooth, moderate adjustments
to changing circumstances), the agenda-based model of policymaking and the
serial shift model of decision making together produce a pattern of punctuations
and equilibria in the budget processes. As attentiveness shifts to the new aspect
or attribute, so, too, do outcomes shift, and this process is often not smooth.
Occasionally, in almost every issue area, the usual forces of negative feedback
and subsystem maintenance will be replaced by deviation-enhancing positive
feedback forces. Positive feedback leads to episodic and sporadic change (as in-
stitutionally induced stability reasserts itself after the punctuation).

Punctuated equilibrium’s attention-driven, agenda-based budget model en-
compasses periods of both punctuation and stability. This view of the budget
process leads us to expect that annual budget changes within a given spending
category will not be distributed in the normal, bell-shaped curve. Rather, these
changes should reflect the nonnormal distributions found in earthquakes and
other Jarge interactive systems (see Mandelbrot 1963; Padgett 1980; Midlarsky
1988; Bak and Chen 1991; Peters 1991). The “earthquake” budget model antic-
ipates many minuscule real changes, few moderate changes, and many large
changes (True 2000).
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The model implies that punctuations ought to occur at all levels of poli-
cymaking and at all levels of the budget and should not be driven simply by
external (exogenous) factors in a top-down manner. This is a consequence of
two factors. First, budget decisions are hostage to the statics and dynamics of
selective attention to the underlying attributes structuring a political situa-
tion. Second, the theory of punctuated policy equilibrium is based in part on
a bottom-up process in which policy change may occur in isolated subsystems,
may spill over into other, related subsystems, or may be affected by exogenous
shocks (Jones, Baumgartner, and True 1998). If punctuations did not occur at
all Jevels of scale in the budget, from the program level to the macropolitical
level, and if they did not occur during all time periods, then we would have to
question the application of this theory to budgeting.

Yet, because national budget decisions take place within political institu-
tions, we expect that hierarchy will produce an inequality in the transmission
of punctuations from one level to another. This inequality of transmission is
connected to the notion of parallel versus serial processing of issues. Both the
president and Congress are capable of transmitting top-down budget changes
to many agencies at once, and they do so when an issue affecting many agencies
or programs reaches the national agenda and is processed serially. Such top-
down punctuations from fiscal stress will be more easily transmitted to depart-
ments, agencies, and bureaus than bottom-up punctuations can be transmitted
upward. The reason is that the insular nature of parallel processing within sub-
systems damps out the spillover effects among subsystems. As a result, we ex-
pect fewer punctuations at the top than at the bottom levels of governmental
organization.

PUNCTUATIONS IN PREVIOUS BUDGET THEORIES

Many different models of the policy process have predicted abrupt change, but
they have generally postulated exogenous change. In particular, the empirical
and theoretical literature on public budgeting provides ample precedent to ex-
pect budget punctuations, beginning as shown above with Davis, Dempster,
and Wildavsky (1966). This study focused on the use by decision makers of
budget decision rules. These rules, understood by participants and offering a
stable organizational environment for decision making, were based on the con-
cepts of base and fair share, which led to incrementalism in both process and
output. But Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky (1974, 427) later added that “al-
though it is basically incremental, the budget process does respond to the needs
of the economy and society, but only after sufficient pressure has built up to
cause abrupt changes precipitated by these events.” Exogenously caused punc-
tuations in budget results are consistent with findings by Ostrom and Marra
(1986), Kamlet and Mowery (1987), Kiewiet and McCubbins (1991), and Su,
Kamlet, and Mowery (1993).
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The earthquake budget model departs from all of the cybernetic, optimiz-
ing, and adaptive models in emphasizing stasis or large change, but not moder-
ate change. The policymaking literature is replete with models of exogenously
forced policy change. Such models are suggested not only in the research of the
authors cited above but also in the work of comparativists (Krasner 1984) and
scholars who study public representation. They see changes in public policy
as exogenously driven by changes in public opinion (Stimson, MacKuen, and
Erikson 1995) and caused through a thermostat-like process (Wlezien 1995;
Soroka and Wlezien 2010). These models call for punctuations only if there is a
change in macrolevel exogenous forces.

Other authors have allowed for complex interactions between endogenous
and exogenous budget changes. Kiel and Elliott (1992, 143) approached bud-
geting from a perspective of nonlinear dynamics and noted the existence of
likely nonlinearities in the budgeting process in which “exogenous and endog-
enous forces simply have varying impacts on budget outlays over time.” Non-
linear, interactive processes imply occasional punctuations. Thurmaier (1995)
reported the results of experiments in budget scenarios in which decision mak-
ers shift from economic to political rationales for their decisions after being
given new information about political calculations. Such shifts in the bases of
decisions can lead to punctuations. True (1995) found that domestic politi-
cal factors had more influence on spending for national defense than did the
dissolution of the Soviet Union. The case for both endogenous and exogenous
influences on national budgets seems to be a strong one.

Any work in this area must reckon with the seminal work of John Padgett
(1980, 1981) on budget decision making. Padgett’s (1980, 366) serial judgment
model of the budget process implies “the occasional occurrence of very radi-
cal changes.” Both Padgett’s serial judgment model and our agenda-based ap-
proach allow for endogenous mobilizations as well as exogenous shocks. Davis,
Dempster, and Wildavsky (1966) suggested only exogenous shocks, but they
have suggested punctuations in the budget process. The earthquake budget
model alone, however, ties budget making to both an embedded cognitive deci-
sion theory and an explicit policymaking theory—the Punctuated Equilibrium
Theory of governance.

Following Padgett’s lead, our agenda-based budget model assumes that
budgeting is a stochastic process. It remains extremely difficult (and perhaps
impossible) to specify precise causal linkages among all of the variables that
interact nonlinearly or interdependently to produce changes in all of the line
items of annual national budgets (especially if, like us, one hopes to do so for
the entire postwar period). However, it is possible to develop hypotheses about
the distribution of budget changes that can be derived from our agenda-based
model and that can be distinguished from previous budgeting models. And that
is the strategy we have followed (Jones, Baumgartner, and True 1998; Jones and
Baumgartner 2005; Jones et al. 2009; Jones Zalyani, and Erdi 2014).
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1f budgets generally change very little, but occasionally change a great deal,
annual budget changes will be distributed leptokurtically. That is, their uni-
variate distribution should have a large, slender central peak (representing a
stability logic), weak shoulders (representing difficulty in making moderate
changes), and big tails (representing episodic punctuations). Note that a nor-
mal, or Gaussian, distribution would be found if continuous dynamic adjust-
ment were the primary decision mechanism (Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky
1966; Padgett 1980; for a careful examination of univariate distributions, see
Johnson, Kotz, and Balakrishnan 1994).

Because we expect the dynamics of budget decision making to occur at
all levels, we hypothesize scale invariance. That is, we expect the underlying,
nonnormal distribution of annual changes to be evident at all levels of aggre-
gation (program, function, subfunction, and agency). Yet, because we expect
changes in budget decisions to be more easily transmitted down the organiza-
tional chain than up, we expect that punctuations will be more pronounced at
the bottom of the hierarchy than at the top. That is, we expect subfunctions to
be more leptokurtic than functions and functions to be more leptokurtic than
higher aggregations.

These expectations diverge from the predictions of other budget and de-
cision models. The boundedly rational models of Davis, Dempster, and Wil-
davsky (1966, 1974) explicitly describe the normality of their residual terms.
That is, year-to-year changes are usually normally distributed, and after an ex-
ogenous factor has caused a shift in parameters, the series will again be modeled
with a normal residual term. The “cybernetic” models of Ostrom and Marra
(1986), Kamlet and Mowery (1987), and Blais, Blake, and Dion (1993) depend
on the assumption of normality to justify their use of linear regressions and
pooled-regression models.

Budget-maximizing models have made few particular predictions in this
area (Niskanen 1971), but it is reasonable to expect a normal distribution of
first differences from them as well; indeed, most regression analyses and analy-
ses of variance depend on the central limit theorem for their justification. Max-
imizing models do not predict punctuations unless there is a shift in exogenous
factors, but if such a shift occurs, most maximizing models assume that the
accumulation of exogenous factors will asymptotically approach normality.

THE DISTRIBUTION OF BUDGET CHANGES

We first presented tests of this hypothesis in the first edition of this book; since
then, policy process scholars have produced a virtual explosion of work on the
distribution of budget changes. To study nonnormal budgetary changes, we
developed a new dataset of US budget authority for Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) subfunctions from fiscal year (FY) 1947 to the present. Bud-
get data present special problems of comparability across time (Baumgartner,
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Jones, and Wilkerson 2002; Saroka, Wlezien, and McLean 2006), and our data-
set was adjusted for these comparability problems. Budget authority, corrected
for inflation, is more accurate than appropriations, which can confuse the tim-
ing of contract spending and depend on estimates for trust fund spending. And
budget authority is closer to the congressional decision making process than
outlay data because outlays can be delayed for several years after the decision
has been made. We constructed the relevant estimates from original contem-
porary budgets on the basis of our analysis of current budget categories, We
focused primarily on OMB's subfunction level, which divides the twenty core
governmental functions into seventy-six groupings based on the national pur-
poses they are supposed to serve, We have focused on the sixty programmatic
subfunctions, eliminating sixteen primarily financial subfunctions.

If we take the annual percentage change for each of the sixty programmatic
budget subfunctions from FY 1947 through FY 2012, we get the distribution
shown in the histogram in Figure 2.1. The distribution is clearly leptokurtic and
positively skewed. Note the very strong central peak, indicating the great num-
ber of very small changes, the weak shoulders, indicating fewer than normal

FIGURE 2.1 Distribution of Percentage Changes in U.S. Budgeting, 1947-2012
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moderate changes, and the big tails, indicating more than normal radical de-
partures [rom the previous year's budget. It diverges widely from a normal
curve even if we drop the top 5 percent of the outliers when computing the
normal curve.’

The distribution of annual changes in budget authority is consistent with
the earthquake budget model (as called for by the Punctuated Equilibrium The-
ary), but not with incremental theories. Both rely on bounded rationality, and
our approach may be viewed as adding agenda setting and attention allocation
to the incrementalist models. That is, the incrementalist models were not far
wrong;: the central peak of budget change distributions indicates that they are
virtually unchanging and hence may be viewed as incremental. But the incre-
mental theories missed the manner in which attention allocation disrupts “nor-
mal” budgeting, which PET incorporates,

How general is the finding of punciuated, nonincremental budgeting? So
far, every study examining public budgets has found this pattern. Jordan (2003)
finds punctuated budget change distributions for US local expenditures; Robin-
son (2004), for Texas school districts; Breunig and Koski (2006), for state bud-
gets; and Jones and Baumgartner (2005), for US national outlays since 1800.
The pattern also emerges in other countries, including the United Kingdom

FIGURE 2.2 Annual Percentage Change in the U.S, Budget Authority for
American States, Aggregated across Budget Categories, 1984-2002
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(John and Margetts 2003; Soroka, Wlezien, and McLean 2006), Denmark (Bre-
unig 2006; Mortensen 2005), Germany (Breunig 2006), France (Baumgartner,
Frangois, and Foucault 2006), Belgium (Jones et al. 2009), Spain (Caamano-
Alegre and Lago-Penas 2011; Chaqués-Bonafont, Palau, and Baumgartner
2015), and South Africa (Pauw 2007) (see also Jones et al. 2009; Banmgartner,
Breunig, et al. 2009; Breunig and Koski 2012; Breunig, Koski, and Martensen
2010; Breunig and Jones 2011; Soroka, Wlezien, and MclLean 2006; Jensen,
Mortensen, and Serritzlew 2016), Indeed, the results are so strong and invari-
ant that punctuated equilibrium has been classified as “a general empirical law
of public budgets” (see Jones et al. 2009).

Figure 2.2, reproduced from the work of Breunig and Koski (2006), shows
the distribution of budgets across the fifty US states; in its basics, it closely re-
sembles Figure 2.1, The pattern persists in centralized democracies as well as
in mare pluralistic ones such as the United States. Figure 2.3, showing the dis-
tribution of annual changes in ministerial funding in France, closely resembles
Figure 2.1 as well. This suggests that we need a broader theary of how policy
punctuations oceur, one that is nol so tightly tied to pluralistic forms of gov-
ernment. It is lkely that different systems lead to different intensities in punc-
tuations, yel don't escape the process—because it is rooted in the capacities of

FIGURE 2.3 Distribution of Annual Percentage Changes for Ten French
Ministerial Budgets, 18368-2002
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government to process information and allocate attention. We discuss this in
more detail below.

Work done by a team of researchers analyzing budget data from seven
Western democracies showed that all the national-level frequency distributions
not only could be characterized as leptokurtic but also roughly described by
a particular probability distribution: the Paretian, or power, function (Jones
et al. 2009). Power functions are distinguished by a single parameter, the ex-
ponent, which indicates how punctuated the frequency distribution is, and
this parameter can be recovered empirically in a straightforward manner. As a
consequence, the investigators were able to compare the size of the exponents
and relate them to a measure of institational friction, or stickiness, among the
democracies, The higher the levels of friction, the greater the extent of punctu-
ations in the budget data. Although these results are consistent with the Punc-
tuated Equilibrium Theory, it is worth noting that they challenge the standard
view in the political economy literature of institutional friction inducing more
policy stability (see, e.g., Tsebelis 2002). The stochastic process studies of pub-
lic budgets indicate that friction does indeed lead to more stability but also to
miuch more dramatic changes when priorities start to change.

Finally, Figure 2.4, showing annual spending in the US federal government
adjusted for inflation and divided by population, addresses the issue of macro-
and microlevel punctuations. We present the data on a log scale, so a consistent
but straight upward slope represents a set percentage growth in the budget.
The figure makes clear, however, that per capita spending goes through periods
of relative stasis interrupted by major disruptions. At the outset of the series,
spending was on the order of $25 per person; it moved temporarily to much
higher levels during the War of 1812, was in the range of $30 to $30 until the
Civil War, when it spiked dramatically again, then moved to a level ol about
$100 per person, where it stayed for several decades. This period of stability was
interrupted by World War [, which inaugurated a period of steady growth in
per capita spending, with huge spikes, of course, while the wars were engaged,
but with spending remaining substantially higher after the wars than it was he-
fore. Spending in 1927 was just $300 per person, but it had increased by 1939 to
$1,060. During World War 11, spending reached $9,000 per capita, declined to
$2,000 by 1948, and then increased relatively steadily to reach $12,000 in 2010,
Of course, lncomes rose dramatically during this time, especially during the
post-1945 period. As a percentage of gross domestic product, federal spending
was no higher in 2008 than it was in 1952 (about 20 percent).

Over the long haul, we can see that punctuations, along with long periods
of relative stability, drive changes in the budget. At this level of aggregation,
the disruptions associated with major wars seem to be the only catalysts that
can shift our expectations of the role of government so completely. But more
study is clearly needed to understand the complicated dynamics by which a war
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FIGURE 2.4 U.S. Federal Government Outlays per Capita, 1791-2010
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creates new taxes and spending capacity; then, after the war is over, govern-
ment settles into a pattern of spending perhaps twice as much as it did before
the war.

PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIUM THEORY
IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

The punctuated equilibrinm model was originally developed to understand the
dynamics of palicy change in subsystems, but it has been extended to a more
general formulation of punctuated change in policymaking. We have described
the first tests of this more general formulation in the study of public budget-
ing. This testing has resulted in new insights into the process, including (1) an
clabaration of an agenda-based, attention-driven budgeting model, (2) the gen-
eration of hypotheses concerning the distribution of annual budget changes
and the reasons for its shape, and (3) empirical evidence that conforms to the
new theory but is antithetical ta the normal changes expected from incremental



80 Baumgartner, Jones, and Mortensen

theory or from most other budget theories. Punctuated equilibrium, rather
than incrementalism alone, characterizes national budgeting in America and
elsewhere, just as punctuated equilibrium, rather than gridlock or marginalism,
characterizes overall policymaking in the American political system.

Founded on the bounded rationality of human decision making and on the
nature of government institutions, punctuated equilibrium can make a strong
claim that its propositions closely accord with what we have observed about
US national policymaking. But how general are these dynamics? Do they hold
across political systems? The ubiquity of serial attentiveness and organizational
routines of operation leads us to expect that stability and punctuations are a fea-
ture of policymaking in many governments. At the same time, the institutional
aspect of multiple venues interacts with boundedly rational decision making
to make Punctuated Equilibrium Theory particularly apt for relatively open
democracies. An important component of the initial formulation of the the-
ory includes the multiple policymaking venues of American pluralism. The key
questions are whether policy subsystems develop enough autonomy in other
political systems to allow for independence from the central government and
whether shifts in attention can act to change policymaking in those subsystems.
It is likely that the processes of stability enforced by organizational routines
interrupted by bursts of activity due to shifts in collective attention are general
ones but that these processes are mediated by political institutions.

Where multiple venues occur as a consequence of institutional design, such
as in federal systems, one would expect the dynamics of punctuated equilib-
rium to emerge. In the US Congress, committees are the linchpin of policy
subsystems. There, overlapping committee jurisdictions offer opportunities
for issue entrepreneurs to change jurisdictions by emphasizing particular is-
sue characterizations (Baumgartner, Jones, and McLeod 2000). To what ex-
tent does this kind of dynamic extend beyond US policymaking organizations?
Adam Sheingate (2000) has used the basic punctuated equilibrium concepts of
policy image and venue shopping to study changes in agriculture policy in the
European Union and the United States, and Sarah Pralle (2003) has studied
environmental groups’ exploitation of policy venues in forest policy in Can-
ada and the United States. These systems have the requisite elements of open-
ness and multiple venues. In the case of the European Union, the emergence
of a strong central government from what previously were fully independent
governments has offered students of public policy processes the opportunity
to observe the effects of new venues in policy change. Princen and Rhinhard
(2006, 1) write that “agenda setting in the EU takes place in two ways: ‘from
above,” through high-level political institutions urging EU action, and ‘from
below,” through policy experts formulating specific proposals in low-level
groups and working parties.” That is, the European Union has evolved into a
set of policy subsystems that are important in making policy, but macrolevel
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policymaking forces are also at play. Mark Schrad (2007, 2010) used the idea to
explain the global wave of prohibition in Western countries in the early twen-
tieth century. Graeme Boushey (2010, 2012) applies the theory to how policies
diffuse across the US states.

These interacting venues operate in many ways similarly to the pluralistic
policymaking system in the United States (Guiraudon 2000a, 2003; Wendon
1998; Mazey 1998; Mazey and Richardson 2001). Cichowski (2006) studied how
women’s groups and environmental groups use EU-level opportunity struc-
tures by bringing litigation before the European Court of Justice and engaging
in transnational mobilization and organization in Brussels to participate in pol-
icymaking. But such venue shopping does not always aid disadvantaged groups.
Guiraudon (2000a, 2000b) shows in a study of immigration policy in France,
Germany and the Netherlands, and the European Union that simple expansion
of the debate—for example, to the electoral arena—does not necessarily benefit
the disadvantaged, as Schattschneider originally suggested. Losing in a narrow
venue does not mean winning in a broader one; it could instead invite even
bigger losses (see also Mortensen 2007, 2009). Moreover, when immigration
rights organizations won victories in national courts, conservatives on the issue
were able to appeal to the European Union and blunt their victories (see also
Givens and Ludke 2004). The whole process of conflict expansion and venue
shopping is more dynamic and uncertain than early conflict expansion litera-
ture suggested. Losers in one venue may also lose in the next.

If policymaking devolves to experts in all systems, then a key question is,
When does the subsystem dominate, and when does the issue spill over into the
broader macropolitical arena? Timmermans and Scholten (2006) suggest that,
even in the technical arena of science policy in a smaller European parliamen-
tary system—the Netherlands—this does occur, and again the dynamics are
roughly similar to those highlighted in the American version of the punctuated
equilibrium model. In a study of immigration policy, Scholten and Timmer-
mans (2004) show that immigration policy is punctuated but damped down
through the implementation process at the local level.

Punctuated-type dynamics also occur in other European countries. Maes-
schalck (2002), in a study of a major police failure in Belgium in the Dutroux
child abuse scandal, shows that policymaking generated by scandal follows
a conflict expansion model consistent with the punctuated equilibrium ap-
proach. This finding is no fluke. In a comprehensive study of Belgian public
policy processes during the 1990s, Walgrave, Varone, and Dumont (2006)
directly compare the party model with the issue expansion model. They note
the ability of the Dutroux and other scandals to destabilize the system, basi-
cally disrupting the party-dominated policymaking system with highly emo-
tive information that political elites cannot afford to ignore. Similarly, Peter
John (2006a) finds that the interaction of media coverage and events is more
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important in explaining major changes in budget commitment for urban affairs
in the United Kingdom than are changes in party control.*

Cross-country studies of issue expansion offer the opportunity to examine
how different institutional arrangements—that is, variations in the nature of
political venues—affect the course of public policy. Timmermans (2001) ex-
amined cases of biomedical policy in four countries (Canada, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, and Switzerland), finding that variation in arenas both at
‘the macropolitical and policy subsystem levels had major eftects on the tempo
of agenda dynamics. Even where policy dynamics are broadly similar, as they
seem to be in European democracies, the specific paths of policy development
can be highly varied because of the operation of policy venues, particularly
their interconnectedness with each other and with macropolitical forces.

In this enterprise, we need the qualitative studies of Pralle (2003), Princen
and Rhinhard (2006), and Timmermans and Scholten (2006), as well as quan-
titative studies capable of tracing policy changes across longer periods. Such
systematic investigations of the dynamics behind change and stability within
particular policy domains have continued in recent years (see, e.g., Cashore
and Howlett 2007; Busenberg 2011; Daviter 2009). In particular, many of these
studies focus on how institutional structures permit change to occur and how
the institutional structure influences the speed and magnitude of policy dy-
namics (e.g,, Cashore and Howlett 2007; Mortensen 2005, 2007, 2009; Chaqués
and Palau 2009),

THE COMPARATIVE POLICY AGENDAS PROJECT

One of the major outcomes of the policy agenda setting research initiated
by Baumgartner and jones in the early 1990s is the development of an inter-
national community of scholars doing palicy agendas research. Within this
loosely structured Comiparative Agendas Project (CAP), some scholars apply
and extend PET to countries other than the United States, but many schalars
also work with other theories and other research questions. What unites these
scholars is the application of the measurement system originally developed to
construct the databases of the US-based Policy Agendas Project, as later ad-
justed for comparative use (Jones 2016), Currently, the CAP project consists
of fifteen country projects, with more in the pipeline. Every year in June the
group of scholars organizes an annual meeting with around seventy partici-
pants on average. Whereas the range of theoretical approaches and research
questions is broad, a main advantage from a comparative perspective is the
stricl enforcement across countries of a common measurement system. This is
a necessary requisite for further development of comparative research. Another
recent initiative to promote more comparative policy agenda setting research is
the setup of a common webpage from which all country datasets can be down-
loaded and where students and researchers can easily conduct online analyses
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of the data. CAP's website, www.comparativeagendas. net, is hosted by the Uni-
versity of Texas.

To give an Impression of the scope and direction of research inspired by
either PET or the methodological approach to agenda setting affiliated with
the theory, we performed a set of systematic keyword searches in the major
online bibliographic databases Scopus and ProQuest. The search strings were
"punctuated equilibrium Jones Baumgartner,” “disproportionate information
processing Jones Baumgartner,” and “agenda setting Jones Banmgartner.” Pub-
lications just mentioning or briefly referring to the PET or the measurement
system of CAP were then excluded. In the second round of searching, we sup-
plemented this list of publications with more ad hoc online searches of relevant
websites like the CAP and the European Union Policy Agendas Project (http://
www.policyagendas.eu), In the third round, we circulated the list to Compar-
ative Agendas Project scholars and asked them to identify whether some of
their relevant publications were missing from the list. As of October 1, 2016,
we ended up with a total of 393 relevant publications covering the period from
1991 to the present. For the full lst of publications, see the online resources for
this chapter at www.westviewpress.com/weiblede.

Figure 2.5 provides a sense of the growth in use of the theory and the mea-
surement system over time. First, the figure inflects sharply upward after 2005,

FIGURE 2.5 Punctuated Equilibrium Articles over Time
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clearly justifying this update in the assessment of the literature on Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory. Second, perhaps the most noteworthy change since the
first edition of this book is the marked increase in the number of publications
using non-US data. The number of US studies has also increased over the years,
but a total of 65 percent of all empirical studies before 2006 were based solely
on US data, whereas the equivalent number is reduced to 36 percent for studies
published after 2005. The bulk of the studies now focuses on political systems
outside the United States. Third, the two most senior authors of this chapter
were listed as coauthors for 21 percent of the publications in the early period,
but for only 11 percent of those after 2005, Finally, although the figure does not
represent this finding, the literature is highly empirical: our review showed just
I8 review articles (such as this one), 39 purely theoretical treatments, and 336
empirical works; this last category represents 86 percent of the publications in
the field. Table 2.1 shows the journals in which these articles have appeared.
This list makes several things clear, particularly the importance of comparative
work on the lopic, The literature is well established in bath US-based and com-
parative journals. Ninety different journals are represented in the list, including
virtually all the major disciplinary journals as well as those focused on public
policy, public administration, and US and comparative politics.

The dramatic increase in comparative use of the ideas and policy agenda
setting approach associated with the PET is a remarkable development given
the initial response to what some perceived as a peculiarly American focus in
Baumgartner and Jones's Agendas and Instability in American Politics, with its
notions of venue shopping in the complicated US system of separation of pow-
ers, federalism, and weak political parties. Surely, some surmised, things must
be different in more centralized systems with more disciplined political parties.
Although many things are indeed different in each political system, the basic
limits of human cognition, organizational capacity, and attention at the core of
PET give the theory a potential for universal application.

‘The increase in the number of publications around 2006 coincides with the
development of the network of the comparative palicy agendas project formed
around independent country projects. An overview of the country projects and
databases can be found at www.comparativeagendas.net. We've already noted
the importance of these databases in the study of public budgeting, but they are
critical in tracing changes in policy images and outputs over time.

In Denmark, Christoffer Green-Pedersen and his callaborators have traced
the comparative policy dynamics of issues in more than one country, including
tobacco policy in Denmark and the United States (Albaek, Green-Pedersen,
and Nielsen 2007), euthanasia in Denmark, Belgium, and the Netherlands
(Green-Pedersen 2004), and health care in Denmark and the United States
(Green-Pedersen and Wilkerson 2006). Green-Pedersen and Mortensen (2010)
provided a key insight into the roles of the parliamentary opposition in de-
fining the political agenda in Denmark, discerning both the limits of strategic
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TABLE 2.1 Journals in Which Punctuated Equilibrium Articles Have
Been Published

Journal Articles
Pollcy Studies Journal 39
Journal of Burapean Public Policy 13
Jaurnal of Public Policy 7
American Journal of Political Science 11
West Enropedan Politfes 11
Policy Sciences 9
Review of Policy Research 4
European foirnal of Political Research 8
Governance 8
Political Communication 8
Comparative Political Studies 7
Journal af Public Administration Research and Theary 7
Political Studies 7
Public Administration 7
British Jowrnal of Political Science f
Canadian Journal of Public Policy ]
Political Research Quarterly 6
Party Politics 5
Jaurnal of Palitics 5
Urban Aflatrs Review 4
American Political Sciedce Review 3
Public Admunistration Review 3
Seandinavian Political Studies 3
Public Budgeting and Finanee 3
Sixty-elght other journals. combined 82
Nonjournal publications 76
Total publications L 393

agenda setting available to the government and the power of the opposition to
focus attention in those areas the government might prefer Lo avoid (see also
Green-Pedersen and Mortensen 2015).

Similar dynamics are key to Walgrave, Lefevere, and Nuytemans's (2009)
discussion of Belgian media coverage of politics. In Canada, Stuart Soroka and
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associated researchers have used parliamentary question periods as prime in-
dicators of agenda setting and conflict expansion and have examined in detail
the relative roles of public opinion and the media in the agenda setting process
(Soroka 2002; Penner, Blidock, and Soroka 2006). The mechanisms of issue
expansion and policy development are broadly similar in different democratic
political systems, even though they may play out differently as they are chan-
neled through different decision making institutions.

In an edited book (Engeli, Green-Pedersen, and Larsen 2012), scholars
analyze morality politics through focused case comparisons of the treatment
of such issues as euthanasia, abortion, and in vitro fertilization in the United
States and several Western European countries. Most recently, Green-Pedersen
and Walgrave (2014) have edited a book bringing together more quantitative
findings from the Comparative Agendas Project in Europe to develop a theory
not only of policy agendas and agenda setting but also of the dynamics of in-
stitutional evolution more generally. Peter John et al. (2013) have recently de-
veloped a similar argument about the development of UK politics from 1945 to
present. John and Jennings’s (2010) article had already discussed some of these
findings with reference to punctuated changes in governmental attention, often
unrelated to electoral turnover. Chaqués-Bonafont, Palau, and Baumgartner
(2015) review recent Spanish political history through the lens of the Spanish
agendas project and document a range of new findings.

But there is a further complication. Part of any differences in policies be-
tween countries may be attributed to differences in the mobilization of ac-
tors and the subsequent timing and sequencing of events. Consequently, even
differences in policies between countries cannot necessarily be attributed to
differences in institutions, as Pralle (2006) has shown in a case study of lawn
pesticide policy in Canada and the United States. Jumping to the conclusion
that Canada provides a more receptive venue for pesticide regulation might not
be warranted without a study of the dynamics of political choice.

The punctuated equilibrium model is also proving useful in understanding
relations among nations, such as in protracted interstate rivalries (Cioffi-Revilla
1998), the role of norms in international politics (Goertz 2003), and agenda set-
ting in global disease control (Shiftman 2003; Shiftman, Beer, and Wu 2002).
The latter study compared three models of policymaking—the incrementalist,
the rationalist, and punctuated equilibrium—and found “a more complex pat-
tern in which interventions are available only to select populations, punctuated
with bursts of attention as these interventions spread across the globe in con-
centrated periods of time” (Shiftman, Beer, and Wu 2002, 225).

The Goertz work is particularly important because its analysis is based in
organizational analysis, the general basis for punctuated equilibrium in US do-
mestic policies. Goertz focuses on the development and change of organiza-
tional routines as critical in governing relations among nations. As in the case
of comparative politics, it is critical in the future to begin to understand which
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aspects of policymaking result from more general dynamics based in human
cognition and organizational behavior and which relate to the particulars of the
institutions under study. Such considerations move us beyond the confines of
theories for institutions and toward a more general theory of the interaction of
humans in organizations.

Examinations of the role of political parties with regard to stability and
change in agendas and public policy represent another new research area—one
that is probably a consequence of the expansion of the Punctuated Equilibrium
Theory into non-US countries, where political parties traditionally have played
a much more prominent role in the analysis of politics than they have in the
United States. Two subthemes can be identified within this research agenda.
One track offers a new approach to the classic question about the importance
of elections and changes in the partisan composition of governments as drivers
of policy and agenda changes. This perspective challenges the “politics matter”
perspective, which has generally been restricted to looking for election and par-
tisan effects along the left-right dimension. Approaching the question at the
issue level, as is characteristic of PET studies, not only offers a fresh and more
detailed look at the election-based explanations of change but also challenges
conventional wisdom about the importance of elections and ideology as ex-
planations of change. Thus, Mortensen et al. (2011), for instance, in a study of
change and stability in government agendas across three different countries
and several decades, conclude that there is no evidence that elections, changes
in government colors, or changes of prime minister systematically affect the
level of change and stability in government agendas. Furthermore, this finding
corresponds with studies of agenda setting in France (Baumgartner, Grossman,
et al. 2009), the United States (Jones and Baumgartner 2005, 84-85), and the
United Kingdom (John and Jennings 2010). Agendas do change over time, but
the timing of such changes is not closely related to elections or shifts of govern-
ments. To understand these changes requires more elaborate theoretical mod-
els about how governments respond to and process new information about
changes in their environment (Jones and Baumgartner 2005; Baumgartner,
Jones, and Wilkerson 2011; Mortensen et al. 2011).

The other subtheme within this new research agenda on political parties
regards how political parties compete with each other when trying to set the
political agenda. Though most scholars acknowledge that parties do respond to
their competitors’ attention to issues, the dominant theoretical accounts (e.g.,
Budge and Hofferbert 1990; Budge and Farlie 1983; Petrocik 1996; Simon 2002)
have had much more to say about ignorance and selective issue emphases than
about issue overlap and responsiveness. Inspired by agenda setting research
and utilizing the systematic topics coding of political attention developed in
the Comparative Agendas Project, recent agenda setting studies have started
to challenge the conventional understanding of selective issue emphasis and
show how political parties to a large extent do respond to each other instead
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of simply talking past each other on different issues (Vliegenthart and Wal-
grave 2011). Furthermore, the literature has started to investigate the unequal
agenda setting power of different political parties to improve the understand-
ing of how and why political agendas change (Vliegenthart, Walgrave, and
Meppelink 2011; Green-Pedersen and Mortensen 2010, 2015; Mortensen and
Green-Pedersen 2015).

Finally, the European Union Policy Agendas Project represents an impor-
tant development in which a number of researchers have utilized the topics
coding system to systematically trace change and stability in attention to policy
issues in the European Union and its institutions (see, e.g., Princen 2009, 2013;
Alexandrova and Timmermans 2013; Alexandrova 2015, 2016). Central ques-
tions within this research agenda regard which issues feature on the EU agenda
at specific points, how the definitions of issues change, and which factors drive
the formation of EU priorities. In the next years, we have no doubt that many
of the most important studies of policy agendas and the further elaborations of
PET will come from the EU and related policy agenda projects worldwide. The
vast data infrastructure that has been created and that continues to grow pro-
vides both the opportunity to test new theoretical questions and the scientific
venue for the development of new ideas.

CONCLUSION

The initial theory of punctuated equilibrium in policy processes is applicable
to the dynamics of the specialized politics of policy subsystems. It has proved
useful enough that scholars have employed it to understand a variety of policy-
making situations in the United States and abroad. It has proved robust enough
to survive several rigorous quantitative and qualitative tests. It has spawned a
new approach to the study of public budgeting based in stochastic processes,
and it hence has satisfied the criterion that any theory be not only verifiable but
also fruitful in suggesting new lines of inquiry.

It has also led to considerable discussion among policy practitioners. In his
call to action on environmental change, Red Sky at Morning, Gustave Speth
(2004) cites Punctuated Equilibrium Theory as a policy analysis that can lead to
rapid, correcting change in the face of accumulating factual evidence. Theories
of the Policy Process aims to supply better theory in the study of policy pro-
cesses, and better applied work on policy change will occur with better theory;
indeed, there is no substitute for this.

The formulation of the theory in stochastic process terms has made it pos-
sible to compare policy process theories with general formulations of human
dynamic processes. Punctuated dynamics, in which any activity consists of
long periods of stability interspersed with bursts of frenetic activity, may be
the general case in human systems. For example, Barabasi (2005) shows that
when humans prioritize incoming information for action, the distribution of
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waiting times for action on the information is “heavy tailed”—that is, lepto-
kurtic. When prioritization is nol practiced and inputs are instead subject Lo
random choice for processing, the distribution is not fat tailed.” The policy pro-
cesses we study fundamentally involve prioritization, although they are much
more complex than Barabasi’s waiting-time studies. Perhaps the key to these
distributional similarities is in setting priorities, If so, then punctuated dynam-
ics may be a direct cansequence of disproportionate information processing, in
which people and the organizations they inhabit struggle to prioritize informa-
tional signals from the environment within a particular institutional frame or
structure (Jones and Baumgartner 2005),

The uatility of Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and its agreement with what
is observed come at a price. The complexity and changing interactions of the
American policy process mean that accurate policy predictions will be limited
to the system level. Specific predictions about policy outcomes are possible only
to the extent that we are able to avoid positive feedback and punctuations when
we choose areas and periods for study or that we limit our “predictions” 1o
what we can know, after the fact, were successful mobilizations. Nonlinearity,
nonnormality, interdependencies, and high levels of aggregation for empirical
data mean that clear causal chains and precise predictions work only in some
cases and during some times. Because stasis characterizes most of the cases and
most of the times, scholars may be convinced that they have a good working
model of the process. But a complete model will not be locally predictable be-
cause we cannot foresee the timing or the outcomes of the punctuations.

What will cause the next big shift in attention, change in dimension, or new
frame of reference? Immersion in a policy or issue area may lead to inferences
about pressures for change, but when will the next attention shift occur in a
particular policy area? At the systems level, punctuated equilibrium, as a the-
ory, leads us 1o expect that some policy punctuation is under way almost all
of the time. And the theory joins institutional settings and decision making
processes to predict that the magnitude of local changes will be related to their
systems-level frequency of occurrence. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory pre-
dicts a form of systems-level stability, but it will not help us make point-specific
predictions lor particular policy issues, unless we look only during periods of
stability.

We can have a systems-level model of the policy process even without an
individual-level model for each policy. Linear predictions aboul the details
of future policies will fail each time they meet an unforeseen punctuation;
they will succeed as long as the parameters of the lest coincide with periods
of equillbrium, This limitation means that it will be tempting 1o offer models
applicable anly to the more easily testable and confirmable periods of relative
stability. Or investigators will [ocus on big changes and work backward from
them to try to explain the case. This approach is subject to the fallacy of attrib-
uting causality to spurious factors. In our view, a clearer, more complete, and
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more empirically accurate theoretical lens is that of punctuated equilibrium,
especially in its more general form, which integrates large policy changes with
periods of stability.

NOTES

1. Special issues of the following Journdls have also appeared: Policy Studies fournal
41, a0, 1(2012); Comparative Political Studies 44, no. 8 (2011 ); and Jowrnal of Furopean
Public Policy 13, no, 7 (2006).

2 Punctuated equilibrium was first advanced as an explanation for the development
af differences among species, or speciation (Eldridge and Gould 1972 Raup 1991).
Rather than changing smoothly and slowly. as in the later Darwinian models, evolu-
tion and speciation were beller characterized as & near stasis punctuated by large-scale
extinctions and replacements. For example, there was a virtual explosion of diversity
of life in the Precambrian period, an explosion that has never heen repeated on such
an immense scale (Gould 1989). The nation has been vigarously contested by evalu-
tionary blologists, who claim that disconnects in evolution are not possible (although
variativns in the pace of evolution clearly are) (Dawkins 1996), [nterestingly, some of
these scholars huve argued that consciousness makes possible punctuations in human
cultural evolution; what cannol oceur via genes can peeur via memes (Dawkins's term
for the transmitters ol cultural adaptive advantage) (Dawkins 1989; see also Boyd and
Richersan 1985).

3. Whether we plat percentage changes, first differences, or changes In logged data,
the distributions are leptokurtic and not normal When we compare annual changes
in budget authority for functions and subfunctions, the characteristic leptokurtosis re-
mitins, although the sublunctions are more leptokurtic than the functions, When we
plot the distribution of annual changes by agency, leptokurtosls remains, We examined
plots of the following: subfunction budget outlay data, 1962-1994; sublunction budget
authority data, 1976-1994; and agency-level budget authority data, 1976- 1994, All ex-
liibited leptokurtosis,

4. Punctuated equilibrivm has also proved useful fn anderstanding stubility and
chanige in British trunk reads policy (Dudley and Richardson 1996).

5 Prioritization results in a Pareto distribution of waiting times, whereas random
processing results iman exponential distribution (Barabasi 2005).
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Policy Feedback Theory

SUZANNE METTLER AND MALLORY SORELLE

Most theories of the policy process analyze, in one way or another, how policies
come into being, and to explain that, they focus on factors that are seemingly
exogenous to public policy itself. In contemporary political life, however, policy
creation typically occurs in a context that is deeply influenced by existing poli-
cies. Perhaps the most obvious and well-documented example of this involves
the processes of policy diffusion in which policymakers in one location learn
from the experiences of those in another and may be pressured by the same
interest groups and associations pushing for change elsewhere. But policies en-
acted previously reconfigure the political landscape in myriad other ways as
well, and these transformed circumstances affect whether and how policymak-
ing occurs in the future.

How do policies, once created, reshape politics, and how might such trans-
formations in turn affect subsequent policymaking? Today we dwell in what
might be called a “policyscape,” a political landscape densely laden with exist-
ing policies that were created at earlier points in time and that structure multi-
ple dimensions of contemporary politics (Mettler 2016). Policies influence the
political agenda by shaping the realm of “old business” that requires attention
and by offering frames for interpreting new issues and policy alternatives (Ad-
ler and Wilkerson 2012). They also affect governing operations through multi-
ple mechanisms, such as by imposing resource commitments and constraints
and configuring governing capacity and standard operating procedures.

In addition, policies—for example, by providing social benefits to particular
groups of citizens—shape political behavior by influencing the extent to which
affected individuals take part in politics and the goals they pursue. They may
create incentives for interest groups to form in the first place or, once estab-
lished, shape their level of activity around or commitment of resources to a par-
ticular political agenda. Policies may foster partisan identities associated with
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the protection of specific public programs and, in the process, enable parties
to mobilize voters who rely on them, thus turning those parties into devoted
defenders. The possibilities abound.

Over the past quarter century, a growing number of scholars have begun
to explore the ways in which “policy, once enacted, restructures subsequent
political processes” (Skocpol 1992, 58). This developing literature on the aptly
named “feedback effects” of public policies provides insight into the ability of
policies—through their design, resources, and implementation—to shape the
attitudes and behaviors of political elites and mass publics as well as to affect
the evolution of policymaking institutions and interest groups, and through
any of these dynamics potentially to affect subsequent policymaking processes
(Pierson 1993; Mettler and Soss 2004).

The policy feedback approach not only adds a new dimension to the study
of the policy process but also positions scholars to engage in a novel form of
policy analysis that has been neglected by the dominant approaches to that
task. The field of policy analysis, which aims to predict the most valuable ap-
proaches to solving social problems or to evaluate the ability of existing pol-
icies to do so, typically focuses exclusively on matters of economic efficiency
or social well-being. Analysts assess policy alternatives on the basis of the cost
savings they will promote and the social good they will foster, such as higher
college graduation rates, lower teenage pregnancy rates, or lower incarcera-
tion rates. Meanwhile, scholars of the policy process have helped to illuminate,
among other things, whether the adoption of such alternatives is politically
feasible and, if not, the circumstances under which it might be. Policy Feed-
back Theory sits at the intersection of these two approaches: it brings political
considerations to bear on policy analysis, assessing how policies affect crucial
aspects of governance, such as whether they promote civic engagement or deter
it, whether they foster the development of powerful interest groups, and how
they affect institutional governing capacity. Such analysis can illuminate the
impact of policies on democracy and help reveal what might otherwise become
“unintended consequences” of policies, such as the development of vested in-
terests that reconfigure arrangements of power in society. It can also enrich
studies of the policy process by highlighting how policies created previously
affect the likelihood and form of future policy creation. This approach is still
early in its development but possesses a high level of potential value for schol-
ars, policymakers, and the public.

INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF
POLICY FEEDBACK THEORY

Although scholarship on policy feedback effects constitutes a relatively recent
addition to political science literature, the idea that public policies have the
capacity to shape the political behavior of a range of actors has a long lineage
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in the discipline. E. E. Schattschneider (1935) famously argued that “new pol-
icies create new politics”; Theodore Lowi (1972) echoed the sentiment several
decades later. In the comparative context, Gosta Esping-Anderson (1990) em-
ployed a similar logic in his historical institutional analysis of welfare states, ar-
guing that political behavior is shaped by the content and structure of policies.

Historical institutionalists took these general ideas and began to fashion
from them an analytical approach to studying public policy. Putting public pol-
icy front and center in the analysis fits neatly with institutionalists™ interests
in how the state itself affects political and social life. They view public poli-
cies, at least when they acquire durability, as possessing the attributes of formal
institutions, such as government agencies and governing bodies: policies be-
stow resources, impose coercive rules, and convey norms and messages. Public
policy embodies the “state in action” (Lowi 1985), and therefore it seemed a
natural progression for historical institutionalists to turn their attention to it.
Historical institutionalists also attempt to explain change over time, including
when and how it occurs and, alternatively, the conditions under which political
circumstances become “locked-in” and resistant to change (Pierson 1993). Ex-
plaining how policies shape politics, with subsequent effects on public policy,
necessarily requires analysis that is sensitive to historical developments trans-
piring over time.

The articulation of policy feedback emerged in the late 1980s and early 1990s
in the writings of several historical institutionalist scholars (Hall 1986; Steinmo,
Thelen, and Longstreth 1992; Skocpol 1992; Pierson 1993). The term was coined
and received prominent attention in Theda Skocpol’s (1992) Protecting Soldiers
and Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policy in the United States, in which
she advanced it as part of a “structured polity” approach to studying political
change. Skocpol explained that polices created at “Time 1”7 could reshape both
state capacities and social groups and their political goals and capabilities, in
turn affecting policies created at “Time 2.” She demonstrated, for example, that
Civil War veterans’ pensions prompted their recipients to organize in order
to protect and expand them, an example of positive feedback. The pensions,
which grew to be quite generous and widespread in the late nineteenth century,
promulgated negative feedback as well, as policymakers came to associate them
with corruption in patronage politics, which dampened policymakers’ willing-
ness to embrace other types of social provision in the early twentieth century
(Skocpol 1992, 57-60).

These early articulations of the concept of policy feedback primarily sum-
moned scholars to be attentive to how policies shape politics, and they exem-
plified such an approach in historical case studies. Paul Pierson’s (1993) “When
Effect Becomes Cause” took the emergent theory to its next stage of develop-
ment by setting forth a conceptual framework, one that could enable scholars to
advance hypotheses. For Pierson, public policies, like other institutional inno-
vations, have the potential to instigate a path-dependent process, whereby each
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step along a policy pathway makes it increasingly difficult to reverse course.
In this seminal work Pierson explained that enacted policies have the ability
to shape the political behaviors of government elites, organized interests, and
mass publics through two primary pathways: interpretive effects, as policies
serve as sources of information and meaning, thus affecting political learning
and attitudes; and resource effects, providing means and incentives for political
activity. These ideas prompted a turn to in-depth empirical research that aimed
to test for these two fundamental effects and, where they were found, to identify
the mechanisms at work.

The initial impetus for studies of policy feedback emerged from the his-
torical institutionalist tradition, and Pierson’s theory provided an intellectual
bridge linking the logic of institutional development and path dependence to
the study of individual political behavior. As a result, to date the most produc-
tive direction in research to emerge in response to this scholarship has inves-
tigated policy feedback effects among mass publics. Political behavior scholars
were poised to incorporate new ideas about policy feedback into well-developed
approaches to understanding citizen engagement and participation and to test
them empirically. Pierson’s ideas helped promote such efforts, enabling more
precise identification of the mechanisms at work as well as the circumstances
under which feedback might be expected to occur and with what effects.

Scholars who pursued such empirical research situated policy feedback in-
quiry as part of a longer tradition in political behavior scholarship, and they
pointed toward a multipronged agenda for further inquiry. Suzanne Mettler
and Joe Soss argued that to engage in such research required “bridging policy
studies and mass politics,” an approach with antecedents in scholarship that
shows that political attitudes and behavior are not only produced through psy-
chological processes or social group membership but are often also politically
constructed outcomes. They called for multiple forms of inquiry encompass-
ing attention to several major dynamics and engagement among diverse ap-
proaches to political science research.

Over the past decade, studies of policy feedback have proliferated. They
have become far more varied and wide-ranging in subject matter and method-
ological approach. For example, scholars have moved from investigating pri-
marily social welfare policies to exploring other policy areas, such as criminal
justice (e.g., Weaver and Lerman 2010); from a focus on direct visible policies
to a consideration of hidden ones, those in which government support is chan-
neled through private organizations or the tax code (e.g., Mettler 2011; Morgan
and Campbell 2011); and from analyzing only Western nations to including
non-Western countries as well (e.g., MacLean 2011; Hern 2016a, 2016b). Stud-
ies have shifted from focusing on case studies to utilizing large datasets (e.g.,
Bruch, Ferree, and Soss 2010) and experimental research (Mettler 2011; Ler-
man 2013). They have grown from a focus on actual effects to a consideration
also of noneffects (e.g., Soss and Schram 2007; Hochschild and Weaver 2010).
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Some recent assessmuents of the state of the discipline summarize these de-
velopments and offer comprehensive reviews of the literature (Béland 2010,
Campbell 2012). In this chapter, we do not intend to repeat this task. Instead,
aur goal is to introduce readers more generally to the kinds of questions that
policy feedback scholars pursue, the types of concepts they explore, and some
of the obstacles and possibilities that have become evident in this area of re-
search. In the nexi section we summarize the major streams of policy [eedback
research, some of which have attracted more followers to date than others, but
each of which possesses considerable potential for future work. Then we delve
more deeply into the recent advances in policy feedback scholarship that ex-
tend Pierson’s work on path dependence to the investigation of the specific
mechanisms and pathways through which policies affect political attitudes and
behaviors among mass publics. Finally, we provide an overview of the chal-
lenges faced by policy feedback scholars and illuminate future directions for
inquiry,

MAJOR STREAMS OF POLICY FEEDBACK INQUIRY

The analytical purview of policy feedback is poised to address a wide array of
political dynamics. To date, scholars have focused their efforts on examining
four major streams of inquiry, each composed of several tributaries (see Fig-
ure 3.1), The first two streams of inquiry stem directly from the historical in-
stitutionalist tradition, frequently employing the logic of path dependence to
demonstrate how past policies constrain future policymaking. First, policies
affect political agendas and the definition of policy problems, with consequences

FIGURE 3.1 Streams of Policy Feedback Inquiry
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for how issues are understood and which ones receive attention from policy-
makers. Second, policies affect governance through their impact on the capac-
ity of government and political learning by public officials. The third stream
applies the logic of policy feedback to the study of organized interests, arguing
that policies influence the power of groups. Policies affect what types of interest
groups and membership associations emerge and when they do so, whether
they expand or deteriorate over time, and how they define their goals. Finally,
the fourth stream extends the logic of policy feedback to the study of individual
political behavior by examining how policies shape the meaning of citizenship,
which we define broadly as the reciprocal relationship between government
and ordinary people under its domain.

Policy Agendas and Problem Definition

Policies created at earlier points affect, going forward, how social problems are
understood, whether they are defined as matters worthy of public attention and
government action, and whether they find a place on the political agenda. Once
policies are created, they themselves populate the political agenda because they
require maintenance and oversight if they are to continue to function as law-
makers intended. Policies may require regular reauthorization or, less formally,
reforms from time to time as a means of upkeep. Existing policies may also
shape how lawmakers view new policy issues. How issues are framed through
policies influences their likelihood of engendering broader, enduring effects
and the type of influence they bear on subsequent policy debates.

In the United States, for example, proponents of child care provisions have
had little success in defining such issues as a matter of public concern and get-
ting them on the policy agenda (Morgan 2006). The idea that child care is a
matter to be handled in the private realm is likely reinforced by the legacy of
other employee-related benefits, which have been channeled through the work-
place in policies that obscure government’s role, paired with the equal rights
frame of laws such as the Equal Pay Act, both described below. In recent years,
lawmakers have increasingly put pre-K education on the policy agenda; for
many working parents, the services it involves may, like child care, help them
to manage work and family responsibilities, but achieving it through the edu-
cation policy frame has been far more effective, likely because it builds on the
long tradition of government’s role in public education.

Similarly, the existing system of employee health benefits presented an ob-
stacle to health reform in the United States because it became easy for oppo-
nents to engender concern among those with such coverage that they would
be worse off if policies changed (Hacker 2002, 122). President Bill Clinton’s
health reform plans in 1994 easily stimulated such fears (Skocpol 1996). Presi-
dent Barack Obaina learned from Clinton’s failure and instead advanced plans
that built on existing policies, enjoyed the support of insurance companies and
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other major stakeholders, and made the preservation of existing policies more
apparent (Blumenthal and Morone 2009).

In addition, public policies can shape the future conflicts that emerge over
them, including which groups are mobilized and whether coalitions or cleav-
ages form within groups. Policies forged by a particular political party often
become viewed as “owned” by that party, and subsequent action over such laws
or related issues is likely to mobilize that party’s members as supporters and the
other’s as opponents (Petrocik 1996). Not all issues become framed in partisan
terms, however. Some, because of historical precedents, may mobilize support
across partisan divisions.

Immigration policies, for example, have often brought together “strange
bedfellows,” typically cutting across party lines by uniting some proponents
from the business and minority communities and some from the ranks of
conservatives and labor supporters (Skrentny 2011; Tichenor 2002). Recently,
immigration appears to have served as an important issue in fueling the emer-
gence of the Tea Party; this development has in turn moved the Republican
Party to the right and exacerbated partisan polarization in Congress, with
implications for a wide array of policy issues (Skocpol and Williamson 2012;
Parker and Barreto 2013).

Finally, the construction of target populations, groups at which policies are
aimed, often affects the alternatives policymakers consider legitimate in future
evaluations of policy programs (Schneider and Ingram 1993). New policies can
also create new constituencies and organized interest coalitions that become
major players in the policymaking process (Patashnik 2008). Both of these ef-
fects of policy design introduce path dependence into the policymaking pro-
cess (Pierson 1993), and they are likely further reinforced by group dynamics, a
subject to which we now turn.

Governance

Some of the foundational literature on policy feedback suggested that policies,
once established, may affect future governance: they may shape the policy alter-
natives that lawmakers select, the type of administrative arrangements assigned
to new policies, and even the parameters—and limits—of government action.
Such outcomes may emerge if new policies enable government to develop ca-
pacities it lacked previously, such as administrative arrangements and standard
operating procedures, which can then be deployed for the delivery of policies
developed subsequently. Policies may promote political learning by public of-
ficials, affecting how they view and respond to future situations (Heclo 1974).
Once the Social Security Administration (SSA) gained a reputation for success-
ful administration of retirement benefits, lawmakers created health benefits for
beneficiaries and handed that new program, Medicare, to the SSA to run as well
(Derthick 1979). This could be considered an example of positive feedback. By
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contrast, Skocpol (1992, 59-60) shows how the delivery of Civil War veterans’
pensions through the patronage system of the era engendered negative feed-
back effects as many reformers viewed the system as riddled with corruption
and on that basis believed that “the United States could not administer any new
social spending programs efficiently or honestly.”

Existing policies may also shape what both public officials and the general
public perceive to be the legitimate domain of government and, conversely,
what belongs to the private sector. Jacob Hacker argues that in the United
States, the chances for government to extend health benefits to working-age
adults became slimmer once benefits that were channeled through the private
sector, in the form of employee benefits, became more established. Although
the government subsidized such benefits, its role was less than obvious, and
therefore Americans became accustomed to thinking of health coverage as be-
longing to the private sphere (Hacker 1998).

Policies also establish resource commitments and constraints. Today the
US federal budget contains vast commitments to existing programs, many of
which are “mandatory,” given that benefits are owed by law to particular cit-
izens, and numerous others, even if formally regarded as “discretionary,” that
convey long-term standing commitments by government. Meanwhile, the na-
tion has reduced tax rates for corporations and wealthy households over time.
The resulting fiscal constraints present formidable challenges to new policy
initiatives.

Power of Groups

Analysts most typically examine how organized groups and associations influ-
ence government and shape policy outcomes, but ample evidence shows that
the relationship often works in reverse as well. Jack Walker, after investigating
the origins and maintenance of 564 organizations existing in 1980, concluded
that most groups established in the post-World War 11 period did not emerge
solely from outside the political system but rather benefited from substantial
“patronage” from government. Walker (1983, 403) observed that many groups
“sprang up after the passage of dramatic new legislation that established the
major outlines of public policy in their areas,” concluding that in such in-
stances, “the formation of new groups was one of the consequernces of major
new legislation, not one of the causes of its passage.” As an example, Walker
noted that out of forty-six organizations that represent senior citizens, more
than half of them formed after 1965, when President Lyndon Johnson signed
into law both Medicare and the Older Americans Act.

Interest group activity cannot be explained simply as the function of
changes in public opinion or entrepreneurial leaders, reasoned Walker; to the
contrary, several public policies influenced the likelihood of groups to form.
These included “provisions of the tax code governing the ability of business
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firms to claim deductions for the expenses of lobbying, subsidies in the form of
reduced postal rates for not-for-profit groups heavily dependent on direct mail
solicitation, the availability of financial support from regulatory agencies for
groups that wish to testify at administrative hearings, the rules concerning the
registration of lobbyists and the financial disclosures they are required to make,
legal restraints on the accessibility of foundations,” and so forth (Walker 1983,
404). Public officials routinely seek to mobilize their allies through the policies
they promote, as evidenced by numerous policies adopted by the Johnson ad-
ministration; conversely, they may also try to demobilize those who oppose
them, as did the Reagan administration through budget cuts to Great Society
programs, increases in postal rates, and challenges to the not-for-profit status
of many organizations.

Public policies themselves can also shape which kinds of groups form and
grow and which fail to coalesce. In part, this is a function of the types of re-
sources provided by policies, whether directly or through opportunities they
may create. Beginning in the mid-twentieth century, many scholars challenged
the prevailing pluralist view that individuals with shared interests will neces-
sarily organize, fostering healthy competition between multiple groups. To the
contrary, as Mancur Olson explained, public goods present a “free rider” prob-
lem because individuals can benefit equally whether or not they take action. By
contrast, small groups in which the benefits of resources to each member are
significant will be more likely to compel collective action, and thus they offer
greater incentives to organize (Olson 1965). Olson’s theory, when paired with
Walker’s observations, helps to explain why, in the wake of policy enactment,
trade associations and other industry groups that stand to benefit substantially
from the existence of public policies are more likely to mobilize and take polit-
ical action than are ordinary citizens, whose interest in a given policy is more
diffuse.

These dynamics are evidenced in the case of higher education policy, in
which those parties that profit from students exhibit much higher levels of
political organization than do students and their families. In 1972, lawmakers
amended the Higher Education Act of 1965 to incentivize banks to make more
loans at better terms to students. In the 1980s, as tuition costs soared ahead of
inflation but the value of Pell grants for low-income students fell behind, stu-
dents borrowed more and more in order to attend college. Profits for lenders
soared. In turn, these businesses grew increasingly active in politics to protect
the policies that benefited them so lucratively. Several additional organizations
formed to represent lenders in the 1990s, and those already in existence chan-
neled greater amounts than ever into Jobbying and campaign contributions.
Yet only two organizations at the time represented students, the US Student
Association and the Public Interest Research Group, and both suffered from
flagging membership rolls. This imbalance is not surprising given the likeli-
hood of those with concentrated interests to organize and those with diffuse
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interests to refrain from doing so. Such dynamics led to policy feedback effects,
as bank-based student lending—aided by policies favoring it—prevailed over
the costly alternative, direct lending (Mettler 2014, 78-79, 82-83),

In addition to resources, the visibility of the costs and benefits flowing from
# public policy can shape the likelihood that groups will coalesce around it.
Much of US social welfare policy is channeled through relatively hidden mech-
anisms that obscure government's role. This includes government regulation
and subsidization, through the tax code, of employee benefits for health and
retirement and tax savings for homeowners who are paying mortgages. The ex-
istence of these policies has not been missed. however, by those industries that
stand to make a profit from consumption of the goods and services the policies
make more affordable for consumers, such as health care and real estate. In-
surance companies and real estate organizations have invested considerable
energy and resources in protecting the existing policies (Hacker 2002; Howard
1997). Whenever reformers propose changes that would scale back such ben-
efits, these vested interests mobilize quickly to oppose them. For citizens gen-
erally, however, such policies obscure government's role: the benefits appear
to emanate from the private sector or individuals® participation in the mar-
ket, not from their shared participation as members of a political community.
The invisibility of these arrangements as public policies makes them unlikely to
stimulate organization among ordinary citizens who are or could be affected by
them (Mettler 2011, chap. 2).

Public policies may vary in the extent to which they stimulate social move-
ment and associational activity on the part of ordinary citizens and the types of
goals that such groups pursue. Kristin Goss explains such feedback dynamics
in The Paradox of Gender Equality: How American Women's Groups Gained
and Lost Their Public Voice. Goss addresses a puzzle: labor, suffrage, and ma-
ternal health policies adopted in the early twentieth century were followed by
an expansion of women's associational activity and extensive lobbying by such
groups on behalf of a wide array of social and educational policies affecting
Americans broadly; by contrast, the equal rights laws adopted in the 1960s and
early 1970s were followed by a decline in women's presence on Capitol Hill and
the narrowing of the issues their organizations addressed to those regarded as
“women's issues,” To explain this, Goss (2013, 168) argues that policy feedback
effects are contingent on not only the sociopalitical context but also the design
of particular policies: "Different policies of inclusion can have different effects
on participatory citizenship.” The Nineteenth Amendment stimulated women's
civic engagement in the polity as fully participating citizens, and it did nothing
to preclude the involvement of groups that defined gender roles in terms of dif-
ference, which many did at the time. By contrast, the equal rights laws adopted
in the 1960s and 1970s inadvertently disempowered such associational activity.
They did this in part because their liberal feminist underpinnings displaced
organizing based on gender differences; they stressed women's economic rights
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as individuals, not their political inclusion; and they left unfinished business
that seemed to pertain primarily to the private realm of marriage and family
and therefore did less to promote public mobilization (Goss 2013, chap. 7). As
a resull, women’s organizations rarely testify on Capitol Hill today, and when
they do, they tend to address “women's issues” only, not the much wider array
of issues that they addressed with far greater frequency in the mid-twentieth

century.

Meaning of Citizenship

Citizenship encompasses the rights, duaties, and obligations imposed by gov-
ernment as well as citizens responses to them, including their political atti-
tudes and participation. Political behavior scholarship certainly fits within this
stream of research, but it is joined by other types of inquiry as well, including
historical analysis.

First and foremost, public policies fundamentally affect membership in the
political community, Certainly immigration and naturalization policies play a
primary and obvious role in defining which individuals are included in the pol-
ity and the nature of their rights. This point is exemplified by Aristide Zolberg's
comprehensive history of US immigration policy, Nation by Design, which in-
dicates that policymakers throughout American history selected the traits of
the mation’s inhabitants, determining how many of which groups were to be in-
cluded. As World War | began, for example, Congress overrode a veto by Pres-
ident Woodrow Wilson and made literacy a requirement for new entrants; this
stipulation increased immigrant flows from northern and western Europe and
limited those from the southern and eastern parts of the continent. Later, in
1965, the Hart-Celler Act, while eliminating the existing national origins gnota
system established in 1921, placed new quotas on the number of immigrants to
be admitted from the Western Hemisphere, an approach that inadvertently led
to higher rates of illegal immigration (Zolberg 2006).

Such policies have in turn shaped politics. In Becoming a Citizen, Irene
Bloemraad (2006) posits a policy feedback explanation for the differential po-
litical incorporation of immigrants across contexts. Focusing on a compar-
ative case study of immigrants to Canada and the United States, Bloemraad
contends that the contexi of their reception—specifically, the policies gov-
erning settlement and ethnic diversity in a country—can offer symbalic and
material resources that incentivize citizenship and participation to varying
degrees. She dubs this process “structured mobilization™ and argues that Ca-
nadian public policy—which has a normative bias toward citizenship, offers
greater public assistance to new immigrants, and promotes an official policy of
multiculturalism—leads to greater political incorporation of immigrants than
does policy in the United States, which largely focuses on border control and
offers little settlement assistance to new immigrants.



114 Mettler and SoRelle

Beyond affecting membership in a polity, public policies also affect the
status, or what Judith Shklar (1991) called “standing,” of those who are legal
citizens of a political community. They can engender social stratification—for
example, by extending political and civil rights to members of some groups and
denying them to others—and through such means promote feedback effects.
Historically, in the United States, some people have enjoyed the right to vote
and others have not (Keyssar 2000). The United States granted manhood suf-
frage to white men, regardless of whether they owned property, by the 1830s;
this form of inclusion simultaneously enforced exclusions on the bases of gen-
der and race, and it meant that political cleavages in the United States occurred
along those lines in the latter nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, unlike
in Britain, where political rights tied to property and class divisions prevailed
instead. As a result, according to Theda Skocpol, American women acquired
a gender identity as belonging to a separate, domestic sphere, but reformers
ingeniously leveraged that identity in a manner that permitted them to be po-
litically effective by claiming a distinct moral authority. On that basis, though
women lacked suffrage and other political and civil rights, they nonetheless
managed to influence policy developments and to forge the beginnings of a
maternalist welfare state, contributing to the passage of protective labor laws,
mothers’ pensions, and other provisions (Skocpol 1992).

More recently, soaring incarceration rates after 1980 paired with the prev-
alence of felon disenfranchisement laws meant that a large and growing seg-
ment of the population lacked voting rights. Christopher Uggen and Jeff Manza
found that these changes, by altering the composition of the electorate through
exclusion of disproportionately low-income and minority individuals, effec-
tively altered the outcome of several US Senate races and at least one presiden-
tial election. They speculated that such electoral outcomes might in turn shape
future policy developments, thereby epitomizing feedback dynamics (Uggen
and Manza 2002).

The British sociologist T. H. Marshall ([1950] 1998, 94) drew attention ad-
ditionally to social rights, meaning everything “from the right to a modicum of
economic security and welfare to the right to share to the full in the social her-
itage and to live the life of a civilized being according to the standards prevail-
ing in the society.” Social welfare, education, and other economic policies thus
affected what Marshall termed “social citizenship,” which he viewed as essen-
tial for individuals’ free exercise of other rights on terms of equality with each
other. A similar idea was articulated by the American political scientist Robert
Dahl (2003, 152): “In order to exercise the fundamental rights to which citizens
in a democratic order are entitled—to vote, speak, publish, protest, assemble,
organize, among others—citizens must also possess the minimal resources that
are necessary in order to take advantage of the opportunities and to exercise
their rights.” These scholars, by arguing that policies guaranteeing social rights
affect political participation, implied potential feedback effects.
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Several scholars have advanced ideas about how social rights affect citizens’
status in society. Gesta Esping-Anderson argued that different nations struc-
ture social citizenship in different ways. He identified conservative, liberal, and
social democratic variants, each of which features distinct constellations of
public policies. Each of these policy regimes bears particular implications for
the stratification of society and the status of distinct groups (Esping-Anderson
1990). A crucial distinction, to Esping-Anderson, involved the presence or ab-
sence of public policies that insulated citizens from market forces, for example,
in the case of illness or old age. Ann Orloff challenged this framework by taking
greater account of gender roles and status; she pointed out that women’s status
depended not only on being able to leave the labor market to fulfill parenting
responsibilities but also on having the social supports—for example, through
child care policy—to be able to enter or remain in the workforce (Orloff 1993).
Cybelle Fox (2012) shows that New Deal relief policies were administered in
a manner that granted generous inclusion to European immigrants, excluded
African Americans, and subjected Mexicans seeking assistance to expulsion:
they were often deported as a result. In effect, such policies created what she
calls “three worlds of relief,” each with its distinct form of social citizenship—or
lack thereof.

A few scholars have built on these ideas to explore how policies that af-
fect social citizenship in terms of stratification can influence political mobiliza-
tion, with subsequent effects on public policy. This is demonstrated by Suzanne
Mettler’s Dividing Citizens: Gender and Federalism in New Deal Public Policy.
Mettler shows how men, particularly white men, were incorporated into New
Deal social and labor policies that were to be administered at the national level.
By contrast, most women and minority men were relegated to policies to be
administered by the individual states. For example, the workers who gained
rights under the National Labor Relations Act and Fair Labor Standards Act
were predominantly men, given that the labor unions empowered by the first
organized mostly men, and the latter included predominantly occupations em-
ploying men. As a result, in the decades following, political action remained
highly gendered and distinct, with men across the nation mobilized by unions
in pursuit of improved federal policies and women left to fight battles in all
fifty individual states in pursuit of improved protective labor laws. Divided cit-
izenship prevented the emergence of a larger, stronger, and more unified labor
movement, and it perpetuated a gendered division between men and women as
workers and citizens (Mettler 1998).

Public policies can also influence identity. Steve Engel (2014, 683) concep-
tualizes citizenship less as a matter of rights or obligations and more as “a lens
through which the regulatory authorities of the state define and see the indi-
vidual.” This is exemplified by public policies that effectively constructed ho-
mosexuality. Margot Canaday (2009, 4), in The Straight State, argues that “the
state’s identification of certain sexual behavior, gender traits and emotional
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ties as ground for exclusion . . . was a catalyst in the formation of homosexual
identity.” Engel (2014) points out that political development contains multiple
strands, some of which coexist simultaneously even if they appear contradic-
tory. Therefore, for example, besides the state constructing homosexuality, sev-
eral other forms of “state recognition” exist, embodied in regulatory policies:
criminalization and exclusion; seeing the gay person as oppressed; decriminal-
izing homosexuality but privatizing same-sex relationships; and recognizing
same-sex relationships.

Such state activity in shaping identity has in turn affected social movement
activity and the particular form it takes in a given polity. For example, in her
study of the divergence of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) pol-
icy trajectories in Canada and the United States, Miriam Smith (2008) argues
that the legislative centralization of both political and legal authority for crim-
inal and marriage law in Canada makes it easier for the party in power and its
associated organized interests to advance their agenda. By contrast, the fed-
erated structure and separation of powers in the United States provide more
points of access for both policy supporters and opponents to contest legislative
initiatives. These differences result, Smith argues, in a much smoother pathway
to passage for LGBT protections in Canada than in the United States. In addi-
tion to the different institutional opportunities for contesting legal protections,
Smith highlights policy feedback dynamics, explaining that the legacy of equal
rights in Canada is much different from its US counterpart. Whereas equal
rights in the United States has traditionally been tied to race, thus defining
equal rights as a special interest, equal rights policies in Canada are often uti-
lized to limit autonomous regions’ ability to make sovereignty claims—a policy
legacy that largely unifies the rest of the Canadian populace (Smith 2008).

Public policies can also affect how citizens view themselves and others in
the polity. For example, some policies convey messages to beneficiaries that
they are deserving of the support they receive, whereas other policies are stig-
matizing and imply lack of deservingness or second-class citizenship (Soss
1999). Some have suggested that universal policies may help incorporate less-
advantaged individuals as full members of the political community and also
prompt others to see them as such, whereas targeted policies may accentuate
their marginalized status (Skocpol 1991; Wilson 1991). Studies of European
social service provision in particular have found that highly inclusive, or uni-
versal, social welfare policies engender mass support for a broader, cross-class
definition of social citizenship. By contrast, policies that provide benefits to a
select, often means-tested, group of recipients lead to zero-sum debates over
the appropriate targets of redistribution (Korpi and Palme 1998; Rothstein
2002; Jordan 2013).

Alternatively, the basis of eligibility for a policy may influence its impact
on views of deservingness. Beneficiaries of Social Security may perceive them-
selves as benefiting from funds they themselves earned through workplace
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participation, even if they receive far more in benefits than they paid into the
system (Harrington Meyer 1996). Conversely, public benefits that are under-
stood to flow directly from taxpayer dollars, such as welfare benefits or Tempo-
rary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), may be more likely to be perceived
as handouts (Skocpol and Williamson 2012, 60-61). Yet means testing alone
does not make policies stigmatizing; Joe Soss (1999) finds, for example, that
Head Start, a program for low-income children that engaged parents in demo-
cratic participation, yielded empowering effects.

Public policies are also known to affect what might be considered active
citizenship, or people’s degree of involvement in politics or other forms of civic
engagement. Scholars have found that some policies, namely, Social Security,
Medicare, and the GI Bill, promote active participation, making their beneficia-
ries more involved in public life than they would otherwise have been (Camp-
bell 2003; Mettler 2005). Educational policies, for example, generally build civic
capacity by endowing individuals with the skills, resources, and social networks
that engender participation (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). Conversely,
other policies—such as those hidden in the tax code or channeled through
private organizations, or what has been called the “submerged state”—fail to
engender comparable rates of activity (Mettler 2011). Some policies, such as
welfare and incarceration, appear to actually depress civic engagement, ren-
dering those who experience them directly less likely to participate than they
would have been in the absence of the policy experience (Soss 1999; Weaver
and Lerman 2010). We probe the underlying mechanisms explaining these out-
comes in the next section.

Our discussion thus far indicates the broad array of ways in which poli-
cies can reshape the contours of politics and in time affect the next round of
policymaking. To date, scholars have only begun to explore these pathways,
some more than others. The next generation of those who make forays into
this area will undoubtedly forge new pathways, requiring a new mapping of the
field. Now we turn to a subject at the center of recent policy feedback scholar-
ship: the specific mechanisms through which feedback dynamics may occur—
particularly in the realm of individual political behavior.

FEEDBACK MECHANISMS AMONG MASS PUBLICS

The final line of inquiry in the previous section—how policies affect the mean-
ing of citizenship—is the central focus of much of the recent policy feedback
research. In particular, scholars are delving into the intricacies of the relation-
ship between policies and mass political behavior in an effort to identify and
explicate the mechanisms by which policies produce the variety of effects on
politics discussed above. Guided by the logic put forth by Pierson in 1993, these
studies examine the ways in which policy design, implementation, and resource
provision shape the political preferences and behaviors of ordinary citizens.
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FIGURE 3.2 Mechanisms of Policy Feedback for Mass Politics
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Just as institutionalist scholars have “opened the black box” of governing in-
stitutions, policy feedback scholars have delved into what could also be termed
the “black box™ of public policy to discern how specific components of policies
affect the political behavior of ordinary citizens. A model of how such features
of policies affect civic engagement among mass publics appears in Figure 3.2
(Mettler 2002). This model builds on Pierson's delineation of resource and in-
terpretive effects.

Many public policies offer citizens payments, goods, or services—or in the
case of laxes, they may collect payments from them—and any of these experi-
ences may engender resource effects, shaping participation. This dimension of
the model draws on the Civic Voluntarism Model advanced by Sidney Verba,
Kay Schlozman, and Henry Brady (1995), which indicates that resources—free
time, money, and civic skills—each bear a positive relationship to civic engage-
ment. When a policy provides an individual with benefits that have monetary
value, those resources may help overcome the costs of participation. Similarly,
when policies provide education benefits—another key predictor of civic and
political engagement (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980)—participation may
increase.

Public palicies also impose rules and procedures on citizens, features em-
anating from policy design and implementation, and these may be the source
of interpretive effects, which could also be termed “cognitive™ or “learning ef-
fects.” Interpretive effects refer to the ability of public policies to shape norms,
values, and attitudes. This dimension of the policy feedback model draws in
part on Anne Schneider and Helen Ingram’s theory of social construction and
policy design, elaborating how policies shape citizens' subjective experiences of
the meaning of citizenship and affect their status, identity, and role in the polit-
ical community (Schneider and Ingram 1993, 1997, 78-89, 140-45).

In addition, the Civic Voluntarism Model implies that some resources
may themselves also foster interpretive effects, for example, by promoting
the psychological predisposition to be involved in public affairs. This might
occur if resources facilitate enhanced political etficacy, meaning individuals'
understanding that government is responsive to people like them (external ef-
ficacy) or that they are personally capable of influencing government (internal
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efficacy). Alternatively, greater engagement might transpire as resources such
as education inculcate a sense of civic duty or as policies that join people to-
gether by treating or regarding them similarly foster a sense of a fate linked to
others (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).

The interpretive effects of public policies may affect primarily those who ex-
perience them directly, such as beneficiaries of social welfare policies, or those
bound by regulatory procedures. Alternatively, they may influence the attitudes
of other citizens, by shaping their perceptions of members of a particular group
in society to which they themselves do not belong. They may make them think
of claimants of the home mortgage interest deduction as deserving, for exam-
ple, and welfare recipients as undeserving. Or a policy may influence citizens’
views of their own standing in society, depending on government’s respon-
siveness to them or to people like them. These values are formed and trans-
mitted through both the design of a specific policy and the experiences with its
implementation.

The following sections explore each of these dimensions—resource and in-
terpretive effects—in greater depth and highlight related research findings.

Resource Effects

Scholars find that the actual fungible resources provided by social welfare pol-
icies have an impact on civic engagernent. This was the case, for example, with
the GI Bill’s education and training benefits, which provided veterans with
access to education. Veterans who utilized the GI Bill, compared to veteran
nonusers with similar background characteristics, participated in 50 percent
more civic membership organizations and 30 percent more political activities
in the immediate post—-World War Il era. This occurred in part because the pol-
icy provided them with resources, namely, education, which actively increased
participation through the civic skills it gave them, the social networks they de-
veloped as students, and the increased income and job prospects they acquired
as a result of their degrees. Resource effects were most pronounced among Af-
rican American veterans, for whom access to the GI Bill provided educational
opportunities not otherwise available. The skills, resources, and networks these
beneficiaries gained led them to become involved particularly as leaders in the
civil rights movement and in formal politics later on (Mettler 2005). Similarly,
women who gained access to college in later decades by using federal student
aid policies such as student loans and Pell grants became more engaged in pol-
itics than similarly situated individuals. In each case, the resources accrued
through access to education disposed individuals to participate in public affairs
to an extent not possible otherwise (Rose 2012).

Policy benefits can also increase political participation by providing indi-
viduals and organizations with incentives to mobilize and advocate in their de-
fense. This effect is most clearly captured by Campbell’s (2002) study of Social
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Security recipients, which finds that the resources provided by Social Security
ofter a powerful incentive for individuals to engage in political activity to main-
tain and strengthen their benefits. The economic self-interest generated by
the benefits compels older adults, particularly low- and middle-income older
adults, who rely most heavily on their monthly Social Security checks, to en-
gage in a variety of political activities to encourage their representatives to pro-
tect those benefits.

Providing resources to beneficiaries may not boost turnout for all who re-
ceive benefits. Recent work by Jowei Chen (2013) finds that the distribution of
government aid can differentially shape the partisan distribution of turnout.
In his study of the policy feedback effects of Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) hurricane disaster aid in Florida, Chen finds that the effect
of distributive aid on turnout depends on the partisan affiliation of voters and
their relationship to the incumbent party. Specifically, voters receiving FEMA
aid who were affiliated with the incumbent party turned out at higher rates in
the election following aid distribution. By contrast, voters who received aid but
were affiliated with the opposition party exhibited reduced turnout. In both
cases, according to Chen, the incumbent party was rewarded for providing dis-
tributive aid.

Such results may occur because policy resources create an impetus for polit-
ical mobilization by political parties and other organizations. Campbell’s study
of participation patterns among low- and moderate-income Social Security re-
cipients finds that the policy created a brand-new constituency group for po-
litical actors to mobilize. Both the Democratic Party and the AARP seized the
opportunity (Campbell 2002). Such mobilization is also itself a powerful pre-
dictor of political participation (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993).

Political actors are keenly aware of policy benefits’ capacity to alter partic-
ipatory dynamics in such ways. They can leverage this fact to develop or di-
minish the provision of social benefits to suit their immediate political goals.
Political actors have the ability to exacerbate or mitigate existing inequalities by
providing resources to some groups rather than to others.

Work on resource effects is still in its infancy. Scholars have yet to specify
the variation in impact of resources of different values or sizes or administered
over different durations (Campbell 2012). Research to date focuses predom-
inantly on social welfare and education policies; scholars have just begun to
examine the impact of extraction of resources through the tax code, for exam-
ple, and how different policy mechanisms might affect citizens’ responses (e.g.,
Faricy 2011).

Interpretive Effects

Interpretive effects of policies may be fostered through the impact of resources
or directly through features of policy design and implementation. Any of these
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may convey messages to people about government or their relationship to it or
the status of other citizens, and the resulting attitudinal responses may shape
people’s subsequent participation.

Living under a particular policy regime can affect the way people view
their identities as citizens (Mettler and Soss 2004; Patashnik 2008). In some
instances, this occurs deliberately as policymakers construct target groups to
whom policies apply and the associated norms and benefits ascribed to those
groups (Schneider and Ingram 1993). The policy spells out who is a member
of the identified group, on the basis of some shared characteristics, and who is
not. By defining group membership, policymakers essentially offer a govern-
ment endorsement of those individuals who are worthy of benefits, those who
should endure punitive measures, and those whose behavior should change in
some specified way (Schneider and Ingram 1993).

In addition to designating recipients for a particular policy, the language
and content of the policy can assign a social or political standing to the targeted
population, whether intentionally or not (Mettler and Soss 2004). For exam-
ple, some policies offer a full extension of benefits to those who have “earned”
them, whereas others provide “welfare” support to beneficiaries who are forced
to consistently prove their need. Constructed identities may be both normative
and evaluative in nature, and they can ascribe a group with either positive or
negative attributes (Schneider and Ingram 1993). Frequently, these characteri-
zations become imbedded in the public symbology associated with a particular
group. As a result, the creation of target populations can influence how mem-
bers see themselves and the relative value of their participation as well as how
society, more broadly, construes a particular group’s identity (Schneider and
Ingram 1993; Mettler and Soss 2004). Terms like “welfare queen” enter the ver-
nacular, and suddenly entire groups of welfare beneficiaries are viewed through
that lens. Once created, these conceptions are perpetuated by media coverage
and political discourse.

The perceptions of beneficiaries engendered by certain policy designs have
also been found to affect the willingness of businesses to participate in govern-
ment programs. In her comparative exploration of British and Danish business
implementation of labor market programs, Cathie Jo Martin (2004) finds that
welfare policy designs can shape employers’ attitudes toward program benefi-
ciaries and perceptions about the advantage of participation, thus affecting the
willingness of those employers to implement programs.

In addition to Martin, several other comparativists have undertaken studies
of policy feedback effects. A significant focus of their scholarship is the degree
to which social welfare policy designs affect political attitudes and support for
the programs (Andrefl and Heien 2001; Edlund 1999; Jakobsen 2011; Larsen
2008; Svallfors 1997). Following a logic similar to Campbell’s, these studies
typically find that welfare programs that are universal in nature—providing
benefits to the majority of citizens—garner greater popular support because
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they generate larger constituencies and shift “the focus of the welfare state away
from redistribution and toward common market insecurities felt by both the
middle and working classes” (Jordan 2013). By contrast, welfare programs pro-
viding means-tested benefits to the poor create a much smaller constituency
and establish contentious relations between beneficiaries and contributors, ulti-
mately generating hostility toward welfare expansion (Korpi and Palme 1998).
As noted earlier, however, this distinction between universal and means-tested
policies has been called into question in more recent work on the American
case.

Although the design of a policy can influence both elite and mass attitudes
about the relative value of a particular group of beneficiaries, the implementa-
tion of a particular policy can also affect people’s attitudes toward both govern-
ment and their own personal political efficacy. For many beneficiaries of public
policy, interactions with various disbursement or oversight agencies provide
citizens with their primary, and sometimes their only, direct experience with
government. It therefore comes as no surprise that these interactions can serve
as a proxy for the whole of government, significantly affecting individual eval-
uations of government capacity and the efficacy of participating in political
activity (Soss 1999; Mettler 2011). The way a policy is implemented is not, of
course, wholly unconnected to its design; in fact, legislation and subsequent
bureaucratic rules usually determine the manner in which policy benefits are
distributed. On some occasions, however, the process of policy disbursement
produces distinctive effects, particularly when those engaged in service delivery
retain a large measure of discretion or ability to interpret the law differently
from how its creators intended or foresaw or when a distinct level of govern-
ment, court, or nongovernmental agency retains the ability to determine some
aspect of how the policy will actually be put into practice.

Joe Soss (1999, 362) explains that “policy designs structure participant pro-
gram experiences in ways that teach alternative lessons about the nature of gov-
ernment.” To test this claim, he conducted surveys of a number of recipients
of two distinctive social policy programs: the now defunct Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI).
Soss finds that recipients of AFDC, a means-tested program that he claims dis-
empowered beneficiaries through constant casework and the need to prove el-
igibility, held more negative views of government and felt less participatory
efficacy. By contrast, recipients of SSDI, a social insurance program in which
recipients tend to initiate government contact and play a more empowered
role in the process of obtaining benefits, felt more positively inclined toward
government capacity and engagement. Individuals’ experiences with agencies
functioned like microcosms of government for them, and they extrapolated
from these experiences in considering their relationship to government as a
whole. As a result, their experiences of policy receipt affected their sense of po-
litical efficacy and, in turn, their participation.
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Several other studies confirm Soss’s conclusion that the nature of individuals’
interaction with government agencies, as dictated by a particular policy design,
can shape their views about government. A study of TANF, the replacement for
AFDC established by welfare reform in 1996, found that variation in the imple-
mentation of the same policy program across state and local jurisdictions pro-
duced different attitudes toward political efficacy (Soss, Fording, and Schram
2011). Similarly, Weaver and Lerman (2010, 4) write that “criminal justice con-
tact weakens attachment to political process and heightens negative views about
government.” They found that the more extensive citizens’ experience of the
criminal justice system, the stronger its negative impact on their likelihood of
voting; such experiences created “custodial citizenship.” Moynihan and Herd
(2010) explain that, as policies are implemented, citizens run up against cumu-
lative red tape—the administrative procedures of implementation that are not
directly necessary for the distribution of benefits—generated throughout the
various stages of policymaking. Administrative red tape imposes barriers that
citizens must overcome to access their political and social rights, and some citi-
zens possess greater capacity to overcome those barriers. As a result, Moynihan
and Herd (2010) argue, administrative red tape can have a deleterious effect on
the experience of citizenship for already disadvantaged groups.

Of course, not all policy beneficiaries have negative interactions with gov-
ernment programs. Wood and Waterman’s (1994) exploration of bureaucratic
dynamics reports that a majority of Americans say that their experiences with
government agencies are efficient and positive. A number of studies find that
those beneficiaries who have primarily positive encounters with policy dis-
bursement agencies report similarly positive attitudes toward government and
about their own political efficacy. Besides the resource effects of the GI Bill, vet-
eran beneficiaries also found the provisions of the law to be generous, and they
felt themselves treated with dignity and respect throughout the implementation
process. As a result, they became incorporated as full social citizens, and their
appreciation of and generally positive interactions with governing agencies re-
sulted in a sense of efficacy and civic-mindedness (Mettler 2005). Of course,
even positive experiences with government may pose problems for evaluations
of political efficacy. Patashnik’s (2008) study of policy reform cautions that
when positive government reforms unravel, citizens may lose faith in the ability
of government to solve problems.

Although both positive and negative experiences with government agen-
cies during policy disbursement have the power to shape people’s beliefs about
their own political efficacy, scholars have shown that public policies admin-
istered without interaction with an obvious government presence can affect
views of government capacity as well. A recent study examined citizens’ re-
sponses to policies administered through the relatively hidden policies of the
“submerged state,” those that channel benefits to citizens through market insti-
tutions and the federal tax system (Mettler 2011, 7). Unlike benefits delivered
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directly through obvious government organizations, benefits provided by the
submerged state are intentionally obscured, so many people only see the free
market or private enterprise at work. The hidden nature of these policies not
only makes it difficult for citizens to form and express preferences about them
but also fosters a sense that the market, not government, is responsible for ad-
dressing public needs.

Numerous studies of European—and particularly Scandinavian—social
welfare policies have also found that the implementation of government pro-
grams can shape political attitudes. For example, Staffan Kumlin’s (2004) ex-
ploration of social welfare experience in Sweden finds evidence to suggest that
personal experiences with welfare provision actually have a greater impact on
political trust and ideology than do personal economic experiences. In her
study of African state retrenchment and its effect on patterns of citizenship,
Lauren MacLean (2011) finds that Africans who experience government social
service provision participate in both electoral and nonelectoral political activi-
ties at higher rates than do those without similar government interactions. Erin
Hern (2016b) finds evidence that in low-capacity African states the absence of
government service provision can lead to greater levels of collective action, but
whether that action turns political is conditioned by citizens’ feelings of politi-
cal efficacy.

Actual policy decisions themselves can affect citizens’ sense of political effi-
cacy, depending on whether or not their preferred policy outcome prevails. Pat-
rick Flavin and John Griffin found evidence of such outcormnes, as least among
politically knowledgeable citizens. Both policy “winners” and “losers” became
more politically active in the wake of decisions about military intervention in
Iraq and the Bush tax cuts, but different mechanisms produced each outcome
(Flavin and Griffin 2009).

In combination, a specific policy’s design and implementation can shape
both the way that individuals and groups view the value of their citizenship and
how they assess the efficacy of government agencies. These evaluations can in
turn affect citizens’ decision to participate in politics (Mettler and Soss 2004).
If, for example, an individual is part of a target population ascribed with nega-
tive characteristics, he may view his citizenship as worth less than that of others
and be less likely to participate. Similarly, if an individual has negative experi-
ences with government agencies, she may decide that participation is futile and
choose not to engage. As in the case of the submerged state, if individuals have
no concept that government is involved with the provision of a particular ben-
efit, they may also be dissuaded from participating in political activity. Because
interpretive effects engender political learning for political elites as well as for
the mass public, policies have the ability to entrench and exacerbate participa-
tory inequalities as specific designs and implementation schemes become path
dependent. Taken together, these two types of interpretative effects can provide
individuals with powerful incentives or disincentives for political engagement.
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In the past fifteen years, scholars have made perhaps the greatest headway
in probing when interpretive effects occur and the mechanisms underlying
them. Policies seem to generate distinct attitudinal responses depending on
such factors as the terms of eligibility, the degree of visibility of government’s
role, the means of financing, the scope of coverage, the degree of automaticity
of benefit receipt, and the degree of discretion and intervention by government
officials. We have yet to reach a comprehensive understanding of these topics,
but scholars are building on each other’s work to refine our expectations about
when and how policy feedback effects may or may not occur.

CHALLENGES TO POLICY FEEDBACK RESEARCH

The recent research conducted by scholars of policy feedback has contributed
innovative insight into the workings of the political process across multiple
dimensions. As with many research agendas, however, work in the field of
policy feedback effects faces a number of challenges. The most significant lim-
itations to research thus far emanate from methodological concerns and data
limitations.

As discussed previously, policy feedback work to date consists primarily
of single-policy case studies (e.g., Soss 1999; Campbell 2002; Mettler 2005),
most of which employ some combination of historical analysis, interviews, and
statistical analyses of cross-sectional survey data to test proposed hypotheses.
Critics of this scholarship have argued that some of the work in the feedback
domain fails to address problems of endogeneity, particularly those introduced
by potential self-selection bias between recipients and nonrecipients of govern-
ment benefits. The concern is that some preexisting characteristics affect which
individuals elect to utilize a particular program, and those same factors may
determine later participatory or attitudinal differences between beneficiaries
and nonbeneficiaries. If analysts lack the appropriate data or statistical tools to
control for this possibility, they cannot with confidence specify the existence
of policy feedback effects (Mead 2004). Work in the field of policy feedback
is sensitive to this charge, and increasingly scholars are leveraging a variety of
methodological tools to substantiate their causal claims.

In their study of the effect of contact with the criminal justice system on
attitudes toward government and political engagement, Weaver and Lerman
(2010, 5-6) contend with the issue of selection bias—specifically that individ-
uals who come into contact with the criminal justice system may be inherently
different from those who do not draw the attention of law enforcement. They
utilize panel data from both the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent
Health (AdHealth), a nationally representative longitudinal study, and Fragile
Families, a panel study of disadvantaged parents and their children. Their anal-
ysis employs standard control variables as well as controls for type of govern-
ment contact and criminal propensity (Weaver and Lerman 2010, 6). Finally,
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they employ nonparametric estimation through the use of genetic matching to
confirm their causal relationship (Weaver and Lerman 2010, 7). Drawing on
data from the same two surveys in her analysis of the effect of Medicaid on ben-
eficiaries” political participation, Jamila Michener (2014) employs coarsened
exact matching to control for confounding variables in her analysis. She then
uses seemingly unrelated regression to further account for selection bias.

Another attempt at solving the puzzle of endogeneity is exemplified by Met-
tler and Welch's (2004) analysis of the impact of the GI Bill on political par-
ticipation, in which they employed a two-stage statistical model to control for
the determinants of which veterans chose to use the benefits, Their use of an
instrumental variable helped to disentangle factors that may have influenced
program usage from those affecting political participation. Similarly, Deondra
Rose (2012) used a two-stage model to examine how use of student aid policies
affected later political participation. Statistical techniques such as these help to
provide more robust results and mitigate the problem of selection bias in policy
feedback studies,

In addition 1o statistical techniques, several scholars are also beginning to
employ experimental methods to better untangle the relationship between pol-
icies and public perceptions, Mettler and Guardino use a Web-based survey
experiment 1o test the effect of policy-related inlormation on dtizen attitudes
toward government social welfare programs (Mettler 2011, chap, 3). Lerman
(2013) leverages both field and quasi-natural experiments in her work on cit-
izen preferences for both public and private service provision. The use of ran-
dom assignment allows for the direct comparison of average treatment effects
between treatment and control groups, helping to account for endogeneity and
establish causation (see Druckman 2011).

The increasing methodological rigor of feedback literature, as evidenced
by these examples, signals a promising step forward for the field. But the abil-
ity to continue to improve will depend on the availability of appropriate data.
Studies—particularly those dealing with historic or underexplored cases—face
serious data limitations; however, new work in policy feedback has successfully
begun using several rich panel surveys that allow scholars 1o account for vari-
ahles identified by critics as important confounders that many of the traditional
political science datasets lack information for.

Weaver and Lerman (2010), Bruch, Ferree, and Soss (2010), and Michener
(2014) all employ panel data from Fragile Families and/or AdHealth in their
analyses. Soss, Fording, and Schram (2011) use a variety of sources, including
data from the Youth Development Study, a panel survey of Minnesota public
school children, in Disciplining the Poor. These surveys all provide a wealth of
demographic data as well as information on usage of a variety of social wel-
lare programs, allowing scholars interested in the feedback effects of these pro-
grams to further reduce the potential for omitted variables and to use the tools
discussed above to account for issues of selection,
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Of course, existing survey data does not always provide the information
necessary to gain leverage over a question of interest, a problem that is com-
pounded for scholars attempting to conduct feedback research in countries
with limited survey data available to begin with. A growing number of policy
feedback scholars are turning to original data collection to remedy this gap.
For example, scholars who are interested in capturing the effects of policy
change are designing and implementing their own panel surveys. Morgan and
Campbell (2011) wanted to understand how enrollment in certain Medicare
programs created by the 2003 Medicare Modernization Act could change at-
titudes and behavior among older adults. They conducted a panel survey in
three waves—2005, 2007, and 2009—allowing them to identify shifts in prefer-
ences and behavior that correlated with enrollment in different Medicare plans.
Jacobs and Mettler (2011) have undertaken a similar data collection effort to
capture changing preferences for the Affordable Care Act as it is implemented.

Scholars of policy feedback are increasingly relying on more advanced
methodological techniques and access to an array of rich datasets to gain better
leverage over the causal questions of interest to them. Most of these advances
in the study of feedback effects, however, have still focused primarily on social
welfare provision. Perhaps the next step is to extend these techniques to study
how other types of policies shape the attitudes and behavior of beneficiaries
as well as the broader impact of policies on the views of citizens generally, not
only those affected directly.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Policy Feedback Theory is indispensable for scholars trying to understand how
policies, once developed, reshape politics. Furthermore, today more than ever,
the creation of new policies is deeply influenced by the existence of other pol-
icies, many of which reshape the political landscape in multiple and profound
ways. The approach is also critical for those who want to understand how we
can create better policies or assess existing policies with an eye toward promot-
ing good governance, active civic engagement, and a fair playing field among
groups and interests.

For the past fifteen years, scholars have done yeoman’s work in developing
this area of research. Going forward, they can test hypotheses in more rigorous
ways and identify mechanisms with greater specificity. They can also assess the
varying strengths of different feedback effects and specify when they may and
may not be likely to develop (Patashnik and Zelizer 2013). A critically impor-
tant avenue for future feedback research is to expand the scope of inquiry to
different types of policies and policymaking bodies. Much of the existing schol-
arship explores redistributive or distributive policies; yet how do regulatory or
procedural policies produce feedback effects? What are the effects of experienc-
ing multiple policies in combination with one another? Beyond broadening the
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scope of policies considered, scholars can go further to examine the effects of
policies administered through complex policy arrangements, which so often in-
volve states, nongovernmental actors, and increasingly supranational lawmak-
ing bodies that are common in countries around the world. How do citizens
respond to policies and services that are channeled through nongovernmental
organizations? Do citizen experiences with policies enacted by international
lawmaking bodies produce different feedback effects than those implemented
by national governments? How do federal systems of governance complicate
policy feedback processes?

Besides taking these directions, policy feedback scholars—who have stud-
ied primarily the impact of policy on individual behavior—need to ask, “What
impact does policy have on collective action?” Skocpol’s (1992) work on the
maternalist welfare state explores the potential for policies to shape collective
identities, and Mettler, Katzenstein, and Reese each offered considerations of
feedback effects and collective action in an edited volume titled Routing the
Opposition (Meyer, Jenness, and Ingram 2005). The bulk of the work on the
subject, however, simply aggregates individual effects for members of certain
groups. In light of the research by social movement scholars establishing the
importance of political opportunities for successful collective mobilization
(e.g., McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1998), it seems prudent to explore further how
policies can create openings in the political system that may influence collective
action. Scholars should investigate whether feedback effects make collective
framing either easier or more difficult to accomplish, affect the organizational
resources necessary for collective action, and create or expunge political oppor-
tunities for successful mobilization. This is an especially timely question as we
witness the rise in global protest.

Another productive line of exploration might consider whether different
governmental institutions and arrangements within a state—specifically elec-
toral, legislative, executive, and bureaucratic institutions—produce patterns in
the policy designs they favor and the implications of those dynamics. Mettler
(2011) and Soss, Fording, and Schram (2011) grapple with larger governmental
patterns of the neoliberalization of social welfare policymaking and the political
pressures to maintain certain policy designs. But to what extent are pressures
such as those the same for all governing institutions and actors? For example,
in many countries individual members of the national legislature are driven by
the “electoral connection,” but in other governing arrangements where legis-
lative seats are assigned proportionally by party these mechanisms may work
differently. Do elected officials under these different systems face different in-
centives when it comes to designing policies that are more favorable to their
own constituents? To what extent are bureaucratic arrangements affected by
the policy designs enacted by legislators? Does the arrangement of bureaucratic
authority in a particular state or policy arena lead to trends in the policies pro-
duced by those bureaucratic agencies? Identifying patterns in policy design and
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their associated impact on the participation of beneficiaries across policymak-
ing institutions may be especially important in countries where executives and
executive agencies claim more policymaking responsibility.

The study of policy feedback represents an exciting and still relatively new
direction in policy research, one ripe with possibilities for further inquiry. It
engages scholars in the study of how policies, once created, reshape the political
world in myriad ways. The past two decades have seen innovative new explora-
tions in this domain and growing specification of mechanisms and dynamics.
These accomplishments pave the way for future researchers to carry on.
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The Advocacy Coalition Framework:
An Overview of the Research Program

HANK C. JENKINS-SMITH, DANIEL NOHRSTEDT,
CHRISTOPHER M. WEIBLE, AND KARIN INGOLD

The study of policy processes brings locus to many questions of both theoret-
ical and practical significance. Some questions concern policy change and sta-
sis over time: What factors explain the likelihood of occurrence of major and
minor policy change? To what extenl is policy change affecting government
agencies and procedures and, through them, broader public opinion? Another
set of questions involves learming by actors: To what extent are actors learning
from their experiences, from the experiences ol others, or from scientific and
technical information? What factors facilitate learming among allies and among
opponents? Yet another set of questions centers on the behavior of actors who
directly or indirectly attempt to influence policy processes by advocating for
change or maintenance of the status quo: Under what conditions do actors
form and maintain coalitions to achieve their policy objectives in a conrdinated
tashion? What are the characteristics of the network structures of rhese coali-
tions? To what extent, and in what ways, do opposing coalition actors interact?

To answer these questions is to provide insight into some of the fundamen-
tal themes of governance and politics that ultimately affect the compaosition,
dynamics, and course of society. The purpose of this chapter is to provide an
overview ol one framework that can help answer these questions: the Advo-
cacy Coalition Framework (ACF).' The chapter begins with a summary of the
intellectual foundations of the ACF, It then provides an overview of the frame-
work and its theoretical fodi, including assessments of the hypotheses based on
extensive empirical applications. The chapter ends by suggesting an ongoing
agenda to continue the advancement of the ACF research program.
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INTELLECTUAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE ACF

The ACF was created in the early 1980s by Paul Sabatier and Hank Jenkins-
Smith, Chief inspirations were drawn from past shortcomings in policy process
research, including a need to develop an alternative policy process theory to
overcome the limitations of the stages heuristic; a need to provide theoretical
insight into the role of scientific and technical information in policy debates;
a need to shed light on ideological disagreement and policy conflicts; and a
need to provide a comprehensive approach to understanding palitics and pol-
icy change over time that went beyond traditional emphases in political science
on government institutions (e.g., executive, legislative, and judiciary) and a few
forms of political behavior (e.g., voting and lobbying) (see the discussion in
Sabatier 1991). Establishing the framework took several years of effort that in-
cluded conlerence papers written by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, ongoing data
collection through interviews and surveys, and the creation of code forms for
measuring beliel systems and coalition stability over time.’

The foundations of the ACF were also influenced by debates in the philosophy
of sciences that were still prominent in the 1970s and 1980s. Partly in response
to Thomas Kuhn's (1962) notion of scientific revolutions and paradigm shifts,
Imré Lakatos developed his conception of the evolution of scientific research
“programmes” in an effort 1o rescue the conception of cumulative, falsifiable
science and the growth of knowledge (Lakatos 1970). A key contribution from
Lakatos was the nolion that scientific theories can be described as consisting ol a
“hard core” of unchanging and largely axiomatic propositions surrounded by a
“protective bell” of auxiliary hypotheses that can be adjusted (or rejected) in re-
sponse (o potentially falsifiable evidence. This concept is a recognizable ancestor
of the structure of belief systems in the ACF, which are characterized as hierar-
chically structured with a deep core of antological and normative beliefs that
are extraordinarily difficult to change, and “secondary aspects” of more specific
propositions about how to effectively translate core beliefs into policy.’

A second important contribution was drawn from Lakatos's related prop-
osition that—given that Popper's ([1935] 2002) ideal of falsifiable theories had
proven implausible—theoretical progress was maost readily evident in "pro-
gressive problem-shift.” As noted by Kuhn (1962), counterevidence need not
displace a theory; empirical anomalies can persist for hundreds of years while
a theory hangs on hecause (1) ad hoc defense ol a theory was too effective
to displace a vital theory and (2) a ready replacement theory was not avail-
able. Lakatos argued that ad hoc defense of a theory fails i it is persistently
regressive—meaning ad hoc “adjustments” of thearies to accommodate coun-
terevidence do not add new theoretical content thal can be (and eventually is)
empirically verilied. Lakatos also argued that healthy theories experience pro-
gressive prablem-shift, wherein theoretical adjustments (i.e., new concepts and
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hypotheses added to the theory) not only address counterevidence but also add
new empirical content that extends the explanatory reach of the theory. Hence,
defense (or expansion) of a theory needs to be progressive to be scientifically
legitimate. For Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, this conception of scientific prog-
ress characterized the spirit of the theoretical growth of the ACF. The basic
framework of the ACF (e.g., the assumptions and general subsystem dynamics)
characterized the hard core while new propositions and theoretical logic (e.g.,
the addition of the concepts of coalition opportunity structures and endoge-
nous pathways to policy change) occupy the anxiliary belt. Thus, revisions to
the auxiliary belt were acceptable as long as they added new substantive theo-
retical content to the ACF. Indeed, the many additions to, and revisions of, key
ACF hypotheses are reflections of this view of theory change and the growth of
knowledge. Naturally, the assessment of whether these cumulative changes are
truly progressive remains an open and important question.

The earliest journal publications of the ACF began with Sabatier (1986),
where the ACF was described as a synthesis of top-down and bottom-up ap-
proaches to implementation, and continued with Sabatier and Pelkey (1987),
where the ACF was described as an approach to understand regulatory poli-
cymaking,' The first overview of the ACF by Sabatier (1987) was published in
Knowledge, and a nearly identical publication by Sabatier (1988) led to the sym-
posium on the ACF in Policy Sciences.” Jenkins-Smith’s work on policy analysis
within a process characterized by advocacy coalitions was published soon af-
ter (Jenkins-Smith, 1990). Applications of the framework slowly accumulated,
with a coedited volume by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith published in 1993,

The ACF has since become one of the most utilized frameworks of the pol-
icy process. The ACF has been the topic of five special issues in peer-reviewed
journals, including Policy Sciences (Sabatier 1988), PS: Political Science ¢~ Poli-
tics (Sabatier 1991), Policy Studies Journal (Weible et al. 2011), Administration
& Society (Scott 2012), and Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis (Henry et al.
2014), Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen (2009) and Pierce et al. (2017) conducted
comprehensive reviews of over 240 English-language ACF applications from
1987 through 2014 that span the globe." Additionally, Satirov and Memmiler
(2012) reviewed ACF applications in the context of environmental and natural
resource issues. Country-specific reviews have been conducted for applications
of the ACF in Sonth Korea (Jang et al, 2016) and Sweden (Nohrstedt and Olofs-
son, 2016b). Jang et al, (2016) found 62 ACF applications in Korean, suggesting
the ACF is frequently applied in other languages. One edited volume compares
and contrasts advocacy coalitions and policy change on the topic of unconven-
tional oll and gas development across seven countries in North America and
Western Europe (Weible et al. 2016). In aggregate, these reviews confirm the
portability of the ACF to different policy issues and governing systems, but they
also expose areas where the ACF's concepts and assumplions appear to be less
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applicable and problematic. We return to these issues below when discussing a
research agenda for the future.

The ACF oflers a general foundation for single case studies and for com-
parative analyses of policy processes across a wide range of policy issues and
governing systems. Although a single chapter cannot adequately summarize
the development of the ACF over time, present all the intricacies of the frame-
work, list all the hypotheses offered by various analysts, or synthesize the find-
ings from various applications of the framework, we offer here a synthesis of
the most recent developments in the ACF and encourage interested readers to
explore past theoretical and empirical publications as cited herein.

THE FRAMEWORK AND THEORETICAL EMPHASES

Borrowing from Easton (1965), Laudan (1977, 70-120), Lakatos (1970), and
Ostrom (2005, 27-29), the ACF is best thought of as a framework supporting
multiple, overlapping thearetical foci.” The purpese of a framework is to pro-
vide a shared research platform that enables analysts to work together in de-
scribing, explaining, and, sometimes, predicting phenomena within and across
ditferent contexts. The components of a framework include a statement of the
assumptions, description of the scope or type of questions the framework is
intended to help answer, and the establishment of concept categories and their
general relations. Most importantly, a framework provides a common vocabu-
lary to help analysts communicate across disciplines, from different substantive
policy areas, and from different parts of the world. Akln 1o Lakatos's hard core
foundation of a research program, a framework should be fairly stable in its
basic premises over time. Additionally, frameworks are not directly testable but
provide guidance toward specific areas of descriptive and explanatory inquiry.
This is an important reminder, given the misperception among some students
and researchers that a comprehensive “test” of the ACF requires empirical as-
sessments of all its components and relationships among them.

Rather, a framework suppaorts multiple theories, which are narrower in
scope and emphasize a smaller set of questions, variables, and relationships.
Theories provide more precise conceptual and operational definitions of con-
cepts and interrelate concepts in the form of testable and falsifiable hypotheses
or propositions, The theories within the framework are where students and
researchers should attempt 1o test and develop descriptions and explanations.
Theories are, hence, akin to Lakatos's protective bell that can (and should) be
subject o experimentation, adjustment, and modifications over time. Although
liypatheses should ideally offer refutable expectations among concepts, a prag-
matic reason for using hypotheses is to highlight the most important relation-
ships that describe what, why, and how those concepts relate and when and
where those relationships are expecied Lo be evident (Whetten 1987).
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A SUMMARY OF THE ACF AS A “FRAMEWORK”

A framework is best described by its assumptions, scope (type of questions),
and basic categories of concepts and general relations for answering research
‘questions, This section provides an overview of the framework of the ACF.

Assumptions

The policy subsysterm is the primary unit of analysis for understanding policy
processes. Policy subsystems are defined by a policy topic, territorial scope, and
the actors directly or indirectly influencing policy subsystem affairs. Policy sub-
systems have several defining properties that help in interpretation and appli-
cation (Sabatier 1998; Nohrstedt and Weible 2010). First, subsystems contain
a large set of components that interact in nontrivial ways to produce oulputs
and outcomes for a given policy topic. These components range from physi-
cal and institutional characteristics to actor attributes, including beliefl systems
and political resources. One of the purposes of a framework and its theories
is to specify some of the most important subsystem components to study in
attempting to help solve puzzles concerning the policy process, Second, policy
subsystems demarcate the integrated and nonintegrated actors on a given pol-
icy topic. Policy subsystems do not involve all peaple interested and affected
by the policy decisions. Indeed, given limited time and attention, most people
do not engage in any subsystem and, for those who do, the number of policy
subsystems where they are active is finite and usvally small in number. Third,
policy subsystems are semi-independent but overlap with other subsystems
and are nested within yet other subsystems. For example, an energy policy sub-
system in Colorado overlaps with a fooed policy subsystem in the same state and
nests within a national energy policy subsystem in the United States." Fourth,
policy subsystems often pravide some authority or potential for authority. Such
authority may exist in the enforcement and monitoring of policy, the legislative
or legal processes, or the potential for new policies that may alter the status
quo. Fifth, policy subsystems undergo periods of stasis, incremental change,
and major change.

The set of relevant subsystem actors include any person regularly attempt-
ing to Influence subsystem affairs. Borrowing from Heclo (1978), the depiction
of subsystem actors expands beyond traditional interpretations of the policy
process that tends 1o focus narrowly on legislative committees, government
agencies, and interest groups. Subsystems are affected by any actor directly or
indirectly influencing subsystem affairs and may include officials from any level
of government, representatives from the private sector, members from pon-
profit organizations, members of the news media, academic scientists and re-
searchers, private consultants, lobbyists, think tanks, and even members of the
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courts (Hjern and Porter 1981). The extent and consistency of involvement and
influence of these actors, of course, varies.

Individuals are boundedly rational, with limited ability to process stimuli,
motivated by belief systems, and prone to experience the “devil shift.” The ACF
conception of individuals is based on a modified version of methodological in-
dividualism, that is, change in the world is primarily driven by people and not
by organizations (Sabatier 1987, 685). In the terms coalition beliefs, coalition
behavior, and coalition learning, coalition is used metaphorically in reference
to the individuals comprising the coalition. Indeed, coalitions do not learn, but
rather the actors within coalitions learn. Furthermore, the modified version of
methodological individualism in the ACF does not suggest that people’s behav-
ior is independent of context. Indeed, the theory within the ACF would expect
that people’s behavior is shaped by various contextual factors, particularly, the
nature of relevant institutions, the intensity of conflict, and the perceived sever-
ity of threats posed by opponents.

The ACF’s assumption that individuals are boundedly rational means that
people are motivated instrumentally by goals but are often unclear how to
achieve those goals, and they are limited in their cognitive abilities to process
stimuli such as information and experience (Simon 1957, 1985). Addition-
ally, given limited cognitive abilities, individuals simplify the world through
their belief systems and are, therefore, prone to biased assimilation of stimuli
(Munro and Ditto 1997; Munro et al. 2002).

The ACF assumes that policy actors have a three-tiered belief system struc-
ture. Deep core beliefs are fundamental normative values and ontological ax-
jioms. Deep core beliefs are not policy specific and, thus, can be applicable to
multiple policy subsystems. One way to conceptualize and measure deep core
beliefs is by incorporating insights from cultural theory (Douglas and Wil-
davsky 1982; Ripberger et al. 2014; Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014; Trousset et al.
2015). Cultural theory offers four distinct orientations—hierarchs, egalitarians,
individualists, and fatalists. Each of these orientations is buttressed by a set of
“myths”—about human nature, society, and natural systems—that can serve
both to justify the orientation and its values and to imply appropriate forms of
social organization (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982; Thompson, Ellis, and Wil-
davsky 1990). Whereas cultural theory has demonstrated its utility as one way
of conceptualizing and measuring deep core beliefs especially for comparative
analyses, other ways certainly exist and could be developed.

In contrast to deep core beliefs, policy core beliefs are bound by scope and
topic to the policy subsystem and thus have territorial and topical components.
Policy core beliefs can be normative and empirical. Normatively, policy core
beliefs may reflect basic orientation and value priorities for the policy sub-
system and may identify whose welfare in the policy subsystem is of greatest
concern. Empirically, policy core beliefs include overall assessments of the se-
riousness of the problem, basic causes of the problem, and preferred solutions
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for addressing the problem (called policy core policy preferences). Secondary
beliefs deal with a subset of the palicy subsystem or the specific instrumental
means for achieving the desired outcomes outlined in the policy core beliefs.”
Finally, the ACF borrows one of the key findings from prospect theory that
people remember losses more readily than gains (Quattrone and Tversky 1988).
Remembering losses and the tendency to filter and assimilate stimuli through
belief systems result in the “devil shift,” where actors exaggerate the power and
maliciousness of their opponents (Sabatier, Hunter, and McLaughlin 1987).
The expected result is a noncollaborative attitude, growing mistrust, the pro-
traction of conflict, and the obstruction of effective policy solutions (Fischer et
al. 2016).

Subsystems are simplified by aggregating actors into one or more coalitions,
Depicting policy subsystems as consisting of any actor attempting to directly
or indirectly intluence subsystems affairs presents a dilemma for analysts: there
might be hundreds of actors somehow involved in a policy subsystem. Also, an-
alysts encounter subsystems at different levels ol maturity; mature subsystems
comprise relatively established and clearly differentiated coalitions, whereas
nascent or emergent subsystems are characterized by ambivalence and unclear
political positions. Simplifying assumptions must be made to describe and an-
alyze.'" Analysts could organize subsystems by organizational atliliation, which
provides important insight into the resources and strategies of actors in the
policy subsystem, but the organizational level of analysis comes at the cost of
realizing that the number of organizations involved in the policy subsystem is
not many fewer than the number of actors,

A more effective approach is o organize actors into one or more advocacy
coalitions on the basis of shared beliefs and coordination strategies. By group-
ing and analyzing actors by coalitions, the analysts can simplify the hundreds
of actors and their organizational affiliations into groupings that may be stable
over time (Sabatier and Brasher 1993) and that are instrumental for under-
standing policy actors’ strategies for influence and policy change (Nohrstedt
2010). Aggregating actors into coalitions can follow the rule of first [dentitying
actors sharing similar belief systems, and subsequently searching for a non-
trivial degree of coordination among those actors (Henry 2011). It then also
raises original questions such as the degree of cross-coalition interactions,
intracoalition cohesiveness, and factors contributing to coalition defection
(Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods 1991).

Policies and programs incorporate implicit theories reflecting the translated
beliefs ol one or more coalitions. Public policy can be conceptualized and de-
fined in multiple ways (Birkland 2010, 8). Whereas some definitions can be
simply stated and communicated, such as defining public policy as any inaction
and action by government, other definitions are more nuanced and insightful.
Lasswell and Kaplan (1950, 71), for example, describe policy as “a projected
program of goal values and practices.” Notable from this definition, and from
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similar ones, is the insight that public policy consists of translations of the be-
lief systems of the designers. [n this regard, public policies represent the polit-
ical maneuvering and negotiations not just among coalitions but also of causal
theories (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973, xv; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1983, 5).
Causal theory, when used to describe the implicit or explicit content of public
policy, refers to the sequence of steps, a linking of anticipated events, or desired
procedures that describe the reasoning for achieving outputs and outcomes of
a public policy. Analysts applying the ACF should, therefore, interpret policies
not just as the actions or inactions of government but also as the translations
of beliel systems as manifested in goals, rules, incentives, sanctions, subsidies,
taxes, and other instruments regulating any given issue (lenkins-Smith et al.
2014, 486). This interpretation of policy provides insight into why coalition
actors advocate so intently over time and how they interpret public policies as
bolstering or as being antithetical to their belief systems.

Scientific and technical information is important for understanding sub-
system affairs, In the previous assumption, belief systems were described as the
mechanism for simplifying and interpreting the world. Belief systems are not,
however, simply abstract representations of values and priorities but also en-
capsulate policy actors’ perceived causal patterns and relationships that shape
the empirical world. A major source of this causal representation in a given
context is scientific and technical information that can point to specific causal
relations, problem attributes, and, sometimes, policy alternatives. To better un-
derstand policy processes is thus to understand how scientific and technical
explanations are integrated into (or deflected from) belief systems, used in po-
litical debates and negotiations, and integrated with other forms of knowledge,
especially local knowledge.”

Researchers should adopt a long-term time perspective (e.g., ten years or
maore) to understand policy processes and change. Policy processes are ongoing
without beginning or end (Lindblom 1968, 4) and, thus, strategic behavior and
learning of coalition actors, the reasoning and patterns of policy change, and as-
sessments of the success or failure of public policy should be understood from
a long-term perspective. The point has been misinterpreted to mean that a per-
spective of ten years or more is required to interpret policy processes through the
ACEF. This is too literal of an interpretation and often prevents interested analysts
from applying the ACF even if the framework could help answer their research
question. Some questions, for example, require intensive methods of data col-
lection that preclude longitudinal data, such as an understanding of coalition
structure using quantitative netwark analysis approaches (Henry 2011). Other
datasets permit long-term perspectives, such as the multidecade perspectives
taken by Albright (2011), Andersson (1999), and others to understand patterns
of policy change. We also know that coalitions, though existing for decades, often
take short-term perspectives as opportunities and constraints alter their immedi-
ate strategies (Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woads 1991). The general meaning
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behind this assumption is the recognition that understanding public policy re-
quires focusing on temporal processes that characterize public policy over time.

Scope

A framework’s scope provides the set of general guestions about the policy pro-
cess that it helps the analyst answer. The traditional scope of the ACF includes
questions involving coalitions, learning, and policy change. As suggested by the
assumptions above, the framework is most useful for understanding these top-
ics in high-contlict situations at the subsystem level of analysis. However, the
framework has been applied in other settings, such as at the organizational level
in collaborative settings (Leach and Sabatier 2005; Leach et al. 2013), a form of
application to which we return when discussing future research agendas.

General Conceptual Categories and Relations

Flow diagrams are useful for identifying general categories of concepts and
how they relate. Figure 4.1 presents a llow diagram depicting the policy process

FIGURE 4.l Flow Diagram of the Advocacy Coalition Framework
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within the ACF." The policy subsystem is represented by the rectangle on the
right illustrating a case with two compeling coalitions representing their actors’
beliefs and resources, The two coalitions use various strategies to influence de-
cisions by government authorities that affect institutional rules, policy outputs,
and, eventually, policy outcomes. These decisions then feed back into the policy
subsystem but also can affect external subsystem affairs.

One category of variables that condition subsystem affairs includes relatively
stable parameters, which are the basic social, cultural, economic, physical, and
institutional structures that embed a policy subsystem (Hofferbert 1974; Heclo
1974). Some concepts within relatively stable parameters are best conceptual-
ized as external to subsystem affairs, such as the basic constitutional structure
of the political system, whereas others can be internal to the subsystem, such as
physical conditions of the subsysteny. A second category of variables consists
of dynamic external events, which includes relevant features external to the
subsystem and prone lo change. Examples include socioeconomic conditions,
the state of subsystem-relevant technology, public opinion, the compaosition of
governing coalitions (Burnham 1970), and spillover effects from other policy
subsystems. The listings under relatively stable parameters and dynamic exter-
nal events in Figure 4.1 are illustrative examples and are not exhaustive; clearly,
other concepts can be placed in each category, such as crises and disasters un-
der dynamic external events (Nohrstedt 2011; Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and
Woods 1991). In between relatively stable parameters and a policy subsystem
is an intermediary category of concepts concerning the nature of the long-term
coaliion opportunity structures that establish the degree of consensus needed
for major policy change, the openness of the political system, and overlapping
societal cleavages,

Essentially, long-term eoalition opportunity structures are sonie of the im-
portant by-products of the relatively stable parameters on policy subsystems.
Between external events and policy subsystems are the short-term constraints
and resources of subsystem actors; this means that changes outside the subsys-
‘tem provide short-term opportunities for coalitions to exploit.

THEORETICAL EMPHASES

Theoretical Focus on Policy Change

One of the central objectives of the ACF is to contribute to the understanding
of policy change and stability, and this has been the subject of considerable em-
pirical investigation. Thanks to these contributions, we now have more detailed
knowledge about the nature and causes of policy change within and across pol-
icy subsystems than we had just a few decades ago. Whal has provoked this
focus is the recurrent observation that, although many public policies and pro-
grams remain stable over long periods of time, others are subject to periods of
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dramatic and nonincremental change (Sabatier 1988; Baumgartner and Jones
1993) " For example, indicators of such policy change may include revisions in
policy core components of governmental programs, termination of programs,
or launching of new programs,

Similarly to other theoretical perspectives on policy change (Baybrook and
Lindblom 1963; Hall 1993; Rose 1993), the ACF focuses on the directionality of
policy evalution and makes a clear distinction between minor and major pol-
icy change (Capano 2009, 2012; Howlett and Cashore 2009; Nishet 1972). The
level of change in a governmental program is defined according to the extent
to which alterations deviate from previous policy. The ACF assumes that pub-
lic policies and programs are translations of policy-oriented beliefs and can be
conceptualized and measured hierarchically, like beliet systems. Change in the
core aspects, defined as “major policy change,” indicates significant shifts in the
direction or goals of the subsystem, whereas change in secondary aspects (e.g.,
«change in means for achieving the goals) is evidence for “minor policy change”
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, 147-148). Advocacy coalitions olten disagree
on proposals related to these components, and policy debates therefore often
revolve around diverging preferences regarding initiatives to either change or
preserve governmental programs (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 195).

Since the beliel system categories differ according to their susceptibility
to change, minor policy change should be not as difficult to achieve as major
policy change (Sabatier 1988). For example, minor changes in administrative
rules, budgetary allocations, statutory interpretation, and revision are relatively
frequent and do not necessitate as much evidence, agreement among subsys-
tem actors, or redistribution of resources. By contrast, because normative pol-
icy core) beliefs are rigidly held and screen out dissonant information, major
policy change is unlikely as long as the advocacy coalition that instituted the
program remains in power,

The ACF offers four conceptual pathways to policy change. The first is at-
tributed to some external source (e.g., as might be found in the categories of
dynamic external events or even relatively stable parameters from Figure 4.1).
External shocks, or perturbations, include events outside the contral of subsys-
tem participants (in terms of their ability to influence underlying causes and
triggers) and involve change in socloeconomic conditions, regime change, out-
puts from other subsystems, and extreme events such as some crises and disas-
ters, These events increase the likelihood of major policy change but require
one or several enabling factors (causal mechanisms), including heightened
public and political attention, agenda change, and most importantly redistri-
bution of coalition resources and opening and closing of policy venues (Sa-
batier and Weible 2007, 198-199). A key factor in this regard is mobilization
by minority coalitions to exploit the event, for instance, by pursuing public
narratives to attract attention to favored courses of action and by appealing to
new actors (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, 148; see also McBeth et al, 2007;



146 Jenkins-Smith, Nohrstedt, Weible, and Ingold

Nohrstedt 2008). Because of the importance of these intervening steps, it has
been hypothesized that significant perturbations external to the subsystem are
one of the necessary, but not sufficient, paths for changing the policy core attri-
butes of a governmental program (Sabatier 1988).

Major policy change may also result from a second pathway based on in-
ternal events that (1) occur inside the territorial boundaries and/or the topi-
cal area of the policy subsystem and (2) are more likely affected by subsystem
actors (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 204-205). Various types of internal events,
including crises, policy fiascoes, scandals, and failures, are likely to influence
beliefs and heighten attention to certain governmental programs (Birkland
2006; Bovens and 't Hart 1996). Advocacy coalitions can be expected to engage
in framing contests over such events and debate the severity of problems, their
underlying causes, attribution of responsibility, and policy implications (Boin,
’t Hart, and McConnell 2009; Nohrstedt and Weible 2010). Internal events can
be expected to confirm the policy core beliefs of minority coalitions and in-
crease doubts about the core beliefs of the dominant coalition and bring into
question the effectiveness of their policies. Whether or not internal shocks re-
sult in major policy change depends on the same mechanisms that mediate the
effect from external shocks.

A third source of minor policy change is policy-oriented learning, but this is
likely to happen incrementally over longer periods of time. Following Caplan,
Morrison, and Stanbaugh (1975) and Weiss (1977), Sabatier (1988) expects
that policy analysis seldom influences specific governmental decisions but of-
ten serves an “enlightenment function” by gradually altering the concepts and
assumptions of subsystem participants. In addition, learning can also facilitate
major policy change, but this is more likely when learning takes place in con-
junction with an external or internal shock (Nohrstedt 2005).

A fourth pathway to policy change is through negotiated agreement among
previously warring coalitions and may result in substantial change in govern-
mental programs. Negotiated agreements may emerge in a variety of ways but
are facilitated by collaborative institutions conducive to negotiation. Specifi-
cally, Sabatier and Weible (2007, 205-206) identify nine prescriptions fostering
negotiation: a “hurting stalemate,” broad representation, leadership, consensus
decision rules, funding, commitment by actors, importance of empirical issues,
trust, and lack of alternative venues. The most important condition instigating
negotiations is a “hurting stalemate,” which occurs when warring coalitions
perceive the status quo as unacceptable and do not have access to alternative
venues for achieving their objectives (Weible and Nohrstedt 2012, 132).

A recent review of ACF case studies shows that among 161 empirical appli-
cations from 2007 to 2014, learning is the most trequently cited source of policy
change (identified in 29 percent of the applications reviewed), followed by ex-
ternal sources and events (28 percent), negotiated agreements (14 percent), and
internal events (6 percent) (Pierce et al. 2017).
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In summary, the original version of the ACF offered two hypotheses of
policy change, focusing on external perturbations and power shifts. However,
Weible and Nohrstedt (2012, 133) merge the four pathways to policy change
into a single hypothesis:

Policy Change Hypothesis 1. Significant perturbations external to the sub-
system, a significant perturbation internal to the subsystem, policy-oriented
learning, negotiated agreement, or some combination thereof is a necessary, but
not sufficient, source of change in the policy core attributes of a governmental
program.

There has been strong support for the first policy change hypothesis. Many
find support for at least one of the pathways (Barke 1993; Bischoff 2001; Green
and Houlihan 2004; Tewari 2001; Kibler 2001; Dudley and Richardson 1999).
One challenge in testing this hypothesis is the occurrence of one of the path-
ways without a change in policy (Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009; Sotirov
and Memmler 2012). Another challenge is explaining minor policy changes af-
ter an external shock (Burnett and Davis 2002; Davis and Davis 1988). Critical
in testing the first hypothesis about policy change is to understand how a coali-
tion can capitalize on (or exploit) the opportunity, which ultimately involves
attempts to either preserve the status quo or seek policy change. This has led
some analysts to focus heavily on coalition resources and strategies following
various external events and developments (Smith 2000; Ameringer 2002; Al-
bright 2011; Ingold 2011; Nohrstedt 2005, 2008).

The second hypothesis relates coalition influence in the subsystem, major
policy change, and nested policy subsystems:

Policy Change Hypothesis 2. The policy core attributes of a government pro-
gram in a specific jurisdiction will not be significantly revised as long as the
subsystem advocacy coalition that instated the program remains in power
within that jurisdiction—except when the change is imposed by a hierarchically
superior jurisdiction.

There is strong to partial support for Policy Change Hypothesis 2 (Sotirov
and Memmler 2012). Studies that confirm the logic of the second policy change
hypothesis include Ellison (1998), Olson, Olson, and Gawronski (1999), Elliot
and Schlaepfer (2001), and Kubler (2001). However, this second policy change
hypothesis has been tested but a few times.

One of the next steps in studying policy change will be to focus on devel-
oping best practices for documenting and explaining policy while account-
ing for context. Too many studies of policy change apply different methods
of data collection and analysis, with the result that comparison across cases
is difficult. In addition, studies adopt slightly different definitions of policy,
which complicates the task of comparing drivers of policy change across gov-
erning systems.
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Advocacy Coalitions

Advocacy coalitions are defined by actors who share policy core beliefs and
who coordinate their actions in a nontrivial manner to influence a policy sub-
system. In studying coalitions, analysts typically focus on a range of topics,
from the structure and stability of coalition actor belief systems to the forma-
tion and maintenance of coalitions over time. The traditional hypotheses about
advocacy coalition include the following:

Coalition Hypothesis 1. On major controversies within a policy subsystem
when policy core beliefs are in dispute, the lineup of allies and oppo-
nents tends to be rather stable over periods of a decade or so.

Coalition Hypothesis 2. Actors within an advocacy coalition will show sub-
stantial consensus on issues pertaining to the policy core, although less
so on secondary aspects.

Coalition Hypothesis 3. Actors (or coalitions) will give up secondary as-
pects of their belief systems before acknowledging weaknesses in the
policy core.

Coalition Hypothesis 4. Within a coalition, administrative agencies will
usually advocate more moderate positions than their interest group
allies.

Coalition Hypothesis 5. Actors within purposive groups are more con-
strained in their expression of beliefs and policy positions than actors
from material groups.

From these hypotheses, evidence to date largely confirms Coalition Hypoth-
esis | about the stability of coalitions over time (see Pierce et al. 2017 review
paper). To assess the stability of coalitions, most of these studies use coded leg-
islative statements (Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods 1991; Jenkins-Smith
and St. Clair 1993; Sabatier and Brasher 1993; Zafonte and Sabatier 2004; Pierce
2011; Nohrstedt 2010), with a few studies using survey and interviews (Weible,
Sabatier, and McQueen 2009; Ingold 2011) and discourse analysis (Leifeld
2013). Important in these studies is the documentation that although coalitions
are generally stable over time defection is not uncommon and membership
often changes. Analysts have documented a range of reasons for defection or
change in coalition composition, such as extreme coalition actors defecting to
prevent the adoption of “balanced” policies (Munro 1993, 126); major internal
or external events that switch allegiances, especially elections (Jenkins-Smith,
St. Clair, and Woods 1991; Zafonte and Sabatier 2004; Pierce 2011); and stra-
tegic decisions by coalition actors to achieve short-term political objectives
(Nohrstedt 2005; Larsen, Vrangbaek, and Traulsen 2006). To further develop
Coalition Hypothesis 1, the next steps must develop and test a range of theoret-
ical rationales for the stability or instability of coalitions.
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The testing of Coalition Hypotheses 2 and 3 has resulted in only a few con-
firmations (Weyant 1988; Elliot and Schlaepfer 2001; Kim 2003) but many fal-
sifications and, at best, findings of partial support (Barke 1993; Jenkins-Smith
and St. Clair 1993; Sabatier and Brasher 1993; Olson, Olson, and Gawronski
1999; Sobeck 2003; Larsen, Vrangbaek, and Traulsen 2006; Ingold 2011; Za-
fonte and Sabatier 2004). There are at least two interpretations for the mixed
support for Coalition Hypotheses 2 and 3. The first interpretation involves vari-
ation in conceptualizations and measurement of belief systems in establishing
coalitions. If this interpretation is correct, there needs to be a concerted effort
to clarify the theoretical distinction between policy core and secondary aspects
as well as methodological guidelines for measurement. Olson, Olson, and Gaw-
ronski (1999), for example, found it difficult to isolate policy core beliefs from
secondary aspects. The second interpretation points to a faulty or imprecise
model of the belief system and overall logic of Coalition Hypotheses 2 and 3.
To put it simply, even if analysts could adequately measure and distinguish
policy core and secondary aspects, perhaps Coalition Hypotheses 2 and 3 are
wrong. Although we are not in a position in this chapter to reject both hypothe-
ses, we underscore the mixed support for them and draw attention to a need for
better approaches in conceptualizing and measuring belief systems in the ACF.

The fourth and fifth hypotheses are rarely tested in the ACF. Evidence sup-
porting the Coalition Hypothesis 4 remains mixed, with some evidence offer-
ing confirmation (Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods 1991; Jenkins-Smith
and St. Clair 1993) and others providing only partial to no support (Sabatier
and Brasher 1993). The most important confirmation for Coalition Hypothesis
5 remains Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods (1991) and Jenkins-Smith and
St. Clair (1993). The implication from this assessment is clear enough: there is
a need for renewed testing and development of Coalition Hypotheses 4 and 5.

Although it is not a traditional hypothesis, a large number of studies have
tested the expectation that coalitions form on the basis of shared beliefs, known
as the Belief Homophily Hypothesis. Studies confirming this hypothesis can be
found in a number of publications, including Weible (2005), Matti and Sand-
strom (2011), Henry (2011), Ingold (2011), and Leifeld (2013). Whereas the
results tend to confirm the Belief Homophily Hypothesis, the findings raise two
new implications for studying coalitions under the ACF. The first implication is
the presence of other factors, outside of beliefs, that affect coalition formation
and stability. These other factors include, but are not limited to, perceived influ-
ence or resources of others (Weible 2005; Matti and Sandstréom 2011), interests
{(Nohrstedt 2010), and trust (Henry, Lubell, and McCoy 2011). The second im-
plication is that coalitions are shaped more by sharing opponents than by shar-
ing beliefs (Henry, Lubell, and McCoy 2011). Research on the Belief Homophily
Hypothesis supports the argument that beliefs remain a major factor in forming
and maintaining coalitions, but other factors clearly have an effect, and the pre-
cise role of beliefs in shaping coalitions needs theoretical refinement.
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The traditional hypotheses about coalitions highlight some of the theoreti-
cal logic about coalitions and many of the most important concepts. However,
the theoretical argument about coalitions is broader than is articulated in the
listed hypotheses and sometimes includes additional concepts and their inter-
relations, some of which are summarized below in four categories.

Dominant and minority coalitions. Although some subsystems exhibit
advocacy coalitions steeped in conflict marked by long periods of on-
going one-upmanship, other subsystems exhibit a “dominant” coalition
that largely controls (most likely through resource superiority) subsys-
tem politics and policy, and either a “minority” coalition vying for in-
fluence or the absence of any coordinated opposition. Even though a
number of studies have documented the stability of dominant advocacy
coalitions in steering a policy subsystem, the attributes of various coali-
tions remain underdeveloped, particularly the comparison of beliefs, re-
sources, strategies, and activities.

Overcoming threats to collective action. One of the critical theoretical
arguments that has yet to be sufficiently developed involves how coali-
tions overcoime threats to collective action (Schlager 1995). Actors form
coalitions and overcome threats to collective action on the basis of three
rationales (Zafonte and Sabatier 1998; Sabatier and Weible 2007, 197).
First, similar beliefs among allies reduce the transaction costs for coor-
dination. Second, actors are involved in policy subsystems at different
levels of intensity and, thus, some engage in weak forms of coordina-
tion (sharing information) and others in strong forms of coordination
(jointly developing and executing shared plans). Third, actors often ex-
perience the devil shift and, therefore, exaggerate the costs of inaction
and the need for action (Sabatier, Hunter, and McLaughlin 1987).
Principal and auxiliary coalition actors. Network analysis techniques
have shown that some coalition actors are more central to a coalition
than others and that sometimes actors rarely interact with their allies. To
account for this variation in coalition membership, a distinction is made
between actors who are principal and those who are auxiliary to a coa-
lition (Larsen, Vrangbaek, and Traulsen 2006; Silva 2007; Zafonte and
Sabatier 2004; Weible 2008). Principal actors are expected to be more
central and consistent coalition members, whereas auxiliary actors are
expected to be on the periphery, involved intermittently or sometimes
only for a short period of time, and therefore not as regularly engaged in
coalition-related activities.

Resources, strategies, and activities. Coalitions are marked not only by
shared beliefs and coordination patterns but also by their resources.
These resources include formal legal authority to make policy decisions,
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public opinion, information, mobilizable supporters, financial re-
sources, and skillful leadership (Sabatier and Weible 2007; Weible 2007;
Nohrstedt 2011; Ingold 2011; Albright 2011; Elgin and Weible 2013).
Resources are an important contribution that provide the theoretical
leverage for understanding the capacity of a coalition to make strategic
decisions and engage in various activities to influence policy subsystems.

Overall, the support for the study of coalitions is strong for Coalition
Hypothesis | and for the Belief Homophily Hypothesis, mixed for Coalition
Hypotheses 2 and 3 that involve the hierarchical belief systems in the ACF,
and mostly untested for Coalition Hypotheses 4 and 5. Several underdeveloped
areas within this theoretical emphasis involve the role of coalition resources,
strategies, and activities; the role and type of coalition members; the testing of
the argument involving the collective action rationale for the formation of co-
alitions; and the continued development of dominant and minority coalitions.

Policy-Oriented Learning

Policy-oriented learning is one prominent pathway within the ACF for the
explanation of policy change and plays a central role in belief change and re-
inforcement of members of advocacy coalitions. If it has always been of cen-
tral focus within the ACF, it is possibly still the most intractable concept to
study (Bennett and Howlett 1992; Levy 1994). Policy-oriented learning is de-
fined as “enduring alternations of thought or behavioral intentions that result
from experience and which are concerned with the attainment or revision of
the precepts of the belief system of individuals or of collectives™ (Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith 1993, 42). Learning is associated with changes in beliefs systems
of coalition members that include not only the understanding of a problem
and associated solutions but also the use of political strategies for achieving
objectives (see May 1992). Some of the important questions in the study of
learning include: What belief system components change or remain the same
through learning? What contexts foster learning by coalition members? How
does learning diffuse among allies and possibly among opponents? What is the
role, if any, of policy brokers in facilitating learning among opponents?

The theory underlying learning in the ACF emphasizes four categories of
explanatory factors.

» Attributes of forums. Forums are the venues where coalitions interact, de-
bate, and possibly negotiate. Jenkins-Smith (1982, 1990, 99-103) makes
the theoretical argument about how the attributes of a forum, essentially
the forum’s institutional arrangement, affect the extent that learning
occurs among allies and opponents. A couple of the most important
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attributes defining a forum are the degree of openness in participating
(open vs. closed forums) and the extent that participating actors share a
common analytical training and norms of conduct.

Level of conflict between coalitions. Level of conflict relates to the extent
that actors perceive a threat to their policy core beliefs from their op-
ponents’ objectives or actions. Jenkins-Smith (1990, 95-97) and Weible
(2008) essentially argue for an inverted quadratic relationship between
level of conflict and learning between members of opposing coalitions,
which has been called “cross-coalition learning.” At low levels of con-
flict, there is little cross-coalition learning because coalition actors attend
to other subsystem affairs. At high levels of conflict, there is also little
cross-coalition learning because coalition actors defend their positions
and reject information that disputes their belief systems. At intermedi-
ate levels of conflict, opposing coalitions are threatened just enough to
attend to the issue and remain receptive enough to new information to
increase the likelihood for cross-coalition learning.

Attributes of the stimuli. Attributes of the stimuli relates to the type of
information and experience coalition actors are exposed to. Jenkins-
Smith (1990, 97-99) argues that analytically intractable phenomena
involve uncertainty, low-quality data, and, hence, variation in interpre-
tation and high levels of disagreement. The more intractable an issue, the
lower the level of cross-coalition learning expected.

Attributes of actors. Attributes of the individual actors include their be-
lief system, resources, strategies, and network contacts. Given the im-
portance of belief systems in filtering and interpreting information, for
example, the expectation is that coalition actors with extreme beliefs are
less likely to learn from opponents than are coalition actors with more
moderate beliefs. Additionally, some actors can serve as policy brokers
who primarily seek to mitigate the level of conflict and help opponents
reach agreements (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, 27). There are no
predetermined criteria defining who can or cannot be a broker within
a subsystem; indeed, a broker could be affiliated with any organization
type, from academia to government to the private or nonprofit sector.
One important role for brokers is facilitating learning among opponents
(Ingold and Varone 2012).

These four attributes can be found in the following five hypotheses on

policy-oriented learning within the ACF:

Learning Hypothesis 1. Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is

most likely when there is an intermediate level of informed conflict be-
tween the two coalitions. This requires that: (1) each has the technical
resources to engage in such a debate, and (2) the conflict is between
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secondary aspects of one belief system and core elements of the other
or, alternatively, between important secondary aspects of the two belief
systems.

Learning Hypothesis 2. Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is
most likely when there exists a forum that is: (1) prestigious enough to
force professionals from different coalitions to participate and (2) domi-
nated by professional norms.

Learning Hypothesis 3. Problems for which accepted quantitative data and
theory exist are more conducive to policy-oriented learning across belief
systems than those in which data and theory are generally qualitative,
quite subjective, or altogether lacking.

Learning Hypothesis 4. Problems involving natural systems are more con-
ducive to policy-oriented learning across belief systems than those in-
volving purely social or political systems because in the former many
of the critical variables are not themselves active strategists and because
controlled experimentation is more feasible.

Learning Hypothesis 5. Even when the accumulation of technical informa-
tion does not change the views of the opposing coalition, it can have
important impacts on policy—at least in the short run—by altering the
views of policy brokers.

Studies of policy-oriented learning have not always supported these hy-
potheses. A good number of studies have documented learning at both sec-
ondary (expected) and policy core (not expected) levels of the belief system
(Sabatier and Brasher 1993; Eberg 1997; Elliot and Schlaepfer 2001; Larsen,
Vrangbaek, and Traulsen 2006). These results echo the mixed support for Co-
alition Hypotheses 2 and 3. That is, the hierarchical belief systern of the ACF—
especially the distinction between policy core and secondary aspects—is not
finding strong support in many of the hypothesis tests.

In support of Learning Hypothesis 3, Sotirov and Memmler (2012) find in
their review of the literature that a handful of studies show that learning was
limited when data were lacking or were of qualitative or subjective nature (e.g.,
Weyant 1988; Elliot and Schlaepfer 2001; Nedergaard 2008), but the findings
also show the same for situations for learning using quantitative data (Elliot
and Schlaepfer 2001; Kim 2003).

Studies have found that learning is more likely to occur with tractable is-
sues, with intermediate levels of conflict, and with the availability of scientific
and technical information (Larsen, Vrangbaek, and Traulsen 2006; Meijerink
2005; Elliott and Schlaepfer 2001). Providing indirect support for learning
within the ACF, Leach et al. (2013) find forum structure, attributes of the indi-
vidual learner, and level of scientific certainty affected belief change and knowl-
edge acquisition. This is an area in need of renewed theoretical and empirical
attention.
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One promising direction of research involves development of the policy
broker concept (Ingold and Varone, 2012). This work finds support for Learn-
ing Hypothesis 5 and identifies some systernatic evidence that certain actor
types are more likely to play the broker role than others. These actors are not
acting in an altruistic way: to engage in a brokerage role, they need a certain
level of self-interest and an awareness of the potential benefits from policy
compromise or the potential losses from the status quo.

Across many of the applications of learning, the most pressing concern is
the inconsistency in conceptualization and measurement of the concept. And
similarly to the change hypotheses, what also needs to be addressed in this
theoretical emphasis is a set of best practices for studying learning within and
across advocacy coalitions. There must also be a fresh look at the factors that
shape learning, including levels of conflict, attributes of the actor, the role of
policy brokers, nature of stimuli, and characteristics of the forum.

A FUTURE RESEARCH AGENDA

The future trajectory of the ACF depends on the innovative and creative efforts
of numerous analysts from around the world. Nonetheless, we offer a research
agenda for analysts to consider in moving the framework forward.

Reconsider the ACF’s belief system. Empirical applications of the ACF suggest
that the belief system model needs to be further specified. There are many ways
forward, including clarifying the distinction between policy core and secondary
beliefs, combining the policy core beliefs and secondary beliefs into a single
category under deep core beliefs, and drawing inspiration from other theories,
such as the value-belief-norm theory (Stern 2000; Henry and Dietz 2012), cul-
tural theory (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982; Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014), and Nar-
rative Policy Framework (Shanahan, Jones, and McBeth 2011).

Advance the theory and measures of learning. Despite its centrality to the
framework, conceptual development of policy-oriented learning—including
causes, kinds of learning, and implications—is among the least mature compo-
nents of the ACF. Analysts are encouraged to undertake reexamination of this
concept within the framework as well as the theoretical implications. Research
in this domain should emphasize clear conceptualization and measurement of
various products of learning and the processes by which it is encouraged and
inhibited (Heikkila and Gerlak 2013).

Refine the theory of coalition structures and coordination. The study of co-
alitions remains a staple of the framework, and significant advances in un-
derstanding coalitions have occurred over the past decade, particularly with
network analysis techniques (Henry 2011). This effort should continue with
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special attention to the assumed hierarchy of belief homophily and coordina-
tion patterns among coalition members (Calanni et al. 2015; Ingold and Fischer
2014). It also needs to focus on the sources of stability of coalitions, with atten-
tion to the likelihood and reasons for defection by coalition members.

Develop a hierarchy for coalition resources. The ACF assumes that access to
and exploitation of various political resources are important for advocacy coali-
tions as they seek to influence public policy. Following Sewell (2005) and Sabat-
ier and Weible (2007, 201-204), we encourage efforts to identify a typology of
political resources that includes formal legal authority to make policy decisions,
public opinion, information, mobilizable troops, financial resources, and skill-
ful leadership. Although coalition resources were long neglected in empirical
research (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 201), recent studies have investigated how
coalitions mobilize and exploit resources in the policy process (Albright 2011;
Ingold 2011). These studies confirm that redistribution of political resources
is an important step in explaining policy change. Meanwhile, as suggested by
Nohrstedt (2011, 480), some resources are more important than others for co-
alitions to achieve influence, which is ultimately given by governing systern
attributes such as constitutional rules. For example, having coalition actors in
positions of legal authority is a major resource because legislators are veto play-
ers whose agreement is needed for policy change (Tsebelis 1995; see also Sabat-
ier and Pelkey 1987). Legal authority is also one defining element of a dorminant
coalition, which has more of its allies in positions of formal authority than do
minority coalitions (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 203). Resources could therefore
be hierarchically arranged with regard to their perceived usefulness and effec-
tiveness to coalitions, which in turn raises challenges and questions for future
research (Weible et al. 2011, 356-357). For example, under what conditions are
some resources more important than others for coalitions to gain influence?
Which strategies do coalitions utilize to select which resources to exploit? What
is the relative importance of specific kinds of resources in different political sys-
tems? How does redistribution of resources influence policy change and learn-
ing? A related challenge is to advance approaches to operationalize resources
by, for example, network analysis (Ingold 2011) and qualitative research (Min-
trom and Vergari 1996; Nohrstedt 2011).

Study venues and forums within policy subsystems. The focus of the ACF on
policy subsystems has important impacts on conducting research. However,
some notable applications of the ACF have focused on organizational-level
analysis, especially in the area of collaborative partnerships (Leach and Sabatier
2005; Leach et al. 2013). For example, Leach and Sabatier (2005) applied the
ACF in the study of watershed partnerships. These partnerships, however, do
not encapsulate the entire policy subsystem but rather involve a single venue
within the subsystem. As a result, the study of the partnership represents a
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selected sample of subsystern actors choosing to participate in the partnership.
Such organizational-level applications of the ACF are encouraged because we
gain a deeper understanding of how coalition actors learn from each other and
negotiate agreements. Additionally, because coalitions seek to affect govern-
ment decisions through venues, the choice of one venue over another remains
an important topic of study.

Use the ACF for comparative public policy research. Most comparative work
on the ACF has been based on implicit comparison across political-institutional
systems. Few empirical studies based on the ACF systematically compare pol-
icy subsystems, coalition behavior, and policy processes across political sys-
terns (Gupta 2012). One is an ACF study applied in seven countries (Canada,
France, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United
States) that compares the policies and regulations related to oil and gas devel-
opment using hydraulic fracturing (Weible et al. 2016). Using different meth-
ods of data collection and analyses, the same research questions about advocacy
coalitions and the propensity for policy change were asked and answered. The
comparison confirmed the importance of subsystem properties for explaining
differences observed across the seven countries (Ingold et al. 2016). Not only
do basic institutional and constitutional arrangements of the political system
decisively affect coalition formation and the propensity for policy change but
also subsystem attributes (such as jurisdictional level, maturity, or autonomy)
and issue characteristics (such as salience and potential threat to certain values
within the belief system) do as well. We encourage future work in this direc-
tion, developing systematic comparisons of policy subsystems across countries
to disentangle the factors accounting for advocacy coalitions, policy-oriented
learning, and policy change.

The expansion of applications to new countries is a trend that can inspire
future comparison across systems. Comparative work obviously brings addi-
tional costs in terms of data acquisition and analysis but also important gains
in terms of new insights regarding the role of political institutions and cul-
tures in shaping the formation, maintenance, and behavior of advocacy coali-
tions in the policy process. Here is a gap waiting to be filled. Fruitful avenues
for future comparative work involve vicarious policy-oriented learning (how
coalitions learn from the experience of others) and policy transfer (how pol-
icies diffuse from one political system to another) (Bandura 1962; Dolowitz
and Marsh 1996). Following the emphasis on coalition opportunity structures
(Kubler 2001; Sabatier 1998; Sabatier and Weible 2007), there is also a need
to investigate how specific institutional attributes such as veto players, the re-
quired level of consensus, and system openness shape coalition interaction and
policy change (Fischer 2015; Gupta 2013). Empirical research in these areas
would yield important insights about the policy process and expose questions
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and areas for future research, including the role and importance of advocacy
coalitions as a type of political organization actors exploit to coordinate strate-
gies and gain influence. Although comparative analysis is a long-term challenge
and will probably generate limited generalizability in the short term given the
complexity of the policy process (Schmitt 2012), the ACF offers concepts and
assumptions that should stimulate and facilitate comparative analysis.

Focus on types of actors, including auxiliary and principal coalition actors,
policy brokers, and policy entrepreneurs. Exceptional actors often play critical
roles in policy subsystems. Some of these actors could be principal coalition
actors but possibly auxiliary coalition actors. Other categories are policy bro-
kers (Ingold and Varone 2012) and policy entrepreneurs (Mintrom 2009; Min-
trom and Vergari 1996). From its earliest renditions, the ACF has suggested
that brokers can play important roles in policy-oriented learning (Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith 1993), and empirical applications have provided some evidence
on brokers’” impact on policy outputs (Ingold and Varone 2012; Ingold 2011).
But further research is needed to theoretically and empirically refine the role of
brokers in policy subsystems in general (Christopoulos and Ingold 2015) and
in the design of learning mechanisms in particular. Policy entrepreneurs might
also be critical players in maintaining coalitions and causal drivers of policy
change, but few have analyzed this type of exceptional actor in ACF studies.

Focus on nascent and mature policy subsystems. Most studies of the ACF fo-
cus on mature policy subsystems. In mature policy subsystems, policy actors
have typically fortified their belief systems about the risks and benefits asso-
ciated with an issue, they interact in stable advocacy coalitions, and conflicts
among opponents have endured over time both within and across decision
making venues. Sometimes, mature policy subsystems absorb new issues as
they emerge on the political agenda, whereas on other occasions new issues
provoke the formation of a new policy subsystem (Nohrstedt and Olofsson
2016a). Unfortunately, few scholars have studied nascent policy subsystemns
(Ingold, Fischer, and Cairney 2016; Stritch 2015; Beverwijk, Goedegebuure,
and Huisman 2008). As a result, theoretical insights about nascent subsystems
remain underdeveloped. Speculatively, nascent policy subsystems are likely to
feature policy actors with ambiguous perceptions of the risk and benefits of
a policy issue, unclear preferences for known policy solutions, and unstable
alliances among allies and opponents. Studies on nascent subsystems could
yield insights about the initial conditions of policy subsystem characteristics,
the process of coalition formation, the establishment of interactions within and
across coalitions, and the role of coalitions in agenda setting. A focus on na-
scent policy subsystems will allow scholars to adopt a prospective approach
(e.g., how does the varijation in initial conditions in nascent policy subsystems
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give rise to differences in conditions in mature policy subsystems?), help iden-
tify the reasons for nascent subsystem formation (e.g., in response to a crisis,
a policy change, or other), and assist in investigating the propensity for future
policy change (Weible et al. 2016).

Expand our understanding of science and policy analysis in the policy process.
The ACF was originally created to help inform the role of scientists and science
in the policy process. Several recent publications address this area. Much of this
work began with Jenkins-Smith’s (1990) theoretical and empirical efforts in
studying the role of policy analysis in the policy process. Since then the effort
has shifted mostly to the roles of scientists and technicians and scientific and
technical information in the policy process (Jenkins-Smith and Weimer 1985;
Weible 2008; Silva and Jenkins-Smith 2007; Silva, Jenkins-Smith, and Barke
2007; Weible, Sabatier, and Pattison 2010; Montpetit 2011; Lundin and Oberg
2014). This research strongly suggests that the use of science and policy analysis
is driven by the level of conflict in the policy subsystem (Jenkins-Smith 1990;
Weible 2008). The next step is to test these expectations under different condi-
tions and develop a coherent theoretical explanation for the findings.

Establish common methods of data collection and analyses for applying the
framework, identify trade-offs in using different methods, and promote con-
textually based theoretical innovations. The ACF is a tool for comparative
analyses of policy processes. To foster comparative work, there is a need to
develop common methods of collecting and analyzing data given common
research questions. Clearly, some methods of data collection and analysis are
more suitable in some contexts than in others (e.g., online surveys vs. inter-
views). Similarly, other methods of data collection and analysis are feasible
when directly comparing policy subsystems over time {e.g., newspaper content
analysis). The best strategy is not to promote one method of data collection and
analysis over another but rather to utilize the best methods given the research
questions, contexts, and resources of the researchers. To support such an effort,
researchers must recognize the trade-offs of different approaches and, ideally,
combine more than one to capture their respective strengths and compensate
for their weaknesses.

Explore the need for theoretical refinement emanating from application in
nontraditional settings. Underlying the need for comparative methods is a si-
multaneous need for contextually based theoretical development. The majority
of empirical applications of the ACF involves cases of mature policy subsys-
terns marked by high conflict in heavily democratized political systems (Weible
et al. 2016; Pierce et al. 2017). Application of the ACF to nascent subsystems,
to policy subsystems marked by low or moderate levels of conflict, or to policy
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subsystems within different types of political systems is less frequent and might
require theoretical innovations and adjustments. Prior comparative work on
the ACF outside the United States and Western Europe reports strengths as
well as weaknesses; studies confirm the applicability of the ACF's concepts and
assumptions, and they identify limitations related to descriptive and explan-
atory validity (Henry et al. 2014). Although some of these [imitations (as dis-
cussed above in this chapter) apply more broadly, scholars should also identify
limitations that are related to the attributes of policy processes in (for example)
lvybrid or authoritarian regimes. Ascertaining how the ACF might be adapted
to address this expanded array of contexts (without altering the framework’s
axiomatic propositions) and how the ACF fares compared to alternative frame-
works are important questions for the future !

CONCLUSION

Our intent in this chapter is to provide an overview of the ACF research pro-
gramt. The framework has atiracted worldwide attention and scholarship over
several decades, and we readily acknowledge that in this short chapter we have
not been able to adequately incorporate all of the important theoretical and
empirical contributions. To supplement this chapter, we highly recommend
the excellent theoretical and methodological insights that can be found in
Fischer (2015) on the role of institutions on coalition [ormation, in Sotirov and
Memmler (2012) on the ACF in environmental and natural resource contexts,
and in Leifeld (2013) on discourse coalitions, In addition, some of the best
emerging work can be found in recent PhD dissertations (Gupta 2013; Val-
man 2014; Donadelli 2016). The continuing growth of ACF scholarship gives us
some confidence that—over thirty years after its initial articulation—the frame-
work is still undergoing progressive problem-shift.

We canclude this chapter with a challenge. Although the ACF has spawned
a fruitful research program on cealitions, learning, and policy change, we must
raise the question: What ends will ACF research serve? Clearly, analysts apply-
ing the ACF must continue to use the best science available to improve and de-
velop the framework and to seek answers to some of the most pressing puzzles
about policy processes. But some analysts must also work toward developing
the framework as a tool for informing and, possibly, improving actual policy
processes. To what extent can the framework be used as a policy analysis tool
for informing dedsions (Nohrstedt 2013; Weible, 2007)7 Can the logic of the
framework help people strategically influence the policy process (Weible ef al.
2012)7 And can we eventually draw lessons from the framework to inform what
may enhance (or undercut) the capacities of a policy process for the betterment
of society? We do not have answers lo these questions, but we encourage new
and experienced analysts to take them on.
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NOTES

1. We must disclose our fiability to Paul Sabatier, who permanently influenced how
we think as serious social scientists. Alter years of exposure to Paal, Hank's sense of
humor is permanently warped, Daniel remains addicted to clarifying mush, Chris will
never overcome his impulsive inclination to code everything (this lootnote is already
coded), and Karin suffers from chronic periods of transfixion in the absence of theoret-
ical guidance. Given that we cannot escape from the mfluence of Paul's way of thinking,
we have learned to embrace his tmpact on our lives by drinking a beer or stinger in
his name, a habil we trust others will soon adopt. Furthermore, whereas all errors and
omissions will forever be wrought by those sinister forces in the world muddying the
lucidity of our thoughts and communications, we remam steadfast in achieving greater
clarity in our theories and methods and in believing that this effort will eventually beget
clarity in our understandings and explanations.

2. Sabatier submitted the initial theoretical manuscript of the ACF. as the lead ar-
ticle in a special issue on the ACF, to Policy Sciences. The manuscript was eventually
refected with a scathing blind review In 1984,

This paper has little to recommend it. The conceptual framework is a4 conceptual
mishmash that makes no obvious contributions to our ability to do polley analysis, to
design institutions to use polley analysis, or to understand palicy processes. The author
never explains the potential value of a conceptual framework such as he attempts to
develop. The unit of analysis is incoherent. The hypotheses offered are banal and/or
nonoperational. There are no data, only allusions, adductions, and sketchy examples.
The organization is loose and wandering. There is little to disagree with in this papen;
refutation would require more operational concepts, a tighter logic and/or data. .. . The
problems with this paper are leglon.

Other attempts to publish a theoretical overview of the ACF by Subatier continued
with rejections received rom the Journal of Policy Analysis and Management (JEPAM) in
1985 and the American Journal of Political Science (AJPS) in 1985,

3. The ACF adds a third layer, lhe policy core, which tncludes beliefs that are general
ta, and highly salient for, the concrete policy subsystent.

4. Interested readers will also find one of the first publications of the ACF in |enkins-
Smith's dissertation (1985).

3. A symposium on the ACF was also accepted in Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion,
and Utilization with a projected publication in 1987 (Sabatier 1987). Early in 1987, how-
ever, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith withdrew the symposium from Knowledge and sub-
mitted {1 1o Policy Seiences, wherein it was published in 1988.

6. Pieree et al, (2016} tabulated the number of applications from 2007 through 2014
by the following topical areas: environmental or energy issues (n = 70), public health
(rn = 15), education (n = 14), science and technology (a = 12), social welfare (n = 12),
foreign and defense (n = 8), economic and finance (n = 7}, urban planning and trams-
portation (n = 3), and ether (n = I8). Plerce et al, (2016) also found most applications
in North America and Western Rurope but an increasing number that span the world.
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7. In the ACF literature, there have been differences in the interpretation of the
terms framework and theory (see, for example, Sabatier and Jenkins-Sniith 1999, 154-
155), Despite the different interpretations and nses in the past, we find the clearer and
mare explicit articulation of the framewark-theory distinction is needed because the
camponents of the ACF have become increasingly complex, tequiring some attention
to the internal organization of the concepts and logic, and because modifications of the
ACF over timie have clouded the cssential and nonessential components of the frame-
work, making it difficult for any reader—and even these authors—to keep track of what
has changed and what has remained the same. With the distinction between frame-
works and theories, our gpal is to convey the more stable components of the ACF at the
"framework” level from the theoretical components, which are subject to development
through systematic empirical testing and imaginative thinking (Weible and Nohrstedt
2012; Weible et al. 2011),

8. With respect to subsystems being nested and overlapping in the ACF, this prop-
erty is important to recognize because many theartes and perspeciives in the field of
policy process maintain traditiona] depictions of policy subsystems as subgovernments
with a requirement that a legislative subcommittee dealing primarily with the subsystem
topic must be present for a subsystem to exist. This is most eviden! in the Policy Regime
Perspective (May and Jochim 2013) and some applications of Punctuated Equilibrium
Theory (Worsham and Stores 2012), The point is not to argue that one definition is
better than the other but rather to recognize the subtle differences in the use of the term
and to use those subtle differences as leverage in conducting research.

9. A comprehensive listing of the different components of the belief system of the
ACF, circa 1999, can be found in Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999, 133).

10. This dilemma in the 19808 was particularly pertinent given that traditional public
administration scholarship often focused on a single government agency and the top-
down implementation literature focused on a single program. When the unit of analysis
was broadened to 4 policy subsystem characterized by high levels of contlict, the con-
cept ol advocacy coalitions emerged as a useful device for simplifying policy actors. In
current ACF studies, analysts often focus their attention on organizations rather than
an Individuals, This is done for a range of reasans, including to maintain confidentiality
of the identity of the research subject and because organizations supply the resources
and are ofien the unit that individuals represent in policy subsystem politics (Fischer
2015; Ingold 201 1; Knoke et al. 1996).

1L The point of this assumption is not that scientific and technical information is
better than ather forms of knowledge but rather that scientific and technical informa-
tion is eritically important i understanding policy debates. Indeed, other forms of
knowledge can be just as important.

12. Carcful observers of the ACF have noted that brokers are no longer listed In the
current Figure 4.1, as was also the case in Jenkins-Smith et al. (2074). The reason is not
to discount the importance of the concept but to recognize that not all policy subsys-
tems have policy brokers and that other types uf exceptional actars might also be pres-
ent, such as policy entrepreneurs,
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13. A public progrant is the meuns by which a public service 18 delivered given a pol-
ley directive, In Lhis respect, a public program is concrete in ils application, may operate
under one or more policies, and may vary across locations,

14, People interested in applying the ACF ure welcome to contact the authors for
some of the previously used survey, interview, and coding instruments.
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The Narrative Policy Framework

ELIZABETH A. SHANAHAN, MICHAEL D. JONES,
MARK K. MCBETH, AND CLAUDIO M. RADAELLI'

“Narratives are the liteblood of politics™—this appears to be our refrain. Pol-
iticians, political strategists, and media reporters understand intuitively that
how a story is rendered is as important to palicy success and political longevity
as are which actions are undertaken. For example, the former Italian prime
minister Matteo Renzi, in his interview with the Washington Post, argued that
the European Union should change the narrative from austerity to hope: “The
problem is not the immigrants, The problem is the lack of reaction of Europe.
The [European Union] is without vision. We need a strategy for the next year
and the next decade. | think we have to change the narrative” (Weymouth
2016).* Renzi positions narrative construction as a powerful tool that can shape
people’s realities and emotions. The Narrative Policy Framework (NPF) is a
theory of the policy process’ whose central question turns an empirical eye on
the truth claim of the power of narrative: Do narratives play an important role
in the policy process?

The NPF starts with the assertion that the power of policy narratives is
something worth understanding. The basic reasons for doing so are twofold.
First, policy debates are necessarily fought on the terrain of narratives, consti-
tuted by both formal institutional venues (e.g., floor debates and testimonies
in the House or lower chambers) and informal venues (e.g., media, interest
group websites, Twitter, YouTube, blogs). Both serve to reflect and shape the
contours, elevations, and chasms of the narrative terrain. Second, narratives are
often asserted to affect the policy process at different points—policy decisions,
implementation, regulation, evaluation, and so forth. Thus, the NPF contends
that understanding the role of narratives is critical to understanding the policy
process, on various terrains and al multiple junctures within said process.
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The NTF is hardly the first to conceptualize the import of narrative. As a
close cousin of narrative, rhetoric has long been studied with famous orators like
Franklin Roosevelt or Winston Churchill or more infamous ones like Adolf Hit-
ler, In addition, the study of narrative is found in many disciplines, including psy-
chology (e.g., Green and Brock 2005; Brock, Strange, and Green 2002), marketing
(e.g., van den Hende et al. 2012; Escalas 2004; Mattila 2000), and health care (e.g.,
Hinyard and Krenter 2007). Within public policy, postpositivist scholars (e.g.,
Fischer 2003; Roe 1994) have also provided impaortant insights into policy narra-
tives, To date, however, systemuatic approaches to the understanding of the role of
policy narratives in the public policy process are limited but emergent. The goal
of this chapter is to detail the NPF in an effort to provide a means by which policy
researchers in a variety of contexts can advance scientific discoveries surrounding
our central research question.

Although the NPF was not named until 2010 (i.e., Jones and McBeth 2010),
the work that led to the framework began in the years following the publication
of the first edition of this volume in 1999 This collection of policy theories
was criticized for its exclusion of postpositivism (see the March 2000 sympo-
sium issue in Jowrnal of European Public Policy) in favor of more positivist-
oriented policy theories such as Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith 1999, 117-166) and Institutional Analysis and Development
(Ostrom 1999, 35-71), By 2000, two camps emerged over what constitutes legit-
imate public policy theory: postpasitivists, who understand policy as contextu-
alized through narratives and social constructions and more positivist-oriented
theorists (Sabatier 2000, 137),' whose approach is based on clear concepts and
propositions, causal drivers, prediction, and falsification. The NPF was devel-
oped in response to these debates, ultimately conceiving of the framework as
a “bridge” (Shanahan et al. 2013, 455) between divergent policy process ap-
proaches by holding that narratives both socially construct reality and can be
measured empirically.” In 2013, Smith and Larimer questioned whether the
NPF would be snccessful with “essentially post-positivist theory and rational
methods” (Smith and Larimer 2013, 234). By 2015, they answer their own ques-
tion with a resounding yes—"This array of estimation techniques and method-
ologies used by NPF scholars should be commended. not scorned” (Smith and
Larimer 2015, 87).

Now the NPF is a framework being widely tested, continually improved,
and applied in a growing variety of policy contexts to advance knowledge of
the policy process. For example, NPF concepts are becoming more precisely
specified (e.g., Merry 2016 on expanding character types; Schlaufer 2016 and
Smith-Walter et al. 2016 on use of evidence). Additionally, the validation and
use of digital media have revealed massive repositories of narrative data (e.g,,
Merry 2015 on Twitler; Gupta, Ripberger, and Wehde 2016 on Twitter). Inno-
vative methodologies (e.g., Weible et al, 2016 on the use of sodal network anal-
ysis; O'Bryan, Dunlop, and Radaelli 2014 on the use of comparative methods;
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Gray and Jones 2016 on the use of interpretive methods) have also expanded
the ways in which the NPF contributes to understanding the policy process.

Application of the NPF outside the United States (e.g., Gupta, Ripberger,
and Collins 2014; Jones, Flottum, and Gjerstad 2017; Lawton and Rudd 2014)
reveals the transportability of the NPF to diverse political systems and contex-
tually nuanced policy domains. The NPF is also being applied to understand a
greater array of public policies within US and international contexts (e.g., Ertas
2015 on US education policy; Leong 2015 on water policy in Jakarta; Radaelli,
Dunlop, and Fritsch 2013 on the European Union; Merry 2015 on US gun pol-
icy: Gupta et al. 2016 on US nuclear energy policy; Crow et al, 2016 on US en-
vironmental policy). In sum, the latest pulse of NPF scholarship has improved
NPF concepts, expanded data sources, employed new methodologies, trans-
ported the NPF to non-US contexts, and widened policy issues of interest—all
with an eye toward enhancing how the NPF contributes to building knowledge
of the role of narratives in the policy process.

In this chapter, we begin by detailing the NPF through a discussion of form
and content of policy narratives. The core NPF assumptions are then described.
The bulk of the rest of the chapter is devoted to describing NPF concepts, hy-
potheses, and extant research, demarcated by level of analysis (micro-, meso-,
and, to some extent, macro-), with further discussion on the linkages of levels
of analysis, We address four new directions in NPF research, which includes
camparative public policy approaches, nse of evidence, validation of digital me-
dia as a source of narrative data, and a new proposition regarding policy narra-
tive learning in the context of policy change.

THE NPF: FORM AND CONTENT OF POLICY NARRATIVES

Narrative scholars frequently describe narratives in terms of their content and
torm. Form refers to the structure of narratives, and content refers to the policy
context and subject matter. Contrary to postpositivism, where most of narra-
tive public policy scholarship has held that both form and content are unique,
the NPF embraces a structuralist® interpretation of narrative, asserting that pol-
icy narratives have precise narrative elements (form) that can be generalized
across space and time to different policy contexts (see Jones and McBeth 2010;
Jones, McBeth, and Shanahan 2014), Furthermore, whereas postpositivists as-
sert that all narrative content is unique (e.g., Fischer 2003), the NPF addresses
this problem of narrative relativity by empirically studying content in terms of
strategy and belief systems, We detail these arguments below,

Form: Defining a Policy Narrative

Narrative elements constitute the structure of a narrative, Informed by narra-
tology, the NPF focuses on four policy narrative core elements:
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1. Setting: Policy narratives always have something to do with policy
problems and are situated in specific policy contexts. As such, the
setting of a policy narrative consists of policy phenomena such as
legal and constitutional parameters, geography, evidence, economic
conditions, norms, or other features that some nontrivial amount
of policy actors agree or assert are consequential within a particu-
lar policy area. Like a stage setting for a theatrical play, the props
(e.g., laws, evidence, geography) are often taken for granted, but—at
times—also may become contested or the focal point of the policy
narrative.

2. Characters: Policy narratives must have at least one character. As
with any good story, there may be victims who are harmed, villains
who do the harm, and heroes who provide or promise to provide
relief from the harm and presume to solve the problem (Ney 2006;
Stone 2012; Verweij et al. 2006). Recent NPF studies have explored
different and more nuanced character types, such as “beneficiaries”
of a policy outcome (Weible et al. 2016), “allies” and “opponents”
(Merry 2016), and “entrepreneurs” and “charismatic experts” (Law-
ton and Rudd 2014).

3. Plot: The plot situates the characters and their relationship in time
and space. The plot provides the arc of action where events interact
with actions of the characters and the setting, sometimes arranged
in a beginning, middle, and end sequence (Abell 2004; Roe 1994;
Somers 1992). Although the NPF has leaned on operationalizing
Stone’s (2012) narrative plot lines, we recognize that there are likely
other theoretically grounded ways to define plots.

4. Moral of the story: In a policy narrative, policy solutions are the
moral or normative actions incarnate. The moral of the story gives
purpose to the characters’ actions and motives. As such, in the NPF,
the moral of the story is often equivalent to the policy solution (Stone
2012; Ney and Thompson 2000; Verweij et al. 2006).

To date, NPF scholarship has maintained a definition of a policy narrative
as featuring at least one character and containing some public policy referent
(Shanahan et al. 2013, 457). We acknowledge that other policy scholars (e.g.,
Shenhav 2015) define narrative with different parameters. Although we do not
prima facie reject alternative definitions, should an alternative definition be
invoked, scholars must be clear about which definition they adhere to and why.
Additionally, if the definition were to fall under the umbrella of the NPF, it
must also provide additional theoretical and empirical traction (within the pa-
rameters of the NPF assumptions, of course).
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Content: Policy Beliefs and Strategies

Policy debates exist in rich and unique policy contexts. For example, the de-
bate over the installation of windmills off the coast of Nantucket is contextu-
ally different from the debate over the installation of windmills in Judith Gap,
Montana. The stakeholders are different. The landscapes are different. With the
NPF, however, the variation in narrative content can be systematically stud-
ied through narrative strategies and the belief systems invoked within different
policy narratives. For example, narrative strategies used in different policy con-
texts reveal that proponents of the windmills in both Nantucket and Judith Gap
are likely to make claims that the costs of the status quo (no windmills) are dif-
fused, whereby all American citizens suffer from a lack of energy independence
from foreign energy. Opponents, on the other hand, are likely to make claims
that the benefits of the status quo are concentrated on those whose pristine
views of the landscape are sullied by the placement of the windmills. Similarly,
examining these narratives through policy beliefs about federalism may reveal
that those opposing the windmills consistently hold that a policy decision to
site windmills affects local people and should reside with local officials; con-
versely, those supporting windmill installation are more likely to hold that the
decision affects the nation more generally and thus decision making authority
should be more appropriately held at the federal level. Importantly, the NPF’s
approach to content allows researchers the tools needed to examine unique
policy contexts while still aspiring toward generalizable findings.

Policy Narrative Strategies

Narrative strategies are used in an attempt to influence the policy process. Al-
though there may be additional narrative strategies operationalized in the fu-
ture, current NPF scholarship has focused on the following three strategies:
scope of conflict, causal mechanisms, and the devil-angel shift.

1. Scope of conflict: Influenced by E. E. Schattschneider (1960) and
more recently by Pralle (2006), NPF scholars have studied the stra-
tegic construction of policy narratives to either expand or contain
policy issues (e.g., Crow and Lawlor 2016; Gupta et al. 2014; McBeth,
Shanahan, et al. 2010; Shanahan et al. 2013). In short, when authors
portray themselves as losing on an issue, they engage in narrative
strategies that aim to expand the scope of conflict (e.g., diffusing
costs and concentrating benefits). Conversely, when authors portray
themselves as winning, they engage in narrative strategies that con-
tain an issue to the status quo (e.g., concentrating costs and diffusing
benefits; see McBeth et al. 2007).



178 Shanahan_ Jones. McBeth, and Radaelli

2. Causal mechanisms: Causal mechanisms strategically arrange nar-
rative elements to assign responsibility and blame for a policy prob-
lem.” These responsibility and blame ascriptions can be thought of as
explanations of why and how one or more particular factors (e.g., in-
come disparities and lack of education) lead to another (e.g., political
unrest) in public policy (see Delahais and Toulemonde 2012 for use
of logic models to indicate causal effect). To date, NPF causal mecha-
nisms have been based on Stone (2012), who defines four causal the-
ories: intentional, inadvertent, accidental, and mechanical.

3. Devil-angel shift: Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen (2009, 132-133)
describe the devil shift in this way: "The devil shift predicts that ac-
tors will exaggerate the malicious motives, behaviors, and influence
of opponents” (also see Sabatier, Hunter, and McLaughlin 1987). The
angel shift, on the other hand, occurs when groups or pelicy actors
emphasize their ability to solve a problem and de-emphasize villains
(Shanahan et al. 2013). The NPF measures the devil-angel shift as
the extent to which the narrator identifies the oppaosing narrators as
villains in comparison to how much the narralor identifies him- or
herself as a hero.

Policy Beliefs

The NTF identifies operational measures of policy beliels throngh narrative ele-
ments such as characters (e.g., Shanahan, McBeth, and Hathaway 2011; Sha-
nahan et al. 2013) and other symbolic, metaphorical, or contextual means by
which collective understandings of the policy subsystem (and the processes and
objects therein) are generated. Importantly, the identification of policy beliefs
must be theoretically grounded, for example, in cultural theory (Thompson,
Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990), human-nature relationship (Muir-Pinchot debate),
political ideology (Lakoff 2002), or political identity (Bernstein and Taylor
2013).

CORE NPF ASSUMPTIONS

At the core of every major school of thought, framework, or scientific approach,
there is a set of core assumptions. Below are the NPF's core assumptions.

1. Secial constructions matter in public policy; Although it is true that
there is a reality populated by objects and processes independent of
human perceptions, it is also true that what those objects and pro-
cesses mean varies in terms of how humans perceive them. Sociul
construction in this context refers to the variable meanings that
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individoals or groups assign to various objects or processes associ-
ated with public policy.

1. Bounded relativity: Social constructions of policy-related objects and
processes vary to create different policy realities; however, this varia-
tion is bounded (e.g., by belief systems, ideologies, norms, normative
axioms) and thus is not random,

1. Policy narratives have generalizable structural elements: The NPF
takes a structuralist stance on narrative, where narratives are defined
as having specific generalizable structures such as plots and charac-
ters that can be identified in multiple narrative contexts.

[V. Policy narratives operate simultaneously at three levels: For purposes
of analyses, the NPF divides policy narratives into three interacting
categories: microlevel (individual level), mesolevel (group and coali-
tional level), and macrolevel (cultural and institutional level). Policy
narratives are assumed to operate simultancously at all three levels,

V. Huome narrans model of the individual: Narrative is assumed to play
a central role in how individuals process information, communicate,
and reason.

Three of the NPF's assumptions are derived from longstanding academic
approaches (L IL, and [1T); one is simply assumed for practical reasons (IV); one
is rooted in developing empirical research (V); and all of the assumptions com-
bined form the foundation for the NPF's approach to the study of public policy.

THREE LEVELS OF ANALYSIS

The NPF assumes that policy narratives operate simultaneously at three levels
of analysis (see assumption 1V above). These demarcations are drawn largely
for purposes of determining scope and offering direction related to the units of
analyses in which the researcher is interested. At the microlevel the researcher
is concerned with the individual and how individuals both inform and are in-
formed by policy narratives. At the mesolevel, the researcher is focused on the
policy narratives that policy actors who compose groups and advocacy coali-
lions deploy over time within a policy subsystem. Finally, at the macrolevel
the researcher is interested in how policy narratives embedded in cultures
and institutions shape public policy. Table 5.1 summarizes the three levels of
analysis,

MICROLEVEL NPF: HOMO NARRANS

To be classified as a policy framework, the NPF must clearly specify its model
of the Individual (Schlager 1999, 2007). Homo narrans, the model ol the
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TABLE 5.1 NPF’s Three Levels of Analysis

Micro Meso Macro
Unit of Individual Polley actors (eg,. Institutions, culture
Analysis groups, coalitions,
organizations) in the
policy subsystem
Core NPE | Pollcy narrative Policy narrative Policy narrative
Variables Setling Selting Setting
Characters Characters Characters
Plot Plot Plot
Miseal Muoral Moral
lmported Beliel Systems Beliel systems Meta-narrative
Theories Canonlcity and Breach | Devil-angel shift Lostitutional theory
(In)congruence Heresthetics Cultural theory
Narrative Instrumental lewrning | Social learning
Transportation Scope of conllict
Narrator trust
Methods Experiments Content analysis Hislorical-
and laterviews Network analysis mstitutionalism
Analysis Focus groups Game theory Process lracing
Suryey instruments Statistical analyses American political
Participant (cluster analysis, latent | developient
observation trait analysis, etc.) Counterfactual
Statistical analyses analyss
{cluster analysis, latent
trait analysis, etc.)
Potential Survev data Wrilten texts Archives
Data Transcripts Speeches Secondary sources
Observed behavioral Videos Origimal artifacts
data Tweets and other
digital media

individual invoked by the NPF, identifies ten postulates derived from exist-
ing and well-established research tindings and theories in a host of academic
fields. The homao narrans model ts best understood as an evolving psychological
model of the individual that acknowledges and tests the primacy of affect and
narration in human decision making and cognitive processes.

Foundation of Homo Narrans

Taken in total, these are the ten postulates that form the foundation of hono
narrans (assumption V identified in the previous section).
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L. Boundedly rational: Drawing on the classic work of Herbert Simon
(e.g., Simon 1947), the NPF understands individuals to make deci-
sions under conditions of limited time and limited information. Un-
der such conditions, individuals satisfice or, more simply, settle for a
satisfying alternative.

2. Heuristics: Given bounded rationality, individuals rely on informa-
tion shortcuts to process information and to facilitate decision mak-
ing. These shortcuts, known as heuristics, are many but are rooted in
phenomena such as what information is available at the time, past
experience, expertise and training, and biological biases (see Jones
2001, 71-75; Kahneman 2011, 109-255).

3. Primacy of affect: As political scientist Bryan Jones (2001, 73-74) ob-
serves, emotions play a critical role in focusing attention (see Peter-
son and Jones 2016) in human cognition by “highlighting what is
important and setting priorities.” In this context, emotion—termed
“affect” in academic parlance—is the positive to negative value that
an individual ascribes to stimuli. Recent research supports Jones’s
observation, finding that this positive to negative value assignment
(which can be neutral) takes place some 100-250 milliseconds prior
to cognition (Lodge and Taber 2005, 2007, 16; Morris et al. 2003). In
short, emotions precede reason and direct attention.

4. Two kinds of cognition: According to psychologist Daniel Kahneman
(2011), cognition (or, simply, “thinking”) can be characterized as op-
erating simultaneously, but not equally, within two systems. The first
system, System 1, refers to unconscious, involuntary, and automatic
thought processes that we are either born with (e.g., noticing sudden
movement in your peripheral vision) or learn through prolonged
practice (e.g., 2 + 2; see Kahneman 2011, 20-23). The overwhelm-
ing majority of human cognition is handled by System 1, which
serves to inform or alert System 2 via affective cues (e.g., fear, an-
ger). Like System 1, System 2 cognition is also always active but has
been evolutionarily primed to run in a low-effort mode to conserve
energy unless called upon. When engaged, System 2 focuses atten-
tion on cognitively cumbersome tasks that are beyond the capacity
of System 1. These operations are varied but could include solving a
complex math equation, following cooking directions, or attempt-
ing to determine whether somebody is telling the truth. Importantly,
individuals cannot perform multiple System 2 operations simulta-
neously; rather, these cognitive tasks must be conducted serially.
Although System 2 can recondition System 1 through updating, Sys-
tem 1 is stubbornly resistant to change and also serves as the default
mode of human cognition.
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5. Hot cognition: In public policy, all social and political concepts and
objects can be understood as affect laden (Lodge and Taber 2005;
Morris et al. 2003) or, at least, potentially so. If a concept or object
is unfamiliar, individuals will perform a “search” in order to assign
affect to the new concept or object in terms of their existing under-
standing of the world. When concepts or mental impressions of ob-
jects are cognitively activated or situated in the individual’s existing
understanding of the world, so, too, are their System 1 affective at-
tachments (see Redlawsk 2002, 1023).

6. Confirmation and disconfirmation bias: Individuals engage in con-
firmation bias where they treat congruent evidence that agrees with
their priors (beliefs, knowledge, etc.) as stronger than incongruent
evidence (Taber and Lodge 2006), and process congruent stimuli
more quickly than incongruent stimuli (Lodge and Taber 2005); like-
wise, individuals also engage in disconfirmation bias, where evidence
that is incongruent with an individual’s priors is counterargued
(Taber and Lodge 2006) and takes longer to process than evidence
that is congruent (Lodge and Taber 2005).

7. Selective exposure: Individuals select sources and information that
are congruent with what they already believe (Kunda 1990, 495;
Taber and Lodge 2006). A practical example of this behavior is found
in the fact that conservatives in the United States like to watch Fox
News while liberals prefer to watch MSNBC (Stroud 2008).

8. Identity-protective cognition: Selective exposure, confirmation bias,
and disconfirmation bias are conditioned by knowledge and prior
beliefs and are used by individuals in a way that protects their prior
identity, or who they already understand themselves to be (e.g., Kahan
et al. 2007). Those with the strongest prior attitudes, especially those
with higher levels of knowledge and political sophistication, employ
what they know to protect their priors (Taber and Lodge 2006).

9. Primacy of groups and networks: Individuals do not process informa-
tion in a vacuum; rather, the social, professional, familial, and cul-
tural networks and groups in which they find themselves immersed
play a vital role in helping individuals assign affect to social and po-
litical concepts and objects (e.g., Kahan and Braman 2006; Kurzban
2010). In short, people look to their trusted relationships and associ-
ations to help them make sense of the world.

10. Narrative cognition: Psychologist Donald E. Polkinghorne (1988, 11)
writes that narrative is the primary means by which human beings
make sense of and situate themselves in the world, and in doing so
narrative renders human existence meaningful. Exogenous (exter-
nal) to the individual and in terms of our prior nine postulates, it
is posited that narratives are the primary communication device



Chapter 3: The Narrative Policy Framewark 183

within and across groups and networks; internal to the individual
(endogenous), narratives are also the preferred means for organiz-
ing thoughts, memaries, affect, and other cognitions (Berinsky and
Kinder 2006; lones and Song 2014), Thus, in academic terms, nar-
rative is the preferred heuristic employed by all for the purposes of
making sense of the world because it provides essential linkages be-
tween System | and System 2 cognition. In plain language, peaple tell
and remember stories.

Proceeding from the fromo narrans model of the individual, the NPF makes
the empirically testable conjecture that narrative likely plays an important role
in public policy.

Microlevel NPF Applications

Table 5.2 lists several microlevel NPF hypotheses detailed by Jones and McBeth
(2010, 343-344) and Shanahan, McBeth, and Hathaway (2011) related to can-
onicity and breach, narrative transportation, congruence and incongruence,
narrator trust, and the power of characters. Research testing these hypothe-
ses has been primarily concerned with how policy narratives affect individual-
level preferences, perceptions of risk, and opinion related to specific public
policy areas. The dominant methodologies at this level of analysis have been
experimental.

Micro Hypotheses 1 and 3: Narrative breach and congruence and incon-
gruence, Several NPF studies (e.g.. Ertas 2015; Shanahan et al. 2014) have
leveraged hypotheses | and 3 to assess narrative persuasiveness as two coun-
tervailing conditions: when the narrative runs counter to (breach or incongru-
ence) or supports (congruence) a person’s expectations, preferences, or beliefs.
Generally speaking, this body of experimental research finds that breaching
narratives move individuals away from priors and toward the preferences and
beliefs within the narrative; similarly, congruent narratives intensify an indi-
vidual’s palicy stances and beliefs, Shanahan et al. (2014) and Shanahan, Mc-
Beth, and Hathaway (2011) found congruent paolicy narratives to significantly
strengthen policy preferences and beliefs; these scholars and Ertas (2015) also
found breaching policy narratives to significantly influence opinion.

Many studies have explored congruence specifically. Jones and Song (2014)
found that respondents exposed to climate change narratives in experimen-
tal treatments were more likely to cognitively mirror the organization of the
narrative presented to them If the narrative was culturally congruent with
the respondent’s prior cultural type. Employing the macrobelief of American
individuality, Niederdeppe, Roh, and Shapiro (2015) found increased em-
pathy toward the narrative's character and policy support when individual



184

Shanahan, Jones, McBeth, and Radaelli

TABLE 5.2 Microlevel NPF Hypotheses and Relevant Studies

a narrative’s level of Dreach
increases, the more likely an
individual exposed 10 the
narrative will be persuaded
(Jones and McBeth 2010),

Hypothesis Exact Wording and Source  Extant Research
H,: Breach On the basls of an Erias 2015
individual's expectations, as | Shanahan et al, 2014

Shanahan, McBeth, and Hathaway
2011

H,: Nurrative
Iransportation

As marrative transportation
increases, the more likely an
individual exposed to that
narrative is to be persuaded
(Jones and McBeth 2010,

Jomes 2014a

H,: Congruence
and incongrucnee
(o Beliefs or
warldviews)

As perception al congruence
(of belief systems) increases,
the more likely an individual
ix 1o be persuaded by the
uarralive (Jones and McBeth
2010).

Ertas 2015

Husmann 2015

Niederdeppe, Roh. and Shapiro
2015

Shanghan et al. 2014

Junes and Song 2014

Lybeaker, McBeth, and Kusko
2013

McBeth, Lybecker, and
Stoutenborough 2016

Shanahan, McBeth, and Hathaway
2001

McBeth, Lybecker, and Gamer
2000

H,: Narrator
Irust

As narrator trust Increases,
the more likely an individual
is to be persuaded by the
narrative (Jones and McBeth
2010),

Frias 2015

H.: The power of
characters

The portrayal of policy
narrative characters (heroes,
victims, and vilains) has
higher levels of influence on
opinion and preferences of
individuals than scentific
or technical information

(Shanahan et al. 201 Ib).

Jomes 2070()
Jones 2014h
Junes, Flettum, and Gjerstad 2017




Chapter 5: The Narrvative Policy Framewark 185

responsibility (congruent with the macrobelief) was included in the narrative;
conversely, when it was not included, the authors found decreased empathy
and policy support. Using a survey methodology, McBeth, Lybecker, and Gar-
ner (2010) and Lybecker, McBeth, and Kusko (2013) and McBeth, Lybecker,
and Husmann (2014) found that individuals and practitioners preferred stories
about recycling that were congruent with their beliefs about citizenship, Hus-
mann (2015) found that liberal and Democrat participants (as well as women
participants) were more likely to support government intervention benefiting
obese children if exposed to ideologically congruent obesity policy narratives
(consistent with Lakoff 2002). Similarly. testing Lakoff's (2002) conservative
and liberal parenting metaphors, Clemons, McBeth, and Kusko (2012) tound
that individuals’ view of parenting was only partially congruent with their
choice of obesity policy stories.

However, recent research (Lybecker, McBeth, and Stoutenborough 2016;
McBeth et al. 2016) has found that breaching and congruency are not neces-
sarily mutually exclusive. These NPF scholars found that characters can effec-
tively breach policy preferences by positioning congruent characters—those
who align with one’s individual identity—with an opposing (breaching) policy
prelerence. For example, consider a person who has a deep philosophical com-
mitment to libertarian notions of freedom. This individual is also a business
person and thus has certain expectations about how business is talked about:
narrative theory refers to such conventions of thinking as canomicity (Herman
2002, 2003). Canonical language for a business person usually invokes markets,
competition, and certain characters where environmentalists are often cast as
villains, This person will also have canonical understandings of the narratives
espoused by enemies (like the environmentalist) that paint the business com-
munity as the villain. Now suppose this same person encounters an environ-
mentalist narrative that casts business as a hero, invokes markets to protect the
environment, and paints competition as the social engine that makes all of this
happen. Such a narrative would be congruent in a worldview sense for this hy-
pothetical person but breaching in terms of the individual's expectations about
the environmentalist narrative,

In all, these studies largely support hypotheses H, and H,. However, given
the nuanced differences between congruence and incongruence, canonicity and
breach, we have modified H, to specifically apply to beliefs and worldviews, Ad-
ditional research is needed to further understand the conditions under which
narrative breach and congruence affect beliefs, preferences, and more.

Micre Hypethesis 2: Narrative transportation. Narrative transportation “is
related to a narrative’s ability to mentally transport the reader into the warld
created by the narrative” (Jones 2014a, 648; also see Green and Brock 20051, A
book, movie, or even campaign speech is often determined to be good by the ex-
tent to which the reader/viewer/listener can (magine him-/hersell surrounded
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by the scene and embrailed in the plot alongside the characters. Jones (2014a)
conducted an experiment and found that the more a person is able to picture
a story (in this case, about climate change). the more positively that person
responds to the hero of the story, which in turn leads to a higher willingness to
accept arguments and solutions argued for in the policy narrative.

Micro Hypothesis 4: Narrator trust. Ertas (2013) conducted a microlevel
study regarding charter schools and found that narrator trust increased shifts
in policy preferences toward the preferred policy presented in the narrative, but
that this occurred to a greater extent when there was also congruence.

Micro Hypothesis 5: The power of characters. Characters have been found to
play an important role in shaping individual preferences. Jones (2010, 2014b)
has found that the hero character is a primary driver of narrative persuasion.
Conducting an experimental study examining the role of cultural narratives in
shaping policy preferences related to climate change, Jones found that respon-
dents tended to have more positive affect for hero characters than for other
characters, regardless of their priors. Moreover, as positive affect for the hero
character increased, so, too, did the respondents’ willingness to accept the as-
sumptions imbedded in the narrative and the argued-for policy solutions. In
this case, this meant that the more respondents liked the hero, the more likely
they were to helleve climate change was real and that it posed a threat both to
them as individuals and to society more generally, the more they were willing
to take action to stop climate change, and the more likely they were to sup-
port the policy solution within the policy narrative, Similar results were found
by Jones, Flottum, and Gjerstad (2017) when examining the impact of climate
change policy narratives on Norwegian citizens.

Some microlevel work deviates from the hypotheses outlined in Table 5.2,
For example, Jorgensen, Song, and Jones (2017) use a survey experimen-
tal design to test the influence of causal mechanisms within policy narratives
addressing US campaign finance reform. Their study found that mechanical
causal mechanisms were mare persuasive with participants who have high lev-
els of political knowledge. On the other hand, Shanahan et al. (2014) found
that intentional causal mechanisms have some short-term effectiveness tn in-
{luencing public opinion in faver of the narrator. Gray and Jones (2016) step
outside of the NPF's hypothesis orientation using qualitative interviews to de-
scribe stories of expression and equality told by elites about campaign finance
reform policy in the United States. The authors argue that although the study is
descriptive it points to the NPF's as of yet untapped ability to empower citizens
by describing competing policy narratives in complex policy areas in a way that
both is easy for citizens to understand and uses a methodology they themselves
could easlly employ.
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Notably, unlike most policy process frameworks and theories, the NPF is
a framework that promotes research intended to refine its model of the indi-
vidual (like comparative agenda setting [see Jones 2001| and policy learning
[see the discussion of microfoundations in Kamkhaji and Radaelli 2016}). Our
reasons for doing microfoundational analysis are straightforward. [f we are to
understand how, when, and why policy narratives shape public policy at the
larger meso- and macroscales, we need an accurate and refined understanding
of how narrative works at an individual level in order to make valid assump-
tions at larger scales of analyses.

MESOLEVEL NPF: AGORA NARRANS

In ancient Greece, the agora was the physical and public space where citizens
took action to achieve, reflect upon, and implement a policy goal, principally
through reasoned and impassioned narratives: A plethora ol policy process re-
search today focuses on our modern-day agora, known as the policy subsystem.
Building Irom the honto narrans foundation, NPF mesolevel research focuses
on the role of policy narratives in the agora. Thus, agora narrans is NPF's me-
solevel examination of the strategic construction and communication of policy
narratives by policy actors® organized in a variety of ways: charismatic indi-
viduals, groups, constellations of actors, coalitions, and so on. The discussion
that follows details the mesoconceptual model, defines mesolevel concepts, and
concludes with hypotheses and a discussion of extant mesolevel applications.

Conceptual Model of the Mesolevel NPF

Understanding how narratives function in a policy subsystem, we turn to a
seminal work regarding how systems work. As described by von Bertalantfy
{1968), systems are composed of objects that are organized and related to one
another while being shaped or affected by external feedbacks. How do these
ideas inspire how NPF conceptualizes mesolevel? First, objects in systems the-
ory are the component parts of a system or the variables of interest. For the
NPF, the "objects” of primary interest within subsystems are policy narratives.
However, additional objects in policy subsystems are also relevant, including
but not limited to standard public policy pracess variables such as resourees,
issue saliency, institutions, and the policy actors themselves. Second, objects
in systems theory are not haphazardly organized but rather function in some
«coordinated or strategic fashion: for the NPF, policy narratives are constructed
by policy actors, who are organized in any number of ways (e.g., a charismatic
individual, a group, a coalition), Third, relationships between abjects in a sys-
tem constitute the dynamic nature of the system; in the study of policy, this is
generally referred Lo as the policy process. We loak to existing policy process
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FIGURE 5.1 Model of Policy Narratives al the Mesolevel of the Narrative
Policy Framework
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theory and findings to shape expectations about how policy subsystem objects
interact; however, the NPF adds to this existing understanding by theorizing
expectations regarding the role of narrative. These theorized expectations are
manifest in the mesolevel NPF hypotheses. Finally, systems have boundaries,
meaning that the system exists in un external environment or context that may
influence the subsystem. Figure 5.1 (lustrates the NPF's conceptualization of
how policy narratives function at the mesolevel of analysis and is further ex-
plained below.

Al the mesolevel, policy actors may derive from institutions or organiza-
tions (e.g., a member of the media or the British Parliament), play different
roles (e.g., citizen or political leader), and organize in networks (e.g., advocacy
coalitions, interest groups, organizations). These policy actors, however ar-
ranged and derived, develop or adopt policy narratives to reflect their policy
preferences. Competing policy actors have divergent policy preferences, which
are expressed in policy narratives. These competing policy narratives utilize
some combination of narrative components, and the mesolevel NPF conlri-
bution comes in the analysis of how the generators of these policy narratives
use these components. For example, whereas both entities employ characters,
Policy Actors A may use the federal government as a hero while Policy Actors
B may use private industry as a hero, Similarly, Policy Actors A may use the
narrative strategy of diffusing costs to consumers and concentrating benefits
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to CEOs; Policy Actors B may use the narrative strategy of diffusing costs to
taxpayers and concentrating benefits to a federal agency. With regard to policy
beliefs, for example, the NPF provides guidance on how to operationalize nar-
rative components to test changes in policy beliefs over time, both within and
between policy actors. Taken together, narrative components are the building
blocks of policy narratives and are strategically constructed by policy actors
in the policy subsystem to affect policy preferences to achieve favorable policy
outputs, whether they are decisions, implementation activities, or evaluations.

As indicated in the introduction of the microlevel discussion, the mesolevel
of analysis cannot (and should not) be decoupled conceptually from the mi-
crolevel of analysis. The agora narrans centers on dynamics both within and
between policy actors’ policy narratives as well as the association with narra-
tives and policy outputs. In sum, the agora narrans in the NPF brings to the
fore the role of narratives in the subsystem(s) and, hence, the policy process
as well. The discussion that follows defines mesolevel concepts and concludes
with hypotheses and a discussion of extant mesolevel applications.

Policy subsystems. As with many policy process theories, NPF scholarship
studies public policymaking within and across policy subsystems. Public pol-
icy issues within policy subsystems are either dominated by one constellation
of policy actors or contested by many. Policy subsystems consist of a variety
of actors (e.g., elected officials, interest groups, experts, judicial actors, media)
who vie to control a policy issue. For example, the NPF has studied conten-
tious policy subsystems of hydraulic fracking in Colorado (Heikkila et al. 2014),
drug policies in Australia (Fitzgerald 2013), forest policy in Finland (Peltomaa,
Hilden, and Huttunen 2016), Greater Yellowstone wildlife management (e.g.,
McBeth, Shanahan, et al. 2010), and Massachusetts wind energy policy (Shana-
han et al. 2013).

Although a focus on individual policy subsystems is the norm for policy
process approaches and current NPF scholarship, evolving research suggests
that examining multiple subsystems (Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009) or policy
regimes (May and Jochim 2013) could strengthen our understanding of the
policy process. At least two recent NPF studies have moved in this direction.
Crow and Berggren (2014) examine policy narratives across four cases of en-
vironmental policymaking in Colorado, and O’Bryan et al. (2014) conduct the
first NPF comparative public policy study. Given the known linkages between
subsystemns and the likely case that narratives play a role in such linkages, we
suspect future NPF scholarship will similarly trend toward theory and method
that make such examinations possible.

The NPF and policy actors in the subsystem. The NPF has historically em-
ployed coalitions as the way to understand the organization of policy actors; the
NPF now recognizes that not all policy debates emerge from coalitions alone.
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Some debates occur between interest groups and organizations (e.g., environ-
mental and energy companies); sometimes an interest group is so powerful
(e.g., the National Rifle Association) that it is the dominant voice: some au-
thoritarian political leaders alone control the narrative (e.g., Gaddafi in Libya).
Thus, the NPF seeks a more comprehensive view of the generators of narratives
in the policy process while maintaining that approaches to understanding co-
alition formation and behavior remain an important way to understand policy
actor behavior,

Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods (1991) summarize two of the lines of
research on coalition formation and change, The first can be termed the in-
strumental approach, and it focuses on Harold Lasswell's ([1936] 1990) clas-
sic instrumental definition of politics: “who gets what, when, and how," and
sees policy actor interests as a primary driver of coalitional formation and
change (Jenkins-Smith, St. Clair, and Woods 1991, 853n2). The second “line
of research holds that members of advocacy coalitions adhere (o hierarchically
structured "beliel systems,’ in which the most basic beliefs (e.g.. fundamental
ontological and normative axioms) constrain more specific or operational be-
liefs and policy positions” (852). The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) is
the dominant policy process theory that promotes the belief system approach
to coalitlonal formation and change (e.g,, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sa-
batier and Weible 2007; Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009), but as we have
already discussed—and will detail below—Dbeliets and policy narratives are of-
ten intertwined,

The NPF accepts that both understandings of coalition formation and
change are likely to play a role in public policy, Regarding belief systems and
coalition formation and change, the NPF has expended considerable efforts on
this front, Shanahan, Jones, and McBeth (2011, 546-547), for example; focus
specifically on synergies between the ACF and NPF, providing policy narra-
tive measurement strategies that operationalize helief stability, strength, and
cahesion (but also see Shanahan et al, 2013). Similarly, the media are observed
to participate in coalitions, with embedded policy beliefs and preferred policy
preferences (Choi 2016; McBeth et al. 2013; Shanahan et al. 2008). Regarding
instrumental coalition formation and change, the NPF hypothesizes (Jones and
McBeth 2010, 346) that members of coalitions use the perception of costs and
benefits to heresthetically (e.g.. Riker 1986) expand or contain coalition mem-
bership in their favor. The instrumental approach to coalition formation and
change, and how it relates to policy narratives, still remains an underexamined
aspect of mesolevel NPE,

Mesolevel Applications

Several hypotheses at the mesolevel have been developed to test relationships
with key dependent variables, Table 5,3 summarizes previously specified NPF
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Policy Beliefs

Hypothesis Exact Wording and Source Extant Literature
H, Policy actors who are poriraying MciBeth et al. 2007
Narrative Strategy | themselvesas losing on a policy Shanahan et al. 2013
issue will use narrative elements to | Gupta, Ripberger, and
expand the policy issue to increase Collins 2014
the size of thelr coalition (Jones and
MeReth 2010},
H, Policy actars who are portraying McBeth et al. 2007
Narrative Strategy | themselves as winning on a policy Shanahan et al. 2012
issue will use nurrative elements to | Gupta el al. 2014
contain the policy issue to mamtaimn
the coalitlonal status quo (Jones and
McBeth 2010),
H, Palicy actars will heresthetically None
Narrative Strategy | employ policy narratives to
manipulate the composition of
palitical coalitions for their strategic
benetit (Jones and McBeth 2010).
H, The devil shift; higher incidence of | Shanahan et al, 2013
Narrative Strategy | the devil shifi in palicy subsystems is | Crow and Berggren 2014
associated with policy Intractability | Heikkila et al 2014
(Shanahan et al. 2013). Leong 2015
Merry 2015
H, Coalition glue and policy nutcames: | Kusko 2013

advocacy coalitions with policy
narratives that contain higher

levels of coalitional glue (coalition
stability, strength, and intracoalition
cohesion) will more likely influence
pualicy outcomes (Shanahan et al.
2013; Shanahan, Jones, and McBeth
20010

McBeth et al. 20010

H, Variation in policy narrative None
Policy Learning elements helps explain policy

learning {Shanalan, Jones, and

MeBeth 2011),
H. The media are a contributor (a Shanahan et al. 2008
Coalition policy actor) in policy debates Peltomaa, Hilden, and
Membership (Shanahan et al. 2008). Huttimen 2016

Crow und Lawlor 2016

EOntites
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TABLE 5.3 NPF Mesolevel Hypotheses and Origins comoned

Hypothesls

H,

Role of Media
Actars within
Subsystems

Fxact Wording and Source

Media acting as conduits of policy
inlormation will show stability

of policy narratives across media
outlets, whereas media acting as
contributors to policy debates will
show a greater degree of variation
in narrative structure and framing
across medim outlets (Crow and
Lawlor 2016).

Extant Literature

None

H,

Role of Narrative
Elements in Policy
Communication

Policy actors® using rhetorical
narrative strategies (character-
driven plots, melodramatic
narratives, stories of decling,
metaphors, etc.) 1o a greater degree
are more likely 1o prevail in policy
debates than those using technical
or scientific communication (Crow
and Lowlor 2016),

McBeth et al. 2012
Crow and Berggren 2014

Hyy
Role of Framing

Policy actors using thematic framing
of policy problems are more likely to
sway public opinfon in favor of their
articulated problem and solution
than policy actors that employ
episodic frames ar other human
interest frames, leading to higher
success passing their proposed
salutions (Crow and Lawlor 2016},

Shanahan et al. 2008

HI |
Role of Story
Frames

Palicy actors using story frames
copsistent with specific audience
beliefs, but varying across media
platforms, will influence policy
outcomes toward their policy
preference (Crow and Lawlor 2016).

Nane

* The ariging hypotheses posited by Crow smd Lawlor (2016) use the term eoalitions: we have
replaced coalittons with policy wctors ta reflect the NPF's accommudation of the variety of
ways actors organize (e.g., interest groups, organizations, coalitions).

hypatheses and their origins. The dominant methodology at the mesolevel has
been content analysis. Some hypotheses are well-worn (H,, H,, H,, H. H.),
some remain untested (H,, H,), some dropped (those on endogenous and exog-
enous public opinion), and some are new propositions (H,, H, H,,, H ).
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Meso Hypothesis 1: Issue expansion as a narrative strategy. McBeth et al.
(2007) used E. E. Schattschneider (1960) to argue that when groups perceive
themselves as losing, they construct a policy narrative to expand the issue.
Groups do this by diffusing costs and concentrating benefits of the opposing
policy. For example, a losing narrative contains many victims who pay the
“cost” of the opposing policy, whereas the elite few (typically villains) benefit.
McBeth et al. (2007) found that this strategy occurred in their study of interest
group conflict in Greater Yellowstone. In a study of wind energy off the coast
of Cape Cod, Shanahan et al. (2013) found that the losing coalition (anti-wind
coalition) concentrated benefits and diffused costs 88 percent of the time, com-
pared to 46 percent of the time for the winning coalition (pro-wind coalition).
Similarly, in the case of siting a nuclear power plant in India, Gupta, Ripberger,
and Collins (2014) found the losing coalition attempted to expand the scope of
conflict by predominantly focusing on the many who would be affected by the
power plant.

Meso Hypothesis 2: Issue containment as a narrative strategy. Again using
Schattschneider (1960), McBeth et al. (2007) empirically demonstrate that win-
ning groups construct narratives to contain a policy issue by using political
strategies of concentrating costs and diffusing benefits when discussing their
policy preference. The idea behind this strategy is that winning groups want to
maintain their minimal winning coalition and either maintain the status quo or
control the policy outcome within the existing political context. This narrative
strategy is empirically tested in McBeth et al. (2007), Shanahan et al. (2013),
and Gupta, Ripberger, and Collins (2014).

Meso Hypothesis 4: Devil-angel shift. A few studies have examined the devil
and angel shifts. In the study of the installation of windmills off the coast of
Cape Cod, Massachusetts (Shanahan et al. 2013), there was a narrative arc in
the winning coalition from devil shift to angel shift. Similarly, Schlaufer (2016)
found the winning coalition in the Swiss school policy debates to employ the
angel shift at statistically higher rates than the losing coalition did. However,
some studies (i.e., Heikkila et al. 2014 and Crow and Berggren 2014) found
no statistical association between winning and losing groups and the use of
this strategy in their policy debates. Merry (2015) found that when averaging
individual tweets, overall, both the Brady Campaign and the National Rifle As-
sociation (NRA) leaned toward the angel shift; another (Leong 2015) found
the winning coalition to use the devil shift. A cousin to the devil-angel shift is
found in intentional (where the villain is engaging in willful nefarious action)
and inadvertent (no one is at fault) causal mechanisms (McBeth et al. 2012).
This narrative strategy remains of interest to NPF scholars because results of
this strategy’s use and effect are inconsistent.
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Meso Hypothesis 5: Coalitional glue and policy beliefs. NPF scholarship has
consistently found statistically significant differences between opposing interest
groups and coalition use of policy beliefs (e.g., McBeth, Shanahan, and Jones
2005; Shanahan et al. 2013; McBeth, Lybecker, and Garner 2010). These same
measures (i.e., coalition stability, strength, and cohesion over time) can also
be used to assess intra- and intercoalition behavior and dynamics (Shanahan,
Jones, and McBeth 2011, 546-548). For example, Shanahan et al. (2013) found
that intracoalition diversity of policy beliefs may be a way to expand coalition
membership. Work by Kusko (2013) in her study of 1980s US foreign policy to-
ward El Salvador demonstrated, using content analysis of policy narratives, that
the religious right coalition in the United States had greater stability, strength,
and cohesion and that this might have accounted for the coalition’s greater
policy success compared to that of a more progressive religious coalition. Sha-
nahan et al. (2013) content-analyzed policy narratives of policy actors involved
in a wind energy controversy in Massachusetts. The research demonstrated the
two coalitions had high levels of cohesion on two of three policy beliefs. Finally,
McBeth, Shanahan, et al. (2010) showed that the wildlife activist group Buffalo
Field Campaign was consistent in two of its three identified policy beliefs over
a ten-year period.

Meso Hypothesis 7: Coalition membership. Shanahan et al. (2008) explore the
role of the media as conduit of policy stakeholders or as a contributor in pol-
icy debates. This study helped determine that media do contribute to policy
debates. Given the ability of media to disseminate messages to a wide audi-
ence, this finding has been important in identifying an important policy actor
and set of policy narrative data in policy subsystems. Subsequent studies have
confirmed this hypothesis (Peltomaa, Hilden, and Huttunen 2016; Crow and
Lawlor 2016).

Meso Hypothesis 9: Role of narrative elements in policy communica-
tion. Crow and Lawlor (2016) have recently added this hypothesis to the set
of mesolevel hypotheses. McBeth et al. (2012) previously referred to the col-
lective use of narrative elements as “narrativity.” Using more traditional narra-
tive data from public consumption documents, these authors, along with Crow
and Berggren (2014), found an association with narrativity and policy success.
However, this hypothesis remains untested with digital media such as Twitter.

Meso Hypothesis 10: Role of framing. Iyengar (1990) and lyengar and Simon
(1997) are the originators of the concepts of episodic (specific) and thematic
(general) framing in the media. Crow and Lawlor (2016) have articulated a new
hypothesis predicting the greater effectiveness of the use of thematic framing in
the policy process. Shanahan et al. (2008) are early explorers of the use of these
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framing techniques in media narratives, finding that both national and local
media ontlets employed thematic frames in their narrative (as measured by the
casting of the victim), but local coverage used thematic framing at a statistically
higher rate than the national media did.

MACROLEVEL NPF: GRAND NARRATIVES

Macrolevel narratives are “communal, historical narratives that are expansive
enough to explain a variety of human events across time and place” (Danforth
2016, 584), These grand policy narratives create socially constructed realities
that manifest as institutions, society, and cultural norms. Macrolevel policy
narratives are relatively stable (e.g., “progress is good”) when compared to
those at the microlevel and mesolevel, with mesolevel policy debates accur-
ring within the larger macrolevel narratives (“let the market dictate progress”
vs, “government needs to regulate to ensure progress”). However, macrolevel
narratives can, and do, change over lime and space, resulting in marked insti-
tutional and cultural shifts (e.g., knowledge comes rom the divine to knowl-
edge comes from observations). These macrolevel narratives nonetheless are
composed of narrative elements, beliefs, and strategies. They may be found in
historical events (education policy change post-World War 1 to open educa-
tion for all; Veslkova and Beblavy 2014), historic debates (Decision of 1789;
Cook 2014), and cultural orientations (cultural frames and institutional spaces;
Ney 2014),

As indicated in Table 5.1, as a framework, the NPF conceptualizes mac-
rolevel analyses through imported theories. For example, Lyotard’s (1984)
meta-narrative is a story that functions to explain events, constructing mean-
ing of events or ideas through shared cultural knowledge. Scott’s (1995, 2008)
institutional theory identifies means by which institutional structures (e.g.,
rules, procedures) provide the sideboards for accepted social norms and be-
haviors. Cultural theory (Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990) identifies
four distinctive ways of life that can be leveraged to understand and research
the relationship between macrolevel cultural and policy narratives (Ney 2014).
Finally, analyzing a “relevant counterfactual” (Lukes 1974, 2005, 44-48) policy
narrative allows researchers to hone in on what policy narratives did not de-
velop. Such research has the benefits of both revealing minority macropolicy
narratives and illuminating preferences, values, and policy outputs that are
simply not on the agenda (see Peterson and Jones 2016), Though we are not at
all suggesting thal researchers should limil macrolevel approaches to the the-
ories we list here, these theoretical perspectives may serve as initial grounding
that can facilitate macrolevel research addressing questions such as how such
narratives are created, diffused, accepted, changed, and debunked over time
and space.
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LINKING MICRO-, MESO-, AND MACROLEVELS

Although each level of analysis provides rich areas for NPF research, there is
a growing interest in understanding the connectedness between the macro-
meso-micro levels. Interestingly, a road map as to how this might be accom-
plished can be found in one of the narrative studies that provided the impetus
for the NPF. Published in Policy Sciences in 2004, "Public Opinion for Sale”
(McBeth and Shanahan 2004) addresses the development of “wicked problems”
in environmental policy subsystems where groups are unable to reframe dis-
putes to work toward resolution.” Whereas the 2004 article invokes the term
[frames, the NPF now tells us that what the authaors really spoke to were the
active policy narratives at all three levels of analysis, To avoid confusion, we use
the term pelicy narrative in our discussion below, but, to be clear, the original
2004 article does not.

McBeth and Shanahan (2004, 319-320) argue that with intractable policy
issues, “there is a general lack of theory addressing macro-level driving lorces
in the political system that influence how [policy narratives| develop among
policy actars and the public at large.” I viewed retroactively through the NPF's
lens on the policy process, McBeth and Shanahan were attempting to identlfy
the macrolevel narrative driving mesolevel coalitional politics. The macrolevel
condition identified in their study as driving the policy process was consum-
erism. The authors argue that consumerism permeales not only American
economic habits but also political habits as well. Potentially linking this con-
sumerist macrolevel with mesolevel actors and coalitions, the authors tap the
notion of “backwards loops” (Clemons and McBeth 2001) in political systems,
where policy marketers (interest groups, the media, and elected officials) ac-
tively construct policy narratives and market them to the public. Providing a
road map for how the macrolevel interacts with the mesolevel and how the me-
solevel, in turn, interacts with the microlevel, the article goes on to demonstrate
how policy marketers “sell public opinion” and how this marketing contril-
utes to intractability, The authars conclude “public policy problems are defined
by policy marketers not citizens” and “the ensuing policy solutions are related
maore to ephemeral lifestyle choices than they are to rational debate and politi-
cal interests” (McBeth and Shanahan 2004, 328).

Exemplifving all three levels of analysis, the 2004 McBeth and Shanahan ar-
ticle provides a way to link the three levels of analysis in the NPF. Importantly,
it also draws our attention to the central role of the policy marketer in shaping
that opinion, As such, the policy marketer is potentially a critical link between
micro- and mesolevel research. The 2010 vartant of the NPF theorizes that the
microlevel model of the individual is most relevant in terms of how policy nar-
ratives shape public opinion. However, Jones and McBeth (2010, 345) also note
public opinion is likely to have limited and conditional effects on public policy.
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Given that the majority of microlevel NPF scholarship has focused on the ef-
fect of policy narratives on public opinion (see Table 5.2), the NPF may be ex-
pending considerable energy to explain a relatively small slice of the variation
in public policy processes, designs, and outcomes. Crow (2012) and Gray and
Jones (2016), however, offer a potential link between the microlevel and me-
solevel that may allow NPT researchers to extract more out of the microlevel
than just studies of public apinion.

Crow (2012) suggests researchers examine how elite actors process and con-
vey policy narratives. Such approaches could tap the NPF's homo narrans model
of the individual to better understand mesolevel phenomena such as the behav-
ior of palicy marketers and other elites. In theory, a microlevel analysis is only
required to focus on the individual as the unit of analysis and could rightfully
pursue questions related to other actors in the policy process, not just the pub-
lic. Correspondingly, the NPF at the mesolevel is concerned not anly with group
narratives but also with the use and interpretation of pelicy narratives by key in-
dividual elite players within a particular coalition and, more specifically, with how
that use shapes coalition composition. This is an intrigning underdeveloped facet
of NPF mesolevel research that presents opportunities to link microlevel findings
related to narrative persuasion and cognition with mesolevel coalitional politics.

At least one study has already moved along this arc. Using qualitative sem-
istructured interviews, Gray and Jones (2016) examine the policy narratives
disseminated by elite actors in the campaign finance policy subsystem. Al-
though maostly a descriptive study, this analysis of elite actors reveals several
NPF-relevant concepts, including belief systems and narrative elements. Im-
portantly, it also reminds us that although the NPF is empirical it is not nec-
essarily quantitative. In fact, in some cases—maybe even the most important
cases—the NPF needs to be qualitative and rely on traditional qualitative tools
stuch as the interview, focus groups, and participant observation.

Finally, the NPF has also made some minor inroads in terms of validating
findings from the microlevel al the mesolevel, albeit indirectly. Jones’s work
(2010, 20144, 2014b) at the microlevel reveals that heroes were the driving force
behind preferences and perceptions of risk related to climate change. The more
individuals liked a hero in a story about climate change, the more likely they
were to believe climate change was real, a threat, and the more willing they were
to take action (Jones 2010, 2014b; Jones et al. 2017). Similarly, Shanahan et al.
(2013), conducting a mesolevel content analysis of wind farm policy in Massa-
chusetts, find that the winning coalition focused on hero-based staries and less
on villains,

Finding the interconnections between the three levels of NPF analysis and
working out contradictions are ongoing processes, ones that will benefit the
NPF’s attempt to scientifically study the role of policy narratives in the public
policy process.
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NEW DIRECTIONS IN THE NPF

Four substantive new directions have opened up for the NPF. The first is the
prospect of NPF comparative analyses, with policy issue and theoretical con-
cept comparisons across countries becoming a rich new direction of research.
A second avenue is recent work that focuses on a deeper exploration of the
use of evidence in NPF analyses. A third path follows the emergence of digital
media as valid narrative data. Finally, we posit a new NPF hypothesis on policy
change grounded in policy narrative learning. We discuss these in detail below.

Comparative Analysis

Comparative approaches tend to fall into two categories: country comparisons
(e.g., case study comparing countries) and concept comparisons (e.g., compari-
son of policy process theory constructs in different contexts) (Orvis and Drogus
2014). Application of comparative public policy is nascent in NPF scholarship,
but the central research question of NPF remains relevant when applied to a
comparative context: What is the role of narratives in the policy process in dif-
ferent regime contexts? Whether scholarly pursuits focus on a country compar-
ison of policies with policy narratives as the data for analysis or a comparison
of the use of narrative elements and strategies in different policy contexts (such
as comparing narratives across sectors in a single country or across levels of
governance), NPF is a viable framework for comparative analysis.

Cross-country comparisons focus on understanding differences and sim-
ilarities across regimes (Orvis and Drogus 2014). This comparative NPF
approach is a growing field (Exadaklyos and Radaelli [2012] suggest it to re-
searchers working on the politics of the European Union) and relevant for both
diffusion-oriented research (e.g., how different countries respond to policy nar-
rative inspired by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment, European Union, or World Bank) and policy area research (e.g., how two
structurally similar political systems differ in their narratives of a similar pol-
icy problem). At least one NPF study has conducted systematic cross-country
comparison. O’Bryan, Dunlop, and Radaelli (2014) compare narratives on the
Arab Spring of 2011-2012 as found in the hearings of the UK House of Com-
mons Select Committee on Foreign Affairs and the US House of Representa-
tives Committee on Foreign Affairs. They deploy qualitative methodology to
compare narrative structure, narrative learning, and narrative strategies in the
two institutions across the Atlantic.

Given that the NPF is a relatively new and developing theory of the pol-
icy process, a proliferation of internationally situated scholarly studies focus
on the development and refinement of NPF concepts (narrative elements and
strategies), with insights into the case itself being secondary to the theoretical
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advancement. As such, concept comparisons focused on understanding diver-
sity in the policy process (Gupta 2012; e.g., what is the role of policy narratives
in the policy process in different countries?) are a ripe but unchartered area of
research. For example, with the policy setting being India, Weible et al. (2016)
suggest a set of minimal conditions to unambiguously determine the presence
of a narrative, adding to the NPF concepts from network analysis (the ego-
alter dyad) and identifying “beneficiaries” as a distinct type of actor. Turning to
within-country comparisons, Schlaufer (2016) examines policy debates at the
level of the Swiss cantons, advancing NPF’s previous use of evidence in narra-
tives by discovering how evidence is refracted and manipulated in narratives of
different coalitions.

This leads to empirically testable hypotheses on coalitions and evidence
utilization in public controversies. In the United Kingdom, Lawton and Rudd
(2014) identified an additional set of characters (entrepreneurs and charismatic
experts) at the connection between the production of scientific evidence and
policy decisions. Their work (and Schlaufer 2016) opens the door to a more
intense dialogue between the NPF and the field of knowledge utilization. The
case of nuclear power plant siting choices in India (Gupta, Ripberger, and Col-
lins 2014) illuminates how narratives expand or contain the scope of conflict,
thus providing NPF authors with propositions that can be tested again in other
settings. In the case of the European Commission, the bureaucratic arm of the
European Union, evidence and expertise are discursively portrayed in regula-
tory impact assessments, with the aim of defining roles, identity, and ultimately
legitimacy of a bureaucracy in crisis. This points to connections with the wider
field of bureaucratic behavior and the construction of reputation (Radaelli,
Dunlop, and Fritsch 2013). Importantly, the NPF seems well suited to compar-
ative research (Linchbach and Zuckerman 2009) because the transportability of
NPF concepts into other contexts and settings is by now established. Although
the groundwork for the NPF has been laid in a variety of contexts, true con-
cept comparative analyses using the NPF remain a ripe area of research. But we
need more cross-country comparisons, comparisons of sectors within a single
country, and narratives in the same policy sector across different countries.

Comparative studies are predominantly case studies, and as such lend
themselves to what the NPF refers to as the mesolevel of analysis. For example,
comparing policy actors’ narratives in different country contexts sheds light
on the policy process for crosscutting policy issues such as climate change or
immigration. Comparing narratives at different time periods illuminate the
role of narratives in time-sensitive episodes of policy change. One can argue
that narratives evolve at a differential pace in the politics stream, the policy
stream, and the problem stream of the Multiple Streams Framework (Kingdon
2003). However, NPF has well-developed microlevel propositions that, applied
to comparative studies, could bring on a relatively underdeveloped genre of
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microlevel comparative experimental studies. For example, comparing the ef-
fects of particularly constructed narratives on individuals in different countries
could be meaningful in understanding macrolevel policy debates.

In sum, systematic comparisons of the role of narratives in different policy
process contexts at different levels of analysis contribute to specific understand-
ings of that context and more importantly to a generalized understanding of
narratives in the policy process.

Evidence in Narratives

In the context of the political challenges between evidence-based decision mak-
ing (Pew-MacArthur Results First Initiative 2014) and science denial (Rosenau
2012), it is no surprise that many NPF studies include an examination of ev-
idence (e.g., science and information statements) in policy narratives (for a
comprehensive review of NPF studies and evidence, see Schlaufer 2016 and
Smith-Walter et al. 2016). For example, Crow and Berggren (2014) examine the
strategic use of science to support a narrative’s policy preference. Gupta et al.
(2014) find that winning groups use science in a way that demonstrates certainty
in the status quo, whereas losing groups use science to show uncertainty about
unwanted public policy. Nonnarrative science statements (i.e., no characters or
policy preference) have been used as a control condition in experiments to test
the effect of narrative on opinion (e.g., Jones 2014a; Shanahan et al. 2014). These
studies have demonstrated the strategic use of science in policy narratives.

In their study of gun policy narratives disseminated by the NRA and the
Brady Campaign, Smith-Walter et al. (2016) make an important advancement
to the NPF’s study of evidence by theoretically anchoring additional fine-scale
categories of evidence within policy narratives: scientific studies, statistics,
polls, ipso dictum, and legal. In a study of Swiss school policy debates, Schlaufer
(2016) also advances the NPF’s use of evidence in policy narratives by finding
that evidence cannot be separated from the use of narrative elements such as
setting, moral of the story, characters, and plot. Schlaufer (2016) challenges
the NPF’s tendency to treat evidence as an isolated narrative element and sug-
gests focusing on the integration of evidence with other narrative elements to
understand narrative effect. “Does the integration of evidence within different
parts of a narrative make stories more or less convincing?” (Schlaufer 2016, 19).
Whereas NPF studies focusing on evidence are proliferating, general conclu-
sions about evidence within the NPF remain tentative.

Digital Media as Policy Narrative Data

NPF studies commonly derive policy narrative data from “public consump-
tion documents”—the policy narratives disseminated by policy actors through
newsletters, speeches, editorials, and sometimes media accounts (McBeth,



Chapter 5: The Narrative Policy Framework 201

Shanahan, and Jones 2005). The proliferation of digital media and the relative
ease with which these data can be collected have resulted in several mesolevel
NPF studies that expressly explore whether policy narratives exist in these dig-
ital venues (e.g., YouTube, Twitter, blogs). Merry (2015) uses the NPF to study
how the Brady Campaign and the NRA use social media to construct policy
narratives. Using a nearly five-year time frame, Merry collected a total of 9,918
tweets from the two groups and used them in an innovative methodological
way to effectively build a narrative. She examined tweets over a day or a week,
finding this assessment of tweets leads to “more detailed narratives,” and sug-
gests that this is “a better reflection of the way individuals receive and process
information from social media” (Merry 2016, 16). Her data indicated that the
Brady Campaign focused on victims of gun violence and employed more evi-
dence than the NRA did (11). In another study using tweets, Gupta et al. (2016)
use the NPF to study narrative elements and strategies in debates on Twitter
over nuclear energy. Furthermore, the NPF has been combined with the theory
of Schneider and Ingram (1993) to the study of YouTube videos (e.g., Lybecker
et al. 2015). Additional social media outlets such as Facebook and Reddit seem
likely candidates for future NPF studies.

Policy Change in the NPF: Policy Narrative Learning

As a public policy theory, the NPF has focused most successfully on under-
standing how policy processes function according to narrative effects and
proliferation at the micro-, meso-, and macrolevels. But what about the pol-
icy outcomes that result from these processes? Many policy scholars point to
policy learning as a way to understand policy change. Certainly, policy learning
has long been argued to play an important role in the policy process (see Ra-
daelli and Dunlop 2013; Hall, 1993; Heclo 1974; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier
1993; Heikkila and Gerlak 2013). For the NPF, “policy narrative learning” may
be a way to begin linking policy processes to policy change.

Policy narrative learning occurs with the adoption of or convergence on a
new narrative configuration (e.g., Roe’s 1994 reflexivity or Schon and Rein’s
1994 frame reflection). For example, one might argue that in the United States,
states that have overturned their statutory bans on gay marriage have experi-
enced policy narrative learning as the pro-gay marriage and anti-gay marriage
narratives changed from combating each other as villains to sharing a com-
mon victim—that of sons, daughters, parents, friends, and relatives. There is at
least some evidence that narratives can play a more powerful role influencing
individual opinion compared with nonnarrative science statements (e.g., Hin-
yard and Kreuter 2007; Shanahan et al. 2014), and thus changes in underlying
narratives may prompt policy learning (what we call policy narrative learning
here) and hence policy change. To emphasize narrative learning as a potential
driver of policy change we have removed the phrase “policy change and policy
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outcomes” from mesolevel Hy and offer a new NPF hypothesis focusing on pol-
icy change:

H,: Policy narrative learning: Sustained reconfigurations of narrative com-
ponents within dominant policy narratives lead to policy change.

Unpacking and measuring the architecture and process involved with pol-
icy narrative learning and reliably linking such learning to policy change are
not trivial endeavors.

CONCLUSION: IN THE END, THERE 1S A NEW BEGINNING

The NPF seeks to answer questions about the role of policy narratives in the pol-
icy process. The NPF offers empirical measures of policy narratives (i.e., narra-
tive elements and narrative strategies), which allows for hypothesis testing and
perhaps prediction at some point in the future. Importantly, the NPF does not
levy judgment on or seek to uncover the veracity of any specific policy narrative
but rather operationalizes policy narratives in an empirical sense—capturing
policy realities or what exists in the world as it is presented by people—and
attempts to determine the effect.

In the last few years, we have seen a surge of policy process scholars take the
lead on several new fronts for the NPF. NPF scholars have tested NPF hypothe-
ses in different policy contexts (e.g., international, across substantive policy ar-
eas), critiqued and improved the NPF’s theoretical scaffolding, expanded data
sources, employed different methodologies, linked levels of analysis, and con-
veyed practical applications. Such new explorations of the NPF represent an
engaged and growing community of scholars working to take aim at the NPF’s
central research question in innovative ways.

Although the NPF was developed and continues to flourish within the pub-
lic policy process literature, the NPF is likely to be transportable to questions
that cross subdisciplinary boundaries as well. For example, the NPF could be
used to tackle some political science questions {e.g., narratives and campaigns;
narratives and representation; narratives and institutional identity), some pol-
icy analysis questions (e.g., narratives and costs-benefits), and some gover-
nance questions (e.g., narratives and legitimacy claims; narratives and public
opinion). The potential of the NPF to be applied in other areas of inquiry in
policy and political science is ripe for fruitful collaborations and discoveries.

Having been developed over the better part of a decade, the NPF is reaching
its teenage years. As such, we expect that we may come upon some disagree-
ments among NPF scholars as we test and retest hypotheses, explore new di-
rections in the science of the NPF, and investigate the portability of the NPF
to other subdisciplines. But, like all scientific endeavors, work on the NPF is
iterative; we must be patient. And, above all, we must be clear enough to move
forward with the continued development of the NPF.
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NOTES

1. Author ordering s the result of high intracoalition policy narrative cohesion. All
authors contributed equally,

2 Indeed, the European Commission has a whole website dedicated to the “New
Nurrative for Europe”; httpi/ec.europu,ew/culture/ policy/ mew-narrative/index_en.him,

3. Descriptions of NPF assumptions, conceptual definitions, three levels of analysis,
and hypotheses also appear in Jones and McBeth (2010}, Shanahan. Jones, and McBeth
2011), McBeth, Jones, and Shanahan (2014), Jones, McBeth, and Shanahan (2014), and
Shanahan, Jones, and McBeth (2015). Tn the interes! of consistency and clarity, the con-
tent across these publications has been kept as similar as possible, and in some cases
where precision is essential the text is exactly the same. However, for the same purposes
af precision and clarity, this chapter also explicitly updates the NPF and thus represents
the most current theorizing of the NPF.

4, Since Jones and McBeth (2010]), the NPF has wused the terms postpositivist and
positivist. This can be a confusing dichotomy because various contrasts are employed
in other social sciences (e.g.. Guba and Lincoln 1994 add critical theory and consirue-
thvism 1o the positivist and postpositivist discussion) and even in public policy (e.g.
Smith and Larimer 2013 employ a rationalist and postpositivist distinction) to address
issues of ontology and epistemology. Although we acknowledge public policy could
leverage any number of categorical distinetions lor these types of discussions (e.g.,
Moses and Knutsen's 2012 distinctions of constructivism and naturalism), we slightly
amend the NPF's initial "positivist” nomenclature to “more positivist-oriented,” as
Sabatier (2000, 137) himself claimed that the ACF was not classically positivist, ac-
knowledging the "normative elements” in policy processes, For a detuiled discussion
of the NPF's ontological and epistemological orientation, please see Jones and Radaclll
(2015),

5. For a detailed aceount of the history of the NPF, see McBeth, Jones, and Shanahan
(2014) in Theories of the Policy Process, 3rd edition, pp. 226-227 and McBeth (2014) in
The Science of Stories, pp. xii—xviii,

6, There has been some confusion on how the NPF invakes the term structuralist,
By structuralist, we are referring to the structural approach to literary studies and ot
the structural approach depicted In classic social science discussions of structure and
agency. See Jones and McBeth (2010), pp. 331-333 for a discussion of structuralism's
relationiship with the NPL,

7. Note that the NPF originally conceived of causal mechanisms as a narrative ele-
ment (fe., Shanahan, Jones, and McBeth 2011 and Shanahan et al. 2013) but later reclas-
sified causal mechanisms as 4 narrative strategy (Shanaban et al, 2014).

& Previous mesalevel NPF theorizing exclusively employed coalitions as the unit of
analysis, Tt is important to nate thal we now intentionally account for a wider variety
of ways in which policy actors organize at the mesolevel. Thus, our reference to policy
actors Is intended to represent these various organizational configurations in the agora,
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9. ‘The use of the term framing demonstrates that in the early formative years of the
NPF, the researchers were not et fully cognizant of the differences between raming
and policy narratives, Several reviewers over the years have also questioned whether
policy narratives and policy Iraming were different. We argue that they are, but we
ilso realize that internal inconsistencies within the NPF might have contributed to this
mistmderstanding,
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The IAD Framework and the

SES Framework: An Introduction
and Assessment of the Ostrom
Workshop Frameworks

EDELLA SCHLAGER AND MICHAEL COX!'

The Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework is conceptually
simple, bul theoretically rich. Conceptually, it consists of seven components—
an action situation, actors, rules (in use), community attributes, physical and
material atiributes, outcomes—and evaluative criteria. It is most useful in de-
veloping theories and models that seek to explain the "logic, design and per-
formance of institutional arrangements” (Ostrom 2014, 269), Theories most
compatible with the framework are those that seek to explain how actors’ be-
havior is guided and constrained by institutions and how, in turn, human be-
havior shapes and forms institutional arrangements. Besides the theories that
were intentionally developed using the framework, local public economies, and
common pool resources, it is compatible with others, such as covenantal theory
(Lutz 1988; Allen 2005), federalism theory (Ostrom 1987, 1997, 2008; Bednar
2009), transactions cost theory (Williamson 1985), and game theory, among
others. Compatibility means that these theories use variables representing dif-
ferent dimensions of the seven components making up the framework to ex-
plain the Interactions between institutional arrangements and human behavior.

More recently, Elinor Ostrom developed a second, related framework, the
Social-Ecological Systems (SES) framework, that consists of the seven objects,
plus others, but that rests on a diagnostic logic. The diagnostic logic, because it
focuses on identifying more limited sets of variables that account for an out-
come, tends to highlight the important role of models in theory development,
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although its full potential to do so has barely been tapped. Furthermore, the
role of institutional arrangements is not as prominent in the SES framework as
it is in the TAD; rather, the SES emphasizes the interactions between actors and
ecological systems (as mediated by governing arrangements).

In this chapter, we describe the frameworks and how they support the de-
velopment of theories and models through scientific inquiry. We also compare
the two frameworks, how they are similar, but different, and why that matters.
Finally, we examine how they have been used for social science research before
concluding with assessments and future developments of the frameworks.

FRAMEWORKS AND THEORIES

“A framework provides a shared orientation for studying, explaining, and un-
derstanding phenomena of interest” (Ostrom 2014, 269). A shared orientation
occurs through the major categories of concepts that capture key variables
and aspects of the dimension of the world under study. Having a shared set
of concepts and variables allows scholars to develop a common language and
common metrics, which in turn supports communication among scholars and
the cumulation of knowledge. “In the case of the institutional analysis and de-
velopment (TIAD) framework, useful knowledge consists of understanding the
logic, design, and performance of institutional arrangements in a wide variety
of settings and at different scales” (Ostrorm 2014, 269).

A framework is distinct from a theory, even though the two terms are often
used interchangeably, as the astute reader of this volume will readily note. In
contrast to a framework, a “theory consists of many variables and the relations
among them that are used to explain and predict processes and outcomes”
(Ostrom 2014, 269). For instance, common pool resource theories, which en-
deavor to explain how actors overcome diverse collective action dilemmas in
order to sustainably govern shared resources, is the best known of the theo-
ries emerging directly from the TAD framework (Ostrom 1990). One of the
more well-known common pool resource theories is Elinor Ostrom’s design
principles for long-enduring, self-governing arrangements (Ostrom 1990). The
original eight design principles focus on institutional arrangements, including:
(1) well-defined boundaries of the resource and resource users; (2) congruence
between appropriation and provision rules and local conditions; (3) most in-
dividuals affected by operational rules can participate in modifying the opera-
tional rules; (4) monitors who are accountable to the appropriators; (5) use of
graduated sanctions; (6) low-cost conflict resolution mechanisms; (7) minimal
recognition of rights to organize; and (8) nested enterprises (Ostrom 1990, 90).
The design principles identify institutional variables that interact to support
long-enduring governance by users of common pool resources (CPRs). Con-
siderable scholarly work generally provides support for the design principles
(Poteete, Janssen, and Ostrom 2010; Cox, Arnold, and Villamayor-Tomas
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2010), with recent work examining whether different types of common pool
resources exhibit different patterns of design principles (Baggio et al. 2016).

Whereas framework and theory are distinct concepts, they closely interact.
Frameworks provide structure for theories by identifying the key concepts and
variables that scholars draw on. Scholars do not have to invent or reinvent con-
cepts and variables, nor do they always have to invent or reinvent how the con-
cepts and variables are operationalized and measured. Instead, they can draw
from and contribute to the body of work developed around the framework. In
turn, as theories are developed and tested, and as variables are developed or re-
fined, they may be fed back into the framework. The IAD framework emerged
from such a process. In 1971, Vincent and Elinor Ostrom published an article
in Public Administration Review in which they sketched out an approach for
studying governing arrangements in which they identify decision makers, “the
world of events,” “decision making arrangements,” and evaluative criteria to be
applied to outcomes.

Over the next decade, these foundational pieces of the IAD framework were
further developed through empirical research programs, such as the study
of the delivery of police services in metropolitan areas (Ostrom 1972, 1975;
Ostrom, Whittaker, and Parks 1973; Ostrom and Smith 1976), which culmi-
nated in a theory of local public economies (Oakerson 1999). Drawing from
this empirical work as well as game theory, Larry Kiser (an economist) and
Elinor Ostrom published the IAD framework in 1982. “The Three Worlds of
Action: A Metatheoretical Synthesis of Institutional Approaches” (Kiser and
Ostrom 1982) represents the initial published attempt to identify the concepts
and variables useful for scholars who are interested in how institutions affect
the incentives confronting individuals and the individuals’ resultant behavior.
This first presentation of a more completely developed framework included
the decision situation, which later was relabeled the action situation. Institu-
tional arrangements were defined and identified as configurations of rules, and
a rule typology was provided. Most importantly, the three worlds of action—
operational, collective choice, and constitutional choice—were presented; these
are explained in more depth below.

WORKING WITH THE INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS
AND DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

The IAD framework has a problem-solving orientation. The purpose of the
IAD framework is to allow scholars to explore and explain how people use in-
stitutional arrangements to address shared problems and to understand the
logic of institutional designs (Ostrom 1987). In understanding the how and
why of institutional design, it is then possible to develop informed proposals
for improving institutional performance. Thus, the starting point in applying
the IAD framework is with a collective action problem. As E. Ostrom (1998, 1)
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stated in her presidential address to the American Political Science Association,
“The theory of collective action is the central subject of political science.” The
outcome one actor realizes depends not only on the actor's choices and actions
but also on the choices and actions of the other actors in the situation. This
interdependence, both in actions and in outcomes, means that for actors to
achieve desired outcomes they must take one another into account and conp-
erate or coordinate their actions and choices, Cooperation and coordination,
however, cannot be taken for granted. Rather, individual interests and collec-
tive interests often diverge. The tension between individual and group is the
core of collective action problems, and institutional arrangements are one tool
used to try to align the two.

An Action Situation

The initial step in analyzing a collective action problem is to identify an action
situation. An action situation bounds one or more collective action dilemmas,
According te Ostrom (2005, 32), action situations are characterized by two
or more individuals who face “a set of potential actions that jointly produce
outcomes.” The action situation is the focal unit of analysis. In most research
projects using the IAD framework, multiple action situations are identified and
compared. For instance, Tang (1994) identified forty-seven cases of Irrigation
systems and analyzed water allocation action situations, collective choice ac-
tion situations, and monitoring action situations, Action situations consist of
participants who hold positions and who take actions in light of information
they have available to them. Outcomes are a function of individual sequences of
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actions and the level of control each actor has over an action or choice. Further-
more, costs and benefits are assigned 1o actions and outcomes (see Figure 6.1)

To mare fully develop an action situation in order to analyze the choices,
actions, and outcomes of actors, questions that correspond to the parts of an
action situation need to be addressed. These questions (which may form the
foundation of a coding instrument) are applied to each action situation stud-
fed. The left-hand column of Table 6.1, developed by Elinor Ostram (2007b,
29-30), provides an illustrative set of questions oriented to studying commen
pool resources, For a fully developed set of coding forms and code books that
guide analysts through the process of identifying action situations and opera-
tionalizing the components, see the SES Library (https://seslibrary.asw.edu/).
As a conceptual object of a framework, an action situation can be applied to
any situation in which the actors are interdependent, whether that is actors
harvesting from a fishing ground, actors producing neighborhood security, or
actors producing education in a university setting, for example. The action situ-
ation is not tied to a specific type of setting.

TABLE 6.1 Questions for Eliciting Information on Components
of the Action Situation

Action Situation Rules-in-Use Structuring an Action Situstion
The set of participants: Who Entry and exit rules: Are the appropriators from
and how many individuals 1his resource limited to local residents; one group
withdraw resaurce units {e.g., defined by ethnicity, race, caste, gender, or family
fish, water, fodder) from this structure; those who win a lottery; those who huve
resource systemt obtained a permit; those who own required assets

(such as a fishing berth or land); or, in same other
way, a class of individuals that is bounded? Is a new
participant allowed ta join a group by some kind
of entry {ee oy initiation? Must an appropriator
give up rights to harvest upon migraling to another
location?

The positions: What poesitions Pasition rules: How does spmenne move from being

exist (e.g,. members of an just a “member” of a group of appropriatars to
irrigation assocition, water someone whao has a specialized task, such as a water
distributor-guards, and a chair)? | distributor-goard?

The set of allowable actions: Choiee rules: What understandings do appro-
Which types of harvesting priaturs have shout mandatory, authorized, or
technologies are used (e.y., forbidden harvesting technologies? For fishers, must
are chainsaws nsed to harvest mesh size be of o particular dimension? Must forest
timber; are there open and users use some cutting tools ind not others? What

closed seasons; do fishers return | choices do various types of monitors have related 10
fish smaller than some limil to | the actions Lhey can 1ake?
the water)?

cotel i pes
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TABLE 6.1 Questions for Eliciting Information on Components

of the Action Situation continued

Action Sitnation

Rules-in-Use Structuring an Action Situation

The level of control over choice:
Do appropriators take the
above actions an their own
initiative, or do they conter with
others (e.g, before entering the
farest to cut fodder, does an
appropriator obtain a permit)?

Aggregation rules; What understandings exis
concerning the rules affecting the choice of
harvesting activities? Do certain acfions require
prior permission from. or agreement of, others?

The information available:
How much information do
appropriators have about the
condition of the resource Itsell,
ahout other appropriators’ cost
and benefit fonctions, and about
how their actions cumulate into
joint outcomes?

Information rules: What Information must be held
secret, and what information must be made public?

The potential outcomes:

Which geographic region and
which events in that region are
affected by participants in these
positions? What chain of events
links actions {o outcomes?

Scope rules; What undurstandings do these
appropriators and others have about the authorized
or forbidden geographic or functional domains?
Do any maps exist showing who can appropriate
fram which region? Are there understandings
about resource units that are “off-limits” (e.g,,

the historical rules in some sections of Africa that
particular peacts trees could nol be cut down even
on lund owned privately or communally)?

The costs and benefits of actions
and outcames: How costly are
various actioms 16 each type of
appropriator, and whit kinds

ol benefits can be achieved

as a result of various group
outedames?

Payaff rules: How large are the sanctions that can
be imposed for breaking any of the rules identified
above? How is conformance 1o niles monitored?
Whao is responsible for sanctioning nonconformers?
How reliably are sanctions imposed? Are any
positive rewards offered to appropriators for any
actions they can take (e.g. Is someone who is an
elected official relieved of labor duties)?

The Actor: Theories and Models of the Individual

In addition to identifying action situations and their constituent compo-
nents, an analyst using the framework must also make explicit assumptions
about how actors make choices. Actors animate action situations; it is their
choices and actions that produce outcomes. Consequently, an analyst must
make assumptions about (1) how and what participants value; (2) what their
information-processing capabilities are; and (3) what internal mechanisms
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they use 1o decide upon strategies (Ostrom 2005). A more complete explana-
tion of each category may be found in E Ostrom (2005, chap. 4, “Animating
Institutional Analysis™). How and what participants value refers to preferences
and can range [rom utility maximizing to other regarding. In addition, norms
also shape what participants value. [nformation processing focuses on the men-
tal models of actors and the vividness and saliency of available information
(Ostrom 2005, 109). Internal mechanisms used by actors to make decisions
refer to the use of heuristics, Elinor Ostrom (2005, 119) provides guidance for
analysts in deciding among the appropriate assumptions about human choice:

What kind of goods and services are involved, what rules, and what kind of com-
munily surrounds i particular situation? We have to ask whether the situation
15 stable or changing, conveys substantial information about its strocture and
the behavior of participants, tends to invoke norms such as trust and reciprocity
(or those of an eye for an eye), and allows participants to adapt more effective
strategies over time?

Being explicit about how actors make choices serves important roles for the-
ory building and policy analysis. First, scholars are prompted to carefully think
through the appropriate model of choice for the action situations 1o be ana-
lyzed. One of the motivations behind Elinor Ostrom’s common pool resource
research program was to explore the mismatch between predictions derived
from the models used to explain common pool resource settings and outcomes
resoutces users achieved in practice (Ostrom 1990). The models, such as the
tragedy of the commons (Hardin 1968), the prisoner’s dilemma, and the logic
of collective action (Olson 1965), predict that resource users pursue narrowly
defined self-interest, resulting in no cooperation, free riding off of those who
attempt to cooperate, and the eventual destruction of natural resources, or the
failure to provide for public goods. These models clearly do not explain the
hondreds of documented cases of resource users who through cooperation
and coordination manage to avoid tragedy and instead devise workable insti-
tutional arrangements that support the long-term sustainable use of common
pool resources (Poteete, Janssen, and Ostrom 2010), The purpose is not just
to have scholars better capture “reality” in their models but to be aware of the
settings and situations to which their theories and models are most applicable.

Second, by using models of choice better suited to the settings to be ex-
plained, more effective policies may be devised. Elinor Ostrom (1990, 1999,
2005) repeatedly noted that the policies derived from the tragedy ol the com-
mons model were not only incomplete but also possibly harmful. Placing a
commons under private ownership or state ownership represents only two of
many possibilities. Furthermore, assuming that people cannol or will not coop-
erate obviates the need (o first undersland the types of governing systems that
are in place in a commons. Imposing privale or stale properly systems often
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undermines locally devised governing arrangements (Coward 1977; Netting
1982; Lansing and Kremer 1993). With the emergence of behavioral econom-
ics, Ostrom’s critique has been extended and sharpened. As Bowles (2008) ar-
gues in reviewing a number of findings from laboratory experiments, material
incentives may work to undermine moral sentiments, crowding out coopera-
tive behavior. Agrawal, Chhatre, and Gerber (2015) find evidence of crowding
out in sustainable development programs based on material incentives, and
other scholars have raised similar concerns regarding payment for ecosystem
services (PES) (Hayes 2012).

Grounding a theory or mode! in explicit assumptions about human choice
is not unique to the IAD framework. A number of the major theories of policy
processes, such as the Advocacy Coalitions Framework (ACF) and Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory (PET), are grounded in some form ol bounded rational-
ity, These theories assume thal actors are goal seeking but are predominantly
guided by belief systems, in the case of the ACF, or limits on what may be at-
tended to at any given time, in the case of PET (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2017, see
Chapter 4, this volume; Baumgartner, Jones, and Mortensen 2017, see Chapter
2, this volume). From specific assumptions about how actors value choices, pro-
cess information, and select strategies, these scholars have developed and tested
hypotheses ranging from the presence and stability of coalitions to system-level
patterns of policy outpuls,

The different modeéls of cholce foundational to theories of policymaking also
highlight the extreme care that scholars should take in selecting and combining
parts of different theories to explain phenomena of interest. Some concepts
and variables may be portable across theories, but others may not be. Carefully
attending to the model of decision making underlying a theory helps scholars
determine which concepts are portable.

Evaluating Action Situations

Criteria used to evaluate the institutional arrangements, processes, and oul-
comes of action situations are similar to those used in many public policy anal-
yses (Stone 2012; Weimer and Vining 2016). Effectiveness, efficiency, equity,
and accountability are all commonly used evaluative criteria.

Il framewarks support the accumulation of knowledge, then (or the TAD
Tramework an important “knowledge™ category is whether actors engaged in
an action situation resalve collective action dilemmas and realize desired out-
comes, That is, did they develop effective responses? Dating back to the em-
pirical work on local public economies in the 1970s and 1980s, effectiveness
measures focus on physical and material conditions (described below), such as
the quality of the public goods and common pool resources provided, and the
resolution of collective action dilemmas (Ostrom and Bish [977; Ostrom, Gard-
ner, and Walker 1994). Effectiveness measures vary by context. Commonly
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used measures in irrigation studies include the distribution of water across a
canal system, the timing and location of water shortages, cropping patterns,
and irrigation infrastructure maintenance (Lam and Ostrom 2010). In contrast,
for forests effectiveness often centers on forest cover, forest diversity, and for-
est density in addition to the design of institutional arrangements (Andersson,
Benevides, and Le6n 2013).

Evaluations of equity often take two forms. One is equity through fiscal
equivalence, and one is redistributional equity. The first addresses the rela-
tionship between who bears the costs of providing a shared benefit and who
receives or enjoys the flow of benefits. As Ostrom (2005) repeatedly noted, ben-
efits relative to costs affect individuals’ expressed preferences for public goods.
Individuals are likely to overstate their preferences for benefits they do not pay
for and understate their preferences if what they are asked to pay exceeds the
benefits they are likely to receive. Fiscal equivalency also shapes individual be-
havior. Individuals may pursue strategies that minimize their contributions to
a public good, even engaging in rule-breaking behavior, if they receive few ben-
efits. Fiscal equivalency has received considerable attention in empirical work,
and it appears in Ostrom design principles for long-enduring self-governing
arrangements (Ostrom 1990). Design principle 2 is titled “proportional equiv-
alence between benefits and costs,” and in a comparative analysis of more than
sixty common pool resource cases, Baggio et al. (2016) found that the design
principle is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for realizing sustainable
use of resources.

Redistributional equity entails distributing resources to disadvantaged or
marginalized actors. In the local public economies literature, redistributional
equity is often explored in the context of polycentric arrangements, with higher
levels of government redistributing resources among lower levels of govern-
ment. In that literature, fiscal equivalence and redistributional equity are of-
ten used together to evaluate outcomes because using only one will give an
incomplete understanding of equity. In the common pool resource literature,
redistributional equity is used to evaluate the distribution of resource units
among resource users, with special attention given to marginalized populations
(Agrawal 2014). Accountability and responsiveness of governing officials to the
actors subject to the rules and who make use of the public goods and common
pool resources is another pair of evaluative criteria. Accountability refers to
whether decision making authority has been exercised appropriately (Schlager
and Blomquist 2008, 68). Who determines appropriateness has important im-
plications for behavior. Ostrom design principle 4 posits monitors who are ac-
countable to resource users. The assumption is that such monitors are more
likely to be responsive to resource user needs and demands. In contrast, mon-
itors who are accountable to hierarchical superiors are more likely to respond
to a different set of demands that may not align with those of local-level re-
source users (Tang 1992). Accountability and responsiveness appear in local
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public economies as different mechanisms structuring relations among citizens
and public officials, such as voting with one’s feet or attending public meetings
(Oakerson and Parks 2011). The mechanisms provide important information
to public officials about citizens’ preferences for public goods and services that
public officials may respond to.

Most of these criteria are embedded in the two theories directly developed
from the IAD framework—the theory of local public economies and common
pool resource theory—and have been explained and illustrated through con-
crete examples. The criteria themselves, however, are more general and can be
operationalized for a wide variety of contexts. That is, they appear in their more
general form in the framework and take more concrete forms in the theories
developed from the framework. For scholars interested in learning more about
how the criteria have been operationalized, particularly for common pool re-
source settings, the original common pool resource coding forms may be found
in the SES Library (https://seslibrary.asu.edu/). The coding forms used in the
International Forestry Resources and Institutions (IFRI) project may be found
at http://www.ifriresearch.net/.

FACTORS STRUCTURING ACTION SITUATIONS

Action situations are structured by physical and material conditions, rules (in
use), and community characteristics. These three categories form the context
of the action situation. As Anderies and Janssen (2013) note, in most applica-
tions of the IAD framework, what is compared and analyzed are action situa-
tions in context. For instance, typical common pool resource studies compare
irrigation systems in distinct contexts (e.g., farmer managed versus govern-
ment managed, Tang 1992; Lam 1998), or coastal fisheries in distinct contexts
(Acheson, Wilson, and Staneck 1998), or diverse types of CPRs (Baggio et al.
2016). The structure, content, and dynamics of action situations are strongly
determined by their context.

Physical and Material Conditions

In 1977, the Ostroms published a book chapter that remains foundational
for describing physical and material conditions. The chapter, entitled “Public
Goods and Public Choices,” presents a two-by-two typology of goods based
on costliness of excluding actors from a good and the subtractability or rival-
rousness in the use of the good. By far, IAD scholars have paid most attention
to common pool resources and public goods, both of which are characterized
by costly exclusion. What distinguishes them from one another is subtractabil-
ity. CPRs are characterized by subtractability, that is, what one actor consumes
is not available for other actors; whereas public goods are characterized by
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nonsubtractability. Many actors may enjoy the good without interfering with
others' enjoyment (Ostrom and Ostrom 1977).

Costliness of exclusion and subtractability lay the groundwork for collec-
tive action dilemmas, and consequently they have important policy implica-
tions. Recall that collective action dilemmas invelve interdependent situations
in which the outcomes realized by one actor depend on that actor’s choices as
well as the choices of others in the situation. The dilemma arises because of the
tension between the interests of individual actors and those of the group. The
failure to adequately address exclusion raises the specter of free riding off of
the efforts of others to provide shared benefits. For instance, it controlling ac-
cess to a common pool resource, such as a groundwater basin, is not addressed.
those outside of the community of users may access it and pump water that
members of the user community stored. Even if exclusion is adequately realized
so that the group of users or beneficiaries of a CPR or public good is effectively
restricted, another type of collective action dilemma may emerge in relation to
use. Actors may degrade the good, such as overharvesting of a CPR, or inter-
lere with one another's use. Thus, both access and use raise collective action
dilemmas, and both must be carefully attended to if productive and sustainable
provision and use of CPRs and public goods are 1o be realized.

Additional dimensions of public goods and common pool resources have
been identified as raising challenges for resolving collective action dilemmas
surrounding exclusion and subtractability. An initial effort to explain the vari-
ation in rules developed by resource users harvesting from different types of
CPRs is Schlager, Blomquist, and Tang (1994), They explore the effects of mo-
bility of resource units and the presence or absence of storage on the types of
institutional arrangements resource users are likely to devise to govern their
use of CPRs. For instance, whether resource nsers devise rules to directly al-
locate shares of resource flows or they instead devise rules that govern how,
where, and when flows may be accessed is determined by mobility. Highly mo-
bile flows, such as migrating fish stocks or water in rivers or streams, tend to
be governed by time or technology rules. Stationary flows are more likely to
be governed by quotas. Highly mobile resource flows mean that resource users
exercise control over access, but nat over the flows; thus, they do not attempt
to allocate the flows. [n contrast, resource users exercise contral over more sta-
tionary flows and thus may attempt 1o allocate them,

Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker (1994) develop a typology of what they called
CPR dilemmas. It represents an effort Lo identify and recognize a variety of
dilemmas and not just overharvesting, as was common in the policy analy-
sig literature at that time. The typology is a function of technology, resource
patchiness, and time. If resource units are evenly distributed across a CPR and
resource users deploy the same harvesting technology. then production exter-
nalities may arise. Users do not account for the harvesting externalities they
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impose on one another and thus harvest beyond what is economically efficient.
If resource users deploy diverse forms of technology, then they may experience
technological externalities as they directly interfere with each other’s harvesting
activities. If resource units are patchy, if they are unevenly distributed across a
resource, then resource users may compete and conflict over the most produc-
tive spots, leading to assignment externalities or problems. Finally, Ostrom,
Gardner, and Walker (1994) identify supply-side and demand-side CPR dilem-
mas, which may emerge over time. If access and use are not carefully regulated
(demand side), or if investments are not undertaken to maintain or enhance the
productivity of a resource, its longer-term productivity may be undermined.

More recently, Baggio et al. (2016) examined whether different types of
CPRs (fisheries, forests, and irrigation systems) exhibit different patterns of
Ostrom’s design principles. In empirically examining over seventy CPR cases,
they find that no matter the type of CPR, if fewer than five design principles are
present, the outcomes realized by resource users and the condition of the re-
source are likely to be poor. In contrast, if more than five principles are present,
outcomes are more positive. What is interesting is that the patterns of design
principles found in more successful cases appear to vary by type of CPR. Baggio
et al. (2016) speculate on what accounts for these patterns, proposing that a
combination of the mobility of resource units and level of human built, hard
infrastructure plays a key role.

The physical and material conditions of the IAD framework are strongly
related to collective action dilemmas. It is the dimensions of the physical and
material conditions, or what Ostrom and Ostrom (1971) initially referred to as
“the world of events,” that lead to collective action dilemmas that are captured
by the IAD framework. The diverse features of common pool resources and
public goods present distinct challenges to providers and users of public goods
and common pool resources. How these problems are addressed (or not) is
strongly affected by institutional arrangements.

The Concept of Rules

The IAD framework, at its core, is about institutions. Problems among actors
may be sparked by a mismatch between material and physical conditions and
institutional arrangements, or they may be resolved by the adoption of new
institutional arrangements that better align individual interests with group in-
terests. One of the values of the IAD framework is that it supports comparative
institutional analyses.

What are institutions? According to Crawford and Ostrom (1995, 582),
institutional arrangements are “enduring regularities of human action in sit-
vations structured by rules, norms, and shared strategies, as well as by the
physical world.” As prescriptions, institutional arrangements guide, constrain,
and direct people’s choices and actions. Thus, as E. Ostrom (2005, 219) noted,
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rules are tools, and they can be thought of as tools in a couple of different ways.
They are tools used by people to resolve collective action dilemmas. Rules, if
followed, support cooperation and allow people to coordinate their actions to
realize valued outcomes that they could not otherwise achieve acting individu-
ally. In addition, the rule typology, first developed by Kiser and Ostrom (1982),
can be used by scholars and policy analysts to understand and explain the pro-
cesses and outcomes of action situations and can be used to revise action situa-
tions to obtain more desired outcomes,

Rule typology. Kiser and Ostrom (1982) make sense of what appears to be an
infinite variety of rules by classifying rules according to the components of the
action situation that they directly affect (see Figure 6.2). Ostrom (2007b, 38)
provides a concise explanation of each type of rule:

Entry and exit rules affect the number of participants, their attributes and re-
sources, whether they can enter freely, and the conditions they face for leaving.
Position rules establish positions in the situation. Authority rules assign sets of
actions thal participants In positions at particular nodes must, may. or may not
take. Scope rules delimlt the potential outcomes that can be affected and, work-
ing backward, the actions linked 1o specific outcomes.' Aggregation rules affect
the level of control that a participant in a position exercises In the selection of
an action. Information rales affect the knowledge-contingent information sets
of participants, Payofl rules affect the benefits and costs that will be assigned 1o
particular combinations of actions and outcomes, and they establish the incen-
tives and deterrents for action.

Just as with each component of the action situation, a series of questions
may be used to identify the rules-in-use that guide, direct, and define action
sitnation components (see Table 6.1, right column).

In categorizing rules by the compaonents of the action situation, Kiser and
Ostrom (1982) made clear that for any given action situation, rules are con-
figural and likely contingent. Furthermore, rules may have indirect effects on
other components of an action situation, For instance, a choice rule may autho-
rize a farmer, when it is his turn for water, to shut off his neighbor’s diversion
and to open his diversion. Such a choice rule affects the information that farm-
ers possess about ane another; for example, the farmer whose water is being
shut off Is likely to observe his neighbor’s actions. Thus, it is unlikely, in many
situations that changing a single rule will change the outcomes; conversely, il is
rare to identify a single rule that leads to a particular outcome.

As E. Ostrom (20035) explains, once she realized that she would not find
a rule, or the rule, that accounted for positive outcomes of resource user—
governed common pool resources she turned to identifying design principles,
Design principles are patterns, or configurations, of rules. For instance, design
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FIGURE 6,2 Rules as Exogenous Variables Directly Affecting the Elements of

an Action Situation
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principle 1—well-defined boundaries of the resource and resource users—in
many instances consists of multiple rules (Ostrom 1999), Or, in comparing
farmer-managed irrigation systems with government-managed irrigation sys-
tems, Tang (1992) argued that farmer-managed irrigation systems often ex-
hibited design principle 2—rules well matched to the setting as evidenced by
configurations af choeice and scope rules guiding the allocation of water de-
pending on the water available. In contrast, government-managed irrigation
systems were much less likely to exhibit design principle 2, as evidenced by
the use of a single-choice rule for allocating water no matter the circumstances
(Schlager 2004),

‘The rule typology helps to bring order to what would otherwise be a very
disorderly and messy reality. But it is important to note that order is not the
same as simplicity. Configurations of rules and how rules interact to shape be-
havior may be quite complex.

Rules-in-use and rules-in-form. Most applications of the IAD framework in-
volve identifying rules-in-use. Rules-in-use are the prescriptions that people
follow in practice and they are often not written down. Rules-in-use may be dis-
tinct from rules-in-form, which are the rules adopted through collective choice
venues and they are often written down. Rules-in-form are often the focus of
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study by policy scholars who research public policies and elite behavior to the
neglect of rules-in-use. IAD framework scholars, in contrast, overwhelmingly,
but not exclusively, focus on rules-in-use to the neglect of rules-in-form.

Rules-in-use are identified by interviewing people and engaging in partic-
ipant observation (Basurto 2005; Gibson, Williams, and Ostrom 2005; Cole-
man and Steed 2009; McCord et al. 2016). As E. Ostrom (2007b, 39) explained,
rules-in-use are often understood implicitly by resource users, consequently
“obtaining information about rules-in-use requires spending time at a site
and learning how to ask nonthreatening, context-specific questions about rule
configurations.” The best example of identifying and measuring rules-in-use
is from the International Forestry Resources and Institutions, where teams of
researchers, having spent the day speaking with and observing forest users,
would gather in the evenings to jointly complete coding instruments (Ostrom
2007b, 39).

The distinction between rules-in-use and rules-in-form is not simply a
quaint convention practiced by IAD scholars. The recognition of rules-in-use
forms the foundation for one of the major research programs coming out of
the IAD framework—self-governance of common pool resources. In addition,
examining the disjuncture between rules-in-use and rules-in-form has led to
recognizing how rules-in-form can crowd out or crowd in cooperative behav-
jor. By recognizing and encouraging the study of rules-in-use, the IAD frame-
work has been used to extend the study of governance and democratic practices
beyond the study of “the state” to include the often invisible practices of people
collectively solving problems and providing shared benefits.

Grammar of institutions. A major theoretical and methodological extension
of rules-in-use and rules-in-form occurred with the development of the gram-
mar of institutions developed by Crawford and Ostrom (1995). The grammar
provides a “theory that generates structural descriptions of institutional state-
ments” (Crawford and Ostrom 1995, 583). The grammar consists of several
components. The attribute identifies the doer of the action, the actor to whom
the institutional statement applies. The deontic identifies whether the action is
required, permitted, or forbidden. The aim is the verb of an institutional state-
ment. It identifies the action of the attribute. The condition defines the what,
when, where, and how of the action or outcome. The or else identifies a sanction
if the institutional statement is violated. Later, an object category was added,
which is the receiver of the action identified in the aim (Siddiki et al. 2011).
The grammar may be used to identify types of institutional statements.
Statements that contain an attribute, aim, and conditions are strategies; state-
ments that contain all but the or else are norms; and statements that contain all
five of the original components are rules (Crawford and Ostrom 1995, 584). The
grammar may also be used to analyze the content of institutional staternents as
well as how they may evolve over time. When the grammar is combined with
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a theory of action, a variety of questions that lie at the core of political science
may be systematically explored, such as the legitimacy of institutions (Craw-
ford and Ostrom 1995). Applications of the grammar have recently expanded;
a team of researchers led by Chris Weible operationalized the grammar, coding
rules-in-form, and analyzing the content and structure of laws and regulations
(Basurto et al. 2010; Siddiki et al. 2011). Prior to this, Crawford and Ostrom
(1995) had applied the grammar to develop and analyze games.

Institutional arrangements are the centerpiece of the framework. They are
the tools used by people and by scholars to order action and to understand that
order. However, E. Ostrom was always quick to point out that institutions can
only be understood in context, in the context of other institutional statements,
and in the context of physical and material conditions and attributes of the
community.

Attributes of the Community

The category of concepts and variables that has received more limited attention
than the others has consistently been labeled “attributes of the community.”
E. Ostrom variously points to “norms,” “culture,” and “world views” as con-
stituting aspects of the community (Ostrom 1999, 2005; Poteete, Janssen, and
Ostrom 2010). Most empirical work on this topic focuses on different attributes
of groups of resource users. Important attributes of the group that have been
examined for their effects on outcomes in action situations have included vari-
ous types of heterogeneities (e.g., cultural or economic), socioeconomic status,
dependence on a shared resource, group size, presence of accountable leader-
ship, and levels of social capital (Poteete, Janssen, and Ostrom 2010; Cox et al.
2016). Agrawal (2003) has also argued for attention to levels of poverty, and
Clement (2010), in incorporating into the framework discourses and attention
to power, could have further developed the concepts by incorporating aspects
of them into “attributes of the community.” Although the category has received
more limited attention than the others, it is well represented by numerous em-
pirical articles and lively debates around the effects of group characteristics on
collective action and outcomes.

LINKED ACTION SITUATIONS

Many applications of the IAD framework explicitly or implicitly involve linked
action situations (McGinnis 2011). Action situations typically link through the
outcomes of one situation directly affecting one or more of the components
of another action situation. For instance, many studies of irrigation systems
focus on three linked action situations—the production and maintenance of
infrastructure (diversion dams, irrigation canals, etc.), the allocation of water,
and the monitoring of rules (Coward 1977; Tang 1992; Lam 1998; Anderies and
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Janssen 2013). The monitoring action situation directly links into the informa-
tion that resource users possess about whether other resource users are con-
tributing to infrastructure maintenance or are recerving agreed upon shares of
water (Coward 1977). In turn, whether resource users are diverting water [rom
canals at agreed upon times and places is affected by the actions taken around
infrastructure maintenance (Anderies and Janssen 2013),

Regardless of whether it is irrigation systems, watersheds, aquifers, or for-
ests, |AD scholars typically study linked action situations. In fact, one way of
thinking of E. Ostrom’s (1990) design principles is as a collection of linked ac-
tion situations. The linking of action situations through the design principles ls
implicitly recognized in Figure 6.3, a fixture of this chapter through the several
editions of this volume,

The Three Worlds of Action

Figure 6.3 links action situations through what Kiser and Ostrom (1982) call
the three worlds of action, and what currently are called levels of analysis. The
levels of analysis link action situations through the creation and application
of rules. As Ostrom (2007b, 44) explained, “All rules are nested in another set
of rules that define how the first set of rules can be changed.” The operational
level of action consists of the day-to-day activities people engage in, such as
harvesting timber or diverting water from a canal or harvesting lobsters using
lobster traps. The day-to-day activities are guided and constrained by opera-
tional-level rules. Operational-level rules emerge from collective choice and
constitutional choice levels of action. Collective and constitutional choice levels
of action entail activities related to rule making, rule following, and rule enforc-
ing, as illustrated in Figore 6.3, Collective choice rules, which guide and con-
strain collective choice levels of action, define how operational-level rules are
devised and adopted, how monitoring of operational-level actions is to oceur,
and so forth. Constitutional choice rules, which guide and constrain constitu-
tional choice levels of action, define how collective choice rules are devised and
adopted, how collective choice activities are monitored and enforced, and so
forth. These levels of action, or levels of analysis, can include additional meta-
constitutional levels of action and meta-meta-levels, if need be.

Levels of analysis are among the most difficult of the TAD concepts to work
with and have led to considerable confusion, especially among graduate stu-
dents who are just learning the framework or scholars who do not regularly
work within the tradition. Part of the confusion slems from habitual thinking
that regular, everyday people cannat also be rule creators, even though, at least
in the United States, many rules governing day-to-day activities are collectively
adopted by everyday people in their roles as part-time state legislators or part-
time schoal board members. Some confusion can also stem from attempting to
assign a level of government to a level of analysis. Cities define operational-level
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FIGURE 6.3 Levels of Analysis and Outcomes
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rules, states define collective choice rules, and the US Congress and Senate de-
fine constitutional choice rules. But much of the confusion comes from trying
to apply complex concepts to messy, complex settings. It is difficult to do and
easy to lose track of which level of analysis is the appropriate level. An initial
cut is between activities that “directly affect state variables in the world” and
rule-making, monitoring, and enforcing activities.

In regard to Figure 6.3, E. Ostrom identified categories of activities that oc-
cur at each level. The categories are not exhaustive, but they do identify the
activities most commonly included and analyzed at each level. Beginning with
operational situations at the top of the figure, provision, production, distribu-
tion, appropriation, assignment, and consumption are distinctive sets of activ-
ities, Examples include building dams and reservoirs, creating public safety,
or education (production); distributing goods and services (distribution); har-
vesting or withdrawing units from a common pool resource (appropriation);
and applying water (o craps (consumption). The day-to-day activities most at-
tended to through applications of the [IAD framework are those that have the
potential for creating collective action dilemmas that can be resolved through
rule activities,

Tihe rule activities identified in Figure 6.3 are varied as well. Althongh some
of the language echoes that of Lasswell (1971) and his identification of deci-
sion processes, such as prescribing and invoking, the activities all relate in some
way to creating and maintaining rules and rule-following behavior, Collective
choice and constitutional choice situations are not restricted to rule making,
that is, prescribing and invoking, but such situations also include rule monitor-
ing, rule clarifying, and sanctioning of rule violations.

Most of the E. Ostrom design principles point to institutional arrangements
and activities that occur af the collective choice and constitutional choice levels
of action. Design principles three through eight deal with rule-making ven-
ves, manitoring, graduated sanctioning for rule violations, conflict resolution
mechanisms, autonomy to engage in self-governance, and nesting of governing
arrangements revolving around rule activities.

Paying attention to the three worlds of action is important given the cen-
trality of institutions in the (ramewark. The framework provides analysts with
toals to engage in in-depth, substantive analysis of rules and rule activities and
how those rule activities shape day-ta-day, or operational-level, actions. In ad-
dition, the framework makes clear that rule activity is not delegated to a hand-
ful of actors, such as policy elites. or interest groups. Rather, rule activity may
be engaged in by many actors,

COMPARING ACTION SITUATIONS IN CONTEXT

The problem-solving focus of the IAD framework and the emphasis on rules as
tools for resolving collective action problems mean that the framework is well
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suited for organizing comparative institutional analyses (Cole 2013). Compar-
ative mstitutional analyses require careful consideration of the settings to be
compared and the evaluative criteria to be used. One of the cardinal mistakes in
engaging in comparative institutional analysis is to fail to consistently apply the
same set of evaluative criteria across settings. A classic example is Demsetz's
(1967) comparison of common property with private property, Demsetz (1967)
identifies high levels of transaction costs as the weakness of common property
institutions and posits private property institutions as an alternative, without
considering the transaction costs of such systems (Cole 2013). Consequently,
private property institutions, according to Demsetz (1967), are a more effective
means of governing natural resources. A complete institutional analysis of both
types of property arrangements may have raised questions about the conditions
under which each system is likely to perform better (for examples of compar-
ative institutional analysis, see Netting 1982; Rose 2001; and Garrick 2015), As
E. Ostrom (2007b, 26) noted, “Without the capacity to undertake systematic,
camparative institutional assessments, recommendations of reform may be
based on naive ideas about which kinds of institutions are ‘good’ or 'bad’ and
not on an analysis of performance.”

The IAD framework, as noted at various points in this chapter, provides
scholars with sets of concepts, variables, and evaluative criteria to engage in
systematic comparisons. Many empirical analyses seek to conpare across two
or more action situations In context to understand and explain the effects of
particular variables on actions and outcomes, Whether it is exploring different
“treatments” in-experimental settings or field settings, much (but not all) of the
empirical work grounded in the framework is comparative,

THE SOCIAL-ECOLOGICAL SYSTEMS (SES) FRAMEWORK

In 2007 Ostrom (2007a, 2009) introduced a novel framework that she la-
beled the Social-Ecological Systems (SES) framework. According to Ander-
ies et al. (2004), "A SES is an ecological system intricately linked with and
affected by one or more social systems,” In her introduction, Ostrom stated
that the “framework further elaborates the Tnstitutional Analysis and Devel-
opment (IAD) framework developed by scholars at Indiana University . . . and
the framework developed by Anderies et al. . | . for examining the robusiness
of SESs” (Ostrom 2007a, 15182). Figure 6.4 (llustrates the primary elements of
the SES framework. It shows a social-ecological system (SES) as consisting of
[our main types of components; governance systems, actors, resource systems,
and resource units. The framework includes two other components as well: (1)
social, economic, and political settings and (2) related ecosystems, although
thus far these have received much less attention in the literature employing the
framework.
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FIGURE 6.4 The Core Subsystems in a Framework for Analyzing
Social-Ecological Systems
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These components are described as constituting the first “tier”™; the frame-
work then associates each of them with a set of objects at what Ostrom labeled
the second tier in a multitiered framework. We use the term objects here with
respect to the second tier of the SES framework because of our opinion that the
second-tier elements are not readily interpretable as variables, although they
are frequently referred to as such. An additional task facing any patential user
of the SES framework, then, is to take this step of turning the objects Ostrom
provides into measurable variables. Table 6.2 illustrates this second tier.

Similarities between Lhe Frameworks

As Elinor Ostrom initially stated, the SES framework was designed to build on
the IAD framework, although how it does this is not immediately clear from
the figures that are most commonly used to represent both frameworks. Nev-
ertheless, the main components ol the IAD framework may be mapped onto
the SES framework. The most fupndamental similarity is that cach is orfented
around a set of action situations, leading the analyst to unpack the elements
that affect decision making in these social arenas. From here, we can map such
elements between the two frameworks,
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TABLE 6.2 Examples of Second-Leve

| Variables onder First-Level Core

Subsystems (8, RS, GS, RU, U, 1, O, and ECO) in a Framework for Analyzing

Social-Ecological Systems

51 Economic development. S2 Demograpl

Social, economic, and political settings (S)

hic trends. 53 Political stability-

84 Government resource policies, 55 Markel incentives. 6 Media organization,

Resource systems (RS) Governance systems (GS)
R8I Sector (e.g.. water, lorests, pasture, | GS1 - Government organizations
fish) G82  Nongovernment organizations

RS2 Clarity of system boundaries GS3  Newwork structure
RS3  Size of resource system” GS4  Property rights systems
R84 Human-constructed facilities GS5  Operational rules
RS5  Productivity of systeny® GS6  Collective choice rules®
RSe  Equilibrium properties GS§7  Constitsitional rules
RS7  Predictability of system dynamics® | GS8  Monitoring and sanctioning
RS8  Starage characterlstics Processes
RS9 Location
Resource units (RU) Users (U)
RUI  Resource unit mability* Ul Number of users”
RU2  Growth or replacement rate U2 Socleeconomic attributes of users
RU3  Interaction among resource units | U3 History of use
RU4. Economic value U4 Location
RU5  Number of units Us  Leadership/entreprencurship®
RUG  Distinctive markings Us  Normsfsocial capital®
RU7  Spatial and temporal distribution | U7 Knowledge of SES/mental models®

UR  Importance of resource®

Us  Technology used

Interactions (I) =2 Qutcomes (0)
1 Harvesting levels of diverse users | Ol Social performance measures
12 Information sharing among users | (e, efficiency, equity, accountability,
13 Deliberation processes sustainability)
14 Conflicts among users Q2 Ecological performance mieasires
15 Investment activities (e.g,, overharvested, resillence, biodiversity,
16 Lohbying activities sustainabillty)
17 Self-organizing activities 03 Esternalities to other SESs
I8 Networking activities
Related ecosystems (ECO)

ECO1 Climate patterns. ECO2 Pollutlon patterns. ECO3 Flows Into and out of focal SES,

*Subset of variables found 1o be associated wit

h sell-arganization.

Nore The framework does not list variables in an order of Importance because their impor-

tance varies In different studies,
Sownce: B Ostrom (2009, 421)
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To begin, the closest similarity between the two frameworks is the actors/
community category, which is prominent in both and which plays essentially
the same role. Here we describe important attributes of the relevant actor
groups, such as group size or heterogeneity or another variable prominent in
the CPR literature. That the SES framework is a direct descendant of the CPR
literature is revealed by the fact that E. Ostrom (2007a) initially labeled this
component the “user group” component.

With respect to the other components, the comparison is less direct. The
“governance system” component in the SES framework is roughly analogous
to the “rules” component in the IAD framework, although the objects listed
under this component are not just rules. But each such object does have an in-
stitutional feel to it. From here we move to the biophysical elements that affect
decision making, and there the comparison is more direct than it might seem.
In the traditional account of the IAD framework, the biophysical (or just phys-
ical) attributes begin with the typology of goods (CPR, private, etc.) that is very
popular in the CPR literature. Meanwhile, the two biophysical components in
the SES framework (resource units and resource systems) and the distinction
between them come directly out of the CPR literature. Indeed, going back as far
as 1994, E. Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker (1994) describe a distinction between
resource systems and resource units in their discussion of CPRs. They state that
a CPR system “creates the conditions for the existence of a stock of resource
units” (Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker 1994, 8). Thus the idea of a system pro-
ducing a set of units has been with us for quite some time, even though it wasn’t
ever pictorially represented. So, the two frameworks have some similar content.

Differences between the Frameworks

Primary differences between the IAD framework and the SES framework are
the novel diagnostic terminology and the associated tiered structure as well as
inclusion of a list of second-tier objects in the SES framework. The literature on
the IAD framework makes no reference to such ideas. The motivation behind
this multitiered structure, from Ostrom’s point of view, was to enable a diag-
nostic analysis of SESs, in which a scholar would retrieve the variables from the
framework that were needed to examine his or her particular case or type of
case, with the idea being that an analyst need not examine every possible vari-
able for every possible case but should focus on those most appropriate for the
type of system under study. (It’s noteworthy that this is already somewhat stan-
dard practice in the field, although limitations on data availability likely play
just as strong a role in variable selection.) To diagnose a problem or system,
then, is to determine which variables are needed on the basis of some series of
questions, to measure these, and then to explore relevant patterns of associa-
tion to uncover important causal processes. There is a strong analogy here to
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medicinal practice, where a medical expert presumably prioritizes certain ques-
tions in ascertaining the causes of a condition in a patient. It also builds on lan-
guage used by Young (2002) in his discussion of institutional fit. Indeed, Young
has discussed the concept of diagnosis much more than any other institutional
scholar, including Ostrom.

The basic idea, regardless of its precise implementation, is that the multi-
tier structure enables such a process of variable selection because subsequent
tiers beyond the second list objects that are increasingly specific to subtypes of
systemns. The lower (in number) a tier is, the more likely is each object in that
tier to be relevant to any particular system. So, the components at the first tier
are probably relevant for just about every type of system, whereas not all of the
objects in the second tier would be, and objects in the third tier would be less
likely still, and so on.

A second notable difference between the two frameworks is that the action
situation does not feature as prominently as an obvious unit of analysis in the
SES framework. Applications of the SES framework have generally not em-
phasized the action situation component as a focal unit of analysis (except see
McGinnis 2011). Given that it has been applied by a larger range of researchers
than the IAD framework has, it is not surprising that the SES framework has
moved somewhat away from the collective action orientation of the action sit-
uation. The unit of analysis used in most applications of the SES framework is
probably most correctly stated to be the SES itself, rather than individual deci-
sion making arenas contained within an SES.

A third difference between the two frameworks is their theoretical ground-
ing. The 1AD framework draws heavily on game theory. The action situation
shares features with a game, such as actors holding positions, possessing in-
formation, and making choices (Ostrom 1990; Crawford and Ostrom 1995;
Ostrom 2005). As such, the action situation represents, or captures, strategic
interactions among individuals. The interactions are strategic in the sense that
actors are taking one another into account as they choose actions aimed at
achieving a particular outcome that is conditioned by all other actors’ choices.
The categories of variables that structure the action situation are also theoret-
ically grounded. The material and physical conditions category, though seem-
ingly simplistic compared to the SES categories of resources and resource units,
is grounded in theories of goods from the economics and public choice litera-
tures. Rules-in-use are grounded in theories of institutions and link with the-
ories from institutional econormics. Thus, scholars who work out of the IAD
framework have not only the framework for guidance but also a variety of theo-
ries that fit comfortably with the framework. The IAD framework has a concep-
tual and theoretical coherency provided by its grounding in institutions.

This is not necessarily the case with the SES framework. How the tiered
structure and diagnostic logic of the framework incorporate or work with
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theories has not been developed. In introducing the SES framework, E. Ostrom
(2007a, 2009) used illustrative applications that represent models, such as the
model of the tragedy of the commons (Ostrom 2007a). Furthermore, a nurmber
of the objects that appear in the second tier, particularly under governance,
imply theories, such as networks, but network theories and the implications for
selecting one theory rather than another have not been explored. Interestingly,
Cox et al. (2016) implicitly use the SES framework to identify models and theo-
ries common in different fields. They identified sixty-three models and theories
across eight fields that were compatible with the SES framework. This points to
both the richness of the SES framework and its current limitations. It has the
potential to support many diverse research programs across many natural and
social science disciplines, but developing a consistency and coherency among
the research programs is only likely to occur with decades of dedicated effort.

A fourth notable difference between the two frameworks flowing from
the previous difference is the IAD framework’s normative underpinnings. In
previous work, E. Ostrom (2007a) used the terms democracy and democratic
rule. One of the defining missions of the Ostrom Workshop is to study self-
governance broadly construed and how rule-ordered relationships support
or impede the realization of self-governance (Aligica 2013). The study of self-
governance occurred at different scales, with Vincent Ostrom focused on con-
stitutional design and federalism theory and Elinor Ostrom on regional and
local-level forms of self-governance. Regardless of scale, the effort was to un-
derstand how people could exercise decision making authority over their own
lives and in relation to others to realize productive patterns of order.

The SES framework, though related to the IAD framework, has distinctive
features, such as its tiered systemn of objects that are organized and justified
around a diagnostic logic. As discussed below, it is largely used in environ-
mental and sustainability sciences to examine social-ecological systems. And its
value is in providing well-defined categories of objects that can be operational-
ized and measured to explore dynamic interactions between social and ecologi-
cal systems. The framework may be too young to expect it to be fully developed;
its future trajectory is likely to be different from that of the IAD framework,
even if a coalition of researchers coalesce around it and spend the next several
decades realizing its full potential.

APPLICATIONS OF THE OSTROM FRAMEWORKS

The applications of the two frameworks are quite different, largely because of
age. The IAD framework, which has been actively applied for over thirty-five
years, has a longer track record than does the SES framework. Because of the
different histories of the two frameworks, we examine applications separately.
For the IAD framework, we highlight applications since the last version of this
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chapter, that is, applications between 2014 and 2016. In particular, we focus
on special issues of journals and on books. In addition, we randomly sample
10 percent of journal articles that cite Elinor Ostrom’s (2005) Understanding
Institutional Diversity to develop a sense of how the IAD framework is being
applied more generally, that is, by scholars who may not have had a close affili-
ation with the Ostroms or the Ostrom Workshop at Indiana University.

We take a different approach to the SES framework, with Cox conducting
a systematic review and coding of all articles that cite to the two foundational
pieces that present and explain the framework (Ostrom 2007a, 2009),

Applications of the IAD Framework

Between 2014 and 2016, eight special issues of journals grounded in or closely
related to the TAD framework were published (see¢ Table 6.3). Of those, two
were prompted by the passing of Elinor and Vincent Ostrom in 2012, and the
articles locus on their scholarly contributions to different social science disci-
plines. Of the remaining six, three focus on social dilemma experiments—one
on laboratory experiments, one on field experiments conducted in Latin Amer-
ica, and one on both forms of experiments, Another consists of manuscripts
that critically examine and extend commaon pool resource theory. The final two.
both appearing in the International Journal of the Commons, focus on docu-
ment coding and using the data to test common pool resource theory, with one
examining historic commons; the other, contemporary commen pool resource
settings.

Several themes and arguments emerge from the special issues. First, poly-
centricity, and the contributions of V. Ostrom and E. Ostrom (o its conceptu-
alization and development, is motivating a new wave of empirical work around
multilevel governance of common pool resources, including fracking (Arnold
and Holahan 2014), forestry (Libman and Obydenkova 2014), and fisheries
(Gruby and Basurto 2014), Second, formal modeling and experiments on sa-
cial dilemmas and common pool resource dilemmas continue as a vibrant and
expanding line of research. Tapics explored range from examining the roles of
norms, such as trust, in supporting cooperation and the role of shame as a form
of punishment to investigating the inlluence of different forms of communica-
tion, including intergenerational transmission of information, and variations
in the dynamics of the common pool resource system, such as different levels of
scardily, and the effects on cooperation. Third, systematic coding of secondary
documents and of historical documents remains an important source of data
for studying common pool resources. The two special issues of the International
Journal of the Commons provide advice on coding best practices, datasets, and
examples of how to analyze the data. The manuscripts appearing in the eight
special issues provide a broad overview of the IAD framework, numerous em-
pirical applications, and a good sense of ongoing research programs,
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TABLE 6.3 Journal Special Issues and Books Published, 2014-2016
Special Issnes

Bushouse, Brenda, Brent Never, and Robert Christensen. 2016, "Elinor Ostrom’s
Contribution to Nonprofit and Voluntary Action Studies.” Non-Profit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly 45:7- 1748,

Coleman, Tirik, and Rick Wilson. 2016, “Elinor Ostrom and Secial Dilemomps.” fournal
of Theoretical Politics 28 (1): 3~ 185,

Janssen, Marco, Therese Lindahl, and James Murphy, 2015. “Advancing the
Understanding ol Behavior in Social-Ecological Systems: Results from Lab and Fleld
Experiments,” Feology and Society 20 (4): [34].

Kineaid, John. 2014, "The Federalism Scholarship of Elinor and Vincent Ostrom:
Applications and Reflections,” Publius: The Jowrnal of Federalisnr 44 (2): 227368,
Laborda-Peman. Miguel, and Tine de Moore. 2016. “Callective Action Institutions in o
Long-Term Perspective.” International Jourmal of the Commans 10 (2):517-664.

Lejano, Raul, and Eduardo Araral, eds, 2014, “Interrogating the Commons.”
Environmental Scienee ¢ Policy 36:1-92,

Muradian, Roldan, and Juan Campos Cardenas. 2015. "Collective Action and the
Governance of the Commons in Latin America.” Ecological Fconomics 120:358—50.

Schlager, Edella. 2016. "The Role of Context, Scale, and Interdependencies in Successtul
Commons Governance.” International Journal of the Cammons 10 (2): 405-516.

Books

Aligica, Paul Dragos. 2014, Institutional Diversity and Political Econopy: The Ostroms
and Beyand. New York: Oxford University Press,

Tarke, Vlad. Fortheoming, Elinor Ostrom: An Intellectual Biography, London; Rowmin
& Littlefield International,

Wall, Derek. 2014, The Sustatnable Econamics of Elinar Ostrom: Cammons,
Contestation amud Craft, New York: Routledge

The Web of Science was used to identify the English-language journal ar-
ticles that cited E. Ostrom (2005) between 2014 and 2016, which corresponds
with the period of time from the last edition of this valume to the present.” The
535 articles predominantly appear in environmental studies and the environ-
mental sciences, with 57 percent of the articles appearing in these categories.
Economics, ecology, and public administration categories are home to 31 per-
cent of the articles, and the remaining 12 percent appear across a variety of cat-
egories, such as management and computer sciences, This distribution reflects
the focus on commeon pool resources and social-ecological systems applications
of the IAD framewark.

Ten percent of the articles published each of the three years were randomly
selected, and abstracts were inspected to determine whether each article repre-
sented an application of the IAD framework. Of the fifty-seven article abstracts
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examined, eleven, or 20 percent, directly applied or drew upon the framework.
The remaining articles cited E. Ostrom (2005), with many of them centered
on institutional arrangements and governance. Although the classic common
pool resources, such as fisheries, irrigation, and grazing, are represented in the
empirical studies, so, oo, are housing cooperatives, local-level revenues, and
landfills, Five of the eleven empirical applications are comparative, that is, the
articles examine and compare more than a single case; four examined single
cases, and two were conceptual and did not use empirical data. Finally, the
cases were located in nine different countries on five continents, These empiri-
cal applications of the IAD framewaork are broadly representative of the empiri-
cal work on common pool resources developed by students and close assaciates
of the Ostroms (see previous editions of this chapter), The work tends to focus
on settings outside of North America and at the regional to local levels. 1n addi-
tion, comparative institutional analyses are commorn.

Applications of the SES Framework

To test the wtility of the SES framework, that is, how it is being used and
whether comparable data collection methods are being used, Cox conducted
a meta-analysis of the studies that have cited either of the two articles in which
Ostrom (2007a, 2009) originally presented the SES framework. These studies
were abtained through two searches conducted in the Web of Science Database
on February 2, 2014, and then again on October 1, 2014. The great majority of
the studies found in these searches were examined. In addition, several articles
from a very recent special issue of the International Journal of the Commons
were added to this list and examined as well. Each of these articles was ana-
lyzed to infer values for a set of variables via a standard content analysis coding
process,

To guide this process, a coding guide was developed that defined and de-
scribed each of the variables being measured. Table 6.4 describes the variables
that were coded. The first, second, and fourth columns here are fairly self-
explanatory. The third column describes the type of study each variable was
measured for. The first three variables were measured for all studies: the second
two were measured only for empirical studies,

We found anly 33 empirical studies in the 741 studies we coded. Of these
empirical studies, 75 percent (23) explicitly implement the framework. In gen-
eral, the research questions these explicit studies addressed reflect the literature
on the commons and the management of common pool resources, A strong
emphasis was [requently placed on outcomes for environmental common pool
resources and related dynamics of collective action among commons users.
There was also a frequent focus on the livelihoods of commons users and the
issues of risk and vulnerability of these users and of the larger socal-ecological
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TABLE 6.4 Summary of Variables Coded in the Social-Ecological Framework
Meta-Analysis

Name Type  Studies Variable Description

Methodology | Categorical | All Records what type of methodology a study
employs

Sector Categorical | All Records a study's primary sector (e.g.,
fisheries)

Empirieal Binary All Recards whether a study empirically employs
the framework

Explicit Binary Empirlcal | Records whether a study explicitly employs
the framewaork

Protacol Binary Empirical | Records whether an empirical study used a

common protocal

system of which they are a part. Eight of the empirical studies used a protocol
that is shared by al least one other study. These eight can be broken down inta a
pair of studies by MacNeil and Cinner (2013) and Cinner et al. (2012) that use
the same protocol for the framework, and a group of six studles fram a com-
mon project known as the Sodial-Ecological Systems Meta-Analysis Database,
or SESMAD, project (Cox 2014).

Table 6.5 breaks down all the studies as well as the empirical studies by
methodelogy and sector. [t shows that the majority of studies in the total sam-
ple are conceptual (not data-driven), with the second most common being case
studies. By far the most common methodology used in the empirical studies is
the case study, Turning to the sectors, roughly 41 percent of the studies were
not associated with any individual sector. Fisheries is by far the most common
sector in the total sample and is the most common in the empirical studies as
well, although not by as much. Among both the larger set of cases and the em-
pirical cases, the most comimon sectors are those that are also most common in
the CPR management literature (fisheries, forests, and water governance, which
includes irrigation cases). This is not surprising, given the network of scholars
with whom Ostrom worked and her prominent position in this literature.

There were several trends in the ways in which the empirical studies did and
did not use the framework. The most common pattern was for the authors to
use the second-tier concepts as essentially a "checklist” of concepts from which
they could draw to gualitatively or quantitatively measure their variables for
the sake of case descriptions, case study comparisons, or statistical analyses.
The overwhelming trend was for the studies to select from the list of second-tier
concepts a subset that the researchers found, or predicted, to be more impar-
tant for their particular analysis, With some exceptions (Basurto, Gelcich, and
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TABLE 6.5 Results of the Social-Ecological Meta-Analysis by Methodology
and Sector

Methodalogy  Total  Empirical Sector Total  Empirical
Conceptuslstudy | 285 | 0 |None a0 | s
Case study 201 2] Fisheries 131 11
Statistical unalysls | 86 5 Water governance 75 6
Synthesis 8] 1 Other H9 7
Model 64 3 | Forestry 56 4
Model/statistical 9 1 Climate change 30 0
analysis
Biography 7 0 Agriculture R 2
Field experiment 3 Health and disense o
Lub experiment 3 0 Energy 0
Social-technical system 0
Total 741 3 Total 741 i3

Nove: The following categories were used to code the methodology of the studies. Conceptual
study: a study that contains o primarily abstract or theoretical argument: case study: a study
that conlains a detailed description of ooe or more cases: statistical analysis: a study that
contuing a statistical analysis of many cases. model: u study that contains a mathematical
and/or strmulation-based model: synthesis: a study thar synthestzes the results of two or more
others: model/statistical analysis: a study with a mathematkal or simulation model that also
Implements a stutistical analysis; blegraphy: a study that describes Flinor Ogtrom herself; field
expeniment: & study that takes place in a controlled field sorting: lub experiment: a study thur
takes place in & contralled lab setring

Ostrom 2013: Epstein et al. 2013), the empirical studies mostly did not engage
with the “tiered” aspect of the framework to (1) develop new variables specific
to their cases or types of cases, and (2) integrate these with existing components
and concepts in the framework, which are the primary mechanisms through
which the framework is supposed to enable a diagnostic approach to analysis.

Finally, as reflected in the Protocal variable, the empirical cases tended
to use their own protecols for implementing the first and second tiers of the
framework. With the exception of the eight cases mentioned earlier, none of
the studies used the same protocol for operationalizing the second-tier con-
cepts that Ostrom introduced. One primary weakness, then, of the empirical
studies is their relatively ad hoc measurement methods of these concepts. The
empirical studies generally do not provide details about how they decided to
measure the concepts from the framework, making it difficult to impossible to
characterize the validity of their measurement protocols or the consistency of
these across applications.
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Conclusions of the SES Framework Meta-Analysis

One of the purposes of examining studies citing the two foundational articles
was to explore whether the SES framework was producing comparable results.
In brief, the findings suggest the following:

1. The great majority of the studies that cited either of Ostrom’s articles
did not empirically implement the framework.

2. Out of the empirical studies, roughly 75 percent use the framework
explicitly in a way that could produce comparable results.

3. However, with the exception of two groups of studies and eight in
total, no common application or variable measurement protocol is
used across the empirical studies.

These findings suggest that the framework has not succeeded in facilitating
systematic comparative analyses of SESs similar to how the IAD framework has,
at least not yet. There are relatively few empirical applications, and these are
likely not producing comparable data because they are using idiosyncratic pro-
tocols to implement the framework. Why has the framework struggled in this
way? As a leader in her field (and indeed in multiple fields) and with experience
in framework development, E. Ostrom was well positioned to produce a highly
successful framework. And based on the simple metric of citations mentioned
above, the framework has been successful. However, the SES framework has not
succeeded in important ways. There are several likely reasons for this, some re-
sulting from the framework itself and some resulting from the challenges faced
by any group of scientists who need to collaborate to produce generalizable find-
ings. Regarding the framework itself, the most important factor is likely that
there are no instructions to guide the user in how to implement it. Neither E.
Ostrom nor her colleagues (a group to which we consider ourselves fortunate to
have belonged) have ever provided definitions of the first-tier components (e.g.,
resource systems) or of the second-tier objects associated with these compo-
nents. If the second-tier objects are to be interpreted as variables, then data com-
parability would require that users measure such variables in consistent ways.

In addition, the findings reflect a basic challenge facing collaborating scien-
tists. In the same way that traditional CPR users face collective action problems
in managing their resources, scientists in fact face a collective action problem in
coordinating their efforts to produce comparable analyses (see Poteete, Janssen,
and Ostrom 2010 for an in-depth discussion of this issue). Scaling up such col-
laboration is likewise very difficult: the transaction costs of scientific research
increase as the size of the scientific group increases, inhibiting large-scale col-
laborative work.

These challenges are intertwined. Developing a set of coding forms and
guidelines that validly and reliably measure the variables constituting the tiers
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will likely require a muliidisciplinary team of scientists, For example, it took a
team of five professors and graduate students more than two years to develop
the original common pool resource coding forms (Ostrom et al. 1989). Follow-
ing that, two additional sets of coding forms were developed, one set devoted
to irrigation and one set to forestry. Both sets took research teams multiple
years to develop and perfect. These three sets of forms and guidelines and the
data collected using them represent the three largest common pool resource
datasets, two of which are publicly available, at least partially. Unsurprisingly,
E. Ostram was involved in each one.” A promising locus of developing the SES
framework may be a group of Ostrom's own former PhD students who have
teamed up with several resilience alliance scholars to establish the SESMAD
project (see http://sesmad.dartmouth.edu/) (Cox 2014).

A final challenge relates to theory. Arguably, one of the factors explain-
ing the productivity of the IAD framework is its close association with theo-
ries, especially those developed through direct applications of the framework.
One way to jump-start the use of the SES framework would be for a group of
scholars to collaborate around & major research question and a shared under-
standing of the models and theories te be drawn upan to address the research
question. Theory development and productivity demonstrate the value of the
framework, encouraging more scholars to utilize it. Without that demonstra-
tion of value, encouraging scientific collaborations and widespread adoption of
the framework is all the more challenging.

CONCLUSION

The concept and use of a framework are not widely recognized or used in
the social sciences. Whereas most schalars and analysts are comfortable with
theories and models, organizing knowledge at a more general level is rarely
pursued. Its value, however, can be substantial, as demonstrated by the two
framewarks discussed here and the several major research programs they sup-
port. The IAD framework is likely to continue to provide the infrastructure
for research well into the future, It is well developed, stable, and embedded in
ongoing research. Consequently. its future role will probably be in support of
major research projects that use it to explore collective action dilemmas in new
domains,

As we note above, the future development of the SES framework is un-
certain, It awails scientific collaborations that intentionally use it to organize
major research programs, Meanwhile, and unlike in the social sciences, schol-
ars studying social-ecological systems now have a diversity of frameworks to
choose from (Binder et al. 2013). Tt is difficult to say whether this prolifera-
tion is scientifically healthy or not. Our hypothesis is that this current diversity
has likely impeded the ability of scholars to coalesce around one or a few stan-
dard ways of conceiving of and analyzing social-ecological systems. We also



Chapter 6 The [AD Framework and tie SES Framework 247

hiypothesize that these other SES framewaorks suffer from the same problems
that Ostrom's SES [ramework has faced.

One of the purposes of a framework is to support the accumulation of
knowledge through a shared language that supports high comparability of re-
search. One of the implications of accumulation is succession. Do framewarks
and theories, especially in public policy studies, outlive their creators and their
close colleagues and graduate students? Without succession, without genera-
tions of committed scholars devoted to continuing to develop theories in the
context of a framewark, the goal of accumulation is unlikely 1o be realized.
In a way, this problem of intergenerational transfer of cumulated knowledge
and joint personal-intellectual attachments to a particular research program
mirrors some of the problems faced by communities of resource users the two
frameworks we have discussed currently face themselves, [n both cases we have
seen the importance of leaders: prestigious individuals who are capable of rally-
ing others to their perspective and activities. Conversely, we have also seen that
the loss of an important leader such as Elinor Ostrom can greatly complicate
this already challenging process.

NOTES

1. Although this chapter does not include Elinor Ostrom as an author, it is inspired
by her life and her life's worle As we noted last thme, the IAD framework is more than a
toul for engaging in policy analysis; it also represents haw the Ostroms and their many
collzagues at the Workshop in Political Theory and Pollcy Analysis approach the world
and eonduct science. We were blessed to have Elinor OQstrom as a mentor and friend;
and we will continue to be guided by her spirt and vision,

2. These are the common clements used in game theary to construct formal game
models,

3, Authority rules, cambined with the scientific laws about the relevant states of the
world being acted opon, determine the shape of the decision tree, that is, the action-
outcome linkages,

4 The Web of Science was accessed November 20, 2016,

5, The original common pool resource coding forms, guidelines, and data may be ac-
cessed through the SES Library (heips://seslibrary.asu,edu/). The International Forestry
Resourees and Institutions (TFRI) project has made available its eoding forms and man-
uils and limited portions of its duta (https//www.ifriresearch.net/),
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Innovation and Diffusion Models
in Policy Research

FRANCES STOKES BERRY AND WILLIAM D. BERRY

Although most actions by governments are incremental in that they marginally
modify existing programs or practices, and much research about policymaking
secks 1o explain why it 1ends to be incremental, ultimately every government
program can be traced back to some nonincremental innovation.! Thus, one
cannol claim to understand policvmaking unless ane can explain the process
through which governments adopt new programs. Recognizing this, public
policy schaolars have conducted extensive inquiry into policy innovation.

When people speak of innovation in common parlance, they usually refer
to the introduction of something new. But when should a government program
be termed “new”? The dominant practice in the policy innovation literature is
to define an innovation as a program that is new to the government adopting it
(Walker 1969, 881). This means that a governmental jurisdiction can innovate
by adopting a program that numerous other jurisdictions established many
years before. By embracing this definition, students of policy innovation explic-
itly choase nat to study policy invention—the process through which original
policy ideas are conceived. To flesh out the distinction via illustration, a single
palicy invention can prompt numerous governmental jurisdictions to innovate,
some many years after others,

This chapter reviews the dominant theories of government innovation in
the public policy literature.” However, we will show that these theories bar-
row heavily from others developed to explain innovative behavior by indi-
viduals: for example, teachers using a new method of instruction (studied by
education scholars), farmers adopting hybrid seeds and fertilizers (studied
by rural sociologists), and consumers purchasing new products (studied by
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marketing scholars)." We will also show that theories of government innova-
lion share many commonalities with models thut seek to explain organizational
innovation,

Some studies of government innovation have been cross-national, inves-
tigating how countries develop new programs and how such programs have
diffused across countries (Heclo 1974; Collier and Messick 1975; Brown et al,
1979; Tolbert and Zucker [983; Kraemer, Gurbaxani, and King 1992; Simmons
2000; Simmons and Elkins 2004; Weyland 2004; Brooks 2005; Gilardi 2005,
2010; Meseguer 2005; Batora and Gray 2009; Lee, Chang, and Berry 2011; Jen-
sen and Lindstadt 2012; Hughes, Krook, and Paxton 2015). Many other studies
focus on American states (e.g., Walker 1969; Gray 1973a; Canon and Baum
1981; Berry and Berry 1990; Mooney and Lee 1995; Mintrom 1997; Ka and
Teske 2002; Berry and Baybeck 2005; Volden 2006; Shipan and Volden 2008;
Pacheco 2012). Still other studies have focused on innovation by local or re-
gional governments within the United States (Crain 1966; Aiken and Alford
1970; Bingham 1977; Midlarsky 1978; Lubell et al. 2002; Moon and Norris
2005; Shipan and Volden 2006) or local or regional governments in other na-
tions (Ito 2001; Walker 2006; Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry 2011).*

Despite the extensive number of studies of government innovation, at a gen-
eral level, there are two principal explanations for the adoption of a new pro-
gram by a government: internal determinants and diffusion (Berry and Berry
1990). [nternal determinants explanations posit that the factors leading a juris-
diction to innovate are political, economic, or social characteristics internal to
the jurisdiction. By contrast, diffusion explanations are inherently intergovern-
mental; they view government adoptions of policies as emulations of previous
adoptions by other governments. Walker’s (1969) seminal study of state gov-
ernment innovation across a wide range of policy areas introduced both types
of explanations to political scientists.” In the years following the publication of
Walker's article, the volume of research on policy innovation has grown enor-
mously. This growth is documented in Figure 7.1, which shows the number of
hooks-and articles about policy innovation published in political science, public
administration, or public policy journals in each year between 1966 and 2012
{as identified with a |[STOR search).

This chapter begins with separate discussions of the central features of in-
ternal determinants and diffusion explanations for the adoption of a policy.
We then turn to the methodologies that have been used to test them. Although
most scholars have acknowledged that few policy adoptions can be explained
purely as a function of (1) internal determinants (with no diffusion effects) or
(2) policy diffusion (with ne impact by internal factors), most empirical re-
search conducted befare 1990 focused on one type of process or the other.
At the time of their introduction during the late 1960s and early 1970s, the
“single-explanation” methodologies were highly creative approaches using
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FIGURE 7.1 Growth in Published Research on Policy Innovation, 1966-2012
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state-of-the-art quantitative techniques. However, more recent research has
shown that these traditional methodologies are severely flawed (Berry 1994b),
In 1990, Berry and Berry presented a model of American state lottery adoptions
reflecting the simultaneous effects of both internal determinants and policy dif-
fusion on state adoption behavior and employed event history analysis (here-
after, EHA) to test their model. By allowing scholars to test models reflecting
the effects of both internal determinants and policy diffusion, the introduc-
tion of EHA to the set of empirical techniques available to policy innovation
scholars seems to have prompted a dramatic expansion in research over the
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last quarter century* As this expansion has occurred, the EHA approach has
been extended to a highly diverse set of policy contexts (for a list of some of the
published studies of policy innovation relying on EHA, see www.westviewpress
«com/weiblede). Moreover, as large numbers of scholars have employed EHA
in policy innovation research, the methodology has been refined and improved.

Because this chapter does not do justice to the wide range of scholarship on
palicy innavation, you can find a short list of suggested readings for exploring
‘the literature more widely on the book’s website at www,westviewpress,com
weiblede.

DIFFUSION EXPLANATIONS FOR POLICY ADOPTION

Rogers (1995, 35) defines diffusion as “the process by which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of &
social system,” Students of government policy innovation positing diffusion
madels conceive of a set of governmental jurisdictions {e.g., the fifty states in
the United States, or the twenty-eight countries of the European Union) as a
social system and maintain that the pattern of policy adoptions by member
governments results from one member emulating the behavior of other mem-
bers. More generally, we can say that policy diffusion occurs if the probability
of adoption ol a policy by one governmental jurisdiction is influenced by the
policy choices of other governments in the system. However, theorists have
identified a variety of alternative mechanisms by which the policy cholces in
one jurisdiction can influence the choices of other governments, At least five
mechanisms have been discerned; learning, imitation, normative pressure,
campetition, and coercion,”

Alternative Mechanisms for Diffusion

Learning. Learning occurs when policymakers in one jurisdiction derive infor-
mation about the effectiveness (or success) of a policy from previously adopting
governments (Levy 1994; Braun and Gilardi 2006), Therefore, we say that a pol-
icy diffuses as a result of learning when the probability that one government—
say, A—will adopt a policy is influenced by the perceptions of policymakers
in A about the effectiveness of the policy in jurisdictions that have previously
adopted.” Note that effectiveness need not be conceived narrowly: it can in-
clude success not only in meeting policy objectives but also in achieving politi-
cal goals such as winning reelection or higher office (Shipan and Volden 2008;
Gilardi 2011 Seljan and Weller 2011).

Some theories (e.g., Bayesian updating models from economics) assume
that pelicymakers are rational and that learning is complete; each government
abserves all information about the effectiveness of a policy in every jurisdiction
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in which it has been adopted and is capable of processing all this information
(Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett 2006). Other theories assume that gathering
and processing information about policy effectively are costly, and thus pol-
icymakers are "bounded™ (or constrained) in their ability to obtain and an-
alyze information (March and Simon 1993; Meseguer 2005; Weyland 2007).
These constraints lead policymakers to take shortcats, perhaps by restricting
attention to only a subset of previous adopters. Officials may be assumed to
limit their attention to contiguous—or nearby—ijurisdictions (Berry and Bay-
beck 2005) or to governments they perceive as “leaders” or as peers (Meseguer
2004), Moreover, theorists need not assume that all jurisdictions are equally
constrained; in some theories, governments vary in their capacity to learn, by
virtue of the types and amounts of resources they possess (Desmarais, Harden,
and Boehmke 2015). For example, it has been hypothesized that the level of ex-
pertise of a jurisdiction’s legislators intluences the jurisdiction’s ability to learn
from the experiences of other governments (Shipan and Volden 20086, 2014),

Imitation. Government A imitates government B when A adopts a policy
adopted by B simply “in order to look like [B]” (Shipan and Velden 2008,
§42-843). Imitation occurs because policymakers in A perceive B as worthy of
emulation, prompting A to adopt any policy that Badopts independently of any
evaluation of the character of the policy or its effectiveness (Simmons, Dobbin,
and Garrett 2006; Meseguer 2006; Karch 2007). The types of jurisdictions that a
government seeks to imitate may vary, In some conceptions, policymakers look
to “leader” governments; these leaders may be large or wealthy jurisdictions or
jurisdictions that have earned strong reputations or high levels of credibility
(Walker 1969; Grupp and Richards 1975). In other conceptions, the govern-
ments imitated share characteristics that make them particularly valuable role
models or peers (Simmons and Elkins 2004; Weyland 2004; Brooks 2005). For
example, Volden (2006; see also Grosshack, Nicholson-Cratty, and Peterson
2004) finds that policymakers tend to emulate policy adoptions of jurisdictions
that share similar partisan and ideological orientations. In a useful clarifica-
tion of the essential differences among mechanisms, Shipan and Volden (2008,
842-843) note that the major distinction between learning and imitation “is
that learning focuses on the action (i.e., the policy being adopted by another
government}, while imitation focuses on the actor (i.e., the other government
that is adopting the policy).™

Normative pressure. Government A succumbs to normative pressire when A
adopts a policy, not because it is imitating any particular government or learn-
ing from the experience of other adopters but rather because it observes that
the policy is being widely adapted by other governments and, because of shared
norms, A chooses to conform (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Sugiyama 2012).
Such shared norms can emerge across societies, allowing some policies (e.g.,
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women’s suffrage) to achieve a status of “taken-for-grantedness” (Braun and
Gilardi 2006, 311). Some have pointed to the role of experts (or “epistemic
communities”) in forging a consensus on norms (Haas 1992). For example,
Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett (2006) note that the diffusion of economic lib-
eralization in Latin America was facilitated by the advocacy of “expert” Ameri-
can economists, which molded views about appropriate economic policies. For
policies made by administrative agencies rather than legislatures, the shared
norms that facilitate diffusion have been argued to be a product of professional-
ization. Agency personnel—regardless of the jurisdiction in which they serve—
develop a shared understanding of “good” policy by virtue of their common
professional training and accreditation (Teodoro 2009). This shared concep-
tion of good policy leads agencies to be receptive to adopting policies thought
to be “best practices” adopted elsewhere (Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry 2011).
Shared norms across jurisdictions are often reinforced by the participation of
agency personnel in intergovernmental professional associations that consti-
tute networks across which policies can diffuse (DiMaggio and Powell 1983;
Majone 1997).

Competition. A policy diffuses via competition when a government’s decision
about whether to adopt the policy is motivated by the desire of its officials to
achieve an economic advantage over other jurisdictions or, equivalently, to
prevent other jurisdictions from securing an advantage over it. In diffusion via
learning, other governments’ adoptions generate new data about the payoffs
(costs and benefits) of adopting. In contrast, in diffusion via competition, other
governments’ adoptions actually change the payoffs of adopting (Simmons,
Dobbin, and Garrett 2006). At least two distinct types of competition mecha-
nisms have been described in the literature; we refer to them as location-choice
competition and spillover-induced competition.

In location-choice competition, governments seek to influence the loca-
tion choices of individuals (persons or firms) who are in position to acquire
some good in more than one jurisdiction—usually their own and at least one
other (Meseguer and Gilardi 2009). With this type of diffusion, jurisdiction
A adopts a policy (e.g., a lottery or a restrictive labor immigration policy) to
encourage individuals to (1) acquire within A a good that is beneficial for A
to provide, or (2) go elsewhere to obtain a good that is costly for A to provide.
Some policies of the US states that have been hypothesized to diffuse as a result
of location-choice competition include the lottery (Berry and Baybeck 2005;
Baybeck, Berry, and Siegel 2011), casino legalization (Calcagno, Walker, and
Jackson 2010), restaurant smoking bans (Shipan and Volden 2008), welfare
benefits (Peterson and Rom 1990; Volden 2002; Berry, Fording, and Hanson
2003; Bailey and Rom 2004), various business regulations (Mossberger 1999),
and individual or corporate tax rates (Berry and Berry 1992) or sales tax adop-
tions (Burge and Piper 2012). Crossing national boundaries is certainly more
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costly for individuals and firms than crossing state boundaries in the United
States. Nevertheless, location-choice competition is relevant in the interna-
tional setting for policies designed to influence a variety of choices of individ-
uals or firms, including business location, individual and corporate purchasing
decisions, and migration (Oates 2001; Genschel 2002).

In spillover-induced competition, an adoption by government B has a (pos-
itive or negative) externality effect on government A that changes A’s expected
net benefit from adopting. For example, B might adopt a pollution abatement
project that would reduce pollution in both B and A; this positive spillover
would encourage A to “free-ride” on B’s adoption, thereby lowering A’s incen-
tive to adopt. Other policies that might diffuse via spillover-induced competi-
tion involve trade (Elkins, Guzman, and Simmons 2006), military mobilization
or conflict (Most and Starr 1980), and commercial standards (e.g., standards
trucks must meet to travel in neighboring jurisdictions).

Coercion. Government A is coerced into adopting a policy when a more pow-
erful government, B, takes action that increases A’s incentive to adopt or, in
the extreme case, forces A to adopt. Students of cross-national diffusion have
identified cases of horizontal coercion, in which a powerful country encour-
ages a weaker country to adopt a policy, sometimes by threatening action if
the weaker nation does not capitulate (Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett 2006).
In other cases, one or more countries take actions that create an incentive for
another country to adopt a policy. For example, Bush (2011) finds that a devel-
oping country becomes more likely to adopt a gender quota for its legislature
as the country’s dependence on foreign aid from developed Western countries
increases or when the country is exposed to international election monitors.
Researchers studying diffusion in the American federal system are more
likely to focus on vertical coercion, that is, diffusion across levels of govern-
ment. In some cases, the national government can simply mandate certain
activities by states (e.g., the National Voter Registration Act, which required
states to allow people to register to vote at the same time they register their mo-
tor vehicles), or the Supreme Court can make rulings that constrain state policy
choices (Hoekstra 2009; Hinkle 2015). In other cases, the national government
uses a “carrot” rather than a “stick,” by creating an incentive for a state to adopt
a policy. One common vehicle for federal influence is a grant-in-aid creating a
financial motivation for a state to adopt. In one example, Derthick (1970) shows
how the Social Security Act of 1935 shaped state welfare programs through the
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) grant to the states (see also
Welch and Thompson 1980; Soss et al. 2001; Allen, Pettus, and Haider-Markel
2004). Indeed, international organizations such as the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) and the World Bank can play a similar coercive role by requiring
a country to adopt some policy as a condition for financial aid (e.g., Weyland
2007; Simmons and Elkins 2004; Barrett and Tsui 1999). McCann, Shipan, and
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Volden (2015) found that holding congressional hearings on antismoking laws
influenced state policy choices, indicating that activities of the national gov-
ernment can influence state policy even in the absence of formal “carrots” or
“sticks.”

Complicating matters, multiple mechanisms may underlie a policy’s diffu-
sion. For example, at the same time location-choice competition may increase
a state’s probability of adopting a lottery if its neighboring states adopt one, the
state may learn by observing positive consequences of neighbors’ lotteries, also
increasing its probability of adopting. Moreover, the mechanism responsible
for a policy’s diffusion may vary in a number of ways depending on the con-
text. First, the mechanism can vary with characteristics of a state. For example,
Stone (1999, 54) argues that an “economic recession or crisis, or defeat in war”
makes a country more vulnerable to coercion. Also, Shipan and Volden (2008),
in their study of the diffusion of antismoking policies, hypothesize that a city’s
size has a positive effect on its likelihood of learning from other cities and a
negative effect on its probability of imitating or competing with other cities or
being coerced by its state. Second, the mechanism underlying policy diffusion
can vary over time. In one example, Gilardi, Figlister, and Luyet (2009)—who
study the diffusion of hospital financing reforms across countries—find that
the countries become more prone to learn over time as the quality of informa-
tion available about the effects of other countries’ adoptions increases. Finally,
the mechanism by which a policy diffuses can be influenced by the nature of the
policy. For instance, Makse and Volden (2011)—focusing on five attributes of
policies identified by Rogers—posit that learning becomes more likely as a pol-
icy’s relative advantage, compatibility, and observability rise and as the policy’s
complexity and trialability decline.

As we review various diffusion models developed in the policy innovation
literature, each focusing on a different channel of communication and influ-
ence across government jurisdictions, we will show that each model relies on
one or more of the five mechanisms described above to justify why govern-
ments emulate other governments when making public policy.

We now turn our attention to three models that dominated early scholar-
ship on policy innovation. One—the national interaction model—assumes that
policy diffuses because of learning. The others—the regional diffusion model
and the leader-laggard model—are consistent with multiple mechanisms for
diffusion.

The National Interaction Model

This learning model was developed and formalized by communication theo-
rists analyzing the diffusion of an innovation through a social system (assumed
to be of fixed size) consisting of individuals (Rogers 1995). In equation form,
the model can be expressed as:
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In this model, L is the proportion of individuals in the social system who are
potential adopters (a value assumed to remain constant over time) and serves as
a ceiling on possible adoptions, If every person in the system is unconstrained
and may adopt, L equals 1. Ny is the cumulative proportion of adopters in the
social system at the end of time period f, Ny_; Is the cumulative proportion at
the end of the previous period, and thus AN, is the proportion of new adopters
during period ' With some algebraic manipulation, the terms in Equation 7.1

can be rearranged to yield:
Ny=(bL+ 1) Np_ ) - bN°_ ) |Equation 7.2]

Then, because Equation 7.2 is linear, given data an the timing of adoptions
by all potential adopters, the parameters b and L can be estimated by regress-
ing Ny on Ny_) and N%;_)."" When the cumulative proportion of adopters is
graphed against time, Equation 7.1 yields an S-shaped curve, like that reflected
in Figure 7.2. Early in the diffusion process, adoptions occur relatively infre-
quently, The rate of adoptions then increases dramatically but begins to taper
off again as the pool of potential adopters becomes small.

FIGURE 7.2 S-Shaped Curve Consistent with National Interaction Model
(Equation 7.1)
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In an important early efforl to enhance the theoretical precision of policy
innovation research, Virginia Gray (1973a; see also Menzel and Feller 1977;
Glick and Hays 1991; Boushey 2012) employs Equation 2, setting the time pe-
riod as the calendar year and assuming that (1) the social system is the commu-
nity of American states, and (2) the innovation diffusing is one of several state
policies—including AFDC, education policies, and civil rights laws, Gray's
model assumes a national communication network among state officials in
which officials learn about programs from their peers in other states, The model
presumes that officials from states that have already adopted a program interact
freely and mix thoroughly with officials from states that have not yet adopted
it. and that each contact by a net-yet-adopting state with a previous adopter
provides an additional stimulus for the former to adopt, There are, indeed, for-
mal institutional arrangements that encourage the thorough mixing of states.
Chiel among these are various associations of state officials that allow individu-
als with similar positions across the fifty states to meet periodically in national
conferences. These include associations of elected “generalist™ officials such as
the National Governors Association and the National Conference of State Leg-
islatures, each of which has numerous committees an specific policy areas as
well as organizations of functionalist officials such as the National Association
of State Chiel Administrators.

Bul several factors limit the utility of the national interaction model—as
traditionally conceived in Equations | and 2—for students of government in-
novation, First, the model assumes that, during any time period, all potential
adopters that have not yet adopted are equally likely to do so; the only variable
influencing the probability that a patential adopter will adopt during any time
period is the cumulative number of adopters prior to that period. Indeed, the
model treats all potential adopters as totally undifferentiated actors who inter-
act "randomly,” that is, who are equally likely to have contact with the members
of the social system. Thus, the theory is well suited for when the social system
is a large society of individuals and the scholarly Interest is in a macrolevel de-
scription of the diffusion process. Although certainly in any society friendships
and work and famlly relations guarantee that an individual's interactions with
other members of the society are nonrandom, when studying the diffusion of
a new consumer product through a large society, for instance, it may suffice to
employ a model assuming random interaction. But when studying the diffusion
of a policy through the fifty states, it seems less reasonable to treat the states
as undifferentiated units; we know that Mississippi differs in many ways from
New York, and our theory should probably take some of these differences into
account. It is also likely that contacts between officials from different states are
patterned rather than random." It makes sense, for example, that politicians
and bureaucrats in New York will have more contact with their counterparts in
New Jersey than with officials in Mississippi.
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Recently, the logic underlying the national interaction model has been
modified to reflect a recognition that the professional associations encouraging
interaction among state officials involve some states more than others, thereby
prompting probabilities of policy adoption that vary across states. For example,
Balla (2001) hypothesizes that states whose insurance commissioners sat on a
committee of the National Association of Insurance Commissioners with juris-
diction over the regulation of health maintenance organizations (HMOs) were
more likely than others to adopt model legislation proposed by the committee
as a result of the greater centrality of commissioners in the informational net-
works surrounding the proposed legislation.

The Regional Diffusion Model

The regional diffusion model posits that governments are influenced primar-
ily by other governments that are geographically proximate. Most of these
models assume that governments are influenced exclusively by those jurisdic-
tions with which they share a border; as such, we call them neighbor models.
Specifically, these models hypothesize that the probability that a government
will adopt a policy is positively related to the number (or proportion) of juris-
dictions bordering it that have already adopted it (e.g., Berry and Berry 1990;
Mintrom 1997; Balla 2001). Other models, which we term fixed-region mod-
els, assume that some collectivity of jurisdictions (e.g., the states in the United
States, the countries in Latin America) is divided into multiple regions and that
governments within the same region tend to emulate each other’s policies (e.g.,
Mooney and Lee 1995).

Although fixed-region and neighbor models are similar in that they em-
phasize the emulation of nearby jurisdictions, the models are subtly different
in their specified channels of influence. Fixed-region models presume (if only
implicitly) that all governments within the same region experience the same
channels of influence. In contrast, neighbor models—by avoiding fixed re-
gional groupings of jurisdictions and instead pointing to the influence of all
bordering jurisdictions—assume that each government has a unique set of ref-
erence jurisdictions for cues on public sector innovations. Although one can
discern policies where a neighbor model makes more sense than a fixed-region
formulation (e.g., in the case of lottery adoptions), and vice versa, neither pure
model is entirely realistic. Fixed-region models imply implausibly that some
jurisdictions—those bordering another region—are completely unaffected by
some of their neighbors. Neighbor models assume that jurisdictions that are
close but that share no border (e.g., Vermont and Maine) have no influence on
one another. A more realistic regional diffusion model might assume that juris-
dictions are influenced most by their neighbors but also by other jurisdictions
that are nearby. One simple specification consistent with this assumption is
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that the level of influence of one jurisdiction over another is inversely related to
the distance between the lwo.

There is strong theoretical justification for expecting that some policy dif-
fusion is regional, and there is much empirical evidence of regional diffusion
across juriscictions (Berry and Berry 1990; Boehmke and Witmer 2004). How-
ever, a weakness of the regional diffusion model is that multiple mechanisms for
diffusion can be the basis for an expectation that diffusion channels are regional.
For example, governments may be more likely to learn from nearby jurisdictions
than from those far away because governments can more easily “analogize” to
proximate jurisdictions, which tend to share economic and social problems and
have environments similar enough so that policy actions may have similar ef-
fects (Mooney and Lee 1995; Elazar 1972}, Also, because of constraints on the
mability of most individuals and firms, governments are more likely to engage
in location-choice competition with nearby jurisdictions than with those far
away, For example, US states worried about losing revenue—especially those
with large population centers near a border—are likely to be very concerned
about whether their immediate neighbors have lotteries but unconcerned about
remote states. Similarly, a state fearful of becoming a “welfarc magnet™ may
match reductions in welfare benefits by neighboring states with large concen-
trations of poor people near its border but may be unresponsive 1o benefit ad-
justments in far-away states (Berry and Baybeck 2005)."”

Leader-Laggard Model

The leader-laggard maodel assumes that certain jurisdictions are pioneers in the
adoption of a policy and that other jurisdictions emulate these leaders (Walker
1969, 893), Most often, scholars presume that leadership is regional, with states
taking cues from one or more pioneer jurisdictions within their geographical
region (Walker 1969, 1973; Grupp and Richards 1975; Foster 1978). This model
can be modified easily, however, to reflect the notion of a national leader among
US states or an international leader among countries: a jurisdiction that, when
it adopts a new program, increases the likelihood that other jurisdictions, re-
gardless of their geographical location, will adopt.

Like the regional diffusion model, the leader-laggard model can be moti-
vated by multiple mechanisms for diffusion. For instance, the leader-laggard
model is compatible with learning. Policymakers in some governments may
be more risk acceptant than officials in other jurisdictions, making the lormer
governments mosl likely to be “leaders” that are willing 1o adopl a new un-
tested policy. Jurisdictions in which policymakers are more risk averse may
prefer not to adopt until they are able to observe the degree of success of the
policy in jurisdictions that adopted early. However, the leader-laggard model
is also compatible with imitation. For example, in some issue areas, officials in
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one jurisdiction may be more highly regarded by their peers than other juris-
dictions’ officials, making policymakers more likely to turn to that jurisdiction
for cues.™

Although there are certainly strong reasons to expect leader jurisdictions
to emerge, thereby forming the groundwaork for leader-laggard diffusion, such
models are often flawed by their failure to identify a priori (1) the jurisdictions
(or even types of jurisdictions) that are expected to be ploneers, and (2) the
predicted order of adoption of the governments expected to follow. Indeed,
without an a priori theoretical prediction of which jurisdiction will lead and the
orderin which the remaining jurisdictions will follow, a leader-laggard model is
virtually nontestable; any adoption pattern will involve one jurisdiction (which
ex post facto could be designated the pioneer) adopting a policy first and other
governments adopting afterward.

One leader-laggard model that clearly specifies the channels of diffusion is
the hierarchical model developed by Collier and Messick (1975), Studying the
pattern of social security adoptions by nations around the world, these authors
lrypothesize that the pioneers in social security were highly (economically) de-
veloped nations and that social security programs diffused down a hierarchy of
nations from most to least developed.'” Such a hypothesis specilies (in a testable
fashion) the characteristics of leaders (high economic development) and a clear
ordering of successive adoptions (from most- to least-developed countries).
But note that, although the hierarchical model specifically posits diffusion of
a policy across jurisdictions, its empirical prediction of a strong relationship
between economic development and earliness of adoption is indistinguishable
from thal of an internal determinants model, which assumes no influence of
jurisdictions on one another and instead posits that the sole determinant of the
propensity of a government to adopt is its level of development. We turn now
to consider the internal determinants explanation for policy adoption.

INTERNAL DETERMINANTS EXPLANATIONS
FOR POLICY ADOPTION

Internal determinants models presume that the factors causing a government to
adopt a new program or policy are political, economle, and social characteris-
tics of the jurisdiction, Thus, in their pure form, these models preclude diffusion
effects in which a government is influenced by the actions of other govern-
ments. Certainly, once a policy is adopted by one jurisdiction, it is extremely
unlikely that another jurisdiction’s adoption would be completely independent
from the previous one, Unless the two governments arrived at the same (or
very similar) policy via a highly improbable coincidence, at a minimum there
must have been diffusion from one government to the other of the idea for the
policy. Thus, we believe that internal determinants models must acknowledge
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that, when a government adopts a policy new to the world, media coverage
and Institutionalized channels of communication among governments make
it likely that knowledge of the policy spreads to other jurisdictions.'" However,
internal determinants models assume that once a jurisdiction’s policymakers
are aware of a new policy, the jurisdiction’s internal characteristics, rather than
pressure created by other governments’ adoptions or explicit evaluations of the
impacts of the policy in earlier-adopting jurisdictions, determine its probability
of adoption.

The Choice of a Dependent Variable

One important theoretical issue in the construction of internal determinants
models is how the dependent variable—the propensity of a government to
adopt a palicy or a set of policies—is defined. In research prior to the 1990s,
most internal determinants models made the American state the unit of analy-
sis and employed a dependent variable that assumed that the earlier a state ad-
opted, the greater its “innovativeness,” Empirical analysis was cross-sectional,
and the dependent variable was generally measured at the interval level by
the year of adoption (or some linear transformation thereof) or at the ordinal
level by the rank of a state when states were ordered by their time of adoption
(Canon and Baum 1981; Glick 1981; Gray 1973a; Walker 1969). However, a
dichotomous version ol this variable, which indicates whether a state had ad-
opted a policy by a specified date, was also used (Filer, Moak, and Uze 1988;
Glick 1981: Regens 1980).

More recent research generally conceptualizes the propensity of a jurisdic-
tion to adopt a policy differently. The unit of analysis is now the jurisdiction
in a particular year, More precisely, the unit of analysis is the jurisdiction in a
year in which it has not previously adopted the policy and, thus, is still eligible
to adopt in a particular year."” The dependent variable is the probability that a
jurisdiction eligible to adopt will do so during that year (e.g,, Berry and Berry
1990, 1992; Hays and Glick 1997; Mintrom 1997). Empirical analysis is pooled
(cross-sectional/time-series), where a set of jurisdictions is observed over mul-
tiple years.

One important distinction between the two dependent variables is that the
prabability of adoption is a concept that is (1) defined for each jurisdiction at
any point in time and (2) free to change over time, whereas the earliness of
adoption takes on a single fixed value for each jurisdiction, determined by the
year it adopts, A second distinction is that, although the timing of a govern-
ment's adoption relative to other governments’ adoptions is fundamental to
the government’s score on the “earliness of adoption” variable, relative timing
is not necessarily relevant to a determination of a jurisdiction’s propensity to
adopt when a “probability of adoption” conception is utilized. A jurisdiction
adopting a pelicy decades later than most other jurisdictions is not necessarily
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deemed as having had a (stable) low propensity to adopt; it is possible that the
jurisdiction had a low probability for many years but that changing conditions
led to an increased probability of adoption.

Although we are reluctant to declare either of these dependent variables—
earliness of adoption or probability of adoption—as unambiguously the best
one for internal determinants models, we believe that greater advances have
come from models using the latter dependent variable; a position on which we
elaborate below. Furthermore, our discussion of the theory underlying internal
determinants models in this section emphasizes conceptualizations in which
the dependent variable is the probability of adoption,

When propensity to adopt is conceived of as the probability of adoption,
the focus of research must be a single policy." However, in the study of the
innovativeness of jurisdictions as reflected by their earliness of adoption, at-
tention can focus on either one policy or a set of policies. Al one extreme are
studies designed to explain jurisdictions’ adoptions of a single policy or pro-
gram (e.g., Hays and Glick’s 1997 research on state living wills). Other internal
determinants models have focused on multiple palicy instruments in a single
issue area (e.g., Sigelman and Smith’s 1980 research on consumer protection,
covering twenty-eight different kinds of consumer legislation). At the other
extreme is Walker's (1969; see also Savage 1978) analysis of the innovativeness
of American states using an index reflecting the earliness of adoption of a set
of eighty-eight policies spanning a wide range of economic and social issue
areas, Boehmke and Skinner (2012) constructed a new measure of state inno-
vativeness—also based on dates of adoptions of numerous policies—designed
to overcome methodological shortcomings of Walker's measure. Ma (2016)
recently developed an index of state government innovativeness based not on
dates of adoption but rather on the frequency with which the states are recog-
nized by the Innovations in American Government Awards (TAGA) program
created by Harvard's Kennedy School of Government.

Implicit in the Walker measure of innovativeness is that it is reasonable
to conceive of a general proclivity of a government to innovate across a wide
range ol issue areas, Some are skeptical of this claim; in a classic exchange with
Walker, Gray (1973a, 1973b) claims that governments can be highly innovative
in one program area but less so in others, rendering any general innovativeness
score useless, Of course, whether governments are innovative generally and
across a range of policy areas is an empirical question, and if the evidence is
supportive, it is useful to develop models explaining generic innovativeness.

But even the variation already documented in state innovativeness across
issue areas makes it obvious that, for any individual policy, the propensity of
states to adopt the policy cannot be explained fully by a general proclivity to in-
novate (Gray 1973a). For this reason, even if generic innovativeness is a useful
concept, we still ought not to treat it as the ultimate dependent variable. A good
alternative is to take the course of Mooney and Lee (1995), Hays and Glick
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(1997), and Soule and Earl (2001), who conceive of a jurisdiction's general pro-
clivity to innovate as just one of a set of independent variables that influence
the probability that a jurisdiction will adopt a particular policy. The idea is that
governments vary in their general receptivity to new ideas and that this is one
factor that accounts for their differential probabilities of adopting any specific
program. The strength of the role played by general receptivity relative to other
specific determinants of the probability of adoption is assessed empirically.

Hypotheses from Internal Determinants Models

Much of the theory underlying internal determinants models of government
innovation can be traced to research about the causes of innovativeness at the
individual level. For example, a tremendous level of support has been gen-
erated for the proposition that persons with greater socioeconomic stalus—
higher levels of education, income, and wealth—are more likely to innovate
than persons with less status.' A high level of education provides individuals
access to knowledge about innovative practices and an openness (o new ideas.
Many innovations cost money or involve financial risks for those who adopt
them; greater income and wealth provide people the resources necessary to ab-
sorb these costs, Similar hypotheses have been developed about innovation in
organizations. Organizations of greater size and with greater levels of “slack
resources” are assumed lo be more innovative than smaller organizations
and those with fewer resources (Cyert and March 1963; Rogers 1995; Berry
1994a; Ma 2013). In turn, Walker (1969, 883-884) explicitly draws on these
organizational-level propositions to support the hypothesis that larger, wealth-
ier, and mare economically developed American states are more innovative.

Indeed, we can turn to the literature on organizational innevation for a
framework useful for assessing the variety ol internal determinants likely to
influence the probability that a government will innovate. Lawrence Mohr
(1969, 114) proposes that the probability that an organization will innovate is
inversely related to the strength of obstacles to innovation and directly related
to (1) the motivation to innovate, and (2) the availability of resources for over-
coming obstacles. This proposition suggests a valuable organizational device
because among the hypotheses frequently reflected in internal determinants
maodels are those concerning the motivation to innovate as well as the obstacles
to innovation and the resources available to surmount them.

We review these hypotheses, emphasizing those that seem applicable to a
wide range of policies. However, we recognize thal explaining the adoption of
any specilic policy is likely to require attention to a set of variables that are ad
hoc from the point of view of innovation theory but critical given the character
of the politics surrounding the issue area in question. For example, US states
with strong teacher unions are less likely 1o adopt school choice reforms (Min-
trom [997), and states with large fundamentalist papulations are less likely to
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adopt several policies considered immoral by many fundamentalists: state re-
forms (in the pre-Roe period) making abortions more accessible and state lot-
teries (Berry and Berry 1990; Mooney and Lee 1995 Roh and Berry 2008). A
strong presence of religious fundamentalists in a state does not diminish the
likelihood of adoptions of every policy, just those raising moral issues central to
this group’s religious beliefs,

An explanation of the adoption of any specific policy also is likely to require
independent variables that are relevant not because they are determinants of
the propensity of a government to adopt a new policy but because they influ-
ence the preferences of policymakers concerning the substantive issues raised
by the new policy. For instance, a state legislator's response to a proposal for a
new welfare program should be driven partially by the same factors determin-
ing the legislator’s reaction to a proposal for an incremental change in existing
welfare programs, such as increasing benefit levels, Tn another example, re-
search by Berry and Berry (1992, 1994) on state tax policy finds that the factors
explaining states' adoptions of new tax instruments are virtually identical to
the variables accounting for decisions 1o increase the rates in existing taxes—
despite (he fact that the imposition of a tax new (o a stale can unambiguously
be termed a policy innovation, whereas an increase in the rate for an existing
tax would probably be viewed as an incremental policy choice. The unpopular-
ity of taxes seems to drive the politics of taxation in the American states, and
this unpopularity affects both tax adoptions and tax increases.™

Our review of hypotheses from internal determinants theories of govern-
ment innovation emphasizes variables that seem especially relevant for explain-
ing the adoption of new programs. This means that we do not discuss a wide
range of factors widely believed to influence both innovative and routine poli-
cymaking. For example, citizen and elite ideologies are frequently hypothesized
to influence the adoption of many programs that reflect traditional liberal-
conservative cleavages (e.g.. Mooney and Lee 1995; Berry and Berry 1992; Sa-
pat 2004; Doan and McFarlane 2012). But their influence is not relevant to an
understanding of policy mnovation per se because ideology is widely perceived
to influence routine or incremental policy choices as well (Hill, Leighly, and
Hinton-Andersson 1995; Clingermayer and Wood 1995).%

Factors reflecting the motivation to innovate. Numerous scholars have hy-
pothesized that problem severity is an important determinant of the motiva-
tion to innovate. Problem severity can influence the motivation of government
officials to adopt a policy directly, by clarifying the need for the policy, or in-
directly, by stimulating demand for the policy by societal groups, For instance,
Allard (2004, 529) maintains that poor economic conditions contributed to the
adoption of mothers’ aid programs by increasing “demand and need for assis-
tance.” Similarly, Stream (1999) proposes that the rate of uninsurance among
a state's population influences the likelihood that the state will adopt a set of
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health insurance reforms. Also, Mintrom and Vergari (1998, 135) argue that
the greater the ratio of state education funding to local funding, the more likely
a state legislature will be to consider "systemic reform like school choice.”

Social scientists often assume that the principal goal of elected officials is to
win reelection (e.g., Mayhew 1974; Kiewiet and McCubbins 1985). Although
this assumption suggests that elected officials should be responsive to public
opinion when deciding whether to adopt a new policy, their responses should
vary with their level of electoral security. The more insecure they feel, the more
likely they will be to adopt new policies that are popular with the electorate, and
the less likely they will be to adopt new policies that are widely unpopular, or at
least sufficiently unpopular with some segment of the electorate to be deemed
controversial. Two corollaries of this proposition have frequently been intro-
duced in the literature. One relates to interparty competition. Walker (1969)
argues that politicians anticipating closely contested elections are especially
likely to embrace new programs Lo try to broaden their electoral support. [m-
plicit in this hypothesis is thal the new programs are popular with the public.
In the case of unpopular programs (like the imposition of a new tax), electoral
competition is likely to reduce the probability that politicians will support the
program.

Paliticians’ levels of electoral security also vary with the amount of time
until the next election. Reasoning similar to the ahove suggests that the closer it
is to the next election, the more likely a government is to adopt a new popular
program and the less likely it is to adopt an unpopular or highly controversial
new policy. This proposition has received support in the case of highly popular
state lotteries (Berry and Berry 1990), very unpopular mandatory taxes (Mike-
sell 1978; Berry and Berry 1992), and controversial school choice initiatives
(Mintrom 1997). However, contrary to expectation, Bonshey (2016) finds that
the timing of elections does not influence the probability that a state will adopt
popular “law and order” policies.

Obstacles to innovation and the resources available to overcome them. Thea-
ries of individual and organizational innovation have stressed the importance
of hinancial resources (i.e., wealth and income levels for individuals and slack
resources for organizations) and other characteristics (e.g., a high level of edu-
catlon for an individual and large size for an organization) reflecting the capa-
bility of the potential adopter to innovate. Similar kinds of resources are often
held to be critical for government imnovation.

Some new government programs require major expenditures, and there-
[ore the availability of financial resources is a prerequisite for adoption. Thus,
one can hypothesize that the fiscal health of a government often has a posi-
tive impact on its propensity to adopt a new policy (Allard 2004; Lowry 2005;
Aidt and Jensen 2009),7 Analogous Lo the notion of highly capable individuals
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or organizations is the concept of governments with strong capacity. Walker
(1969), Sigelman and Smith (1980), Andrews (2000), and McLendon, Heller,
and Young (2005) maintain that American states with legislatures that give
their members generous staff support and extensive research facilities should
be more likely to adopt new policies than states with less professionalized leg-
islatures, and Brooks (2005) posits that the level of party fragmentation in a
country is inversely related to the country’s likelthood of innovation.™ Alterna-
tively, it can be argued that the capacity of a jurisdiction’s economy to finance
extensive public services is the ultimate determinant of the jurisdiction’s pro-
pensity to innovate (Daley and Garand 2005), Such capacity is reflected by sev-
eral measures of economic development common in the literature, including
per capita income, gross domestic product, and level of urbanization.

Walker (1969, 884) suggests that jurisdictions with high levels of ecanomic
development have a greater probability of adopting even those policies that do
not require large budgets (e.g,, enabling legislation for zoning in cities or a state
council on the arts), partly because of their greater adaptivity and tolerance for
change. Furthermore, Wagner (1877; see also Mann 1980; Berry and Lowery
1987) hypothesizes that economic development prompts increased demand for
government services. Greater personal income among a jurisdiction's citizens
leads them to demand governmental services that might be considered luxuries
when persenal income is low. Similarly, greater urbanization and industrializa-
tion lead to social problems that often require “collective” governmental solu-
tions (Hofferberl 1966).

Others have argued that, although adequate financial resources are a pre-
requisite for government innovation, individuals who advocate policy ideas and
who are willing to devote their energies to pushing these ideas can be critical to
the adeption of a new policy. Most of the scholarly attention to the importance
of so-called policy entrepreneurs, both inside and outside of government, has
focused on their role in agenda setting (Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and Jones
1993; Schnelder, Teske, and Mintrom 1995). However, Mintrom (1997; see also
Mintrom and Vergari 1996) offers evidence of the importance of policy entre-
preneurs in facilitating the adoption of school choice initiatives in the American
states,” Similarly, Sabatier and Weible (2007) argue that advocacy coalitions—
coordinated groups of government officials, activists, journalists, researchers,
and policy analysts—can be crucial in paving the way for policy adoptions.”™

Indeed. several theorists, recognizing the rarity of government innovation,
have argued that innovation can be expected to occur only in the unusual case
wherein various independent conditions happen to occur simultaneously.
Kingdon (1984, chap. 8) speaks of policy windows—rare periods ol oppor-
tunity for innovation—that are created when a new political executive takes
office, an important congressional commiltee chair changes hands, or some
evenl or crisis generates an unusual level of public attention to some problem.
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He argues that policy entrepreneurs consciously wait tor such windows of ap-
portunity to press their policy demands. In their study of tax adoptions, Berry
and Berry (1992; see also Hansen 1983) argue that taxes tend to be adopted
when several political and fiscal conditions converge to create a rare “political
opportunity”—like a fiscal crisis in government occurring when the next elec-
tion is not near and when one or more neighboring jurisdictions have recently
adopted a new rax.

A UNIFIED MODEL OF GOVERNMENT
INNOVATION REFLECTING BOTH INTERNAL
DETERMINANTS AND DIFFUSION

We propose that models of government innovation should take the following
general form:

ADOPTIt = [(MOTTVATION t, RESOURCES/OBSTACLES#!,
OTHERPOLICIESit, EXTERNALLL). [Equation 3]

The unit of analysis for this equation is the jurisdiction i eligible to adopt a pol-
icy (Le, the jurisdiction that has not yet adopted the policy) in a particular year
1. The dependent variable—ADOPTI.t—is the probability that jurisdiction { will
adopt the policy in year t. EXTERNALLt denotes variables reflecting diffusion
effects on jurisdiction i al time ¢ thus, these variables would measure the be-
havior of ather jurisdictions at time £, or in the recent past.

The remainder of the terms in the function f are internal determinants.
MOTIVATIONIt represents variables indicating the motivation of public offi-
cials in jurisdiction 7 at time { to adapt the policy: these variables would include
the severity of the problem motivating consideration of the policy, the charac-
ter of public opinion and electoral competition in the jurisdiction, and other ad
hoo motivation factors, RESOURCES/OBSTACLESSt denotes variables reflect-
ing obstacles to innovation and the resources available for overcoming them.
For many policies, the government’s level of economic development and the
professionalism of its legislature would be among the variables included. Fac-
tors indicating the presence (and skill) of interested policy entrepreneurs, or
the strength of advocacy coalitions, in a jurisdiction could also be included.™
Finally, OTHERPOLICIESi.tis a set of variables indicating the presence or ab-
sence in jurisdiction i of ather policies that have implications for the likelihood
that the jurisdiction will adopt the new paolicy,

The impacts of previous policy choices on the probability of adopting a new
policy have all but been ignored in the empirical literature on government in-
novation, but we contend that models of policy innovation muslt recognize the



Chapter 7= Inmovation and Diffusion Models in Policy Research 273

effects of one policy choice on another. Mahajan and Peterson (1985, 39-40)
identify four types of “innovation interrelationships”: Innovations may be (1)
independent, (2) complementary, (3) contingent, or (4) substitutes. This typol-
ogy has relevance for explaining policy adoptions.

1T we are seeking to explain the adoption of policy B, and policy A is largely
independent of B (in the sense that a jurisdiction’s probability of adopting B is
unaffected by whether it has already adopted A), obviously we need not con-
cern ourselves at all with policy A. But policies of the other three types are not
s safely ignored, Sometimes two policies are complementary: the adoption of
policy A increases the probability that a government will adopt policy B. For
example, a US state that has previously chosen to license ane type of auxiliary
medical practitioner (e.g,, physician assistants) may have created a precedent
that makes it more likely that advocates of licensing other auxiliary personnel
(e.g., nurse practitioners) will be successtul.

Note that a positive relationship between the probability of adoption of pol-
icy B and the presence of policy A can exist without A and B being comple-
mentary if the relationship is spurious—resulting from both policies’ adoptions
being influenced by a common set of variables. For example. if the probability
that an American state will adopt one type of welfare reform is positively re-
lated to the presence of another similar type of reform, yet that relationship is
exclusively due to the fact that the same kinds of causal forces are at work in
the adoption of both policies, the two welfare reforms should not be viewed as
complementary. Only when the adoption of one policy changes conditions in
a jurisdiction so as to make the jurisdiction more receptive to the other policy
would we term the two policies complementary.

Another possibility is that policy B's adoption is contingent on the previous
adoption of policy A, in which case the probability that a jurisdiction will adopt
B is zero until the jurisdiction adopts A. Brace and Barrilleaux (1995) present a
theory of state policy reform designed to explain changes in existing programs
in a variety of policy areas, The adoption of many of these policy changes is
cantingent on a state’s previous adoption of the program being reformed.

A final alternative is that policy A is a substitute for policy B. When A is
an exact substitute for B A's adoption completely precludes the possibility of
adopting B. However, exact policy substitutes are rare; partial substitutes are
more likely, In the case of partial substitutes, the adoption of A does not pre-
clude the adoption of B; it only reduces its likelihood. For instance, it may be
that different school choice plans considered by US states are partial substitutes.
One possibility is that states create charter schools in an attempt to diminish
the prospects that a more “radical” program—such as school vouchers—will be
adopted. In this case, a state’s previous adoption of a charter school program
would lower the probability that the state would establish a voucher program.*
In all these instances—in which palicy B is complementary to, conlingent on,
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or a substitute for policy A—a variable indicating whether a jurisdiction has ad-
opted policy A should be included in the model explaining jurisdictions’ adop-
tions of policy B.

EARLY APPROACHES TO TESTING INTERNAL
DETERMINANTS AND DIFFUSION MODELS

Prior to 1990, the literatare on government innovation was dominated by
empirical research testing (1) internal determinants explanations that assume
no diffusion occurs, or (2) diffusion models that assume no effects of internal
determinants. Berry (1994b) argues that each of three madels of government
innovation discussed above—internal determinants, national interaction, and
regional diffusion—is associated with a distinct methodology for empirical
testing and explores the ability of these techniques to detect the true innovation
process underlying policy adoptions. She does this by applying the methodolo-
gies to data generated from simulated innovation processes with known char-
acteristics. Berry's results, which we summarize here, paint a very pessimistic
picture of the ability of the fraditional methodologies to help us understand
government innovation.™

Testing Internal Determinants Models

Internal determinants models were traditionally tested with cross-sectional re-
gression (or probit or discriminant) analysis (e.g., Regens 1980; Glick 1981;
Canon and Baum 1981; Filer, Moak, and Uze 1988), The dependent variable
was 4 measure of how early a government adopted one or more policies (or
whether or not some policy had been adopted by a certain date), whereas the
independent variables were political and sociceconomic characteristics of
jurisdictions.

Several problems with this cross-sectional regression strategy are immedi-
ately apparent. The first pertains to the year for observing independent vari-
ables, If one measures the independent variables in a year that is later than some
jurisdictions’ adoptions, one winds up attempting to account for the behaviors
of these jurisdictions with variables measured after the behavior has occurred.
Thus, the only logical alternative is to measure the independent variables in the
year that the first jurisdiction adopts (or some earlier year). But when adoptions
of the policy are spread over many years, this approach requires an implausible
assumption thal late-adopling governments’ behavior can be explained by the
characteristics of those jurisdictions many years prior. Moreover, the cross-
sectional approach 1o testing an internal determinants model does not permit
an assessment of the effects of vartables that change substantially over time;
each jurisdiction is a single case in the analysis, having a fixed value for each
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independent variable. Finally, although the cross-sectional approach is suitable
for testing an internal determinants model in which the propensity to adopt is
defined as the “earliness of adoption,” a cross-sectional model cannot be used
if the dependent variable is conceptualized as the probability of adoption in a
particular year.

In addition to these limitations, Berry finds that the cross-sectional ap-
proach to testing internal determinants models cannot be trusted to discern
whether the adoptions of a policy by governments are actually generated by
internal determinants, She finds, for example, that simulated policy adoptions
generated out of a pure regional diffusion process—with no impact at all by
internal characteristics of a jurisdiction—tend to exhibit evidence of internal
determinants when a traditional cross-sectional model containing independent
variables [requently used in the literature is estimated. The empirical problem is
that jurisdictions near each other tend to have similar values on many political
and socioeconomic characteristics. Thus, policies that diffuse regionally—say,
by being passed to bordering jurisdictions—tend to yield an order of adoption
by jurisdictions that correlates highly with these internal characteristics.

Testing the National Interaction Model

As noted earlier, the national interaction model was traditionally tested using
time-series regression to estimate a model in the form of Equation 2. However,
Berry finds that this regression approach cannot reliably discern whether a pol-
icy's adoptions are the result of national interaction. In particular, when data
for simulated policy adoptions generated either (1) by a pure regional diffusion
process, or (2) solely as a result of internal determinants are used to estimate
Equation 2, the results often support the hypothesis that the policies spread via
a national interaction process.

The empirical problem here is that, for any policy for which a graph of the
cumulative proportion of states having adopted against time approximates an
S shape similar to that shown in Figure 7.2, the regression approach will gen-
erate support for the national interaction model, Unfortunately, this S shape
will result from any process that produces a period of infrequent adoptions
followed by a period of mare frequent adoptions (which is inevitably followed
by a rapering off in the rate of adoptions as the number of remaining potential
adopters declines). Policies that diffuse regionally can produce this adoption
pattern. Even policies that are adopted as independent responses to internal
state conditions can. Consider, for example, a policy that is most likely to be
adopted by states with healthy economies; if a national ecanomic boom cycle
lifts the economies of all states, adoptions by many states may be clumped to-
gether to produce a period of frequent adoptions sandwiched by periods with
less frequent adoptions,
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Testing Regional Diffusion Models

The classic approach to testing regional diffusion models was Walker's (1969;
see also Canon and Baum 1981) factor analytic technique, Walker used factor
analysis to isolate groupings of American states with similar orders of adoption
for eighty-eight policies. He then observed that the groupings coincided with
regional clusters of states, which he interpreted as empirical evidence for re-
gional diffusion.

Berry simulates state adoptions of 144 policies, each diffusing regionally
based on a pure neighbor model, When the data for these 144 policies are fac-
tor analyzed according to Walker's procedure, there is strong support for the
regional diffusion proposition, Thus, Berry finds evidence that Walker's meth-
odology carrectly identifies neighbor-ta-neighbor diffusion when it exists. Our
hunch is that the methodology also successfully shows support for the regional
diffusion hypothesis when employed with policies that diffuse via fixed-region
diffusion. If we are correct, the good news would be that factor analysis reliably
detects diffusion when it exists in either of two prototypic forms: neighbor to
neighbor, or in fixed regions, But the bad news would be that the technique
is not able to distinguish the two similar—but still distinct—types of regional
diffusion. Even more troublingly, Berry finds that Walker's methodology yields
support for the regional diffusion hypothesis when applied to simulated pol-
icies known to diffuse via a pure national interaction model with no regional
element whatsoever, She also finds evidence that policy adoptions generated
purely as a result of internal determinants can indicate the presence of regional
diffusion when an alternative “single-explanation methodology” is used™ (see
also Volden, Ting, and Carpenter 2008).

TESTING THE UNIFIED MODEL OF GOVERNMENT
INNOVATION USING EVENT HISTORY ANALYSIS

As we have seen, Berry's (1994b) simulation results show that the early com-
partmentalized approach to testing the varions explanations of government in-
novation calls into question the empirical evidence for these explanations from
this era. Berry finds no evidence of false negatives, that is, no reason to believe
that the early tests for the presence of regional diffusion, national interaction,
and the impact of internal determinants fail to discern these processes when
they are present. But she does find a disturbing pattern of false positives—a
tendency for the methodologies to find regional diffusion, national interaction,
ar the etfect of internal determinants when oo such influence actually exists.
In 1990, Berry and Berry developed a model of the adoption of lotteries by US
states taking the form of Equation 3, positing that a state's propensity to adopt
a lottery is influenced by forces both internal and external to the state, and they
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tested it using event history analysis (EHA). In the next section, we summarize
their EHA model. Then we examine a variety of important refinements that
other scholars have introduced as the literature has developed. Since 1990—but
especially since the turn of the century—EHA has been employed across a wide
variety of policy arenas to test models of government innovation reflecting
both internal determinants and intergovernmental diffusion,

Berry and Berry's Event History Analysis Model

EHA is an ideal methodology for estimating the coefficients of an innovation
maodel taking the form of Equation 3 (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004). In
EHA, we conceive of a risk set, the jurisdictions that (at any point) are at risk of
adopting the policy in question. In a discrete-time model, the period of analysis
is divided into a set of discrete periods, typically years. The dependent vari-
able—the probability that a jurisdiction in the risk set will adopt during year
t—is not directly observable. However, we can observe for each jurisdiction in
the risk set whether the jurisdiction adepts the policy (typically coded 1) or not
(scored 0). It is assumed that once a jurisdiction adopts a policy, it falls out of
the risk set; thus, for each jurisdiction that adopts during the period of analysis,
the lime-series for the dependent variable is a string of zeros followed by a sin-
gle 1 in the year of adoption. Given data for the jurisdictions in the risk set over
a period of years, the EHA model, having a dichotomous observed variable, can
be estimated using logit or probit maximum likelihood techniques.™

The maximum likelihood estimates of the coefficients for the independent
variables in the EHA model offer information on the predicted impacts of these
variables on the propensity of jurisdictions in the risk set to adopt the policy.
Using procedures common in the analysis of probit and logit results, the coef-
ficient estimates can, in turn, be used to generate predictions of the probability
that a jurisdiction with any specified combination of values on the independent
variables will adopt the policy in a given year. Furthermore, one can estimate
the change in the probability of adoption associated with a specified increase in
the value of any independent variable when the remaining independent vari-
ables are held constant at specified values (Tomz Wittenberg, and King 2003).
Such estimated changes in probability yield easily interpretable estimates of the
magnitude of the effect of the independent variable,

Berry and Berry (1990) employed EHA to test a model of state lottery adop-
tions. Their model includes internal determinants reflecting the motivation of
politicians 1o adop! a lottery (e.g,, the proximity to elections), the obstacles to
innovation (e.g., the presence of a sizable population of religious lundamental-
ists), and the presence of resources for overcoming obstacles (e.g.. whether there
is unified political party control of government), as well as a variable specifying
interstate diffusion—the number of previously adopting neighboring states.
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Recent Refinements to Event History
Modeling of Government Policy Innovation

Berry and Berry’s (1990) initial application of EHA to the study of policy in-
novation assumed that the probability of adoption is constant over time. Yet,
it is unlikely that the true policy process conforms to this assumption. For in-
stance, the pressure to adopt a new policy—hence the probability of adoption—
can increase gradually over time as coalitions designed to promote the policy
are built. Similarly, when intense efforts to secure adoption of a policy fail in
a year, the probability of adoption may be reduced the year following as advo-
cates of the policy tire of the battle and decide to marshal their resources for the
future. More recent studies have allowed the probability of adoption to vary
over time (i.e., have allowed for “duration dependence”) using strategies sug-
gested by Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) and Buckley and Westerland (2004);
these include using dummy variables for time periods or a time counter (or
some transformation of time, such as the natural logarithm or cubic smoothing
splines) among the independent variables.

However, the most important refinements of Berry and Berry’s EHA ap-
proach over the last two decades have been modifications to accommodate a
variety of different forms of diffusion. Recall that, to specify diffusion, Berry
and Berry include among the independent variables in their model the number
of contiguous jurisdictions that have previously adopted. Including the num-
ber (or percentage) of contiguous jurisdictions that have previously adopted
remains the most common specification of diffusion to this day (e.g., Mintrom
1997; Hill 2000; Balla 2001; Allard 2004; Chamberlain and Haider-Markel 2005;
Langer and Brace 2005; Allen 2005). But some EHA studies have introduced
alternative diffusion specifications. Mooney and Lee (1995), Andrews (2000),
and Allen, Pettus, and Haider-Markel (2004) have modeled fixed-region dif-
fusion in the United States by defining regions of the country and including a
measure of the percentage (or number) of states from a state’s region that have
previously adopted. Balla (2001) includes a measure of whether a state’s insur-
ance commissioner sat on a committee with jurisdiction over the regulation of
HMOs in a model predicting the adoption of model legislation proposed by the
committee. Allen, Pettus, and Haider-Markel’s (2004) study of the adoption of
truth-in-sentencing laws in the United States specifies vertical influence, with a
variable indicating whether the national government had passed legislation in
1994 creating financial incentives for states to adopt.

Indeed, EHA is flexible enough to model other forms of policy diffusion as
well. Our earlier suggestion to assume that a jurisdiction i is influenced most
by its neighbors yet is subject to some influence by more distant jurisdictions
(an effect that diminishes with the distance from i) can be operationalized by
constructing a dummy variable for each jurisdiction (1 if a jurisdiction has
adopted the policy, 0 if not) and taking a weighted average of these dummies
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across jurisdictions, where the weights are proportional to the distance from
jurisdiction i. Leader-laggard diffusion can be modeled with a dummy vari-
able indicating whether jurisdiction ’s presumed “leader” has already adopted
the policy. Even the thorough mixing of US states assumed by the national in-
teraction model can be specified in an EHA model; the independent variables
would include the percentage of the fifty states that have previously adopted the
policy. However, we do not recommend this approach, preferring that scholars
develop more realistic formulations of national interaction.

The “unified” model of government innovation—Equation 3—includes a set
of variables (OTHERPOLICIESi,t) indicating the presence or absence of other
policies that influence the likelihood that a government will adopt a new policy.
The earliest applications of EHA did not incorporate this aspect of Equation 3.
However, some more recent studies have tested models incorporating the im-
pacts of other policies. Baturo and Gray (2009) test whether the probability that
a country will adopt a flat tax is influenced by whether the country has previ-
ously adopted other economic reforms. Similarly, Balla’s (2001) analysis of the
adoption of the HMO Model Act by US states includes a variable indicating
whether a state had previously adopted another model act assumed comple-
mentary to the HMO legislation.

Berry and Berry (1990) introduce a regional diffusion hypothesis predicting
that the probability that an American state without a lottery will adopt one is
positively related to the number of contiguous states that have already adopted.
They defend this expectation by arguing both that lotteries in nearby states pro-
vide information about the consequences of adopting a lottery and that when
the residents of a state without a lottery can easily cross the border and play
other states’ lotteries the state fears losing revenue to these other states. As
such, Berry and Berry justify their regional diffusion hypothesis by arguing that
states learn from one another and that they engage in location-choice competi-
tion for lottery sales to individuals living near a common border. Although this
indicates the authors’ recognition that policies can diffuse via multiple mech-
anisms, their empirical analysis was designed to answer the question “Does a
policy diffuse?” but not the question “By what mechanism does the policy dif-
fuse?” This inattention to isolating the mechanism underlying a policy’s dif-
fusion also characterizes the many other empirical studies of policy diffusion
relying on EHA in the quarter century following the publication of Berry and
Berry’s 1990 paper.

We believe that the most important development in the study of policy in-
novation in the last decade is the shift in focus to the mechanism for diffusion
and the corresponding development of theories about alternative mechanisms.
The question “By what mechanism does a policy diffuse?” is much more in-
teresting to those seeking to understand the policymaking process than is the
question “Does a policy diffuse?” Accordingly, we applaud the shift in research
focus to identifying the mechanism for diffusion and believe that developing
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methods for detecting the presence of specific mechanisms—thereby allow-
ing our tools for empirical analysis 1o catch up with advances in theory—is
the most impaortant task on the agenda of scholars of policy innovation and
diffusion.

Assume that an analyst has competing plausible theories about the mech-
anism by which a policy diffuses—for example, it diffuses via learning or via
competition. She should evaluate each theory with as strong a fest as possible
by deriving [rom each as many observable implications as possible, then con-
ducting empirical analysis to determine whether each predicted implication
holds. Most importantly, some of the identified observable implications should
allow for a critical test of the competing theories: if the policy diffuses via learn-
ing, implication A will occur and B will not, but if the policy diffuses via compe-
tition, B will occur and A will not.

Berry and Baybeck (2005) try to determine whether the diffusion of the
lottery across American states detected by Berry and Berry (1990) was due
to learning or location-choice competition. Berry and Baybeck argue that if
the lottery diffuses because of competition—that is, a state adopts a lottery to
prevent a loss of revenues when its residents cross state borders to play other
states' lotteries—a state's response to neighboring states’ adoptions would vary
depending on the distance of its residents from other states with lotteries (and,
thus, the ease with which residents can travel 1o the other states). By contrast,
if the lottery diffuses because of learning from neighboring states, a state's re-
sponse to contiguous states’ adoptions would be the same regardless of the dis-
tance of its residents to other states with lotteries.

Berry and Baybeck use geographic information systems (GIS) software to
calculate for each state s in each year 1 the population in state s living near an-
other state with a lottery relative to the total population of state s—a quantity
that measures s's concern that residents will play other states’ lotteries,” They
contend that if the lottery diffuses owing to location-choice competition among
states, for any state s without a lottery, s's concern that residents will play other
states’ lotteries should have a positive effect on s's probability of adopting a
lottery; but if the lottery diffuses owing to learning, there should be no rela-
tionship berween s's fear that residents will play other states’ lotteries and 5%
probability of adopting, The authors further maintain that if the lottery diffuses
as a result of learning from neighboring states, the number of states bordering s
that have previously adopted a lottery should have a positive effect on the prob-
ability that s will adopt a lottery; if the lottery diffuses as a result of competition,
however, there should be no relationship between number of previously adopt-
ing neighboring states and a state’s probability of adopting (alter statistically
controlling for a state’s fear that residents will play other states’ lotteries).

Berry and Baybeck estimate an EHA model that includes as independent
variables both the number of previously adopting neighboring states and a
measure of a state’s degree of concern that its residents will play other states’
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lotteries. Their results indicate that concern that residents will play other states’
lotteries has a positive effect on the probability of a lottery adoption, whereas
the number of previously adopting neighbors has little impact on the proba-
bility of adoption. This leads Berry and Baybeck (2005, 515) to conclude that
“there is compelling evidence that the interstate influence leading to the dif-
fusion of the lottery results from competition—fear by state officials of losing
reventes to neighboring states—rather than policy learning.”

Readers can judge for themselves whether Berry and Baybeck's empirical
analysis constitutes a strong critical test of their competing competition and
learning hypotheses. Two paints, however, seem clear. First, the variable Berry
and Baybeck construct to tap location-choice competition (based on counting
population living near a state's border and, therefore, having easy access to an-
other state’s lottery) is more directly tied to the mechanism being operational-
ized than is the variable they use to tap learning from neighboring states: the
number of previously adopting neighboring states. The number of &'s neighbors
that have previously adopted a lotlery does measure s's opportunily to learn
from its neighbors' experiences with a lottery, which makes the variable a plau-
sible proxy for tapping learning from neighbors. Butl constructing a variable
taking into account the consequences of a lottery adoption in previously adopt-
ing neighboring states would constitute a more direct, and more valid, way to
tap learning from neighbors,” Second, it is clear that Berry and Baybeck's lack
of empirical evidence of learning from neighbaring states is insufficient to rule
oul the presence of either other forms of learning in which states obtain infor-
mation about the consequences of adopting a lottery from states that are not
contiguous or some mechanism nol involving learning—such as imitation. ™
Additional empirical analysis would be needed to eliminate the possibility that
these other mechanisms are at work.

Probably the most systematic effort to test for the presence of competing
mechanisms for diffusion is Shipan and Volden's (2008) study of US local gov-
ernments’ adoptions of antismoking policies. The authors rely on EHA and in-
clude independent variables chosen to identify: (1) whether a local government
learns from other cities in a state (the proportion of one state’s population that
lives in a city that has previously adopted smoking restrictions); (2) whether a
city competes on the basis of a fear that its smoking residents will abandon local
businesses and patronize businesses in nearby cities without smoking restric-
tions (the total population in nearby cities that do not have restrictions relative
to a city'’s own population); (3) whether a city imitates larger cities (a dummy
variable measuring whether the nearest larger city has adopted); (4) whether a
city is coerced by its state to adopt (dummy variables measuring whether one's
state has adopted a smoking restriction, reducing the city's incentive to act);
and (5) whether a city is explicitly prohibited by its state from adopting.

There is insufficient space for us lo provide lengthy descriptions of the
large number of studies of policy diffusion over the last decade that have
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sought to develop tests of competing theories about the mechanisms under-
lying diffusion. Bochmke and Witmer's (2004) study of Indian gaming policy
and Baybeck, Berry, and Siegel's (2011) analysis of lottery adoptions include
some research on interstate diffusion in the United States. But there has been
even more cross-national research in this vein, including Henisz, Zelner, and
Guillén's (2005) study of market-oriented reforms; Elkins, Guzman, and Sim-
mons's (2006) study of bilateral investment treaties: Cao’s (2010) and Jensen
and Lindstidt's (2102) analyses of corporate tax rates; Sugiyama's (2012) study
of conditional cash transfer programs; and Lee, Chang, and Berry's (2011)
research on e-government and e-democracy, A key challenge for researchers
in the decade ahead is to continue to conduct empirical research seeking to
identify the mechanism(s) underlying policy diffusion but to focus attention
on developing better empitical indicators for the presence of specific mecha-
nisms. For each difusion mechanism—learning, imilation, competition, coer-
cion, and normative pressure—the goal should be to construct indicators for
the presence of the mechanism that can not only successfully detect this mech-
anism when it is present (avoiding false negatives) but also fail to detect the
mechanism when it is not present (avelding false positives).

RESEARCH BEYOND THE BOUNDS
OF THE “UNIFIED"” MODEL

Although the “unified” model (Equation 3) is sufficiently flexible to serve as
a framework for studies of numerous aspects of policy diffusion, some inter-
esting and important avenues for research require modifying, or even aban-
doning, the unified model. The unit of analysis for the unified model is a
jurisdiction that has not yet adopted some policy, the conceptual dependent
variable is the probability that the jurisdiction will adopt the policy in a year,
and the observed dependent variable is whether the jurisdiction adopts in the
year, However, sometimes a policy adoption is a repeatable event so that a ju-
risdiction stays at risk of adopting a pelicy even in a year after it has previously
adopted. Berry and Berry (1992) offer an example of this situation in their
study of tax innovation by American states, in which the dependent variable
is the prabability that a state will adopt any new tax in a vear, making it so that
cach state is eligible to adopt in each year regardless of how many taxes it has
previously adopted.™

In other situations, it is useful to abandon the unified model's binary ob-
served dependent variable—adopt or not in a year—in favor of an alternative
dependent variable. Often, policies can be conceived as having multiple com-
ponents, and a jurisdiction can choose ta adopt none, one, or multiple com-
ponents; moreover, the jurisdiction may adopt all the components it desires in
a single year or stretch adoptions over a longer period. For example, in study-
ing the diffusion of antismaking policies across US cities, Shipan and Valden
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(2006) identify three distinel components of such policies: limitations on
(1) smoking in government buildings, (2) smoking in restaurants, and (3) out-
of-package sales. Boehmke (2009a) reviews a variety of options for studying
innovation and diffusion of policies with multiple components, discussing the
strengths and weaknesses of each. Some of these approaches—for example, a
separate analysis of each component or pooled analysis of all components—are
compatible with EHA. But it is also possible to treat the number of components
a jurisdiction adopts as the dependent variable of interest and to use an event
count model for estimation.

Sometimes it might be best to conceive of a government's policy choice not
as involving a binary choice (adopt or not)—or a set of binary choices regard-
ing multiple components of a policy—but instead to view the choice as among
three or more distinct alternatives, For example, Berry and Berry (1992) stud-
ied the adoption of sales and income taxes separately, assuming for each that
states without the tax might choose to adopt or not in any year. But it may
mare accurately reflect the process of decision making to conceptualize states
that have neither tax in any year as having four choices: adop! a sales 1ax, adopt
an income tax, adopt neither, or adopt both.*

Another limitation of the unified model’s conception of the palicy choice
confronting a government as binary is that the model ignores polential varia-
tion among adopters in the “depth” or “extent” of innovation. Glick and Hays
(1991, 836; see also Downs and Mohr 1976) distinguish between "superficial”
and "deep” adoption. For example, two governments might adopt an antidis-
crimination program (in housing or the workplace), yet one adoption may be
largely symbolic, whereas the other may involve an extensive commitment of
resources through investigatory and enforcement actions. Calling them both
antidiscrimination programs and treating them as functionally equivalent may
mask variation essential to understanding the innovation process at work.
Boehimke and Witmer (2004) specify an innovation model in which multiple
events—a state signing an Indian gaming compact—may occur in the same
year and the number of adoptions by a state in a year yields information about
the depth of innovation, Boehmke and Witmer estimate their model with gen-
eralized event count regression.

Some of the variation in the depth of a policy adoption may be the result of
what Glick and Hays (19915 see also Clark 1985) call policy reinvention or what
Karch and Cravens (2014) call policy modification.” Implicit in the notion of
reinvention is an assumption that learning is the mechanism for diffusion, This
learning model assumes that governments use information about the impacts
of a policy in other jurisdictions not only to assist them in deciding whether to
adopt the palicy but also to help them refine the policy in light of the other gov-
ernments’ experiences. In turn, early adopters can reform their policies to take
advantage of the experiences of late adopters who passed a modified version of

the initial policy,
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Tt can also be useful to move away from the unified model’s focus on the
adoption stage of the policymaking process and to turn attention to explaining
how new policies make their way onto a government’s agenda for consider-
ation.” Specifically, researchers can develop innovation-diffusion models that
explain whether a policy is on the legislative agenda in a jurisdiction (i.e., given
serious consideration by its legislature) in a year, The most obvious empir-
ical indicator of whether a policy is on the legislative agenda is whether it is
introduced as legislation. However, “introduction” is not a perfect indicator
of “serious consideration” because some bill introductions in a legislature are
symbolic acts, with a given bill's spansors having no expectation that the legis-
lation will pass or even be assigned to committee for consideration. Mintrom
(1997) illustrates the polential value of a focus on agenda setting in his study
of education reform by American states, He conducts EHA with a model pre-
dicting the probability that a state’s legislature will consider a school choice
proposal in a year (see also Karch 2012; Karch, Nicholson-Crotty, and Woods
2016).%*

Onpe fnal important avenue for research lncompatible with the unified
model is shifting the unit of analysis from a government jurisdiction—as in the
unified model—to a pair of jurisdictions. Volden (2006; see also Gilardi 2010;
Fiiglister 2012; Hinkle 2015; Nicholson-Crotty and Carley 2016; Volden 2016)
recently introduced directed-dyad event history analysis into the study of gov-
ernment policy innovation. In traditional EHA, the unit of analysis is the juris-
diction-year, and each jurisdiction is included in the dataset during each year it
is al risk of adopting the policy. With directed-dyad EHA, the unit of analysis is
the dyad-year—where dyad refers to a pair of jurisdictions—and the dependent
variable measures whether one jurisdiction in the pair emulates the policy of
the other. Gilardi and Figlister (2008) and Boehmke (2009b) help refine Vold-
en's dyadic approach by investigating a variety of modeling issues one faces
when conducting dyadic analysis. At this point, there is insufficient research
relying on directed-dyad EHA to fairly evaluate the technique's contribution to
research on policy innovation, However, the potential for directed-dyad EHA
is great because the technique would seem to be enormously valuable in tracing
the way a palicy diffuses from one jurisdiction to another. For example, Vold-
en's (2006) research finds that a state having a successful policy has a higher
probubility of being emulated than a state with a failing policy.

NOTES

1. Fora review of the literature on incremental decision making, see Berry (1990).

2, Note that much of the text of this chapter is drawn from our chapter it the third
edition (2014) of this volume.

3. Rogers (1995, chap. 2) discusses numerous examples of research on innovation at
the individual level,
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4. Graham, Shipan, and Volden (2013) note that research on palicy diffusion is done
within each major subfield of political science—American politics, comparative polites,
and international relations—and persuasively argue that scholarship on diffusion would
benefit from researchers in each subfield paying more attention to diffusion research
done i other subbelds.

5. Walker calls whal we term his “internal determinants” explanation an analysis of
the “correlates of Innovation.”

6. As Figure 7.1 chows, there was a sudden and dramatic inerease in the frequency of
published research in the mid- 19905 —as evidenced by the abrupt change at this time in
the slupe of the top curve for the number of published studies of policy innovatton in &
year. This change occurred just a few years alter EHA's introduction in 1990 and about
the same time as a substantial increase in the frequency of research relying on EI1A (see
the battom fitted curve).

7. For other lists of alternative mechanisms of diffusion, see DiMaggio and Pow-
ell (1983), Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett (2006), Karch (2007), Shipan and Vaolden
(2008), Meseguer and Gilardi (2009), and Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry (2011).

8. Pacheco (2012) posits a "social contagion madel” in which the public in one state
A learns about a policy when 11 is adopted by a nelghboring state B, and then the public
in A presses Its own officials to adapt the policy.

9. Alternatively, one might conceive of imitation not as a mechanism distinet from
learning but as a form of bownded learning in which policymakers lacking compre-
hensive Information about the effectiveness af a palicy rationally choose to emulate its
adoption by a jurisdiction regarded as worthy of emulation based on a track record of
effectiveness,

10. Since AN, denates the proportion of new adopters during time pertod ( and
L~ N,_;is the proportion of potential adopters who have not adopted by the beginning
of time period 1, bN;_; musi represent the proportion of remaining potential adopters
that actually adopl in time period ¢ Alternatively, bN,_; can be viewed as the probabil-
ity that an individual who has not yet adapted prios 1o tme period ¢ will do so during
t. Thase familiar with calculus should note that Equation | can be cast in continuous
terms by defining N(1) as the cumulative number of adopters at time ¢, defining 1 as the
total number of potential adopters, and specifying (see Mahajan and Peterson 1985)
that NC) / dt=BN(t - 1) [L- Nt

I'l. Because there is no constant term in Equation 2, the model predicts that the re-
gression intercept is zero,

12, Gray (1973b) recognizes that the national interaction model's assumption of 4
thoraugh mixing of states is unrealistic. but she adopts 4 position of methodological
nominallsm (Friedman 1953), arguing that the essential issue is not whether the as-
sumption is realistic but whether It sufficiently approximates reality 1o be useful for
explanation.

13. Regional diffusion may also be due to spillover-induced competition—when the
externalities ol a policy acerue primarily to nearby jurisdictions—or te governments
coercing geographically proximate jurisdictions to adopt.
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14 This “inequality of esteem” across states was observed by Grupp and Richuards
(1975) in their survey of upper-level administrators in US states, The leader-laggard
model is certainly also compatible with a normative pressure mechanism in that lag-
gards may be states that delay adopling a policy until it has been widely adopted by
other govermments.

15, Similarly, Clark (2013) hypothesizes that developed countries tended to pass leg-
islation responding to the HIV/AIDS epidemic earlier than developing nations, Hierar-
chical models—based on population rather than economic development—originated in
geographers’ theories of the diffusion of product and cultural innovations among indi-
viduals, The models predicted thay such inmovations tend to flow from more populuted
cities to less populated rural areas (Hagerstrand 1967: Blaikie 1978).

16. Rogers (1995, 162) views knowledge as the first stage in the “innovation
decision-process,”

17. Using the traditional terminology of EHA, the unit of analysis is the jurisdiction
at risk of adopting.

18. This is also true of diffusion models, which by their very nature focus on the
spread of asingle policy.

19. For a review of the research on the determinants of individual innovativeness, see
Rogers (1995, chap, 7)

20. Taxation may be unique In this regard. Adopting a new tax instrument may be
closer to routine policymaking than adopting most ather major new policies because
most propasals for new policles face the difficult task of finding a spot on a crowded
governmental agenda; governments' need for revenue gives the issue of tax policy a
permanent place on the agenda

21. Moreover, the eflect of ideology on innovation varies across policies. For exam-
ple, a high level of liberalism should promate the adoption of new social welfare initia-
tives but Impede the adoption ol conservative criminal justice programs inconsistent
with liberal ideology.

22, Brooks {2005) advances a similar proposilion in a cross-national study of pension
privatization. Yet, for some policies, it is actually poor liscal health thal contributes to
an Increase in the likelihood of adoption. Such situations have occurred with state taxes
(Berry and Berry 1992) and industrial policies designed to attract new business to a state
(Gray and Lowery 1990). For conceptual and operational definitions of “fiscal health,”
see Reeves (1986), Ladd and Yinger (1989), and Berry and Berry (1990),

23, Similarly, Sapat (2004) hypothesizes that a state agency's level of administra-
tive professionalism influences its probability of adopting environmental policy inno-
vations, and Kim and Gerber (2005) propose that the capacity of a state public utility
commission—as reflected by the amount of discretion granted Lo the commission—
influences its probability of adopting regulatory refarms,

24. Note also Soule and Earl’s (2001) research on the impact of the presence of the
Anti-Defamation League in a US state on the prospecis for adoption of hate crime leg-
islation, Allard’s (2004) analysis of the impacl ol women's group activities on the adop-
tion of state mothers” aid programs i the United States in the early 1900s, Toshkov's



Chapter 7 Innovation and Diffusion Madels in Policy Research 287

(2013) study of the impact of the tobacco industry on adoption of smoking bans in Eu-
rope, and Daldak’s (2013) study of the rale of domestic nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) on countries” adoption of the Kyoto Protocol.

25, In the United States, the character and activities of advocacy coalitions—which
are presumed to consist of numerous individuals across the American states—nyight
be conceived as factors influencing state government Innovation that ure neither purely
“intermal” nor “external” to states,

26, Some might argue that it is not feasible to accurately measure the presence or
strength of entrepreneurs and advocacy coalitions when doing a fifty-state analysis. But
Mintrom (1997) develops such measures for school choice entrepreneurs in the Amer-
lcan states,

27. An alternative proposition is that a charter school program and a school voucher
policy are complementary: when i state adopts one type of school choice reform, the polit-
ical environment is changed, and the state becomes more amenable to other school cholce
inlttatives, Presumably, empirical analysis could resolve these competing hypotheses,

28, The rest of this section dmws extensively from Berry's {1994b) results.

29. The method is an EHA model (like those described in the next section of this
chapter) with a single Independent variable: the number of bordering states that have
previously adopled.

30, For a more detalled discussion of EHA, see Box-Steffensmeter and Jones (2004),
Allison (1984), or Buckley and Westerland (2004).

3L This description overstmplifies Berry and Baybeck's measure; the actual measure
welghts individuals by their distance from s state that has a lottery.

32. One other weakness of using the number of previously adopting states to tap the
opportunity (o learn from other states is that this variable could also plausibly be con-
ceived as reflecting the opportunity of a state 1o fmitate other states, the potential for a
state W experience normative pressure to adopt, or the incentive of a siate 1o compete
with other states,

33. Indeed, Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Peterson (2004) contend that the loi-
lery diffuses via a mechanism in which states learn from ideologically similar states,
which may or may not be contiguous. Moreaver, it seems plausible that a state may
imitate lottery adoptions by other states because its officials perceive those other states
as rellable role models independent of any information about the consequences of these
states adoptions.

34, EHA can be modified to allow for the analysis of a repestable event (Jones and
Brantan 2005; Box-Steflensmeler, De Boef, and loyce 2007)

35, Innovation processes that allow for a choice among three or more policies cin be
specified using a multinomial logit model (Greene 1993) or a vartant of 4 Cox duration
madel (Jones and Branton 2005),

36. Volden (2016) studies the diffusion of the most extreme form of policy modifica-
tiom: the abandonment ol a failing policy.

37. Gilardi (2016) argoes that diffusion research should be extended 1o an analysis of
the implementation or enforcement of policies,
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38. Mintrom's model includes a second equation predicting the probabillty that a
state cansidering the proposal will actually adopt it. 1n essence, Mintrom assumes that
policy adoption is contingent on preliminary policy consideration.
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Comparison of Theories
of the Policy Process

TANYA HEIKKILA AND PAUL CAIRNEY

Scholars compare theories, frameworks, and models (or generally “theoretical
approaches”) to consider how to combine their insights or accept some and
reject others (Sabatier 2007a, 330). They often do this implicitly or in an ad hoc
way, Our aim is to add some rigor to this process by examining three of the cri-
terls used by Welble (2017, see Introduction in this volume):

L. To what extent does the approach cover the basic elements of a theo-

retical approach, such as a shared vocabulary and defined concepis?

Are the scholars who are applying the theoretical approach develop-

ing an active research program?

3. Daes the theoretical approach explain a large part of the policy
process?

s

Using these criteria, our aim is to make the theoretical approaches presented
in this valume comparable by identifying their key concepts, their strengths
and weaknesses for understanding the policy process and advancing knowl-
edge, and the similarities and differences in what these theories explain and
what shared knowledge can be gleaned across them.!

This takes place in the context of a policy theory field that is not conducive
to systematic comparison. The literature contains a complicated mix of frame-
works, theories. and models (Schlager 1999, 2007). The major theories and
frameworks have generally been produced independently of each other and were
not designed with these comparisons in mind. They contain different frames
of reference, foci, and concepts. Some are used to produce a parsimonious
understanding of a large number of cases; others tend 1o emphasize in-depth

3
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understanding of single cases. Their assumptions and findings may complement
or contradict each other. They may attach different meanings to the same con-
cepts (Cairney 2013a, 7). They may require extensive training to understand
fully. So, a systematic comparison is an important aim in itself—to foster broad
agreement on how we, as a group of scholars, can understand and judge differ-
ent approaches. This is as much a practical requirement as a scientific statement:
we need to know what information to pay attention to and what to ignore and
to ensure that the information we receive can be meaningfully compared with
our own. Although we recognize that some of the approaches identified in this
book may operate more at the level of broader frameworks, or more narrowly as
models (see Schlager 1999, 2007 for further discussion), for the remainder of this
chapter we use the term theory in a generic sense for ease of description.

HOW SHOULD WE COMPARE THEORETICAL
APPROACHES? THREE CRITERIA

The first criterion is the extent to which the basic elements of a theory are cov-
ered. Following Weible (2017, see Introduction, this volume), we consider the
extent to which each has (1) a defined scope and levels of analysis, (2) a shared
vocabulary and defined concepts, (3) explicit assumptions, (4) identified rela-
tionships among key concepts or variables, and (5) a model of the individual
grounding the theory. People making choices are at the heart of policy studies,
but not all theories conceptualize this process extensively.

The second criterion is the development of an active research program. We
consider four indicators of this criterion: (1) the degree to which the approach
has been employed actively by researchers and published as journal articles
and books; (2) whether it has been tested in multiple contexts, inclusive of di-
verse policy issues and different political systems, and with multiple methods;
(3) whether scholars involved in employing the theory have made an attempt
to actively develop shared research protocols, methods, or approaches; and
(4) how the theory has been adapted or modified over time.

Developing indicators of the third criterion—whether the theory explains
a large part of the policy process—is the most challenging because we know
that the policy process is complex and there is no “general theory” (Smith and
Larimer 2009, 15-19). This prompts us to consider a fundamental question:
Given that we must simplify a complex world to understand it, which elements
do policy scholars treat as crucial to explanation? These crucial elements are
identified in similar ways (see, e.g., Weible 2014; John 2003; Cairney 2012b;
Schlager 2007).

We are interested in how each theory describes the following elements and
explains the interactions between them to provide an overall explanation of
policymaking systems:
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L. Actors making choices: The policymaking world may include thou-
sands of people. To simplify, policy theories often categorize and
describe key actors. Actors can be individuals or collectives, and col-
lectives can range from private companies to interest groups to gov-
ernments bodies (Weible 2017, see Introduction, this volume).

2. Institutions: These are the rules, norms, practices, and relationships
that influence individual and collective behavior. The choices of ac-
tors are explained partly by their understanding of and adherence
to rules. Rules can be formal and widely understood, such as when
enshrined in law or a constitution, or informal and only understood
in particular organizations. Institutions at one level (e.g., constitu-
tional) can also shape activity at another (e.g., legislative or regula-
tory), establish the types of venues where policy decisions are made,
and make the rules that allow particular types of actors or ideas to
enter the policy process.

3. Networks or subsystems: These are the relationships between actors
responsible for policy decisions and the “pressure participants”
(Jordan, Halpin, and Maloney 2004), such as interest groups with
which they consult and negotiate. Senior policymakers delegate re-
sponsibility for policymaking to bureaucrats, who seek information
and advice from groups. Groups exchange information for access to
and potential influence within government. Bureaucracies and other
public bodies (or forums for collective choice) may have operating
procedures that favor particular sources of evidence and some par-
ticipants over others.

4. Ideas or beliefs: This broad category captures how theories deal with
ways of thinking or the knowledge that plays a role in the policy pro-
cess. This category may include beliefs, knowledge, worldviews, and
shared definitions of policy problems, images, and solutions within
groups, organizations, networks, and political systems. Some ideas or
beliefs may be taken for granted or rarely questioned—such as core
beliefs, values, or paradigms. Others may be more malleable, such as
proposed solutions to policy problems.

5. Policy context: This category describes the wide array of features of
the policymaking environment that can influence policy decisions. It
can refer to the often-changing policy conditions that policymakers
take into account when identifying problems and deciding how
to address them, such as a political system’s geography, biophysi-
cal and demographic profile, economy, and mass attitudes and be-
havior (Hofferbert 1974). It can also refer to a sense of policymaker
“inheritance”—of laws, rules, institutions, and programs—on entry
into office (Rose 1990).



304 Heikkila and Cairney

6. Events: Events can be routine and anticipated, such as elections that
produce limited change or introduce new actors with different ideas.
Or they can be unanticipated incidents, including social or natural
crises or major scientific breakthroughs and technological changes
(Weible 2017, see Introduction, this volume). Their unpredictabil-
ity makes them difficult to theorize, and they can often be treated as
“errors” or external factors providing an additional source of expla-
nation. Or they can be incorporated within theories that focus on
how actors interpret and respond to events.

The main complication is that policy theories do not treat these concepts in
the same way. First, these terms are ambiguous, producing debate about their
meaning and most useful applications. For example, there are at least five major
approaches to studies of institutionalism (rational choice, historical, sociological,
constructivist, and feminist), and it is still difficult to place many texts within
those categories (Lowndes 2010, 65; Hall and Taylor 1996, 939-940; Peters 2005,
108; Cairney 2012b, 77). These problems are compounded when we try to con-
nect terms and use a range of other ambiguous concepts—such as power, evolu-
tion, punctuated equilibrium, and policy entrepreneurs—to provide a complete
explanation (Cairney 2012b, 271-273). Additionally, each of the elements we
identified above includes multiple subelements, and scholars may debate whether
the subelements can be combined or form part of the same overarching concept.

Second, the boundaries between terms are fluid. As one example, institu-
tions are defined primarily as rules and norms, which make them difficult to
disentangle from ideas or networks. In particular, “constructivist institutional-
ism” challenges the suggestion that institutions represent fixed structures (Hay
2006, 65; Béland and Cox 2010, 4; Cairney 2012b, 83-84). Other studies iden-
tify shared rules and norms as the main explanation for network or subsystem
stability (Jordan and Maloney 1997). Similarly, one person’s event or context is
another person’s idea, particularly if events only become important when im-
portant people pay attention to them.

Third, theories explore these processes at the level of the individual, net-
work, or system. The metaphor of the telescope is useful: (1) zooming in to
see individuals, then zooming out to see groups and organizations, networks,
and political systems (Cairney 2012b, 346); and (2) shifting one’s focus from
the “top” to the “bottom” or from one organization to another. Further, not all
theories focus on all aspects of the policy process. Some focus on a small num-
ber of these terms—partly because trade-offs exist between explaining either
one element in depth or the whole process. So, we should not assume that each
theory refers to each term in the same way or shares the same focus. Rather,
we consider how each theory uses these elements of the policy process and de-
scribes their interaction to produce an explanation of a significant part of the
policy process.
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COMPARATIVE CRITERION 1: ELEMENTS OF A THEORY

To help organize our comparison, Table 8.1 presents a briel summary of the
indicators we use to explore our first criterion; key elements of a theory. These
indicators include: (1) a defined scope and levels of analysis; (2) shared vocab-
ulary and defined concepts; (3) defined assumptions; (4) the model of the indi-
vidual; and (5) identified relationships among key concepts,

Scape and levels of analysis. Each of the approaches in this volume has a rel-
atively well-defined scope and provides a different lens on the policy process.
They all, to some degree, address questions related to policy formulation and
change within their scope; The Multiple Streams Framework (MSF), Punctu-
ated Equilibrium Theory (PET), and innovation and diffusion models (IDM)
tend to emphasize particular stages of the policy process more than the other
thearies, although each poses distinct questions. MSF explores how agenda set-
ting and palicymaking occur under conditions of ambiguity (see Chapter 1).
PET explains why and how paolitical systems, generally characterized by stabil-
ity and incrementalism, occasionally produce large-scale departures from the
past (see Chapter 2), The IDM consider what explains the adoption of new pol-
icies and how they diffuse across states and other jurisdictions (see Chapter 7).
The Narrative Policy Framework (NPF) and Advocacy Coalition Framework
(ACF) place a premium on studying questions related to policy formulation
and change but also the importance of the cognitive biases that make story-
telling and coalition formation so important. The ACF digs into questions
around coalition formation and policy learning, for example (see Chapter 4).
The NPF looks at how narratives influence public opinion, how these narratives
are structured, and how they reflect policy beliefs (see Chapter 5). Although
Policy Feedback Theory (PFT: see Chapter 3) addresses policy formulation and
change, it focuses more on questions of policy design and dynamics, such as the
feedback of policies into society. The Institutional Analysis and Development
(IAD) framework and its related Social-Ecological Systems (SES) framework
differ from the other theories in that they are explicitly more generic frame-
works. The TAD framework is aimed at guiding inquiry of how institutions,
which include public policies, shape human interactions as well as how they are
designed and perform. As noted by Schlager and Cox (2017, see Chapter 6 in
this volume), the starting point for the IAD framework is typically a collective
action problem, and scholars have applied a diverse set of theories and models
in studying different collective action problems.

For many of the approaches covered in this volume, the level of analysis,
or where conclusions from the research are drawn or inferred, is a policy sys-
tem or subsystem. However. it is important to differentiate between the level
of analysis and the unit of observation. Often researchers applying the theories
rely on units of observation that differ from the primary level of analysis. For
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example, ACF studies typically use individuals or organizations as the unit of
observation to draw conclusions about coalitions or subsystems, whereas PET
is explicitly a system-level analysis.

Some theories are more explicit than others about what levels of analysis
are of interest. The NPF directs researchers to three possible levels of analysis
(macro/societal, meso/subsystem, micro/individual), whereas the ACF identi-
fies and defines two levels of analysis (policy subsystems and coalitions), PET
discusses the nature of decision making in policy systems but does not define
policy systems as directly as the ACF. The MSF and PFT also explore questions
related to policy systems but do not pay close attention to the boundaries of
those systems. IDM studies look at policymaking venues or governments for the
level of analysis, Still, the TIDM draw inferences about how policies diffuse across
a system or collection of states (i.e., a political system made up of states, such as
the United States or European Union). The primary level of analysis in the TAD
framework also diverges from the others in that it looks at action situations.
However, the breadth of the concept of the action situation means that it could
be viewed as a coalition, network, or other type of collective action venue, de-
pending on the research question addressed. Decision making within the action
situation can also operate at constitutional, collective, and operational levels.

Shared vocabulary and defined concepts. All of the theories or frameworks
presented have developed shared vocabulary and a set of concepts that inform
the research scope. Most are explicit about their definitions and have incorpo-
rated the primary key concepts into principal diagrams and figures that repre-
sent the scope of the theory. The IAD and the SES frameworks may have the
most extensive set of shared vocabulary, likely the result of their broad scope.
By contrast, the MSF, although it presents a set of shared key concepts and gen-
eral definitions, would benefit from more consistent and clear operationaliza-
tion of its core concepts, as recognized by Herweg, Zahariadis, and ZohInhafer
in this volume (2017, see Chapter 1), Jones et al. (2016), and Cairney and Jones
(2016). Although clear conceptualization can aid analysts by providing oppor-
tunities for more precise measurement, especially across research contexts, an
overly complex, or precisely defined, set of concepts may inhibit widespread
appeal of the applicability of the theory. Additionally, the set of key concepts
identified within these thearies can evolve, or the theary may incorporate new
concepts or shift their emphasis. We discuss some of these changes below in
our examination of research program coherence.

Defined assumptions. All of the theories in this volume offer at least implicit
assumptions that underlie their theoretical logic. The TAD framework’s as-
sumptions are the most general and least specified at the framewaork level. For
example, in laying out the components of an action situation, or identifying
a typology of rules and the levels where collective action occurs (operational,
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collective choice, constitutional), the JAD framework includes assumptions
about the factors that are critical to understanding collective decision making.
ACF provides more explicit assumptions, such as its emphasis on a long time
period to study policy change. MSF is also explicit with its assumptions, focus-
ing on the ambiguity of decision making, the time constraints facing policymak-
ers, problematic preferences of actors in policy processes, unclear technology
within political systems, fluid participation in decision making bodies, and
stream independence. PET draws on similar assumptions about bounded ratio-
nality and agenda setting but adds the expectation that policy systems exhibit
exogenous and endogenous drivers of positive and negative feedback. The ACF
assurnes that the focus of policymaking activity is the subsystermn. The NPF also
recognizes the subsystem as a key level of activity at the mesolevel but also ex-
plicitly assumes that policy narratives operate across micro-, meso-, and mac-
rolevels. The NPF further assumes that the world is (to a great extent) socially
constructed, but those constructions are susceptible to manipulation by actors
telling stories. The MSF similarly suggests that the problem stream is socially
constructed but does not include this in its set of explicit assumptions.

Model of the individual. The model of the individual in many theories is part
of the stated assumptions. Most theories in this book adopt a broad focus on
bounded rationality. People do not have the time, resources, and cognitive abil-
ity to consider all issues and act optimally, so they use informational shortcuts
and other heuristics or emotional cues to produce what they perceive to be
good-enough decisions. However, bounded rationality on its own is little more
than a truism, and each approach has to make sense of its implications in re-
lation to other key concepts. So, despite its widespread recognition among the
theories, we find different emphases in the models of the individual.

For instance, the NPF emphasizes the role of emotions and narration on hu-
man decision making in establishing its model of homo narrans: actors tell sto-
ries to manipulate the bounded rationality of others. PET focuses on the need
for individual actors to consider issues serially (one issue at a time), whereas
organizations can parallel process, producing limited attention to most issues,
but continuous potential for major shifts in attention. The theories also differ
in their recommendations about how to work with the model of the individual.
The 1AD framework accepts that it can accommodate differing models of the
individual; some models make the assumption of comprehensive rationality,
whereas others explore bounded rationality. What is critical in the IAD frame-
work is that analysts are explicit about their assumptions about individual val-
ues, their information-processing abilities, and their internal decision making
mechanism. IDM also recognize that both bounded rationality and rational
choice models may be compatible with the theory. The NPF seeks to synthesize
approximately ten ideas about rationality and decision making to produce a
model that is more nuanced, but it is difficult to connect the specific elements
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of the maodel ta the rationale underlying the theory’s hypotheses. On the op-
posite end of the spectrum, PFT is the least explicit about its model of the in-
dividual. Like the other theorles, however, PFT suggests that individuals are
not perfectly rational because their choices and understanding of the political
world are influenced by policy designs.

We argue there is a trade-off in the level of specificity underlying the model
of the individual. On the one hand, more detailed models of the individual are
likely to offer more accurate representations of the underlying drivers of hu-
man decision making. Moreover, adding nuances to the simplified “boundedly
rational” models of the individual can open up new questions about how actors
engage and interact in policy processes as well as whether and under what con-
ditions policy learning occurs, For example, different emphases on the model
of the individual have opened up questions about how problem [raming oc-
curs (MSF), how attention to policy problems shifi (PET, MSF), why collective
action is possible under certain conditions (IAD framewaork), and the ways in
which coalitions demonize their opponents (ACF, NPF). Expanding individ-
ual models further or adopting insights from other models may add areas for
luture theoretical development. On the other hand, adding too many layers of
complexity to models of the individual may lead to problems of internal imcon-
sistencies with parent theories and can make it difficult to establish clear link-
ages or rationale for the hypotheses or models that they should inform. It is also
difficult, it not impossible, to present system-wide analysis without a simple
model of individual behavior,

Relationships among key concepts. Each body of literature presents relation-
ships among key vartables that build on the logic of the theory's assumptions
and models of the individual —often in the form of explicit hypotheses ar prop-
ositions, Most often these relationships explore how different factors (e.g.,
contextual variables, narratives, coalitional structures, institutional venues, or
framing of target populations) affect an outcome within the policy process (e.g.,
major or minor policy change, public opinion of policies, policy efficacy). In
some cases, these relationships are broadly implied. For example, the main ar-
gument of the MSF is that three “streams” (problems, policies, politics) come
together, often through the efforts of policy entrepreneurs, during “windows
of opportunity” 1o set policy agendas and effect policy change. Yet, new expo-
nents of the MSF also offer a set of more specific hypotheses in this volume of
the book (see Chapter 1, Tables 1.1 and 1.2). These lay out the conditions un-
der which the key elements of the framework are more likely to lead 1o agenda
setting and policy decision making. PET also lays out general expectations and
more precise hypotheses. It identifies institutional, subsystem, and decision
making factors that lead to major policy change as well as those that constrain
change or produce incrementalism. Within its models, PET further develops
mare precise hypotheses, such as explanations of the distribution of budget
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changes over lime, and focuses on levels of institutional friction to explain the
size or frequency of punctuations. Similarly, IDM refer to highly specified vari-
ables of both internal and external “determinants” that aim to explain why a
policymaking venue is likely to adopt a new policy. NPF also develops a num-
ber of hypotheses that detail how persuasive policy narratives will be on in-
dividuals, how narratives are used in coalitional strategies, and how narrative
strategies can affect public opinion and policy outcomes. PFT does not pres-
ent specific hypotheses in the overview chapter in this volume, but individ-
ual studies that examine policy feedback have explored how different types of
policy designs influence outcomes, such as the power of groups and political
agendas. PFT research also seeks to examine the mechanisms that drive these
relationships.

Both the ACF and the LAD and SES frameworks are open to tackling diverse
sets of relationships among key concepts or variables. They present these rela-
tionships both at the general framework level, identifying the broad categories
of lactors that can influence policy processes (or action situations in the case of
the IAD framework), and at the theory level in explaining more precise phe-
nomena within the policy process. The ACF's theory-level explanations address
the nature of coalitions, policy learning, and policy change. The TAD [rame-
work is less explicit about its hypotheses at the theory level than the ACF, but it
does lay oul the conditions that lead 10 collective action around common pool
resource governance as well as the principles or factors associated with robust
comman pool resource institutions. Game theory models employed by [AD
scholars have been used to dentify more specific relationships about collective
action,

Not all of the theories offer causal or explanatory hypotheses; rather, some
present descriptive hypotheses. These include the ACF's propositions on coali-
tions and PET’s propositions about the frequency and characterization of bud-
get distributions. At the same time, some propositions stem directly from their
assumptions, such as the ACF's ordering of beliefs. PET’s assumptions also
appear as propositions or hypotheses. For instance, PET argues that bounded
rationality produces disproportionate attention and that ambiguity leads to re-
framing or institutional friction that may produce punctuations. These propo-
sitions or hypotheses explicitly help explain system-wide effects rather than try
to predict which issues will receive most attention and which policy areas are
subject to most punctuations,

COMPARATIVE CRITERION 2: ACTIVENESS OF
RESEARCH PROGRAMS AND THEIR COHERENCE

Table 8.2 presents a summary of our assessment of the theories’ levels of research
activity and coherence. Most have produced publications in the hundreds, with
the exception of the relatively new NPF and PFT, whose applications appear to
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be growing steadily. As the number of applications of each of the theories has
grown, so, too, has the diversity of contexts within which they are applied (for
example, only 36 percent of PET studies since 2005 are from the United States).
Still, the majority of applications across the theories covered here have been
made in the United States or Europe, often across national or state levels, with
few at local levels. The TAD framework and its companion SES framework are
the exceptions. Some tend to employ quantitative methods with sophisticated
modeling techniques (e.g., PET and TDM); others have relied more heavily on
qualitative or case study applications (e.g., MSF and PET). Others, such as the
ACF, TAD framework, and NPF, have emphasized both quantitative and qual-
itative approaches and multiple types of data sources, such as surveys, docu-
ment coding, and experiments.

Across the theories, we find strengths and weaknesses in how each advances
its research program in terms of the extent and diversity of the research appli-
cations, the shared research protocols, and adaptations to the theory over time.
When the MSF is applied, its strength is also its weakness. Its core concepts
have broad intuitive appeal, which may make it feasible to apply without be-
ing immersed in the research program over a long period (Cairney and Jones,
2016). Tt also has been modified to make it more readily applicable outside the
United States. Most applications have been case studies that use the concepts of
contingency and ambiguity to focus in detail on why key decisions at particular
stages were made in particular places at particular times. The explanations are
impressive but difficult to generalize. A recent meta-analysis of the MSF, for ex-
ample, has found that the coherence of the research program remains limited,
particularly because of the inconsistencies in the operationalization of MSA’s
core concepts and the lack of integration of new subcomponents into the MSF’s
hypotheses (Jones et al. 2016).

Compared to MSF studies, PET research generally has treated its core con-
cepts and their interaction consistently and coherently. Some concepts have
been modified, and methods have advanced over time. There is potential for
reduced clarity as the Comparative Agendas Project expands and new schol-
ars (with different backgrounds and less training in PET) become involved, al-
though PET’s history of shared datasets and methods may help. When applied,
PET has two major strengths. The original work produced in-depth case studies
combining qualitative and quantitative methods of postwar policy continuity
and change. The general punctuation hypothesis extended the analysis to a
quantitative account of stability and instability in budgets and legislative out-
puts. This has helped shift the focus from agenda setting to the broader process
(although the original work, covering decades, examined policy continuity and
change over several “cycles”). The explanations are increasingly generalizable,
across levels of US government and in multiple countries (particularly bud-
get distributions), although this expansion has prompted some debate about
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methods and measurement among the core team (Dowding, Hindmoor, and
Martin 2016; Jones 2016).

PFT has tended to emphasize in-depth case studies, especially on social wel-
tare policy topics in the United States. The research has begun to expand in re-
cent years to include large-n datasets and experiments and applications outside
the United States, Mettler and SoRelle (2017, see Chapter 3 in this book) dis-
cuss many recent examples of rigorous applications, However, it is not directly
apparent that there is a coordinated and coherent research program promoting
shared research protocols or approaches.

As with the PET, the ACF's core studies treat key concepts and their inter-
action consistently and coherently—but with considerable scope for indepen-
dent scholars to use the ACF very loosely, without testing any of its hypotheses
(which may, in part, contribute to its extensive use). The framework’s authors
describe its strength in explaining “high-conflict situations at the subsystem
level of analysis,” with theoretical emphases on coalitions, policy learning, and
policy change (see Chapter 4, pp. 135-171). It is increasingly applied beyond
the United States and environmental policy, prompting its key authors to adapt
the framework to make it more generalizable and (o coordinate comparative
applications (e.g, Weible et al. 2016). ACF also has shared approaches and pro-
tocols that are commonly made available to scholars, but the consistency in ap-
plication of these protocols is less clear. The framework has maintained its basic
assumptions, but hypotheses and concepts have been modified on occasion to
reflect new empirical and theoretical msights.

The NPF's attempt to advance “postpositivist” accounts by making the role
of narratives in the policy process measurable and more conducive to testable
hypotheses has led NPF scholars to develop shared codebooks and methods
for identifying and quantifying the nature and effect of narratives. Some in-
consistencies remain across the applications in terms of how the elements of
narratives are operationalized. Yet, continued efforts to refine and adapt the
methodologies, modify (or eliminate) some hypotheses, and extend the re-
search outside of the United States suggest growth in the research program
(albeit while facing some friction when building on insights from positivist and
postpositivist accounts; s¢e Jones and Radaelli 2016). Because it is still a rel-
atively young research program, some hypotheses have yet to be tested, and
applicability to a wide array of policy contexts remains somewhat limited.

The [AD framework’s long-standing research program has been structured
around a shared approach for a large and cohesive network of scholars as well as
the development of shared datasets, models, and methods (see Poteete, Janssen,
and Ostrom 2010). These trends in diverse methods and applications continue,
as evidenced by the recent special issues of journals and books that Schlager
and Cox identify in Chapter 6, including many applications using formal mod-
eling and experimental work as well as comparative studies from around the
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world. Its most prominent strength is in the study of common poal resources,
with Ostrom winning the Nobel Prize in Economics in 2009 for demonstrating
how people can create and enforce rules to ward off common pool resource
exhaustion. Recent efforts to apply some of the IAD framework'’s early work
on polycentric governance to common pool resource studies have taken this
research in new directions. The IAD's sister framework, the SES, continues to
evolve, although the number of empirical SES applications remains somewhat
limited and application is incansistent. As we noted in our 2014 chapter in
this volume, however, it would be beneficial to see more development of IAD
framework-related research on public policy issues and collective action dilem-
mas outside of the environmental domain.

IDM have exhibited substantial growth in recent years, in terms of the num-
ber of applications and advancements in the methods and models. The research
approaches and methods have alse been relatively cohesive over time. Walker
(1969) set the agenda, and core authors such as F. Berry and W, Berry have
continued to extend the research. Early models focused primarily on commu-
nication and learning (the voluntary adoption of policies), and later models
have devised a mix of five explanations for diffusion. Berry and Berry (2017,
see Chapter 7, this volume) identily 3 major shift in the last ten years, from
asking whether a policy diffuses to investigating how and why policy innova-
tion occurs, By integrating lessons from the diverse empirical applications of
diffusion and innovation, they have further established a generic unified model
of government innovation that includes diffusion and internal determinants
variables. Traditionally, the focus has been on the US states, but recent work
has also applied IDM to European contexts,

COMPARATIVE CRITERION 3:
HOW DOES EACH THEORETICAL APPROACH
EXPLAIN “THE POLICY PROCESS™?

Table 8.3 identifies how each theory describes the six key elements of the policy
process and explains how they interact to produce policies.

Multiple streams analysis. Kingdon's (1984) focus was on the interaction be-
tween two kinds of ideas: the type of policy solution that could draw attention
and catch on quickly and the established set of beliefs in a policy community
that would slow a policy salution’s progress, Government attention may lurch
quickly to a problem, but a feasible solution (i.e., one acceptable to the commu-
nity) takes much longer to produce. This highlights the role of relatively open
networks—the interaction among wide groups of actors in a policy community
to refine a solution—and actors, who include the policy entrepreneurs trying
to find the right time to propose solutions (when attention is high) and the
policymakers needing the motive and opportunity to adopt them. The role of
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institutions in the MSF comes from the framework’s recognition of policy ven-
ues and can be inferred from the recognition of informal rules in each political
system, such as when to introduce a bill in Congress (see Chapter | in this book
and Zahariadis 2014), and the MSF chapter in this volume (Chapter 1) offers
further suggestions for advancing insights on the role of mstitutions in agenda
setting and decision making. Focusing events can be important to shift levels
of attention to a problem, but the MSF is about the need for other processes
to occur before the event has more than a fleeting importance. Key sources
of cantext include the “national mood,” interpreted by policymakers, and the
palicy conditions in each case, such as levels of congestion, fuel availability,
and pollution when policymakers consider transport policy. We can tease out
the interactions among all elements, but a lack of clarity in some aspects may
produce studies describing this interaction in different ways.

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory. The PET emphasizes the interaction between
two types of ideas: (1) the “monopoly of understandings™ underpinning estab-
lished subsystem relationships, and (2) the new solutions that could “catch fire”
lollowing successful venue shopping or prompt endogenous change (when at-
tention shifts and issues are reframed). Subsystems are a source of stability,
power, and policy continuity for long periods (decades in some cases). Lnstabil-
ity and major change can come from the interactions among institutions, such
as venues with different rules and understandings, or the interactions between
the policy subsystem and the macropolitical system (a conceptualization also
tound in some evolutionary and complexity theories; Cairney 2013b). The lat-
ter is unpredictable: lurches of macropolitical attention can destabilize subsys-
tems, but most subsystems can remain unaffected for long periods.

The concept of institutional friction describes the amount of effort required
to overcome established rules, High friction suggests that a major or cumulative
effort is required to secure institutional change, which may produce a pressure-
dam effect and a major policy punctuation. Major events, such as wars that
change budget patterns, as well as sustained and cumulative attention to minor
events may also cause punctuations. Different sequences of events help explain
different processes across countries. However, the focus Is on serial attention to
evenlts, Although events can include elections, PET studies increasingly discuss
political parties to show that agendas seem maore likely to shift in relation to the
policymaking environment than parties of government. Context is important,
but the focus of the PET is often the endogenous change in subsystems in the
absence of similar change in the wider policy environment, Overall, the PET
covers all the major elements of the policy process.

Policy Feedback Theory. The PFT has its roots in historical institutionalism,
which suggests that policy commitments made in the past produce increasing
returns and make it costly to choose a different path (Pierson 2000; Cairney
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2012b, 76). When a policy becomes established and resources are devoted 1o
programs, it helps structure current activity and provides advantages for some
groups more than for others (Mettler and SoRelle 2017, see Chapter 3 in this
book),

Although PFT may not directly conceptualize many elements of the policy
process, we can identify a broad focus on actors, networks, and ideas. Actors
are present when policies assign different citizen rights to groups, influenc-
ing their ability and incentive to mobilize and engage. Networks are implied
when government agencies mobilize support for, and groups mobilize to pro-
tect, programs. Ideas appear in the PFT because established policies and rules
represent institutionalized beliefs or dominant policy frames (public opinion
on programs may also shifi after they have been introduced). Further, in his-
torical institutionalism, “sensitivity to initial conditions” describes a particular
sequence of past decisions that sets the broad context for current policy, and
“critical juncture” highlights the major event that may be required to prompt
institutional change when policies are “locked in” (Cairney 2012b, 84), Conse-
quently, using our identified elements, we can infer that various elements of the
policy process underlie or inforn the PFT.

Advocacy Coalition Framework. According to the ACF, people engage in pol-
itics to translate their beliefs into action (Chapter 4), There are three main types
of beliefs: core, policy core, and secondary. Actors with similar beliefs become
part of the same advocacy coalition, and coalitions compete with each other.
We can identify a role for institutions as venues when coalitions compete for
influence in multiple arenas. However, the main focus of the ACF is the sub-
system, which represents a key venue (with particular rules of engagement) for
coalition interaction. The ACF's conceptualization of subsystems is distinctive,
focusing on actors beyond government and interest groups, to include, for ex-
ample, academics and analysts. The ACF flow diagram identifies spillover ef-
fects from ather policy subsystems and events, such as a change in government
or a shift in governmental priorities, on subsystems. However, its focus is on
how coalitions interpret and respond to events—as external or internal shocks.
Major responses to shocks are far less frequent than policy learning and the
revision of secondary aspects of coalition beliefs. Overall, the ACF covers all
the major elements of the policy process as well as interactions among these
elements, although the role of institutions is addressed less directly than the
other elements.

Narrative Policy Framework. The NPF secks to measure how actors both
use narratives and are influenced by narratives in policymaking. Narratives are
stylized accounts of the origins, aims, and likely impacts of policies. They are
used strategically to reinforce or oppose policy measures, Thus, actors mak-
ing choices, as influenced by particular types of policy ideas (or narratives),
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are the core focus of the NPFE, Subsystems are also a cornerstone of the NPF's
mesolevel of analysis, This framework has adapted the ACF to identity how
advocacy coalitions compete through narratives or how subsystem-level actors
can dominate narratives, Context is also important in the NPF through the
policy setting. Context includes the factors that actors have to account for when
constructing narratives (e.g., legal and constitutional parameters, geography,
scientific evidence, economic conditions, and agreed-upon norms). However,
NPF hypotheses and empirical analyses have not explored the role of context in
shaping narratives or their influence on policy in much detail. Institutions are
addressed more indirectly in the NPF through the context and by arguing that
successtul narratives may become embedded in the culture, or institutionalized.
in policy systems at the macrolevel * Events are treated primarily as resources,
used to construct focusing events and apportion blame, but also are not central
to the framework. Overall, the NPF pays attention to all six elements, but actors
and ideas dominate the approach,

Institutional Analysis and Development framework. The [AD framework fo-
cuses on the ways in which actors make choices within institutional environ-
ments that structure (or at least help explain) their behavior, namely, when
engaged in collective action dilemmas. The focus is on providing tools to ex-
plore how different sets of actors and mstitutions produce different outcomes,
often evaluated in terms of trade-offs among efficiency, equity, accountability,
and other criteria such as robustness, The TAD framework contains a typology
of rules regarding, for example, who can take part, how extensive their involve-
ment can be, who is in charge, how to share information, and how to punish
defectors—but it notes that many rules are implicit and difficult to identify in
practice. One set of operational rules is nested in a set of rules on collective ac-
tion, which in turn is nested in constitutional rules,

The institutional context is underpinned by physical and material condi-
tions that affect how people can act and which rules can be set. This wider con-
‘text may produce the incentives for people to act selfishly or cooperatively or
to produce public goads. This context influences the rules that people gener-
ate to regulate individual behavior, The IAD framework does not discuss ideas
explicitly, but shared preferences or norms underpin the production of rules.
Far example, an institutional solution in the United States, with its tradition of
market-based solutions, will likely differ significantly from one in China, with
its tradition of state-based solutions. Similarly, subsystems are not theorized,
but the role of netwaorks (the interaction of actors in venues with specific rules)
is important within the concept of the action situation (Ostrom 2009) and is
recognized in the SES framework (Schlager and Cox 2017, see Chapter 6, this
volume). Overall, the [AD framework focuses explicitly on actors, institutions,
and context and more implicitly on ideas and networks or subsystems.
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Innovation and diffusion models. Innovation is the adoption of a policy that
is new to the Individual government, and both determinants that are internal to
a government and external—via diffusion—Factor into innovation, according
to IDM's unified model. Substantial effort has been put into modeling both in-
ternal determinants and diffusion sources of innovation. Through these efforts
the IDM tend to emphasize the role of context. events, and ideas in explaining
policy change. With respect to context and events, IDM have recognized that
economic crises or unsuccessful wars make government more vulnerable to
coercion, larger cities are more likely to learn, and diffusion is dependent on
information technology. Some models also use proximity to explain adoption,
from physical proximity (regional models) to a wider similarity between states
(ideology, biophysical properties, social composition, attitudes, etc.), Leader-
laggard and other models partly explain innovation in terms of context (e.g.,
levels of economic development, education, “slack resources,” and research ca-
pabilities). With respect to ideas, diffusion models recognize that “the proba-
bility of adoption of a pelicy by one governmental jurisdiction is influenced by
the palicy choices of other governments in the system” (see Chapter 7, p. 256,
this volume). In other words, diffusion often follows policymakers’ perceptions
of the benefits of adopted policies in neighboring jurisdictions or of their need
to keep up with norms or competitive pressures. The properties of policy solu-
tions may also influence the extent (o which the solutions receive attention.
However, diffusion is also something to be explained in terms of how attractive
policy solutions are to policymakers. Internal determinants models express the
roles of perception and demand most strongly.

Regarding actors, IDM tend to focus on the policy choices of actors at the
“callective level” (i.e., by a state or jurisdiction). However, the broader policy
transfer literature identifies the “usual suspects” within each state (including
clected policymakers, officials, and interest groups), plus actors who operate
across states, including supranational or federal organizations, multinational
corporations, epistemic communities containing networks of experts (Haas
1992), and entrepreneurs selling policies from one government ta another
(Cairney 2012b, 263). Institutions are conceptualized minimally, in terms of
organizations exchanging information, without a discussion of rule-based ac-
tion. Networks are delined loosely as information netwarks, not the more regu-
lar and systematic patterns of behavior in subsystems.

COMPARING THEORIES: WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

In the third edition of this book, we focused on the extent 1o which these theo-
ries should be treated as complementary or contradictory (Cairney and Heik-
kila 2014). The former is tempting as a way to explain the policy process as fully
as possible. For example, actors form coalitions to cooperate with each other
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and compete with their opponents (ACF); they exploit cultural stereotypes and
cognitive biases to tell stories with heroes and a policy moral (NPF); the pol-
icy system dampens the effect of most stories and amplifies some (PET); the
small number of amplified issues prompt policy change during a window of
opportunity (MSF); and subsequent policies create feedback, or the rules that
constrain and facilitate future coalition activity (PFT). Yet, theories rarely ex-
amine the same cases and, when individual studies try to combine insights and
apply them to specific cases, they face major terminological and methodolog-
ical obstacles (Cairney 2013a). The alternative, to focus on a small number of
discrete theories and reject others, is what we do as professional scholars (e.g.,
through peer review and editorial discretion), often on the basis of widespread
adherence to certain scientific principles (Sabatier 1999, 2007b; Eller and Krutz
2009). Or this occurs without fully agreeing on the rules for inclusion (Cairney
2013a), and without being sure that different theories using different concepts
to explain different things actually compete with each other (Dowding 2015).

In that context, we highlight where we see the strengths and weaknesses,
broadly speaking, when we look across the chapters in this volume using our
three overarching criteria: (1) inclusion of basic elements of a theoretical ap-
proach (i.e., well-defined scope and levels of analysis, shared vocabulary, clear
assurmptions, model of the individual, and relationships among key variables);
(2) development of an active and coherent research program (inclusive of broad
substantive and geographic applications); and (3) explanation of a large part of
the policy process (i.e., coverage of actors, institutions, networks/subsystems,
ideas/beliefs, context, and events).

With respect to the first criterion, we find that the theoretical approaches
discussed in this book all largely include the basic elements we identified. Of
course, there is variation within and across the theories. All do well in clearly
defining their scope/levels of analysis and establishing clear vocabulary, al-
though some are more expansive (i.e., the IAD framework) or perhaps more
consistent than others. Some (PFT, IAD, IDM) leave their assumptions more
implicitly stated or leave their model of the individual more implicit (PFT,
IDM) and could provide more clarity for theory consumers and potential us-
ers on those fronts. All of the theories have defined relationships among key
variables, with wide variation in how these are described. Occasionally, the-
ories present more general relationships through a visual framework or flow
diagram (ACF, IAD) or through a generalized model (IDM). Others focus on
describing these general relationships verbally (MSF, PET, PFT). All, except
the IAD framework, also lay out more specific hypotheses that have been iden-
tified theoretically or empirically; the IAD framework explores more precise
relationships through related modeling, such as game theory and laboratory
experiments. A few are more limited, however, in the extent to which some of
their theoretical hypotheses have been empirically tested across a diversity of
contexts (i.e., MSF, NPF). Overall, we argue that the theories in this book, as
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well as other policy theories, can continue to improve on particular elements of
theory building and can learn from those that are more well developed in their
explication of these elements.

In comparing the theories on the second criterion, we find an impressive
level of activity with respect to the extent of publications and adaptation of
the theories over time. Whereas most have well-developed research protocols
and methods, some have room to develop on this front (MSF, PET). Others
may struggle with consistency in the application of their theories and concepts
(ACF, NPF, 1AD/SES framework) or with the application of sophisticated data
collection or modeling (PET, IDM), especially when scholars from outside of
the core research community look to apply these theories. This is a critical chal-
lenge for all of the theories if we expect to see continued growth and expansion.
Yet it points to the need for ongoing training opportunities (e.g., conference
workshops) and more transparent and easily accessible research protocols (i.e.,
appendices to journal articles, online manuals). These points are also critical for
expanding the empirical applications of these theories to new policy settings
(e.g., even more diversity outside of the environmental arena for the ACF, NPF,
and TAD framework) or to more non-Western contexts. The IAD framework is
largely the exception in terms of its applicability outside of Western democra-
cies. Efforts to develop a global network of scholars have been part of the IAD
framework through the Ostrom Workshop in political theory and policy anal-
ysis for more than three decades. Such efforts may provide a useful example of
how to broaden the contexts where a research program is applied, although this
requires resources and dedicated leadership that may not be available to each
of these theories.

Finally, in examining how the theories meet our third criterion, we find that
most at least pay attention to the six major elements of the policy process we
included as part of their explanations of policy processes. However, the empha-
sis on specific factors varies on the basis of the scope of each theory in terms of
which primary phenomenon the theory seeks to explain or which key factor it
considers important in shaping policy outcomes. This is typical of theories. No
single theory can adequately explain all of the elements of policy processes—
such an attempt would likely render it either overly complex or overly su-
perficial. Consumers and users of theories should pay attention to the foci of
theories and ensure that applications are appropriate for the question at hand.
At the same time, to advance the theories, it may be useful to consider whether
more attention to the elements of policy processes that are not addressed (e.g.,
the PFT or IDM incorporating more attention to events or the NPF delving
more into institutions) could offer new theoretical insights, at least within the
scope and assumptions of the theory.

We offer the above assessments with a note of caution. That is, we need
to keep examining why we use such criteria, and not others, and the implica-
tions these criteria have for promoting certain theories and rejecting others.
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Other legitimate criteria are available. Alongside narrow scientific criteria (e.g.,
whether a theoretical approach has core elements of a theory or an active sci-
entific research program) are explanatory criteria (e.g., the extent a theory ade-
quately explains the complexity of policy processes) and practical or normative
criteria (e.g., how a theory helps us solve real-world policy problems). We may
want all three but face major trade-offs, which force us to prioritize one over
the others.

The theories described in this book prioritize scientific criteria (see the In-
troduction for the rationale for theory selection in this volume). To prioritize
the explanation of complex policymaking, without as much clarity of exposi-
tion but with more focus on the practical political implications, might prompt
us to include studies of multilevel governance and complexity theory (Cairney
2012a). To prioritize normative issues would prompt us to include the social
construction and policy design (SCPD) framework, which has more than a
hundred applications since 1993 (Pierce et al. 2014). Most of the SCPD studies
identify degenerative politics in which the distribution of government benefits
to target populations is highly unequal, reflecting and reinforcing inequalities
in society and producing policy designs that contribute to low levels of civic
and political participation (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). Many of
these concerns overlap with the PFT, but perhaps with SCPD focusing primar-
ily on the fate of deviant populations and the PFT on the wider effects of policy
feedback on policymakers, policy agendas, interest groups, and citizens. The
latter may replace the former because of scientific criteria—for example, PFT’s
scope is wider, and its propositions are more general—rather than the norma-
tive importance of the questions it raises.

If they focus primarily on scientific criteria, other policy theories may of-
fer only the untapped potential to help explain and evaluate such normative
issues. Or, if the normative criteria become more important, such concerns
may represent a small, but growing, feature of key theories. For example, PET
now focuses more on the potential links between policymaking pathologies and
punctuated equilibriumn. Major change may emerge after long periods of resis-
tance to change and limited information gathering, eventually with the help of
major events or pressure. Although these developments were previously linked
to a healthy US democratic process, studies of China, for example, highlight
comparable processes in authoritarian regimes and prompt us to consider how
centralist are key organizations in less authoritarian regimes. These concerns,
aided partly by more comparative studies of democratic and authoritarian
regimes, are also raised by the ACF, whereas the NPF raises the prospect of
stories used to reinforce inequalities in political power. However, the value of
SCPD has been to identify pressing normative issues in the United States even
when, for comparative purposes, US policymaking would be treated relatively
positively.
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CONCLUSIONS AND REFLECTIONS ON OUR CRITERIA

The theories, frameworks, and models presented in this volume are indica-
tive of the depth and vibrancy of the field. The literature is growing, and there
are many significant overlaps between theories that aid the study of the pol-
icy process, but also important differences. How we evaluate the theoretical
approaches allows us to see some of the differences, similarities, strengths,
and weaknesses across the different theories, which we hope can help guide
researchers and students who want to apply, test, or perhaps even attempt to
integrate some of them. Our criteria allowed for comparison across some key
scientific principles (e.g., elements of a theory). They also helped us evaluate the
development of research programs and understand the breadth or coverage of
the theories, frameworks, and models in terms of how they incorporate or ad-
dress some critical elements of the policy process.

In applying the criteria we selected, our goal was not to identify the best
theory or framework. Moreover, these criteria would be limited in their ability
to do so if that were one’s goal. One reason is the difficulty of simultaneously
meeting all of the criteria or the indicators we selected; meeting one criterion
may impose trade-offs on another. For example, in our criteria for research pro-
gram development we explored (1) whether the theories use multiple methods,
and (2) whether they have developed shared research protocols and methods.
Establishing standardized approaches to data collection and analysis within a
research program, using well-developed and replicable instruments, takes time
and energy. Such investments could therefore make it challenging to engage in
a diversity of methods, at least initially.

Additionally, the criteria we selected by no means encompass the full range
of possible evaluative or comparative criteria for theories. We did not explore
the quality of the explanatory or causal arguments made by the theories and
models, such as their generalizability, coherence, parsimony, relevance, or pre-
cision (e.g., Gerring 2012). Also, Schlager (1999, 2007) organized her evalu-
ation of the theories in the first and second editions of this book to highlight
comparisons across theories, frameworks, and models more directly, which
was valuable for identifying differences in research programs and scientific ad-
vancements. In terms of the policy process elements, we did not compare how
the theories address key outcomes of the policy process, such as policy change
or collective action, as examined by Schlager. Nor did we examine the extent to
which the theories are applicable to various stages of policymaking, including
implementation and evaluation, or to different policy venues (e.g., regulatory/
administrative, legislative, judicial, or even informal collaborative processes).

In sum, we encourage scholars to be open to multiple and alternative cri-
teria in their comparisons and evaluations of theories, frameworks, and mod-
els of the policy process and to make their criteria transparent. We see this as
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fitting with the call to explain methods, define concepts clearly, and clearly set
out the causal processes, which is the conventional wisdom nsed to warn schol-
ars against obfuscation, confirmation bias, and a generally defensive approach
to their results. In this context we introduced a range of criteria—not to ad-
judicate between theories and solve unequivocally the problem of which are
worthiest of our resources but to generate some level of agreement within the
discipline about which frameworks and theories are clear enough to be proven
wrong and which show a sufficient amount of payoff from the investment of
scholars,

NOTES

1. For brevity, we use the following acronyms: MSF for Multiple Streams Framewaork,
PET for Punctudted Equilibrium Theory, PFT for Policy Feedback Theory, ACF for Ad-
vacicy Coalition Framework, NPF for Narrative Pollcy Framework, IAD for [nstitu-
tional Analysis and Development [ramewark, and DM for innovation and ditfusion
models,

2. Although there is some scope for confusion because they describe subsystems as
svstems—effectively moving the ACF flow diagram's external processes into one sub-
system box—or they desceribe regimes as collections of interlocked subsystems without
fully explaining their reasoning.
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Struggle and Triumph in Fusing Policy
Process and Comparative Research

JALE TOSUN AND SAMUEL WORKMAN

Policymaking is characterized by general patterns not restricted to one or a
few jurisdictions, policy domains, or institutional constellations. This chapter
concentrates on a specific subgroup of this literature—comparative research
drawing on the theories of the policy process—and strives to discuss its chal-
lenges and opportunities. This is an important endeavor because good science
demands examination of the generalizability of theories and their findings to
other institutional and political contexts. For scholars and practitioners alike, it
is crucial to understand the conditions that bound hypotheses developed from
the theories. It is likewise important to understand the major implications of
theories for understanding comparative politics and public policy. Just as the
past decades of research have taught us much about these bounding conditions,
they have also offered a wealth of broad and well-founded generalizations that
chip away the country-specific exceptionalism common in comparative policy
studies.

The field of public policy has witnessed tremendous growth in the last
thirty years, and much of the recent growth has been in developing and test-
ing comparative extensions of the theories. These extensions were triggered
by improved availability of data and innovative ways for gathering and ana-
lyzing data, for instance, by means of multimethod designs (e.g., Wolf 2010)
and the adoption of concepts and methodologies from neighboring disciplines
such as behavioral and communication sciences (e.g., Shafir 2013; Jones 2003).
This has moved public policy closer to adjacent fields such as comparative and
international political economy and, more recently, political psychology. Tse-
belis’s (2002) concept of institutional veto players has been particularly im-
portant for strengthening the comparative perspective on public policy. In the

329
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Western European context, political parties and the assessment of their policy
preferences—which concurs with Tsebelis’s veto player theory—have been the
focal explanatory variables of many studies and the bridge to comparative pol-
itics, which became further strengthened by the Comparative Agendas Project
(see Baumgartner, Green-Pedersen, and Jones 2006; Green-Pedersen and Wal-
grave 2014).

This chapter offers an entrée to comparative policy process research. It be-
gins by explicating the fundamental challenges of theoretical and empirical
extensions of the policy process theories. The theories have followed unique
trajectories in addressing institutions, interest group politics and advocacy,
and issue-specific politics in comparative perspective. These unique trajectories
deepen our understanding of issues, interests, and institutions and their impact
on the dynamics of public policy (May, Sapotichne, and Workman 2006). We
argue, however, that the comparative policy processes approach has arrived at
a precipice where we can now make several generalizations about how institu-
tions influence policy dynamics, the sets of issues that governments of all types
face, and the form of politics within substantively specific issue areas. The com-
parative policy process theories owe their successes in large part to an expansive
conception of what constitutes comparative research. The array of approaches
yields useful lessons for the development of policy process theorizing in clas-
sic country-comparative studies. On the one hand, the approaches facilitate a
more demanding empirical test of the causal mechanisms underlying policy
process theories and therefore help to increase confidence in their analytical
merits. On the other, the concepts and findings challenge existing theories and
potentially further develop studies of the policy process. This chapter also ad-
dresses what we have learned and what is left to do.

CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL CHALLENGES

For a straightforward structuring of this treatise, we follow Weible’s (2017) in-
troductory chapter in this book and the definition of policy process research he
gives, which is “the study of the interactions that occur over time between pub-
lic policies and surrounding actors, events, contexts, and outcomes.” Working
from this definition, we can identify and discuss a set of conceptual categories
that group the various challenges in conducting comparative policy process
research.

Public Policies

From the literature, one might suspect that there is no debate about what
public policies actually are. Yet the first and perhaps most fundamental chal-
lenge in comparative policy process research remains identifying what will be
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compared. Will the same policy be compared across different contexts or dif-
ferent points in time? Will different policies be compared in similar contexts,
or will the same outcomes from different public policies be compared? And so
forth.

Comparative public policy research has adopted a pragmatic approach to
the question of what constitutes a public policy; there is agreement that the con-
tent rather than the form matters. [t Is rarely the case that comparative analyses
systematically differentiate whether a public policy is an executive or a legis-
lative act—both forms are treated as policies. In most cases, it is assumed that
the causal mechanism responsible for the way a given policy outcome cuts is
partisan ideology (e.g., Schmidt 1996; Huber and Stephens 2001), which should
matter in the same way as a heuristic devise for choosing among different policy
options regardless of the type of legal act adopted (but see Fankhauser, Genna-
joli, and Collins 2015, 2016). In other cases, a variable captures the institutional
arrangements leading to a public policy.

In contrast, court decisions are usually treated as instances of political
agenda setting or triggers ol policy change (e.g., Black and Owens 2009), but
not as policies in the narrow sense. Nonetheless, the implications are the same:
the invalvement of courts is captured conceptually and empirically—if not
when assessing the dependent variable, then when developing the conceptual
model and identifying the relevant explanatory variables,

Concern for the farm of public policy versus the substantive content of pub-
lic policy is reflected in, and motivates, the process theories under consider-
ation here. One could, in fact, arrange the theories in terms of their attention
to the form, institutional configuration, or substance of public policies. At one
end of the continunm would fall the Institutional Analysis and Development
(IAD) framework, which emphasizes the institutional configuration and form
of public policies. Such institutional configurations are often studied through
different arrangements of the rule typology, as rules-in-form in written public
policies or as rules-in-use (see Ostrom 201 1; Schlager and Cox 2017, Chapter 6
in this volume). Although the IAD framewark has often been adapted to pub-
lic goods, particularly common pool resource issues, the framework empha-
sizes the institutional configurations that arise from decision dependency and
repeated social interactions that promote institutional rules and norms that
structure policy outpuls.

The Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) occupies the middle ground. Tt
attempts to mesh together an understanding of institutional forms, particularly
delegation and organization in policymaking systems, and the substantive con-
tent of issue agendas (see Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Baumgartner, Jones,
and Mortensen 2017, Chapter 2, this valume). With regard to the latter, sub-
stantive content has been measured by means of budgets for specilic policy ar-
eas (e.g., Jones et al, 2009) as well as for issues included In the political agendas
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of policymakers or the mass media (e.g., Walgrave, Soroka, and Nuytemans
2008). [n PET, the institutional arrangements are often the driving force in the
various degrees of leptokurtosis in agenda and policy dynamics across palitical
systems,

Anchoring the other end of the continuum are the Advocacy Coalition
Framework (ACF) and Multiple Streams Framework (MSF), both of which de-
vote much more attention to understanding the role of particular actors and
the competition among actors as they intersect with issue-specific policy prob-
lems. These theories focus much less on institutional forms and organization,
assuming their effects lie in the background, with actor characteristics (e.g.,
beliefs) brought to the theoretical foreground. In fact, one could argue that the
MSF strives to overcome the notion of the structuring role of institutions for
interactions between actors. As Herweg, Zahariadis, and Zohlnhéfer (2017,
Chapter 1, this volume) argue, the MSF is based on the idea of fluid participa-
tion, which means that the composition of decision making bodies is subject
to constant change. From this perspective, institutions are thought to play a
less prominent role in policymaking compared with actors. By the same token,
MSF pays considerable attention to the content of policies, as indicated by one
of the three streams being denoted the policy stream.

The individual policy process theories emphasize the form or the institu-
tions Lo varying degrees when explaining the outcomes of policymaking. How-
ever, this leaves the question of how to define public policy in a way that is
conducive to comparative research. An approach adopted by many compar-
ative studies is the conceptual framework put forward by Hall (1993), who
differentiates between policy instruments, Lheir settings, and the hierarchy of
goals behind policies, also known as policy paradigms. Despite the existence of
this widely embraced approach (e.g., Knill, Schulze, and Tasun 2012), defining
what exactly a palicy is continues to pose a challenge for comparative research.

Time

The temporal perspective is prominent in comparative public policy and is pre-
daminantly taken up by the ACF, the PET, the MSF, and the policy subsystem
adjustment maodel proposed by Howlett and Ramesh (2002).

Palicy change requires the assessment of policy arrangements at two or more
points in time. For a more nuanced conceptualization of policy change, many
studies draw on the influential work of Hall (1993), who suggested differentiat-
ing between three orders of change, Changes in instrument settings correspond
to first-order changes and can be attributed to “incrementalism, satisficing,
and routinized decision making” (Hall 1993, 280). The adoption of a new pol-
icy instrument represents second-order change and is likely to be the outcome
of strategic action. Third-order changes are changes in policy paradigms and
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are associated with experimentation with new policies and lesson drawing
from palicy failures. Knill, Schulze, and Tosun (2012) added a fourth category
that denotes the scope of a policy instrument, that is, how it governs its target
groups, These categories have been used to empirically assess how policies ex-
panded and contracted over time (Bauer et al. 2012; Knill, Schulze, and Tosun
2012; Jordan, Bauer, and Green-Pedersen 2013). It should be noted that a key
contribution of policy process theorizing is raising the question of whether the
dynamics of policy change are similar at all levels of change or whether different
dynamics characterize change at different levels (Baumgartner 2013).

More recently, a second conceptualization, which was originally developed
to assess forms of institutional change, has become popular. Streeck and Thelen
(2005) propose five forms of gradual institutional changes: displacement, lay-
ering, drift, conversion, and exhaustion, Displacement is about new orguani-
zational models emerging and spreading, which then challenge the existing
models. Layvering Is when new elements are added to existing models, creal-
ing new models that over time can expel or supplant the original ones. Drift is
about organizational changes brought about by nondecisions, that is, lacking
the capacity or willingness to adapt to new goals or roles. Conversion is re-
lated to the redirection of organizations to new goals or roles, Exhaustion is a
gradual institutional breakdown. An application of the theoretical debate on
institutional change to policy research can be found in Béland's (2007) study of
three major social policy episodes in the United States: enactment of the 1939
amendments, the first mandate of the Nixon administration, and Social Secu-
rity privatization during the 1990s.

Similar to policy change, the study of policy diffusion would not be possi-
ble without taking into account the temporal perspective. Policy diffusion is
generally defined as the socially mediated spread of palicies across and within
political systems (Berry and Berry 2017, Chapter 7, this volume). The first stnd-
ies of palicy diffusion were descriptive and concentrated on its shape, that is,
they described the adoption patterns on the basis of the cumulative number of
countries that have adopted a given policy by time . In most cases, this pro-
duces an S-shaped curve, implying that adoption is slow at first, then rapid, and
finally levels off as saturation is reached (Gray 1973; Boushey 2010).

Policy diffusion might result in policy convergence, which can be defined as
“any increase in the similarity between one or more characteristics of a certain
policy (e.g.. policy objectives, policy instruments, policy settings) across a given
set of political jurisdictions (supra-national institutions, states, regions, local
authorities) over a given period of time™ (Knill 2005, 768),

In regard to the comparative perspective they adopt, there is one fundamen-
tal difference between studies that are interested in policy change—and hence
are closely linked to policy process theories—and those that explore policy
diffusion and convergence. Studies of policy change compare the same policy
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or policies over time in the same context, whereas studies of policy diffusion
and convergence compare the same policy over time in different contexts. The
feature they share is that all three concepts concentrate on the same policy,
but research on diffusion and convergence is more comparative than studies
examining policy change. From this, it follows that capturing the temporal di-
mension is critical to studies of policy change because it constitutes the main
comparative aspect. Studies of policy diffusion and convergence can addition-
ally exploit the comparative potential of different contexts, Therefore, policy
research seeking to explain palicy change must cope with the challenge of rea-
sonably selecting the observation period.

Actors

In1 the last few years, the dominant trend in theorizing in comparative and polit-
ical economy has certainly been to emphasize the characteristics and strategies
of individual or collective actors. For example, aclor-centered institutionalism,
which brings the actors to the fore, is an inlluential theoretical perspective that
appeared in 1990s policy research (see Scharpf 1997). Among the policy pro-
cess theories, four pay close attention to actors: the ACF, the MSF, the Narra-
tive Policy Framework (NPF), and the [AD framework.

In the ACF, any policy subsystem includes a set of actors, who are persons
"regularly attempting to influence subsystem affairs” (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2017,
Chapter 4, this volume), The merit of the ACF is that it embraces this more
generic definition of actors, which has been abstracted from the classic perspec-
tive in comparative politics that an individual or a system of government agen-
cies and interest groups matters, The concept of actors significantly broadens
the understanding of who in a given palitical system can exercise influence on
policy decisions. This conceptualization of actors makes the ACF, particularly,
and the MSF and NPF suitable for comparative research. The interaction be-
tween actors or actor coalitions, rather than an understanding of institutions,
lies at the heart of the research endeavor, In the end, policy subsystems vary by
the actors involved in them and their influence on policies.

Although the ACF broadly considers the question of who matters for pol-
icymaking, it rests on sophisticated assumptions about actors’ belief system
structures. Actors have deep core beliefs (ie., fundamental normarive values
and ontological axioms), policy core beliefs (i.e., beliefs specific to the respec-
live policy subsystem), and secondary beliefs (i.e.. specific instrumental means
for achieving the goals underlying the policy core beliefs). The notion of be-
liefs indicates the ACF—similar to the PET, the MSF, and the NPF—proposes
that individuals possess a limited ability to process information, that is, they
are boundedly rational. From this, it follows that individuals have goals but
face uncertainty in achieving those goals. Further, they have limited cognitive
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abilities, which make their belief systems relevant to their formulating and pur-
suing policy demands.

Thus, individuals” beliefs, not their ability to process information, motivate
them to support or oppose certain policies. Similarity in belief systems deter-
mines which actors form coalitions, and competition between these “advocacy
coalitions” has an impact on policy change.

The MSF locates actors in the politics and problem streams (Herweg, Zaha-
riadis, and Zohlnhdéfer 2017, Chapter 1, this volume). Policy change is attained
when a policy entrepreneur strategizes the confluence of the three streams
(Zohlnhdter 2016), yielding agenda and policy change when coupling occurs,
The next actor in the MSF, associated with the problem stream, is denoted as
the problem broker and helps define the conditions of problems; this person
may be identical to the policy broker. The main difference between these actors
is that the “problem broker only argues that something must be done about a
specific condition while the policy entrepreneur suggests salutions to the prob-
lem"” (Herweg, Zahariadis, and Zohlnhéfer 2017, this volume).

Relatedly, the NPF concentrates on how policy narratives affect individuals'
preferences, risk perceptions, and attitudes about certain policies (Shanahan
et al. 2017, Chapter 5, this volume), The [AD [ramework conceives of actors
as individuals or groups in an action situation, which, again, is a sophisticated
conceptualization because it presumes that actors and institutions are holistic
entities (Schlager and Cox 2017, Chapter 6, this volume).

These frameworks have in common that they rest on complex conceptu-
alizations of actors and their characteristics and how they may influence the
policy process. Whereas this represents a strength for analyzing a given policy-
making situation, particularly specific substantive policy issues, it complicates
the adaption of a comparative approach to the study of the policy process. It
also makes understanding institutions and governing systems problematic. The
more nuanced a concept and its empirical application, the more difficult we
will find applying it for comparative research, which becomes feasible by de-
liberately abstracting away from detalls (see Newton and van Deth 2016, 392,

Events

Events have been the central analytical concept used in studies of risk and un-
certainty and policy change, diffusion, and convergence. In most theoretical
approaches, events are conceived as locusing events, that is, both expected and
unexpected occurrences that attract the attention of the public or policymakers
lor a certain period of time. Birkland (1997) differentiates between natural and
manmade disasters as focusing events, whereas Cobb and Elder (1972) and
Kingdon (1984), for instance, regard political alignments as focusing events or,
at a minimum, as windows of opportunity.
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Studies comparing policymaking over time have typically treated changes
in the partisan composition of governments as events that have an impact on
the dynamics and outcomes of policymaking (e.g., Walgrave and Varone 2008).
Studies that compare the same policy in different contexts—cross-country
comparisons—have adopted the concept of focusing events and more politi-
cal variants. A typical example of a comparative study that draws on focusing
events is an analysis of how accidents in nuclear power plants affect the decision
to phase out nuclear power (e.g., Jahn and Korolczuk 2012). Event-focused re-
search questions in comparative public policy are about how regional or global
economic crises such as the 1970s oil shock or the 2007-2008 financial and
economic crises affect policymaking (Starke, Kaasch, and Van Hooren 2014).

Research on focusing events typically concerns major policy shifts that, as
many studies argue, would not have been feasible without the attention di-
rected to a given issue for a limited period of time. Many studies of focusing
events implicitly or explicitly hypothesize that these events neutralize other po-
litical forces. When events are endogenous to the system, forces such as the
partisan ideology of policymakers must be taken into account (e.g., economic
crisis). In marked contrast to focusing events, enabling factors—events such as
party changes or changes in the socioeconomic situation of societies—are trig-
gers for policymaking.

Comparative research is more straightforward in the case of focusing events
versus other events for two reasons. First, focusing events are easier to de-
fine, which facilitates case selection. Second, focusing events are considered
to be powerful enough to dominate domestic politics (but see, e.g., Nohrstedt
2005), which means the comparative research design can be simplified. More
resources can be allocated to characterizing the origin, nature, and perception
of the focusing events than is the case with other events. It follows that policy
process theories stressing the role of systemic, or endogenous, events are more
likely to pose challenges in comparative designs. For example, are changes in
partisan composition of a government as relevant in one country as in another?
Or does comparison require concentrating on the specific partisan composition
of government? These questions illustrate the need for further reflection when
incorporating systemic or endogenous events in comparative policy research.

Contexts

An important component of policy process theories is context. For example, in
the NPF context refers to the macrolevel of analysis and to institutions or culture
(see Shanahan et al. 2017, this volume). It is clear that the context in which pol-
icy processes take place matters a great deal to the outcomes and does not neces-
sarily prevent comparative analyses. As noted above, comparative research can
either exploit variation while holding the context constant (e.g., by comparing
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policies over time or comparing different policies) or create variation by allow-
ing the context to vary. Policy process theories that draw on the notion of policy
subsystems (e.g., NPF and ACF) find it easier to adopt the first option, whereas
theories like the policy diffusion model tend to adopt the second.

Comparative studies can theoretically and methodologically deal with con-
text. Theoretically, one needs to identify which macrolevel factors matter for
explaining policy dynamics. In the case of comparing policies that address risk
and uncertainty, for example, the general institutional arrangements are less
important for explaining differences or similarities between countries than risk
cultures are (Douglas and Wildavsky 1983). Many observers would agree that
Germany and Sweden share many similarities—relative to other countries—
regarding institutional setup, socioeconomic development level, and integra-
tion in Europe. Despite these similarities, the majority of Germans oppose
the production of nuclear power (e.g., Jahn and Korolczuk 2012), whereas the
majority of Swedes are supportive of nuclear power (e.g., Nohrstedt 2005). It
follows that German policymakers have adopted a more restrictive—if not to
say prohibitive—stance on the production of nuclear power than policymakers
in Sweden. Relevant contextual factors should be dependent on theory; other-
wise, analyses devolve into residual explanations.

Theoretical considerations naturally have implications for research design.
Qualitative comparative policy research designs can keep the context factors
as similar as possible (i.e., most-similar-systems design) or allow them to vary
(i.e., most-different-systerns design) across countries (see Newton and van
Deth 2016, 388-389). Although both designs have merit, in the literature we
mostly observe country-comparative studies based on the logic of the most-
similar-systems design.

Institutions provide perhaps the most relevant conceptualization of con-
text. Handling of institutions in comparative policy process research has varied
greatly, in part owing to the conception of institutions in the original theories.
Extant theories of comparative politics are grounded in firm understandings of
institutions. The theories of the policy process offer a rich and varied concep-
tualization of political institutions. Standard theories of comparative politics
depict institutions as transaction costs. The veto player model as put forward
by Tsebelis (2002) is a prime example of institutions as transaction costs. This
conceptualization allows the veto player model to assess the policy effects of
political institutions from a unified theoretical perspective, which is appealing
to scholars in both comparative politics and public policy (see Ganghof 2003).

The more varied conceptualization in policy processes has its costs. For in-
stance, comparing institutional hypotheses from the theories is difficult, even
in similar problems. This lack of convergence is more problematic when we
consider that understanding the effects of political institutions is a core concern
in political science generally, and not just in the study of public policy.
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The policy process theories gain leverage in their conceptualization and
examination of political institutions by holding key elements of policy sub-
stance, and thus the range of positions and actors, stable. Where the theories,
particularly the ACF and IAD framework, address particular policy problems
cross-nationally, their substantive focus allows for isolating how institutional
arrangements shape not only policy but also the opportunity structures faced
by coalitions of actors (e.g., Gupta 2014). So, one set of institutional hypotheses
derived from the policy process theories is issue dependent.

In contrast, scholars working in the PET tradition have conceptualized insti-
tutions as decision making systems for processing information and generating
particular patterns of policy dynamics. For these scholars, processes of delega-
tion, organization, and sequencing are just as important as the particular form
taken by institutional structures or the substantive nature of the policy problem.
Institutions are important both in prioritizing issues on the policy agenda and
in determining the dynamics of policy outputs over time (Jones et al. 2009).

Development is helped along by a common system of measurement for
issue agendas and in-depth work on political budgeting. This is important
because it ties the front end and back end of the policy process together via gen-
eralizations about political processes (i.e., agenda setting, budgeting, or regula-
tory politics) and common patterns of policy dynamics. Thus, emphasis is not
on comparing, say, parliaments directly to the US Congress but on comparing
issue agendas and patterns of policy change. This notion of having a common
measurement system leads directly to a discussion of the methodological chal-
lenges posed by comparative applications of the policy process theories.

Outcomes

Despite addressing public policy from different perspectives, studies in policy
processes have in common that they largely address policy outputs and not
the effects—policy outcomes. With the exception of the budgeting tradition in
PET, comparative policy research has paid relatively scant attention to compar-
ing policy outcomes. More precisely, it has hardly examined similar outcomes
(e.g., reduction in poverty) as being achieved by different public policies across
different contexts.

On the one hand, the concentration of policy process research on policy
outputs is reasonable because these are most likely to be affected by the interac-
tions of actors in a given institutional setting. Policy outcomes can be regarded
as a type of policy feedback, which can start a new policy process. From this
perspective, conceiving of the outcomes of previous policy decisions as explan-
atory variables concurs with the most general logic of policy process theories.

An adjacent literature strand concentrating explicitly on policy outcomes
is political economy and, more precisely, studies drawing on the varieties
of capitalism approach. According to Hall and Soskice (2001), the degree of
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coordination within the economy distinguishes between twao ideal types: liberal
markel economies (LMEs) and coordinated market economies (CMEs). Both
ideal types represent the extremes of a spectrum of pure market powers and a
strong coordination of market forces in which political economies can be clas-
sified. In LMEs strong market forces dominate; in CMEs coordination mech-
anisms play a major role between the various market participants. In LMEs,
companies coordinate their activities in all subsystems of the economy primar-
ily by orientation on price signals, free competition in the market, and marginal
cost, In CMEs, however, non-market-based relations play a major role and are
crucial for the development of corporate core competencies. Corresponding
research shows that CMEs produce policies that help them mitigate the adverse
effects of crises more effectively than LMEs,

Interim Conclusions

We have discussed how palicy process theories conceive of public palicies, their
temporal dimension, and the role they assign to actors, events, and context and
have examined how they deal with palicy outcomes, The overview shows that
there exist established definitions of public policy and its elements that are, in
principle, suitable for comparative analysis. Analyzing policy decisions in the
same context at different points in time represents a form of comparative anal-
ysis that is implicitly and explicitly addressed in policy studies. However, there
exists policy research that is comparative with regard to policy decisions and
the context in which they are formulated.

The main limitation in comparative policy research is the conceptualiza-
tion and systematic analysis of policy outcomes. It makes sense that policy out-
comes do not represent the main subject of interest of policy process theories
because they are nat only affected by strategic interactions hetween actors but
also by a whole range of additional factors (see Knill, Schulze, and Tosun 2012).
Nonetheless, policy outcomes could be conceptualized as policy feedbacks (see
Meitler and ScoRelle 2017, Chapter 3, this volume) that—together with other
factors—trigger policy change. This idea is particularly interesting because pol-
icy outcomes can be measured In ways that allow for comparison across units,
time, and policy areas.

All in all, the field of comparative policy process contains several conceprual
and theoretical starting points for research. Yet we also need to take into ac-
count empirical and methodological considerations before formulating a com-
parative policy research agenda.

EMPIRICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL CHALLENGES

In general, the research designs for applying the policy process theories com-
paratively are . ., comparative. Leaving this higher-order design problem aside,
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issues of measurement and methods still plague applications of the theories, as
we have already indicated. Methodologically, one of the theories in this volume
has achieved a much greater level of standardization in both measurement and
methods.

The PET uses a common system for measuring the issue agendas of political
institutions or systems (see Jones 2016). This system was developed early on,
and subsequent developments in the theory have retained this concern for issue
agendas and measuring them in a reliable, backward-compatible way. What
this yields is standardization and a common metric for testing hypotheses gen-
erated across countries, institutions, and governing systems generally. This
common base of measurement not only provides a common vernacular among
the group but also fosters the generation of cross-national hypotheses that are
very general.

This common metric has also allowed a common mode of analysis. In par-
ticular, the theory makes use of distributional and stochastic process methods,
from which the general punctuation hypothesis is explored. The central notion
of the PET is that individual and institutional cognition, constrained by lim-
ited attention, leads to disproportionate information processing. That is to say,
policy change is characterized by lots of small, incremental changes punctuated
by large, dramatic change. This dynamic leads to the characteristic “fat tails”
in agenda and policy change distributions, where the distribution of change
over time is leptokurtotic. This hypothesis has proved particularly powerful
in describing policy dynamics in political institutions and, moreover, across
countries and political systems.

The PET has made thorough use of government budgets for which country-
comparative data are available (especially for advanced market economies). For
example, using data for annual changes in government budgets in six nations,
Jones et al. (2009) managed to identify a general empirical law of budget punc-
tuations. This law suggests that budget processes are leptokurtic in general.
More specifically, the law suggests that budgetary decreases are more punctu-
ated than increases and that local governments are less punctuated compared
to central governments.

This common metric and set of methods is largely absent from studies ap-
plying the ACF, the MSF, or the NPF. Of course, these theories have different
analytical interests as well. Whereas the PET is concerned with identifying and
explaining broader policy patterns on the basis of limited attention and insti-
tutional friction, the ACF, the MSF, and the NPF attach greater importance to
specific policy substance. Specificity requires a more varied approach to anal-
ysis. As concerns the analytical interests of these theories and the concepts on
which they draw, the above discussion shows that they are conducive to com-
parative research. However, they are confronted with empirical limitations that
stem from key analytical concepts.
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For these reasons, PET presents a more standardized approach and vocab-
ulary for rapidly generating comparative hypotheses. To their credit, the ACF,
MSF, and NPF see measuring policy change as more problematic than it at
first appears, and they tend to attempt to incorporate directional measures of
policy advocacy and policy change not captured in the PET’s focus on atten-
tion (though the exception is in budgetary processes, where directionality is
clear and easily assessed). This more varied, or at least less settled, approach to
measurement and analysis in these theories comes with a cost in development.
Because all these theories are well on in years, a considerable amount of time is
needed to study the theories at a level that allows systematic assessment of their
hypotheses. This situation is made more acute in comparative applications.

POLICY PROCESS RESEARCH
AND COMPARATIVE POLITICS

The classic policy analysis literature acknowledged the relationship between
policies and politics. The main claim in Lowi’s (1964) influential work is that
“policy determines politics” in the sense that policy types entail varying degrees
of costs and opposition to attempts to change the status quo. On the basis of
this reasoning, Lowi put forward a typology that distinguishes among distribu-
tive policies (measures that affect the distribution of resources from the govern-
ment to particular recipients), redistributive policies (measures on the transfer
of resources from one societal group to another), regulatory policies (measures
that define conditions and constraints for individual or collective behavior),
and constituent policies (measures that create or modify the states’ institutions).

More recent research has attempted to reverse this relationship and to un-
derstand how concepts from politics can be used to explain policy decisions
(e.g., Knill and Tosun 2012, 2017). The main motivation for integrating con-
cepts from politics in policy studies stems from the success of comparative pol-
itics (see Newton and van Deth 2016). The comparative politics literature can
draw on established concepts and datasets on the positions of political parties
(e.g., Volkens et al. 2013), corporatism (e.g., Kenworthy 2003), and veto players
(e.g., Jahn 2011), which enable comparative research.

A key interest in comparative politics is to explain the development of
modern states, which includes processes of transitions toward democracy
and—as increasingly happens in the last few years—autocracy (e.g., Croissant
et al. 2015). The second analytical focus lies on the characteristics and effects
of structures and institutions. It is within this research perspective that there
exists a sizable literature addressing policymaking in executives and legisla-
tures, which is, for instance, interested in whether government or opposition
parties propose certain policies and how long the policymaking process takes
given certain constellations such as grand coalition governments or minority
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governments (e.g., Manow and Burkhart 2008). Another key topic in the com-
parative politics approach to policymaking is the role of political ideologies and
how states perform in the sense of solving problems by means of policymaking
(e.g., Bale et al. 2010). A third major area of interest of comparative politics
scholars is citizens’ attitudes and their political participation (e.g., Soroka and
Wlezien 2009) and the role of various actor groups, including pressure groups,
social movements, mass media, and political parties (e.g., Baumgartner et al.
2009; Tosun and Schaub 2017; Walgrave, Soroka, and Nuytemans 2008; Wal-
grave and Varone 2008).

The integration of policy research with comparative politics research has
been realized in two ways. First, studies seeking to explain policy decisions
make use of the isolated factors presented above. For example, Knill, Debus,
and Heichel (2010) are interested in explaining environmental policy change,
but instead of relying on the policy process theories that concentrate on pol-
icy change, the authors focus on the impact of the electoral strength of politi-
cal parties. Second, studies using policy process theories incorporate concepts
from comparative politics. The PET is perhaps the process theory that has the
most visible connection with comparative politics, which is also reflected in the
background of the scholars contributing to this body of research.

To illustrate this point, note the volume on the comparative approach to
agenda setting edited by Green-Pedersen and Walgrave (2014). Both editors
have a background in comparative politics, with Green-Pedersen’s other re-
search concentrating on party politics and party competition (e.g., Green-
Pedersen and Krogstrup 2008) and Walgrave’s research revolving around the
role of mass media in politics (e.g., Walgrave, Soroka, and Nuytemans 2008).
The great majority of other researchers contributing to that volume—including
the inventors of the PET (Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Baumgartner, Jones,
and Mortensen 2017, this volume)—are comparative politics scholars work-
ing on institutions, parties, and representation (e.g., Bevan and Jennings 2014).
The PET lends itself particularly well to incorporating concepts from compar-
ative politics because of the role institutional arrangements play therein. As
Baumgartner, Jones, and Mortensen (2017, this volume) explain, institutional
arrangements characterized by institutional separation often work to rein-
force policy stability, but sometimes they can be conducive to policy change
by working to “wash away existing policy subsystems.” We argue that it is the
prominence of institutional arrangements and the fact that these scholars can
build on the insights existing scholarship in comparative politics yields that has
helped strengthen the comparative approach to PET.

Turning to actor-centered policy process theories like the ACF, we can note
that these deviate from studies in comparative politics. They do not concen-
trate on individual actor groups but are interested in actor coalitions and their
respective beliefs and resources. These are in turn a product of their long-term
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coalition opportunity structures and short-term constraints and resources. It
is the complexity of the relationship between the individual actors forming a
coalition, the importance of the relationship of different actor coalitions within
policy subsystems, and the additional factors influencing them that reduces
the compatibility between the ACF and comparative politics research. From
this perspective, the ACF—Ilike most other policy process theories—can make
limited use of the insights offered by comparative politics owing to its sophis-
ticated and particularly refined approach to modeling how advocacy coalitions
structure policy change.

For example, Shanahan et al. (2011) use the NPF to analyze the effect of
policy narratives on public opinion. To this end, the authors treat a group of
students with two media accounts that reflect divergent advocacy coalitions
and assess how this affects their opinion on the policy issue concerning snow-
mobile access to Yellowstone National Park. To transform this study into one
that could guide comparative research, the focus would need to be one actor
group, most likely government actors, whose policy narrative could then be
explained by comparative data on how political ideology determines positions
on nature protection.

Summing up, scholars in comparative politics have agreed in many areas
on levels of analysis that allow for comparative measurerment, which has helped
this literature to become prolific. The concepts from comparative politics have
migrated to some varieties of policy process research and have paved the way
for comparative analysis there. Because the institution-centered process theo-
ries such as the PET can be more easily divided into specific components, they
have benefited more from concepts and data originating from comparative
politics than actor-centered theories, which tend to be more complex. Yet this
does not mean that comparative research that draws on policy process theories
does not exist, and it certainly does not preclude more comparative studies. We
elaborate on this point in the next section.

POLICY PROCESS RESEARCH IN
COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

In this section, we characterize the comparative research that has already been
undertaken or that is under way applying the theories of the policy process. We
argue that the comparative extensions of the policy process theories need not
be nation-comparative only but can include insights from comparing political
institutions, subnational units, and different stages of the policy process (e.g.,
agenda setting vs. policy adoption). Our discussion of the comparative research
in these theoretical traditions sets the stage for considering what we have
learned, what is left undone, and what opportunities are presented by these
more recent comparative extensions of the theories and concepts presented in



344 Tosun and Workman

this volume. These opportunities encompass theoretical, conceptual, and meth-
odological possibilities.

Multiple Streams Framework

As it is the case with many policy process theories, the MSF was developed un-
der the impression of policy dynamics in the institutional setting of the United
States. Therefore, for a long time, this approach was applied to the US context,
and no attempts were made to develop it further conceptually or empirically.
Recently, however, studies have applied the MSF to different institutional con-
texts (see Herweg, Zahariadis, and Zohlnhéofer 2017, this volume; Jones et al.
2016), and conceptual efforts have been made to develop a comparative ap-
proach to MSF.

In this context, ZohInhofer, Herweg, and Huf3 (2016) argue that the MSF
could be transformed to become more conducive to comparative research by
paying enhanced attention to formal political institutions. This suggestion is
particularly remarkable given our discussion of the natural relationship be-
tween institution-centered policy process theories and comparative politics and
how this proximity has helped promote comparative policy process research.
From this perspective, the proposal by Zohlnhéfer, Herweg, and Huf (2016)
points at exactly the same dimension, namely, to explore possibilities for ex-
ploiting the analytical tools supplied by comparative politics. Remarkably, the
need to concentrate more specifically on institutional factors is supported by a
conceptual piece by Béland (2016). Also focusing on the conceptual dimension,
Howlett, McConnell, and Perl (2015) advance the argument that a combination
of the MSF with other policy process theories would increase its fit with com-
parative logic.

An example of a country-comparative application of the MSF is offered by
Spohr (2016), who examines reforms of labor market policies in Germany and
Sweden emphasizing the role of policy entrepreneurs. More broadly, although
the comparative insights provided by the MSF are limited, we must acknowl-
edge that isolated components of this approach have been used for comparative
research. The most frequently used concepts are—such as in Spohr’s (2016)
study—policy entrepreneurs and focusing events (Béland and Howlett 2016,
224). For example, trade disputes, mostly in the context of the World Trade
Organization, have been regarded as focusing events that trigger policy change
(e.g., Ackrill and Kay 2011). Policy entrepreneurs, in particular, conceptually
travel easily across the most diverse institutional settings. The same holds true
for policy brokers, the notion of which has been adopted by comparative stud-
ies of the relationship between science and public policy. The concept used
by these studies is related to the policy broker but refers to scientific actors as
“honest brokers” (Pielke 2007).



Chapter 9 Struggle and Trivnph tn Fusing Policy Process and Comparative Reszarch - 345

It is interesting to see that the conceptual Ireatises on strengthening the
comparative perspective of the MSF make a plea for emphasizing formal po-
litical institutions, whereas the existing empirical studies have chosen to
concentrate on the two components that are detached from the institutional
context. We can conclude that attempts to make the MSF more comparative
can choose between adopting the whole approach and then concentrating on
institutions and selecting isolated concepts and abstracting from institutional
arrangements,

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory

PET scholars have devoted a considerable amount of effort to understanding
human decision making and taking seriously the lessons of behavioral psy-
chology and economics (Jones 1994, 2001), For this reason, the PET has been
influential by {tsell and has stimulated other conceptual models. Building on
Baumgariner and Jones (1993) and Schattschneider (1960), Engell, Green-
Pedersen, and Larsen (2012) highlight the importance of four elements: atten-
tion, actors, images, and institutional venuves. The assumption of this model is
that the policy process is determined by the underlying political conllicts over
a given issue. In this context, the first factor that needs to be taken into account
is the level of both public and political attention given to certain issues. The
higher the level of attention, the more controversial the policy process that fol-
lows initial agenda setting.

Attention to individual cognition and its implications for how institutions
process information and prioritize problems has led to a plethora of studies of
comparative political institutions. These studies include US state governors’
institutional powers (Breunig and Koski 2009), budgeting in Western democ-
racies (Breunig, Koski, and Mortensen 2010; Jones et al, 2009), bureaucratic
and regulatory policymaking (Bevan 2015; May, Workman, and Jones 2008:
Workman 2015), and the relationship between the news media and parliamen-
tary agenda setting (Vliegenthart et al. 2016).

Attention is closely connected to the number and types of actors that are
involved in the problem definition of an issue (May, Sapotichne, and Workman
2006). Usually, issues ol low attention are characterized by the participation of
a limited group of actors in the policy process, and politicized issues are char-
acterized by the involvement of more actors. Different types of actors typically
have different preferences regarding the outcome of the policy process, which
leads Lo controversial politics,

One area that presents tremendous possibilities in comparative policy pro-
cess research is the concept of problem definitions. Stone (1989) provides a
[requently used concept of problem definition: a causal story that identifies
harm, describes what causes the harm, assigns blame to those causing it, and
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claims that the government is responsible for stopping the activity in question.
Put simply, issue images are about a certain perspective from which issues are
seen and about the exclusion of alternative views (Engeli, Green-Pedersen, and
Larsen 2012).

The PET, with its attention to individual and organizational cognition, of-
fers an alternative version of problem definition as the dimensions of a prob-
lem that are relevant for choice. For instance, climate change could be said to
embody substantive dimensions involving trade policy, environmental policy,
agricultural policy, and energy policy, among others. Climate change policy
defined as energy policy has very different implications, regardless of cause
and effect, than climate change policy defined as an environmental problem
(see Elgin and Weible 2013). Borrowing from work on cognition, the PET sees
problem definition as akin to problem representation. Choice requires the con-
struction of a problem representation (Newell and Simon 1972; Jones 2001) be-
fore solutions can be generated and evaluated in terms of preferences or beliefs.
Problem definition, then, is an indispensable precursor to choice.

Another alternative is Dery’s (1984, 4-27) conceptualization of problem
definitions as “gaps” or “opportunities.” Policymakers compare the current
policy to current conditions and define that discrepancy as either a gap in pol-
icy that needs filling or as an opportunity to expand policymaking in a given
area. Using the twin notions of problem definition as dimensions of choice and
as an opportunity for steering policy agendas, Workman (2015) identifies bu-
reaucratic and administrative units as key to understanding how the governing
system comes to understand given policy problems and how policy agendas are
structured.

Policy Feedback Theory

The most prominent theory of policy feedback examines how current policies
constrain the types of policies available in the future in a theory attentive to his-
tory and institutional development (Pierson 2004). The early policy feedback
literature in particular was strongly influenced by historical institutionalism,
which explores the impact of institutions on political behavior and policymak-
ing dynamics (Béland 2010, 570). This approach is, however, different from the
classic version of historical institutionalism to the extent that it has an explicit
behavioral component, and as a result this theory is based on a microfounda-
tion that allows for a more complete explanation of policy processes.

In empirical terms, this approach has been especially useful in comparative
public policy for the study of the welfare state (Hacker 2002) and inequality
(Hacker and Pierson 2011). Most empirical applications of the Policy Feedback
Theory (PFT) draw on the concept of incrementalism and share similarities
with the forms of institutional change identified by Streeck and Thelen (2005).
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More broadly, the early literature paid particular attention to processes of
state building, interest groups, and lock-in effects. More recently, scholars have
focused on private benefits and institutions, the role of political behavior, and
ideational and symbolic components of policy feedback (Béland 2010, 576).
However, the design of policies can have feedback effects on individuals, not
only in terms of the way they view the particular policy but also more broadly
with implications on their attitudes toward politics and the political system in
general (e.g., Mettler and Soss 2004). Policies that focus on broad segments of
the population can pique interest in politics, for example, because political out-
comes may create personal stakes and thus influence how attentive individuals
are to the political process (see Shore 2016).

This scholarship mostly connects public policy to future policy change or
individual behavior through the mechanism of positive feedback. However,
considerable work in mass opinion makes similar connections through the
mechanism of negative feedback. The thermostatic model of mass opinion
posits that governments pursue policies in a left or right fashion, progressively
farther away from the general preferences of the public (Wlezien and Soroka
2012). Once beyond some threshold, citizen preferences serve as negative feed-
back on governing party choices, even so far as being replaced if necessary.
The thermostatic model is remarkably resilient across substantive policy issues
and governing systems. A slightly different application of the PFT concerns the
strategic use of policy decisions as a tool to move public opinion (see Soss and
Schram 2007).

Weaver (2010) regards the turn to negative feedback as a correction to the
emphasis historical institutionalism and path dependency literature placed on
positive feedback. Positive feedback from these perspectives is associated with
stability; negative feedback, with policy change. Therefore, the burgeoning at-
tention paid to negative feedback concurs with the general increase in interest
in the comparative empirical assessment and explanation of policy change.

In all, the PFT displays an affinity for comparative politics research, and
therefore extending it to comparative research is a fruitful endeavor. Yet, ex-
isting studies that explicitly draw on this approach are mostly context-specific,
although the accumulation of individual studies provides a relatively robust
empirical picture. Nevertheless, the empirical potential of this approach has
not been exploited for comparative policy process research and represents an
avenue worth exploring in future research.

The Advocacy Coalition Framework and the
Narrative Policy Framework

The ACEFE (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, 1999; Sabatier 1998; Sabatier
and Weible 2007; Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009) is one of the most
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influential approaches to policy change. Essentially, it views policymaking as
the result of the competition between coalitions of actors who advocate be-
liefs about certain policy options. This competition between advocacy groups
takes place within policy subsystems. The framework further argues that actors
process information according to a variety of cognitive heuristics that provide
guidance in complex decision making situations. In this regard, belief systems
give guidance about how a social problem is structured and how it could be
remedied.

Against this background, policy change may principally result from two
sources. First, policy change can occur as a result of learning processes, which
induces a hegemonic advocacy coalition to transform its beliefs in response to
experience or new information. Second, external events may lead to changes in
the power distribution among advocacy coalitions. The revision of the Advo-
cacy Coalition Framework by Sabatier and Weible (2007) identifies two more
sources of policy change. One source is endogenous events that occur within
the subsystem and that highlight failures in current subsystem practices. The
other source is cross-coalition learning, where professional forums provide an
institutional setting that allows coalitions to safely negotiate and implement
agreements.

Scholars working within the ACF have just begun to leverage the power of
comparative research designs in understanding variation in coalitional struc-
ture, competition, and resulting policy outputs. Weible et al. (2016) examine
policy debates surrounding hydraulic fracturing in seven countries. They find
that coalition makeup and intercoalitional structure vary greatly across differ-
ent types of political systems. There remains a need to understand how coali-
tions, processes of learning, and policy change differ by policy topics, events,
and actor constellations, especially in diverse institutional contexts. Federal
versus unitary systems, for instance, structure who may and may not be part of
the coalition addressing a particular issue.

One point of comparative advantage in applying the ACF might be institu-
tional jurisdictions and how these structure coalitions and coalition formation.
In the United States, for instance, issue jurisdictions are a point of competition
among not only subsystem actors but also federal agencies addressing these
problems (Workman 2015). This is less the case in unitary, central govern-
ments such as that of the United Kingdom, with clearer lines of demarcation.
The ACF promises to be particularly powerful in understanding policy change
pursuant to this variation.

The key challenges for the ACF in comparative perspective are empirical
and methodological. Although the ACF maintains an empirical and method-
ological pluralism that enables it to be widely adapted to diverse contextual
policy problems, this same pluralism strains the logic of comparative research
design. A systematic effort to standardize some of these diverse empirical and
methodological approaches would be a boon to comparative applications of
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the theory, allowing scholars to test some of these broader hypotheses before
digging deeper into the nuances of policy change.

The NPF is similar to the ACF but also more complex in terms of the an-
alytical concepts it uses (e.g., Jones and Radaelli 2015). As a result, empirical
studies drawing on the NPF exist (e.g., Shanahan, McBeth, and Hathaway
2011), but the empirical work concentrates on comparing policy narratives
used by different advocacy coalitions in the same institutional contexts. There
are no indications that this literature seeks to adopt a comparative approach
that would be different from comparing policy narratives. Do narratives differ
fundamentally across national borders? This would be a useful extension of
this line of research. 1f differences exist, researchers could then ask whether the
comparative differences are important for understanding policy change.

The Institutional Analysis and Development Framework

The 1AD framework offers an analytical tool focused on action situations and
recognizes institutional settings (Blomquist and deLeon 2011). The institu-
tional dimension of this framework makes it particularly useful for comparative
analyses, especially in the study of overharvesting in common pool resource
situations. Again, similar to the PFT, the actions are systematically connected
to cost-benefit analyses of individuals, which strengthen the connection of this
approach to comparative politics research. The comparative dimension of this
approach is explicitly acknowledged by Schlager and Cox (2017, this volume).
They state that its application allows for the production of data according to the
same measurement standards.

An empirical application of the 1AD framework is provided by Andersson
(2006), who analyzes the determinants of success of decentralized policy re-
gimes on common pool resources. To this end, the author gathered data on
forest-sector activities in municipal governments in Bolivia, which show that
local governance systems are more successful when information is exchanged
and learning processes are facilitated. Another insightful example is the study
by lmperial and Yandle (2005) on the effect of institutions on fisheries policy.
This study is worth noting because it adopted a rather unusual comparative
perspective. It uses institutional arrangements to manage fisheries, namely, bu-
reaucracy, markets, community, and comanagement. Bureaucracy is charac-
terized by the government holding the property rights to fish and a focus on
regulation that maintains fish stocks at sustainable levels; markets use trading
systems that allocate property rights to vessel owners or fishers using tradable
permits. 1f communities hold property rights to fish, they use social norms,
rules, and sanctions to govern fisher behavior. With comanagement, there is
shared responsibility between government and user groups. The authors offer
a conceptual discussion concerning implications of these institutional arrange-
ments for efficiency, equity, accountability, and adaptability.
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Despite the existence of comparative research, Clement (2010) states that
the literature based on this approach mostly studies local communities and not
higher institutional levels. This observation is accurate for the empirical study
of Andersson (2006) and holds true more generally because most analyses con-
centrate on decentralization of policy regimes and the effectiveness of local-
level governance. Clement (2010) gives an interesting conceptual reason for
the empirical limitation of the IAD framework: its lack of attention to power
mechanisms stemming from the political and economic structures that shape
power distribution. Clement further argues that institutions are not neutral but
rather emerge, sustain, or collapse in political-economic contexts. It follows
that the challenge in comparative analysis using the IAD framework is studying
more complicated governing arrangements (e.g., at the subsystem or political
system level where the rule typology and description of action situations be-
come unwieldy).

In this way, the IAD framework tends to face the opposite set of challenges
as the ACF. The ACF’s methodological pluralism allows it to adapt to diverse
policy problems yet makes comparative research design difficult, at least em-
pirically and methodologically. In contrast, the IAD framework’s standardized
approach to empirical and methodological design is useful in comparative de-
signs but is not widely adaptable to diverse types of policy problems.

The Diffusion of Innovation Model

The diffusion literature is comparative by definition and benefits from the
availability of a common set of explanatory variables—learning, imitation, eco-
nomic competition, and coercion—and metrics (see Berry and Berry 2017, this
volume). Although these variables are sometimes labeled differently, the under-
lying causal mechanisms are the same and can be summarized as follows.

Transnational learning can be roughly defined as a process in which govern-
ments search for solutions to a problem, which they find in another jurisdiction.
Emulation is the desire of policymakers to attain international acceptance by
demonstrating conformity with the behavior of states that are considered leaders.
Coercion is based on the assumption that there is a power asymmetry between
two jurisdictions in which the more powerful one can force the other to adopt
certain policy measures. Economic competition induces policymakers to adopt
policies in place elsewhere if these are expected to affect the national industry’s
ability to compete in the global market (Vogel and Kagan 2004).

There exists an impressive amount of policy diffusion research that concen-
trates on the most diverse policy areas (e.g., Holzinger, Knill, and Arts 2008).
However, there also exists work concentrating on diffusion processes at the
subnational level. For example, Boushey (2010) uses research in agenda setting
and epidemiology to characterize the process of policy diffusion among the
American states. This research refutes the notion that diffusion is a thought-
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out, incremental process; instead, it embodies the characteristics of an outbreak
of disease. The theory posits interest groups as key Lo the “spread” of policies.
Tosun and Shikano (2016) analyzed the spread of regions in Europe that de-
clared they would not grow genetically maodified organisms. By comparing
diffusion processes within and across countries, the authors illustrate that in-
tracountry diffusion dominates intercountry diffusion, which is an important
finding because it shows that diffusion processes at the subnational level may
be triggered by decision making at higher levels of government.

In addition to the agreement of a similar set of explanatory variables and
their measurement, the proliferation of diffusion studies also stems from the
agreement on how to measure the dependent variable. Typically, the dependent
variable is binary. The similarity and simplicity in data coding have produced
a remarkably coherent body of research that offers many comparative insights
for processes of vertical diffusion (i.e,, when a policy from a lower level of gov-
ernment ditfuses to higher levels) and horizontal diffusion (l.e., when the policy
spreads across the same levels of government, but in a number of jurisdictions).
Whal is also characteristic for this literature is that it recognizes the importance
of domestic politics and, because it Is comparative by definition, it relies on
concepts and measurements common in comparative politics. Thus, we have
anather policy process theory that has a close relationship with comparative
politics and can incorporate analytical tools from that literature.

Perhaps the most robust empirical finding refers to the diffusion of envi-
ronmental standards (e.g., air quality standards) in both developed and devel-
oping states. In environmental policy; the impact of economic interests on the
definition of regulatory standards has been thoroughly discussed in relation to
“races to the bottom.” Here, the main mechanism relates to footloose investors
relocating their polluting industries to “pollution havens” in parts of the world
where the environmental standards are less strict. According to the theory, this
can induce governments to deliberately lower their standards to a level below
what is possible given the available technology, Empirically, however, there
is a remarkable coherence in the absence of such dynamics (Holzinger, Knill,
and Arts 2008; Tosun 2013), which means that there is no indication that gov-
ernments adopt fess stringent environmental standards when conlronted with
competitive pressure. What can be observed is the oppaosite scenario, known as
the "race to the top,” where developing countries adopt increasingly strict envi-
ronmental standards (Vogel and Kagan 2004).

WHAT WE HAVE LEARNED FROM
COMPARATIVE POLICY PROCESS RESEARCH

Theories of the policy process adapt well to the comparative perspective. This is
particularly the case with the policy diffusion method and the IAD framewaork,
which were developed as comparative approaches. The NPF is about comparing
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policy narratives created by individual advocacy coalitions. Scholars using the
MSF have begun to explore the possibilities of comparative research, involving
both theoretical (e.g., Howlett, McConnell, and Per] 2015; ZohInhofer, Herweg,
and Huf3 2016) and empirical work (e.g., Spohr 2016). Scholarship on PET has
completed the comparative turn both by encompassing myriad political sys-
tems and their institutions and by adopting the perspective that dynamics, or
changes in time, are necessary for understanding public policy.

The ACF has been applied to a great number of cases and already allows
for drawing some comparative conclusions. In particular, we have learned that
stable coalitional structures that oppose one another operate in much the same
way across issue areas and governing systems. The structure, stability, and im-
pact of advocacy coalitions vary across political contexts, but whether there
exist stable patterns we do not know yet. Thus, seeking to go one step further,
Weible et al. (2016) recently outlined a framework for comparative ACF re-
search. The PFT has tremendous untapped, comparative potential.

Though much work remains to be done in developing theories that accom-
modate comparative research designs, some generalizable lessons can be drawn
from applications of policy process theories in comparative contexts. These re-
late to the behavior of citizens and mass publics, institutional information pro-
cessing, the types of issues governments face, and the importance of coalitional
politics within substantive policy issues.

First, within the set of Western-style democracies, citizens behave and eval-
uate public policy in remarkably similar ways. In general, the lessons of this
work are that governments attend to citizen demands for attention to substan-
tive policy issues; what citizens think is important, governments also think
important (Jones and Baumgartner 2004). This is not to say that lawmaking
approximates public opinion in all cases, but there is tremendous congruence
between public priorities and institutional policy agendas. Likewise, the ther-
mostatic model (Soroka and Wlezien 2009) is explicitly comparative in design
and establishes that democratic systems are successful in representation and
responsiveness, though with some variation associated with institutional con-
figurations across Western democracies. Policy process theories such as the
MSF have recently started to pay more attention to the institutional differences,
and judging from the insights yielded from existing research this appears to be
a promising perspective for future research.

Second, the nature and types of issues and problems that governments face
are similar, and this finding spans Western democracies, developing nations,
and authoritarian regimes. The Comparative Agendas Project has emerged as
a useful measurement system for understanding the types of problems char-
acterizing the agendas of diverse governing systems (Jones 2016). Using this
policy topic coding scheme, scholars have demonstrated systematic similarities
in the number and nature of problems confronting Western democracies and,
increasingly, other types of governments as well.
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Third, the dynamics of policy change are similar across governing sys-
tems, across political institutions within governing systems, and even across
policymaking within substantive issues. The characteristic slip-stick dynamics,
with long periods of incrementalism punctuated by bursts of larger-scale pol-
icy change, have nearly become empirical law in policy dynamics (Jones et al.
2009). The shape of change derives from the shifting nature of political atten-
tion, institutional differences, and the dependencies and trade-offs implicit in
the limited nature of attention and in public budgets (Breunig and Busemeyer
2012). The more recent expansions of this research link similar causal mecha-
nisms, such as institutional friction and limited attention, to the same dynamics
even in authoritarian regimes. These consistencies allow some powerful lessons
to be drawn about the operation of institutions, the dynamics of policy change,
and the issue agendas of governments the world over.

Fourth, within particular substantive issues, ACF scholars have shown that
how nations ply coalitional politics and advocacy is similar across countries.
These insights move our thinking from generalizable systemic staternents about
policy change to a more nuanced perspective on particular issues across coun-
tries. The IAD framework makes possible similar types of generalizations, con-
centrating on actors in institutional settings rather than on advocacy. Taken
together, the policy process theories have generated a set of generalizations that
span institutions and behavior, types of political systems, and substantive is-
sues. Still, much is left to be done. In future comparative policy process re-
search, there are considerable opportunities for theoretical, conceptual, and
empirical advancement in understanding policy dynamics.

CONCLUSIONS AND THE WAY FORWARD

Subdisciplines of political science have made great progress in the last few
years as a result of pursuing comparative research and applying comparative
research designs. The goal of this chapter was to scrutinize the progress policy
process research has made in applying a comparative perspective. Our system-
atic overview of the literature drawing on the policy process theories yielded
two overarching findings.

First, policy process research has been carried out for a growing number
of cases, which allows for identifying general empirical patterns and a more
demanding test of theoretical expectations. Second, theoretical perspectives in
policy process research have become noticeably comparative, including classic
comparative approaches such as cross-country studies and newer ones such as
comparisons of different policy sectors in one country. Moreover, our analysis
suggests that the body of comparative policy process research will expand even
further in the near future.

Among the various theories, the PET forms the basis of a literature that has
developed the most visible comparative dimension, albeit the IAD framework
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has also produced a number of comparative studies. Diffusion research holds
a specific position because this research is comparative by definition. Never-
theless, even diffusion research has developed in a fashion that includes larger
samples as well as the inclusion of additional dimensions, such as policy sectors,
for comparison. A group of international MSF scholars discuss at a conceptual
level how the MSF can be adapted to comparative research, and a few empirical
studies have applied it. In regard to the ACF, comparative insights are possible
as a result of the sheer number of contexts to which this perspective has been
applied. This saturation has illuminated the value of conceptual evenness and
highlighted the struggles of empirical and methodological pluralisim.

Thus, all in all, much comparative policy process research is occurring, and
the analytical perspectives adopted so far are diverse and insightful. Yet we
must bear in mind that the comparative dimensions of the policy process theo-
ries depend on the adoption of a broad definition of comparative design.

In strengthening the comparative dimension of policy process research,
several avenues appear worth pursuing in future research. The first relates to
the PET and why it has been so successful in mastering the comparative turn.
By concentrating on individual theoretical components, researchers involved
in the comparative study of political agendas bring to bear their expertise
and knowledge of how to measure key concepts and what data could be used
for this purpose, especially comparatively. Interestingly, Béland and Howlett
(2016) seem to dismiss this disaggregated approach to adapting the MSF to the
comparative logic, but from our perspective starting with isolated components
enables the research to benefit from the expertise of authors and allows for mu-
tual learning and cumulative knowledge. Our first suggestion for making policy
process research more comparative is to concentrate on individual conceptual
components and to make these suitable for comparative research.

Our second point is about the need for systematic data gathering and cod-
ing to strengthen comparative policy process research. Again, the PET is a good
example of how this can be attained: data collection and coding are system-
atized and standardized, which allows for producing data that facilitate com-
parative research. It follows that comparative research must be accompanied
by efforts to produce (better) data, which can be attained by individual research
groups or by forming research networks and benefiting from a coordinated ap-
proach. The availability of reliable and valid data is critical for pushing further
the comparative dimension in policy process research.

Third, formal political institutions offer a possibility for conceptually and
empirically advancing comparative policy process research. Our reasoning
builds on institutions as a key concept in comparative politics (and political
science generally): they offer a methodological tool box and data that can be
used by policy process research. Institutions can be incorporated into compar-
ative policy process research in two ways. First, institutions can be regarded as
the context in which decisions are made. Second, arguably the more ambitious
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approach, is to identify the role institutions play in the individual theories
and then to address them in a more systernatic fashion. This is a dimension
on which the PET and the IAD framework were found to have a competitive
advantage over the other theoretical approaches. At any rate, policy process
theories offer added value in their treatment of institutions because they attend
to how institutions structure and shape the relationships between actors more
than approaches in comparative politics do.

Comparative research both widens and deepens our understanding of polit-
ical processes. However, when we decide to compare we need to develop ideas
about how to collect the appropriate evidence to test the empirical implications
of the theoretical models. This leads to the question of what we should compare,
and this is not an easy one to answer. In this chapter we showed that comparative
research is not limited to country-comparative research. Nonetheless, we must
avoid thinking that comparisons yield insights in all circumstances. To provide
meaningful and novel insights, comparisons must be carefully considered and
justified, so even comparative research must start with conceptual work.
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Moving Forward and Climbing Upward:
Advancing Policy Process Research

CHRISTOPHER M. WEIBLE

The policy process is best imagined as a complex phenomenon of continuous
interactions involving public policy and its context, events, actors, and out-
comes, These interactions are the source of major questions defining policy
process research. Broad in scope and salient for sodiety, such questions include,
amang many others, how policies affect politics and vice versa, what factors
explain policy change, how policy designs affect implementation and perfor-
mance, what institutional arrangements help overcome threats to collective ac-
tion, and why people mobilize to support or oppose policy decisions. Given
innumerable interactions involving public policy, theories have been, and con-
tinue to be, essential to the study of policy processes.'

This volume presents the most established and utilized theories of the policy
process circa 2017, These theories include the Multiple Streams Framework,
Punctuated Equilibrium Theory, Policy Feedback Theary, the Advocacy Coa-
lition Framework, the Narrative Policy Framework, the Institutional Analysis
and Development framework, and mnovation and diffusion models. The the-
ories in this volume were not the first to populate the field. If this volume had
been published in 1977, the contributing chapters might have covered a com-
bination of the following: incrementalism (Lindblom 1959), structural func-
tionalism (Almond and Coleman 1960), arenas of power (Lowi 1964, 1972),
group theory and elite theory (Truman 1951; Mills 1957: Dahl 1961), system
theory (Easton 1953), public choice (Buchanan and Tullock 1962), the funnel
of causality (Hofferbert 1974), the policy cycle (Jones 1970), agenda building
(Cobb and Elder 1972), the issue-attention cycle (Downs 1972), and the Policy
Seiences Framework {Lasswell 1971).7
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The plausible existence of a 1977 volume is one indication that the need for
and use of theories in the study of policy processes is nothing new. Since the
early 19505, when the field began as a conscious area of study, scholars have
recognized the intractability of the topic and a need for simplification, com-
mon scope and purpose, shared language, clearly defined concepts, and ex-
plicit specification of interactions hetween concepts (Lasswell and Kaplan 1950;
Lasswell 1951; Easton 1953; Lowi 1964; Ranney [968; Froman [968; Mitchell
and Mitchell 1969; Lindblom 1968; Lasswell 1971). If anything has endured
regarding the study of policy processes, it has been an understanding that these
phenomena are messy and that theory is necessary to help disentangle them.'

THE NEEDS OF THE POLICY STUDIES FIELD

Commonality with the past does not suggest stagnation in the present. Con-
sider two of the perceived needs for advancing the field mentioned more than
two decades ago by Sabatier (1991). The first was the need 1o develop better the-
ories. Compared to the past, the theories in this volume are better at describing
and explaining the policy process and are supported by an unparalleled num-
ber of empirical applications. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and innovation
and diffusion models offer far more theoretical insights and are supported by
far more empirical data than incrementalism (Lindblom 1959) and the fun-
nel of causality (Holferbert 1974). The Advocacy Coalition Framework offers a
comprehiensive approach with more empirical support for understanding and
explaining coalitions, learning, and policy change than the policy cycle (Jones
1970), irom triangles (Freeman 1955), issue networks (Heclo 1978), and top-
down and bottom-up approaches to implementation (Mazmanian and Sabatier
1983; Hjern and Hull 1982). The contributions of Elinor Ostrom and colleagues
under the Institutional Analysis and Development framework have fundamen-
tally altered our conception of selF-governance and institutional designs, espe-
cially in the context of common pool resource theory, resulting in the Nobel
Prize in Economics awarded to Ostrom in 2009, Additionally, beyond this vol-
ume, the field of policy processes continues to develop and explore new policy
process thearies (Schlager and Weible 2013). Although there can always be bet-
ter theories, and challenges certainly remain regarding the quality of empirical
applications, the current theories of the policy process are at least adequate to
motivate a high number ol empirical applications, offer original insight, and
receive recognition from outside the field.

The second need was for a journal dedicated to theory-based policy process
research. Since the Policy Studies Journal of the Policy Studies Organization
became the journal of the Public Policy Section of the American Political Sci-
ence Assoclation in August 2003, it has become the leading outlet for theory-
based policy process research. In recent years, the journal has published one
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issue featuring the established theories of the palicy process (Eller and Krutz
2009); four theory-focused issues, including the Institutional Analysis and De-
velopment framework (Blomquist and deleon 2011), the Advocacy Coalition
Framework (Weible et al. 2011), the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (Jones
and Baumgartner 2012), and the Multiple Streams Framework (Weible and
Schlager, 2016): and an issue featuring a compilation of new theories of the
policy process (Schlager and Weible 2013). Moreover, theory-based policy pro-
cess research is frequently published in other journals, including the Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory, Policy Sciences, the Journal of
Puplic Policy, Public Administration, and the Journal of European Public Palicy.
Although the quality of scholarship and impact of these journals can improve,
scholars today have more legitimate choices than ever before for publishing
manuscripts that seek to make theoretical contributions to policy process
research.

Despite these indicators of progress, the field continues to face challenges
that bave the potential to impede future progress. These include issues related
10 applying theories in a comparative world. dealing with thearetical silos, nav-
igating a field populated by many established and new theories, and achieving
broad impacts. The fallowing sections explore each challenge through a set of
yuestions and preliminary answers.

APPLYING THEORIES IN A COMPARATIVE WORLD

A large portion of policy process research is implicitly or explicitly comparative
(Dodds 2013). One indication of the comparative approach is the hundreds of
empirical applications of policy process theory that now span the globe and
cover a wide range of public policy topics. Some questions of the past have been
answered, including whether scholars can apply theories of the policy process
outside the United States or only to a limited range of topics.* Instead. given the
spread and growth in empirical applications, questions about how to leverage
the comparative approach need answering:*

Should theories be applied outside their typical scope and, if so, how? Each
theory can be thought of as a tool originally designed for a particular scope that
includes a preferred range of research questions, research designs, and contex-
tual settings. Depending on the scope of the research, one theory usually offers
more utility than another in helping goide a project, and sometimes a theory
will offer no utility at all. Theoretical fit matters, and applying a single theory to
all research questions, designs, and contexts is a {lawed strategy.

Although theoretical fit matters, practical insights and theoretical lessons
can sometimes be gained by applying a theory outside its original scope. If we
assume that theories are similar to any human artifact with an internal structure
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(e.g., the concepts and stipulated relations) and a function to understand and
explain a part of the warld (Le, a policy context), then one reason for applying
a theory outside its scope is to learn something new about its strengths and
limitations. As Simon (1996, 12) states, “In a benign environment we would
learn from the motor [policy process theory| only what it had been called upon
to do; in a taxing environment we would learn something about its internal
structure—especially about those aspects of the internal structure that were
chiefly instrumental in limiting performance.”

There are, however, nontrivial risks in applying a theory outside its scope.
Theories are lenses designed to see some aspects of the policy process and ig-
nore others. Studying a theory outside its scope may inadvertently lead a re-
searcher to force observations into predefined conceptual categories, ignore
vital aspects of the policy process, and misinterpret the magnitude and con-
stancy of interactions. To address these risks is to approach the theories in this
volume as malleable tools that are somewhat adaptable to the needs of analysts.

For what purposes should theories be applied? Theories exist for a variety
of reasons and can serve multiple audiences. Not every application needs to
contribute to refining and improving the theory for academic audiences. The
purpose of some theoretical applications may be to describe and explain the
intricacies ol a case study. Other applications of theory can also provide client-
oriented advice for a policy decision. The contributions to the literature will
thus vary by how the theory is used in a particular application. Applications
with a practical emphasis are more likely to result in informative policy impli-
cations, whereas applications with a theoretical emphasis will likely contribute
more to theory development as part of a comparative research agenda. Both
theoretical and practical applications of theory are legitimate uses. Regardless
of the purpese, scholars need to be clear about the intent of the application,
target the appropriate outlets for publication, and write for the appropriate
audience.

Are there, and should there be, best practices for applying each of the different
theories? Leveraging the advantages of conducting research in a comparative
world requires some comman methodological techniques [or applying the the-
ories, Unlortunately, explicit best practices for applying most of the theories in
this volume are often nonexistent or primarily accessible only to the network
of scholars specializing in developing a particular theory (Heikkila and Cairney
2017, Chapter 8, this volume). For people using a theory for the first lime, the
methods best suited for applying a policy process theory are often a mystery.
Although the development of new and better theories remains an admirable
endeavor, such a goal overshadows a far more pressing need to develop best
practices for applying each theory,



Chapter 10: Moving Forward and Climbing Upward 367

The research question, design, and context are the first considerations in
selecting as well as applying a theory. Yet best practices can inform both the ap-
propriateness of a theory for a research project and ideas and concerns about its
application. Communication of best practices can be accomplished by offering
generic instruments for concept measurement, suggestions for data collection,
lessons learned from previous applications, and recommendations for model-
ing and analyzing data. Obviously, best practices for applying theory should
not be thoughtlessly adopted to guide any research project and rather should be
available for initial consideration.

Best practices can also be communicated through workshops, conference
panels, and publications. One example has been the Comparative Agendas
Project organized by Bryan Jones and Frank Baumgartner for sharing and com-
municating the methodological approaches within the Punctuated Equilibrium
Theory. The efforts of Jones and Baurngartner offer new and interested scholars
the opportunity to communicate about how to analyze issue attention across
countries and enable the sharing of data collection and analytical techniques
among experienced scholars. Similar efforts are needed for the other theories.

For the typical researcher applying a theory, another way to help develop
and communicate best practices is to be as transparent as possible in all aspects
of the research. There is no better way to learn from mistakes, communicate
methods, and offer convincing results.

THEORETICAL SILOS

The most successful theories of the policy process have been associated with an
active research program supported by scholars who continuously develop and
test a theory for years or even decades. This has resulted in tacit knowledge and
shared understandings among scholars applying a particular theory. Naturally,
from years of specialization, a silo effect emerges in which some scholars de-
velop expertise in one theory and not others.

Theoretical specialization is an indicator of progress because it usually in-
volves clearer conceptualizations, better specification of concept interactions,
and improved methods of data collection and analysis. There are, however,
several shortcomings. One is that theories are often misunderstood or even
forgotten because they become difficult to understand, teach, and apply. One
example is the Institutional Analysis and Development framework, which can
be very difficult to learn and apply for scholars without direct access to those
knowledgeable and experienced with the framework. Another is the Policy
Sciences Framework (Lasswell 1971; Clark 2002), a complicated theory taught
by only a few academic programs and applied by a relatively small number of
scholars. Another shortcoming is that theories becomne understood only super-
ficially, and many of their intricacies are overlooked. This becomes problematic
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when scholars attemipt to apply a theory or o critique and compare theories
in classes, textbooks, or journal articles. A final shortcoming is when schol-
ars, seeking to solve a problem or answer a question, averlook theoretical or
methodological insights previously gleaned but not communicated outside a
theory-hased research program. As a result, these scholars re-create solutions
to problems already solved.

While embracing the necessity for theoretical specialization and recognizing
the inevitability of theoretical silos, we need to consider the following questions:

How should new and experienced policy researchers approach established the-
ories, given the specialization that occurs therein? The chapters in this volume
provide good but still incomplete summaries of the policy process theories.
Often missing from the chapters, or difficult to understand in reading them,
is a depth associated with the theories that relates 1o the lessons learned from
prior publications and the tacit knowledge and skills held by the people associ-
ated with the research programs supporting each theory, The point In drawing
attention to this theoaretical depth is not that scholars wanting to apply a theory
must join a research program or spend years mastering the internal intricacies
of a theory before an application. Rather, the point is that scholars new to a
theory should approach it with an acknowledgment that depth exists and apply
it accordingly. Similarly, scholars experienced with a theory should recognize
and better communicate their tacit understanding and experience, maintain a
healthy skepticism of their assumptions, and stay receptive to different ways of
thinking about and applying the theory.

What are some of the strengths and weaknesses of the different roles schol-
ars play in advancing theory? As the field progresses and as theories found
in this volume and beyond emerge and develap, scholars play different roles
in relation to the theories. Some scholars specialize in testing and developing
one theory; others generalize by knowing multiple theories without special-
izing in 4 single theory. Scholars alsa generalize by borrowing bits and pieces
of multiple theories to help solve practical problems, and sometimes scholars
remain casual observers of theories and use them primarily in teaching and not
in research.

Despile representing artilicial caricatures, such simplifications provide
some basic lessons.” Each of these roles contributes to advancing the study of
policy processes hut can effectively generate silos of interpretation. Specialists
offer the necessary expertise in assessing the empirical or theoretical quality
of the theory but can have difficully placing a theoretical application within a
broader literature, take for granted shared meanings of concepts, assume the
importance and relevance of the theory, and presume standards of quality in
applying the theory beyond their research program. Generalists offer a useful
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check on the potentially narrow perspective of specialists and assess theoretical
work from the broader perspective of the literature. However, generalists often
overlook the depth and evolution of theories in the field and frequently com-
pare and contrast theories superficially. Scholars who specialize in substantive
domains can provide commentary on the overall clarity and general quality of
the theoretical argument but are often unskilled in assessing the strength of a
theoretical application. The effects of silos can be minimized if scholars take the
necessary steps to improve the strengths and mitigate the weaknesses of their
respective roles.

How can scholars develop expertise in more than one theory? For new and
experienced scholars, working within a field populated by multiple theories
can be challenging (Cairney 2013). No single theory provides a comprehensive
description and explanation of policy processes. Certainly, some theories are
more compatible than others and more easily applied in tandem, especially if
the goal is not a theoretical contribution but rather valid insight in describing
and explaining a particular case study. Similarly, a general understanding of the
theories usually suffices for teachers and for policy advocates. If the goal is to
make a theoretical contribution by applying two or more theories at the same
time, the task is usually very difficult. A realistic path forward for experienced
scholars is to develop the knowledge and skills in learning and applying one
theory and then, if desired, expanding to another theory, and so forth. Pub-
lishing should follow a similar sequential path, with initial publications for one
theory, subsequent publications for another theory, and possibly attempts at
publications using more than one theory.

NAVIGATING A FIELD OF
ESTABLISHED AND NEW THEORIES

In 2013, the Policy Studies Journal published a volume of new theories of the
policy process (Schlager and Weible 2013). The purpose of the special issue was
to provide intellectual space for scholars seeking to advance new and innova-
tive approaches for studying policy processes and to counter the possibility that
the established theories represented a collective, yet single, lens for perceiving
the policy process, thereby stifling advancement. The new-theories special is-
sue is a reminder that new theories have been, and are constantly being, cre-
ated and developed. The special issue and the fourth edition of this volume also
prompt several questions about advancing the field into the future:

Why have established theories been abandoned, and why should they con-
tinue to be developed? Theories have populated the field of policy process
research from the beginning. Over time, some policy process theories have
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stopped being used and developed because of a combination of the following
four reasons: (1) alternate approaches exist that better describe and explain the
same phenomenon; (2) the theoretical insight and hypotheses are shown to be
false, no longer valid. or no longer useful; (3) the theory is subsumed into a dif-
ferent theory; and (4) the concepts and theoretical logic become too convoluted
and difficult to understand. One example of an abandoned theory is the funnel
of causality (Hofferbert 1974), which is no longer applied or developed because
the theoretical logic was overly simplified, the insights have been subsumed by
other theories, and alternate theories exist for addressing similar phenomena.
Additionally, one of the most important lessons from the past is that theories
are usually not abandoned just because a hypothesis or two is falsified. Instead.
the falsification of hypotheses has typically led to revisions of the theory. By
reversing this logic, a similar list of reasons can be offered for continuing the
development of a theory: the lack of an allernate and better theory, the theory
still provides valid insight, the application of the theory occurs independently
of existing theories, and the theory is reasonably clear and understandable,

When should new theories be created and developed? There is no right answer
to this question because it comes down to individual prerogative, creativity,
inspiration, and dedication. Still, some siniple observations of past theory de-
velopment can help inform possible answers. Consider two examples: the Ad-
vocacy Coalition Framework and the Institutional Analysis and Development
framework. The Advocacy Coalition Framework was first written by Paul Sa-
batier in 1982, developed with Hank Jenkins-Smith over several years, and then
published five years later by Sabatier (1987). The Institutional Analysis and De-
velopment framework took a team of scholars more than a decade to create, with
one of the early versions written by Vincent Ostrom and Timothy Hennessey
(1972) and the first publication by Larry Kiser and Elinar Ostrom (1982). Both
framewnrks’ emergences were supported by empirical data and formulated by
a group of seasoned scholars with an acute understanding of the current theo-
retical limitations as well as a good idea for a better theory. Similar observations
hold for most of the theories in this volume: they have typically been created by
experienced scholars who were willing o devote years to the effort. who had a
deep awareness of the field and were dissatisfied with current approaches, and
who used empirical data 1o Inform the theoretical insight they promoted.
Although new theories will inevitably develop and better theories are always
desired, a greater need is the development of best practices associated with ap-
plying theory. As suggested earlier, the field is held back not by a lack of good
thearies but rather by a lack ol methodological approaches to concepiualize
concepts clearly, measure concepts reliably and validly, and analyze the data
soundly.” Inherently, theory and methods are entwined in research, but too
much emphasis has been placed on the former and not enough on the latter,
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BROAD IMPACTS

Broad impacts are defined generally as benefits from research for society. They
are a fundamental criterion used by many granting agencies for assessing the
quality of research, increasingly expected by universities and the public, often
the primary interest of students studying public policy, and a concern of many
public palicy scholars. The topic of hroad inmpacts has also been one of the most
enduring themes in the study of public policy (Lasswell 1956; Ranney 1968;
deleon 1997). Scholars have debated whether public policy research should
be conducted for practical or scientific reasons and whether scholars should
become invalved in politics ot focus primarily on research,

Within the field of public policy, scholars have approached broad impacts
differently. One way Lo begin to grasp the issue is 1o understand the partition
of public policy studies into policy analysis and policy process research. Pol-
icy analysis is the science and craft of providing client-oriented advice, usually
for a particular policy decision. Tools of the trade in policy analysis include
cost-benefil analysis, multicriteria analysis, equity analysis, and logic models.
The leading textbooks include Weimer and Vining (2010) and Bardach (2011).
Although there are exceptions, policy analysis typically requires that the re-
searcher become engaged, 1o some extent, in affairs outside academia and deal
with a problem of societal importance. In contrast, policy process research
has traditionally emphasized the theoretical, focused more on describing and
explaining a policy issue rather than on making a recommendation about a
particular policy decision, and has often been conducted without a client. Ad-
ditionally, policy process scholars have been more likely to argue that policy
process research can be valuable for science’s sake."

Given the demands on academia today, policy process research needs to be
conducted, both for science’s sake and with attention to broad impacts.” The
challenge is to expand and develop the theory-based study of policy processes
such that broad impacts become a part of scholarship, while scientific integ-
rity continuously improves, This challenge is approached by considering three
questions:

How can policy process theories be conducted to help achieve broad im-
pacts? Policy process thearies can be used to achieve broad impacts in multiple
ways. | describe two of them. The first is to use policy process theories to por-
tray the context of a policy issue by collecting the data and sharing the insight
with people involved in the policy process, usually through a form of engaged
scholarship (Van de Ven 2007). For example, policy process theory can be
used to map both political and institutional landscapes. The Advocacy Coali-
tion Framework, the Multiple Streams Framework, Policy Feedback Theary,
and the Narrative Policy Framework can be informative in depicting politics
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surrounding a policy issue. The Institutional Analysis and Design framework
can be useful in mapping institutional landscapes. Mapping both political and
institutional contexts is not necessarily useful in making a recommendation for
a single policy decision, but it is more useful in understanding the context in
which many decisions are made.

The second way is to use policy process theories to inform the evaluation
criteria used to assess policy alternatives or evaluate existing policies in in-
forming a single policy decision. The practice of policy analysis involves the
consideration of alternatives for dealing with a problem and a comparison of
alternatives based on various evaluation criteria. One evaluation criterion fre-
quently used in policy analysis is political feasibility. The theories used to map
political landscapes can also be used to assess political feasibility. Another com-
mon criterion in policy analysis is distributional equity in relation to the po-
tential impacts of alternatives, which could be informed by the Policy Feedback
Theory. In addition to evaluating alternatives, the theories might also be used to
evaluate previous policy decisions. Recent work inspired partly by Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory has explored the long-term overinvestment of policy in the
form of policy bubbles, which provides another possibility for assessing policy
effectiveness (Jones, Thomas, and Wolf 2014). In using policy process theories
in policy analysis, a crucial step is to articulate the methodological procedures
for informing evaluation criteria in comparing alternatives.

To what extent can practical lessons be drawn from policy process theo-
ries? Broad impacts can also be gained by drawing lessons from the insights
gleaned from policy process theory. Some recent examples include Shipan
and Volden’s (2012) practical lessons from innovation and diffusion models,
Weible et al.’s (2012) lessons for influencing the policy process from multiple
theories, and Schlager and Heikkila’s (2011) summary of some practical in-
sights from the study of common pool resource theory. Lesson drawing in this
vein should continue.

What other steps can be taken to expand the broad impacts of policy process
theories? The insights of policy process research are often less about a partic-
ular policy alternative or decision, as done in policy analysis, and more about
the processes embedding public policy over extended periods. The task ahead is
to develop assessment indicators informing the various degrees to which policy
processes are detrimental or beneficial for society. To some extent, policy pro-
cess theories already accomplish this task. The Policy Feedback Theory helps
inform the extent to which a policy and processes of implementation might
negatively affect civic engagement. The Advocacy Coalition Framework de-
picts intransigent conflicts in which opposing coalition members exaggerate
the power and maliciousness of their opponents in the devil shift and fail to
learn from useful information sources. The Narrative Policy Framework might
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indicate the degree to which framing contests demonize opponents through
narratives. The Institutional Analysis and Development framework can inform
aspects of the rules-in-use in supporting self-governance. Potential indicators
for understanding the detrimental and beneficial aspects of the policy process
exist, but they need to be formally explored and vetted as a collection.

To begin this exploration and vetting, a short and incomplete list 1o con-
sider in assessing the extent to which processes are detrimental or beneficial for
society includes the following:

l. Policy capacity and learning (Howlett 2009; Jenkins-Smith et al.

2017, see Chapter 4, this volume; Heikkila and Gerlak 2013)

Policy legitimacy, durability; and coherence (May and Jochim 2013)

3. Trust or the lack of demonization (Putmam, Leonardi, and Nanetti
1994; Jenkins-Smith et al. 2017, see Chapter 4, this volume; Shana-
han et al. 2017, see Chapter 5, this volume)

4. Political equality and civic engagement (Dahl 2006; Metiler and
SoRelle 2017, see Chapter 3, this volume; Schneider, Ingram, and de-
Leon 2014)

5. The quality of institutional designs of rules-in-use, rules-in-form, or
both (Ostrom 2005; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1983)

!‘-l

The purpose of providing such a list is not to offer a definitive and final
set of indicators for assessing policy processes but rather to begin a discussion
about how theories in this volume and bevond can be used and perhaps further
developed to assess what is beneficial and detrimental for society in various
policy processes.

CONCLUSION

This volume is modest in its breadth, yet ambitious in its goals. It offers com-
prehensive summartes, as well as a eritical comparison, of the most established
and utilized theories of the palicy process. As argued in this concluding chap-
ter, the field has progressed, but challenges remain. If the global community
of policy process scholars work together to resolve Lhese challenges, then the
localized and generalized knowledge embaodied in our theories will increasingly
represent the diverse contexts found around the world.

NOTES

1. As in the opening chapter. the lerm theories is defined generically 1o mean 4 range
of approaches that specify the scope of inquiry, lay out assumptions, provide a shared
yocabulary among members of a research team, and clearly define and relate concepls
in the form of principles and testable hypotheses and propositions.
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2 Similar lists can be found in McCoal (1995), Theodoulou and Cahn (1995}, and
Shafritz, Layne, and Borick (2005).

3.1 offer a few quotes to (llustrate how some of the ecarly scholurs perceived that the
field was messy, that theory was necessary, or both;

« "We must, therefore, proceed to simplify these complexities and that we at-
tempt by breaking down complex issues and systems into component parts and
processes” (Mitchell and Mitchell 1969, 11).

« "We are going to look at policy making as an extremely complex analytical and
political process to which there is no beginning or end, and the boundiries of
which are mosl uncertain, Somehow a complex set of lorces that we cll "policy
making, all taken together, produces effects called 'policies.” We want to learn
what we can about the network of causes of these effects” (Lindblom 1968, 4),

= “If political scientists were Lo say that all parts of the process and all aspects of
public policies and policy issues are their meat, they would be adopting a field
of inquiry without limits, and might soon find themselves shoulder to shoulder
with professors and researchers of almost all other disciplines and trying to help
solve all kinds of problems” (Van Dyke 1968, 35).

= “Clearly, we need guidance on what to think about or look for and on how to
proceed” (Lasswell 1971, 15).

« "Our aim, however, is not o rewrite such manuals [of political action| but
rather to elaborate a conceptual framework within which inquiry into the palit-
ical process may fruitiully proceed” (Lasswell and Kaplan 1950, ix—x),

« “The major difficulties in forming a conceptualization of the pollcy process are
to overcome the misleading notions that have prevailed because of confusion ol
what happens with whal many people wish would happen, to distinguish what
was intended from what occurred, and to reflect the complexity ol the process
in contrast to the simpler models that have been applied to 1" (Baver and Ger-
gen 1968, 25).

i The first edition of this volume was eritlicized for its American chauvinism fn that
the theortes, with the exception of the Institutional Analysis and Development Irame-
work, were predominately applied in the United States with few, il any, applied culside
(Dudley et al, 2000), The theories are now regularly applied outside the United States.

5 'The spread and growth of empirical applications for many of the theories have also
crealed @ new challenge in lesson learning in developing a theory and for gaining in-
sight into policy processes, Although there are many ways to learn lessons from these
empirical applications, one of the simplest—and currently underutilized—ways is to
conduct comprehensive reviews of the empirical spplications. Examples of recent re-
views include Sotirov and Memmler (2012), who conducted a comprehensive review
af Advocacy Coalition Framework applications In natural resource and enviranmental
issues; Graham, Shipam, and Valden (2013), who reviewed the literature on innovation
and diffusion models: and Jones et al. (2016}, who reviewed the literatinre on the Multiple
Streams Framework:
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6. | saw these roles when | was editor of the Policy Studies fournal. | valued them all,
which | hope comes through dearly in the fext.

7. This observation might not hold for the Punctuated Equilibrinm Theory and inno-
vation and diffusion models for which the methods and the models may have advanced
at a fuster rate than the theory.

& Scholars working in policy processes, including Schneiderand [ngram (1997) und
delean (1997), have argued for the need for broad fmpacts for decades,

9, Obviously, some scholars should, and will, continne to focas on the scence, others
o broad impact. and still others on both. These ditferent foci are legitimate and need to
be encouraged: the point is that past efforts have emphasized more the sclence than the
broad impacts and a broader emphasis including both is needed.
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