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Abstract
Policymakers and academics often hold different assumptions about the policymaking
world based on their different experiences. Academics may enjoy enough distance
from the policy process to develop a breadth of knowledge and produce generalisable
conclusions across governments, while policymakers/ practitioners such as civil ser-
vants may develop in-depth expertise when developing policy for a number of years. In
turn, both may learn from each other about how to understand the policymaking
world. Academic–practitioner seminars and short training courses can help further
that aim. Yet, there is a major barrier to such conversations: academics and practi-
tioners may have their own language to understand policymaking, and a meaningful
conversation may require considerable translation. The article explores this topic in
four main ways. First, it considers the extent to which academic–practitioner discus-
sions still use simple concepts, such as the policy cycle, rejected by policy scholars
in favour of concepts explaining policymaking complexity. Second, it identifies a series
of relatively simple key tenets, from policy theories designed to explain complexity, to
explore the extent to which modern theories can provide straightforward insights to
policy practitioners. Third, it considers how those insights, based largely on what gov-
ernments do, can be used to recommend what they should do. Fourth, it considers
how to engage directly with policymakers to encourage intelligent and reflexive
policymaking.
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What is the relationship between the academic and the policymaker or practitioner?1 Do

academics merely study the policy process or do they also have an impact on it? These

are always important questions to ask, to the extent that they seem timeless. They are also

timely in countries, such as the UK, that have begun to link university funding to a

particular idea of ‘‘impact’’, in which we demonstrate the effect of academic research on

audiences beyond the university (Flinders, 2013a). Although it is difficult, if not almost

impossible, to demonstrate a causal link between particular pieces of research and real

world outcomes (John, 2013), this does not stop funding bodies asking academics to try.

There is now a financial and prestige-driven incentive for universities to demonstrate

impact in a narrow and measurable way.

The impact agenda also provides some impetus for academics to consider alternative,

broader ways in which they can express the value of their insights to audiences such as

government (Brooks, 2013). Indeed, the aim of this article is to identify the ways in

which policy theories can be used to guide general behaviour rather than produce

individual examples of impact in particular case studies. This is an equally valid under-

standing of academic impact, even if it is less measurable. Governments may welcome

insights from policy theory and research through forums such as academic–practitioner

seminars and policy training seminars to civil servants. In this case, the academic seeks

ways to demonstrate that policy theories can have an effect on the way that policy prac-

titioners think about policymaking.

To focus on the general value of policy theory, this article makes an analytical dis-

tinction between (a) theories, such as punctuated equilibrium theory and the advocacy

coalition framework, designed to provide scientific analysis of policy processes; and (b),

policy analysis, designed to be applied more readily to the real world. The distinction is

difficult to maintain in practice, but it allows us to put to one side a separate argument

about post-war policymaking, in which the role of the policy analyst has diminished over

time, following greater competition within government and a diminished sense of opti-

mism regarding the policy analysts’ ability to solve problems through objective scientific

analysis (Lerner and Lasswell, 1951; Parsons, 1995: 16–28; Radin, 2000: 15, 34;

Howard, 2005: 4; Lasswell, 1970; Cairney, 2012a: 5; John, 1998: 32–33).

This article focuses on the analytically separate process of scientific policy theory

development, which is not as devoted, directly, to policy analysis and which has often

been one step removed from political practice. The role of the policy scholar has not

necessarily diminished within government in the same way. Rather, there is generally a

barrier between the academic and practitioner. With policy theory, scholars seek to

explain and generalise a complex policy process. While they have developed useful ways

to describe and explain policymaking, many of the concepts have been directed at an

academic, not practitioner, audience. Applications to the real world are possible, but also

more difficult, because policy theory has its own language that is not easily translated to

practitioners. This could reflect what Flinders (2013b) describes as a tendency in the

social sciences to speak only to each other and disengage from the real world – or Chris

Weible (in correspondence) describes as the consequence of developing sophisticated

policy science methods and concepts that require intense training to be fully understood.

Regardless of the explanation, the problem is the same: unless policy theorists and
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practitioners have the motive and opportunity to converse regularly, academics may lack

the ability to translate their insights to policymakers, while practitioners may rely on

more accessible sources of advice.

The main consequence for academic–practitioner discussions is that practitioners may

still rely on concepts that are increasingly rejected by academics. Scholars have shifted

their focus from policy cycles and ordered stages towards theories that recognise the

messy and unpredictable nature of politics and policymaking. The problem may be that

this shift in academic thinking may not be reflected in academic policy advice and the

models that governments use to organise policymaking (Cairney, 2012c). Despite rec-

ognition by scholars (and, in my experience, civil servants) that policymaking does not

operate in discrete stages, there is often still a residual attachment to stages-based policy-

making models in policy training seminars and in government itself – largely because the

concepts are simple and help give clear, ordered advice about how to act.

New theories and concepts discussed by policy scholars may be more realistic but less

amenable to policy advice because they are written for an academic audience, in a way

that may require considerable translation. Further, it is tough to sell the idea of messy

policymaking, in which it is difficult to link policy outcomes to specific individuals or

organisations. This is particularly the case in Westminster systems where practitioners

may feel obliged to uphold the idea of accountability to the public via ministers and

parliament. This Westminster idea is based on the understanding that power is con-

centrated at the centre of government, and that a small group of policymakers at the

centre can make policy in a series of discrete steps. To challenge this idea empirically is

also to challenge its normative value, because centralised power underpins the demo-

cratic image of many political systems.

To examine these issues, this article relates my attempts, in a series of steps, to turn

abstract policy theory into something useful for practitioners. The first step is to identify

a potential disconnect between the starting points for academic–practitioner discussions

and policy theories. In the former, we may still use concepts developed to aid policy-

making – such as the policy cycle, the ideal of comprehensive rationality and the top-

down approach to implementation – because they aid discussion. In the latter, we have

generally moved on from these descriptions of the world, to reflect the policy process’

complexity and our need for new theories to help explain it. The second is to consider

how to make those more realistic, but specialist, scientific concepts as meaningful to

practitioners. The article considers the extent to which modern theories can provide

straightforward insights to policy practitioners by condensing and articulating its key

tenets. The third is to consider how insights from those tenets, based largely on what gov-

ernments do, can be used to recommend what they should do. This article contrasts how

they might be used by a top-down minded government with how they might be used by

scholars to recommend action. It focuses in particular on complexity theory as an

approach that combines policy theory with practical recommendations. A final step is

to consider how we can engage with policymakers to discuss those insights. The article

draws on my experience of teaching civil servants in policy training seminars, using

these theories to identify complex policymaking systems and encourage reflexivity

about how to adapt to, and operate within, them. The article performs a dual role:
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explaining the policy process in a straightforward way, and acting as a resource for civil

servants engaged in policy training seminars.

The value of old concepts to academic–practitioner discussions

Policymaking concepts, often rejected by academics, may still be used by practitioners,

because they represent clear and simple starting points for discussion. Take, for example,

the ideal-type of comprehensive rationality in which elected policymakers translate their

values into policy in a straightforward manner. They have a clear, coherent and rank-

ordered set of policy preferences that organisations carry out in a ‘logical, reasoned and

neutral way’ (John, 1998: 33). There are clear-cut and ordered stages to the process – aims

are identified, the means to achieve those aims are produced and one is selected – and anal-

ysis of the policymaking context is comprehensive. The stages or policy cycles approach

is, to some extent, an offshoot of that idea. The suggestion is that stages can be used to

organise policymaking; policymakers should divide the process into a series of stages to

ensure policy success: identify policymaker aims, identify policies to achieve those aims,

select a policy measure, ensure that the selection is legitimised by the population or its leg-

islature, identify the necessary resources, implement and then evaluate the policy (Cairney,

2012a: 6). The notion is simple and the consequent advice to policy practitioners is

straightforward: the ideal-type is also an ideal; get as close to it as possible.

This simplicity may extend to individual stages. For example, top-down studies of

implementation are based on the simple point that decisions made by policymakers may

not be carried out successfully. Instead, we can identify an implementation gap that rep-

resents the difference between the expectations of policymakers and the actual policy

outcome (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973, 1979; Wildavsky and Majone, 1978; deLeon,

1999: 314–315; Hill and Hupe, 2009: 11; Hood, 1976: 6; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984:

197–198; Sabatier, 1986: 23–24; Jordan and Richardson, 1987: 234–241; Birkland,

2005: 191; Cairney, 2009: 357; compare with more bottom-up focused studies and cri-

tiques – Barrett and Fudge, 1981; Hjern and Porter, 1981; Hjern, 1982; Lipsky, 1980).

The aim is to highlight the conditions that have to be met to get as close to perfect imple-

mentation success as possible:

1. The policy’s objectives are clear, consistent and well communicated and

understood.

2. The policy will work as intended when implemented.

3. The required resources are committed to the programme.

4. Policy is implemented by skilful and compliant officials.

5. Dependency relationships are minimal.

6. Support from influential groups is maintained.

7. Conditions beyond the control of policymakers do not significantly undermine

the process.

This attractiveness of simple concepts presents a dual problem. First, the stages

approach may be employed despite its analytical and empirical problems (identified
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by, for example, Sabatier, 1986; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Second, it is difficult

to describe a more meaningful analytical model, and give advice on how to act, to policy-

makers in the same straightforward way.

Consequently, academic–practitioner discussions often start with stages. For many

years, the academic approach in many introductory textbooks was to maintain a focus on

stages as a way to introduce the discipline and arrange book chapters, and some books

(such as Hogwood and Gunn, 1984; Brewer and DeLeon, 1983; Hill, 2005; Wu et al.,

2010) are more wedded to the stages format than others (such as Cairney, 2012a; John,

2012; Sabatier, 2007). The practitioner approach, in many cases, is to draw on stages and

cycles to present and/or organise their work. For example UK departments such as the

Cabinet Office (1999) have maintained versions of this idea, and the Scottish Govern-

ment’s (2009) Review of Policymaking identifies five UK government models of pol-

icymaking, all based on the policy cycles theme.

Further, when academics and practitioners get together, the policy cycle is often used

to introduce practitioners to policy analysis – even if it is simply to start a debate before

seeking more useful or realistic concepts. The most prominent modern example is the

Australian Policy Handbook (Althaus et al., 2007, is the 4th edition), which promises to

provide ‘a particular sequence practitioners can use to comprehend and implement the

policy task’ (2007: xi). The Handbook provoked some debate in the Australian Journal

of Public Administration (Everett, 2003; Bridgman and Davis, 2003; Colebatch, 2005;

Howard, 2005) and inspired an edited collection which argued that ‘effective partici-

pation in the policy process calls for a clear understanding of complexity and ambiguity’

(Colebatch, 2006: paperback cover).

The debate prompted Althaus et al. (2007: xi) to stress that the stages approach was

useful as a starting point for working with civil servants. This argument has some merit

and, in my experience, an initial focus on cycles with civil servants prompts them to tell

you all the ways in which it gets policymaking wrong. In other words, it is clear enough

to begin a sensible discussion on how to make policy. However, if this approach is not

presented as a description of what really happens, we need something that does.

Modern policy theory has moved on from those concepts

Early discussions of comprehensive rationality produced Simon’s (1947, 1976: xxviii)

concept of ‘bounded rationality’ and Lindblom’s (1959, 1979) identification of incre-

mentalism, both of which still underpin much of modern policy scholarship. Lindblom

has helped us move on from the idea that comprehensive rationality and stage-based

decision making are ideals to aspire to, towards the understanding that they are ideal-

types used to describe how policymaking really works – by comparing the ideal-type

with a very different reality. Comprehensive rationality is used to explain why policy-

making cannot be comprehensively rational, while the stages approach is now often

identified to show us why it is difficult or impossible to separate policymaking into

stages (Sabatier, 2007: 7; Cairney, 2012a: 6, 41).

Further, our object of study has changed and new approaches have developed to

conceptualise that new world (Cairney, 2012a: 42). Modern accounts do not support the

26 Teaching Public Administration 33(1)

26

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpa.sagepub.com/


simple idea of top-down decision making pursued by a sole central actor (Cairney,

2012b). Rather, they describe action by many people and organisations within a complex

policy process. We have witnessed what Heclo (1978: 94) describes as an end to the

‘clubby days’ of U.S. politics and Jordan (1981: 96–100) links, in countries such as the

UK, to a shift from corporatism towards a more fragmented system with many more pol-

icy participants. A rise in governmental responsibilities not only mobilised more groups

but also stretched the government’s resources, producing its increased reliance on out-

side advice. This rise in activity from multiple sources, combined with the reduced

exclusivity of policy analysis, often caused issues that were once ‘quietly managed by

a small group of insiders’ to become ‘controversial and politicized’ (Heclo, 1978: 105).

Further, our focus has shifted from the idea of one policy-making centre to multiple

centres or sources of authority; power has dispersed from a single central actor towards

many organisations and sources of authority and influence. The policy environment

now seems more complex and potentially unstable, populated by more fragmented gov-

ernments and many participants with different values, perceptions and preferences

(Sabatier, 2007: 3–4). Policymaking systems are increasingly described as ‘complex sys-

tems’ (Cairney, 2012d).

How do we make modern theories as useful to academic–practitioner
discussions?

The academic literature, quite rightly, conceptualises this difference between orderly

images of policymaking and the messy and often unpredictable real world. However, this

should not necessarily come at the expense of the relationship between academics and

those people involved in that real world. It should be possible to translate modern

insights and use them as the basis for a meaningful conversation with policy practitioners

about how to make policy.

To that end, this section describes some key tenets of public policy studies (Cairney,

2012b, 2012d), in a way that may be more readily understood by a non-academic audi-

ence, before the next section considers the extent to which these tenets can provide

meaningful advice for policy practitioners.

Bounded rationality and punctuated equilibrium theory. Policymakers can only pay

attention to a small number of the issues for which they are responsible. So, they ignore

most and promote a few to the top of their agenda. For every issue to which ministers

(and senior civil servants) pay attention, they must ignore (say) 99 others. The tendency

to focus on that one issue, producing the most potential for major policymaking

instability and policy change, draws our attention away from the 99 issues in which we

might expect relative stability and continuity (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993/2009).

Bounded rationality and incrementalism. The cognitive ability of policymakers, and their

ability to gather information, is limited, and so they tend to rely on trial-and-error stra-

tegies when developing policy. Policymakers pursue radical policy change rarely.

Rather, they attempt to build on past policies because considerable effort has been
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invested in seeking an agreed position among a wide range of interests (Lindblom, 1959,

1979). Top-down policymaking is often politically expensive and a drain on the resources

of time-constrained policymakers. Consequently, it does not (or cannot) represent the

‘‘normal’’ policymaking style in most political systems (Richardson et al., 1982: 10).

Policy succession. The size of the state is such that any new policy is likely to be a

revision of an old one, often following a degree of policy failure. Policy often represents

‘its own cause’ (Wildavsky, 1980: 62) and new policies are often pursued to address the

problems caused by the old (Hogwood and Peters, 1983).

Inheritance before choice. Political parties make a difference but they also inherit

massive commitments. Most policy decisions are based on legislation that already exists

and most public expenditure is devoted to activities that continue by routine. New

governments reject some commitments but accept and deliver most (Rose, 1990).

(Multi-level) governance. There is often no single, central decision maker or decision-

making organisation (Rhodes, 1997; Kooiman, 1993). Instead, there are multiple centres

of authority and strong central government is increasingly replaced by bargaining gov-

ernment and the type of mutual adjustments associated with incrementalism.

Institutionalism and path dependence. Events and decisions made in the past contributed

to the formation of institutions that influence current practices. When commitment to a

policy has been established and resources devoted to it, over time it produces ‘increasing

returns’ (Pierson, 2000). Institutions may remain stable for long periods of time. They

represent the rules that encourage or oblige certain types of policy-making behaviour.

They may be formal, as when enshrined in statute, or informal, and often only under-

stood within policy-making organisations (Ostrom, 2007).

Street level bureaucracy. Although legislation is made at the top, it is influenced heavily

by the street-level bureaucrats who deliver it. Since they are subject to an immense range

of (often unclear) requirements laid down by regulations at the top, they are powerless to

implement them all successfully. Instead, they establish routines to satisfy a proportion

of central government objectives while preserving a sense of professional autonomy nec-

essary to maintain morale. So, radical policy change at the top may translate into routine

decision making at the bottom (Lipsky, 1980).

The advocacy coalition framework. Most policy change is minor, not radical. The most

frequent policy changes follow attempts by coalitions of actors to adapt to their policy

environments and engage in policy learning. Such policy learning takes place through

the lens of deeply held policy beliefs, which effectively place limits on the consideration

of new policies. Major changes are less frequent and follow shocks to subsystems –

prompted by, for example, the election of a new government or major socioeconomic

change, which affect the status of competing coalitions within subsystems (Weible et al.,

2009).
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The role of ideas. Ideas can undermine policy change if paradigms or monopolies of

understanding inhibit new ways of thinking and exclude certain actors, or institutional

rules and norms appear to constrain behaviour. Or, new ideas, enshrined in policy

solutions used to solve problems, can be used to promote change. These ideas are often

transferred from other governments within or across countries (Dolowitz and Marsh,

1996, 2000; Rose, 1993, 2005). Change is most notable during policy failures, punc-

tuations or shocks that produce major transformations in the way that policymakers think

and act (Cairney, 2012a: 228–232), but this is a rare occurrence compared to the more

routine process in which actors reinterpret rules and follow them selectively (2012a: 81–

84).

Multiple streams analysis. Radical policy change may happen only when a window of

opportunity opens and three independent streams come together. In most cases policy

does not change radically if a policy problem does not receive enough attention, an

adequate idea or solution is not available and/or policymakers are not receptive to the

idea (or they lack the motive and opportunity to do something with it; Kingdon, 1984,

1995; Lieberman, 2002).

The logic of subgovernments and consultation. Regular changes of government do not

cause wholesale shifts in policy because most decisions are beyond the reach of elected

policymakers such as government ministers. The sheer size of government necessitates

breaking policy down into more manageable issues involving a smaller number of

knowledgeable participants. Most policy is conducted through small and specialist

policy communities that process technical issues at a level of government not particu-

larly visible to the public or parliament, and with minimal ministerial or senior civil

service involvement. These arrangements exist because there is a logic to devolving

decisions and consulting with certain affected interests. Ministers rely on their officials

for information and advice. For specialist issues, those officials rely on specialist

organisations. Organisations trade that information or advice, and other resources such

as the ability to implement or deliver a large group membership, for access to, and

influence within, government (Jordan and Maloney, 1997).

Policy-making systems are complex systems. We can explain policy-related behaviour

and outcomes in terms of the whole policy-making system rather than the sum of its

parts. Policy-making systems may have the same basic properties as other complex sys-

tems that we find when we study a wide range of systems in nature. Most notably, com-

plexity theories identify the ways in which policy-making systems often appear to

produce unpredictable outcomes that seem impossible to control. A key term is

emergence, which results from the interaction between practitioners and their local

environments, in the apparent absence of central government control (Blackman,

2001; Bovaird, 2008: 320; Cairney, 2012a: 124–125; Geyer and Rihani, 2010; Geyer,

2012; Kernick, 2006; Little, 2012; Mitchell, 2009: x; Mitleton-Kelly, 2003: 25–26;

Teisman and Klijn, 2008).
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How can these insights be used? How would a top-down government proceed?

Many of these tenets help us describe and explain what policymakers actually do rather

than what they should do. In fact, different policymakers could arrive at radically

different conclusions, about what they should do, from these insights. Put in simple

binary terms, they may seek to change that policymaking context, or to work within it.

Taking the example of the UK, and focusing on the aims of elected policymakers,

consider the response of a (rather stylized and exaggerated) ‘‘Thatcherite’’ or top-down–

minded government to these perceived constraints: remain sceptical about the idea that

top-down policymaking is politically expensive; draw up a clear list of policy priorities;

reform political and administrative structures, and modes of service delivery, to chal-

lenge the idea of multiple centres of authority; reform legislative frameworks governing

street-level bureaucrats or choose new organisations to deliver policy; challenge cosy

policy community relationships; and so on.

In this context, the immediate value of the literature is that it suggests that top-down inter-

ventions produce partial successes or outright failures. For example, the degree of imple-

mentation of Thatcherite policies varied markedly (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992) and they

contributed to the hollowing out of the state, or a reduction in the ability of central govern-

ment to control policymaking processes, organisations and outcomes (Rhodes, 1997).

The early literature on the UK Labour government (led by Prime Ministers Tony Blair

from 1997–2007 and Gordon Brown from 2007–2010) suggested that it was more able to

recognise these constraints to government and more willing to work within them – but

only for a short period. Labour’s first response to the issue of governance was the

modernisation agenda to address cross-cutting policy issues (such as child poverty,

which required cross-departmental cooperation) and to seek policy and policymaking

solutions based on trust in other organisations and networks between groups and govern-

ment. This approach was replaced by a more straightforward top-down style in Labour’s

second term of office, following frustration with a lack of progress on joined-up govern-

ment at the centre. Cross-cutting targets coordinated from No. 10 were transferred to the

Treasury and more strongly linked with the control of expenditure (Cairney, 2009: 359;

Richards and Smith, 2004: 106).

According to much of the academic analysis, the experience of the Thatcher and Blair

governments suggests that governments either fail in their attempts to reshape their

environment and/or make decisions that contribute to their lack of central government

control.2 For example, Bevir and Rhodes (2003: 6) argue that while ‘the British executive

can act decisively’ and ‘the centre coordinates and implements policies as intended at least

some of the time’, on the whole, ‘to adopt a command operating code builds failure into the

design of the policy’ (compare with Marsh, 2008, 2012). This insight seems to be heeded

rarely by elected policymakers in the UK, with the exception of devolved governments.3

How would academics recommend that you proceed?

There is often a strong tendency to advise policymakers about how to work within the

constraints they identify and warn against thoughtless attempts to change them. This
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image of policymaking may represent an important contrast to the idea of comprehensive

rationality and early representations of policy cycles, in which we imagine a policymaker

much less constrained by his or her policymaking environment. Such negative conclu-

sions do not represent the only advice that we can take from theses tenets of public policy

studies. However, they reinforce a sense in which the literature has, for decades, pro-

vided concepts such as bounded rationality and identified rather limited policymaker

power. Indeed, it is interesting to note just how consistent a message we can find, over

time, when policy scholars make relatively direct recommendations about policymaking.

For example, Lindblom (1979: 518) used a discussion of bounded rationality to

recommend that policymakers be realistic about their aims and ideals, pursuing ‘strategic

analysis’ as a way to get away from ‘grossly incomplete analysis’ but stopping well short

of the ideal of ‘synoptic analysis’. He compared the aim of synoptic analysis to the aim of

‘flying without mechanical assistance’ and described ‘impossible feats of synopsis’ as ‘a

bootless, unproductive ideal’ (1979: 518) and as a ‘futile attempt at superhuman com-

prehensiveness’ (Lindblom, 1959: 88). A better alternative is to accept one’s limita-

tions and seek to ‘employ in an informed and thoughtful way a variety of simplifying

stratagems, like skilfully sequenced trial and error’ (1979: 518).

This is a recommendation that still stands up to scrutiny, and conversations with civil

servants in policy training seminars suggest that it translates well (although note that

bureaucrats face different pressures than elected policymakers and may be open to dif-

ferent ideas). Indeed, it has an intuitive quality, as civil servants have faced the realisation

that their ability to research most possibilities is severely limited – and that this ability will

diminish in an era of austerity and reduced civil service numbers.

Our aim, in this context, may be to go beyond this intuitive conclusion to explore

which short cuts (or heuristics or rules of thumb) they employ and the extent to which

they should seek to modify their routines. In other words, we want to know the standard

operating procedures of government departments: where are they most likely to seek

information and which groups or individuals are they most likely to consult on a regular

basis or speak to first when they need advice? This is an area that is difficult to explore,

since it requires people to reflect, in a meaningful way, on their ways of working. If they

take for granted these ways of working, they may be very difficult to describe, and

practitioners may be reluctant to describe them if there is the potential to expose forms of

behaviour that may be interpreted differently by outsiders (or simply if it is difficult to

describe their routines without straying into the privileged arena of interaction with, and

advice to, ministers). However, this is still a key area to pursue, since reduced resources,

associated with economic austerity, will oblige civil servants to change their research

and consultation practices – involving either a simple reduction in effort consistent with

staffing cuts, or new ways to gather information to deal with a new situation.

A second aspect of Lindblom’s work that stands the test of time4 is the idea of

incrementalism as a trial and error strategy:

Making policy is at best a very rough process. Neither social scientists, nor politicians, nor

public administrators yet know enough about the social world to avoid repeated error in pre-

dicting the consequences of policy moves. A wise policy-maker consequently expects that
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his policies will achieve only part of what he hopes and at the same time will produce unan-

ticipated consequences he would have preferred to avoid. If he proceeds through a succes-

sion of incremental changes, he avoids serious lasting mistakes. (Lindblom, 1959: 86)

This is an argument that has come full circle in recent years following the increasing

attention to complex systems and complexity theory in policy studies, which has both

a scholarly and practitioner-advice aspect (Cairney, 2012d). Note the impression it gives

about the unpredictability of large political systems and, perhaps, the inability of policy-

makers to exert control or for their policies to have the desired effect. Consequently, the

policy advice that generally derives from complexity theory – learn from experience, use

trial and error, adapt to your environment – is similar to the advice provided by Lindblom

(1959: 86; Cairney, 2012a: 128; Quirk, 2007: 369; compare with Little, 2012: 7–8).

In general, complexity theory may represent a rejection of top-down control, in a way

that is also reminiscent of a focus on bottom-up policymaking and contemporary discus-

sions of ‘multi-level governance’ (Cairney, 2012a: 37–38). For example, Geyer and

Rihani (2010: 7, 32–34) recommend that ‘soft management methods . . . replace the out-

wardly forceful but practically blunt traditional hierarchical hard management methods’.

This may involve giving implementing organisations more freedom to learn from their

experience and adapt to their environment (Sanderson, 2009: 708; Haynes, 2008: 326).

We can also identify proposals to address the inevitability that policies will produce

unintended consequences, and be subject to the effects of action elsewhere. Sanderson

(2009: 706) suggests that the implication of complexity is that we do not know exactly

how any policy measure will make a difference. Therefore, policymakers should be care-

ful when making an intervention. This suggests a greater use of ‘‘‘trial and error’’ policy-

making’ and learning from pilot projects (2009: 707; see also Sanderson, 2006: 118).

Little (2012: 16) suggests that we go further, to accept the inevitability of a degree of

error when we design policies, so that we can encourage ways to adapt quickly, rather

than merely use the language of failure in retrospect to justify abandoning a policy.

Geyer (2012: 32) suggests that we challenge fundamentally the way that governments,

such as the UK, have tried to measure and control policy outcomes.

Overall, this focus on complexity may represent a long term trend away from the idea

of (a) a single policymaker at the centre of government, able to make important changes

to the world with the aid of science and policy analysis; to (b) a range of policymakers in

multiple venues seeking to adapt to, and influence, their policy environments using

limited information. It may represent a more realistic vision of policy analysis, but it may

also be a tougher sell to policymakers and practitioners.

How can these insights be used by academics in discussion with practitioners?

This sort of advice may find a wide audience in the academic world, but not necessarily

much attention from practitioners if couched in an esoteric language that takes too long

to learn without the promise of a return from such an investment. For example, the broad

recommendations developed in the complexity theory literature may be too abstract,

including: encourage systemic emergence; encourage co-evolution with the social
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ecosystem; and shift from strategic planning to strategic management. Or, many specific

points – support the production of new ideas and ways of working in complex systems,

encourage subsystems within organisations to communicate with each other, give deliv-

ery organisations the freedom to manage – may seem banal to public managers, partic-

ularly when compared to a policy cycles approach broken down into discrete stages.

Room (2011) makes one of the most notable academic attempts to provide a new toolkit

for agile policymakers, arguing that existing approaches are based on a too-simple

understanding of the policy environment. Yet, the instructions are still often vague,

including ‘map the landscape’ (‘is it stable or turbulent’?) and ‘model the struggle’

(‘what would drive the race in a different direction’).

The best hope for complexity research, and public policy theory more generally, may be

to develop such toolkits in cooperation with practitioners such as civil servants, since that

interaction can produce a language common to both audiences. This is an approach pur-

sued by UK think tanks such as the Institute for Government, which is staffed partly by

former civil servants, and which argues that ‘the development of policy skills . . . needs

to be embedded into practice. [Governments need] to ensure that there are continual efforts

to develop analytic skills so policymakers can be competent consumers of research, or are

able to conduct an organisational analysis, or understand concepts from complexity sci-

ence like emergence and feedback loops’ (Hallsworth and Rutter, 2011: 30). Hallsworth

and Rutter’s (2011: 18) recommendations appear to be grounded in their regular discus-

sions with practitioners, arguing for example that ‘greater awareness of complexity

will encourage more informal, inquiring attempts to understand how the policy is being

realised – rather than simple performance monitoring’. The report is part of a small series

which draws on academic analysis and interactions with practitioners to make recom-

mendations on policymaking (Hallsworth, 2011; Hallsworth et al., 2011).

Crucially, the Institute for Government recognises that practitioners are unlikely to

pick up on these recommendations simply because they are written, published and

launched. Rather, the aim is to maintain an academic–practitioner link, to allow both to

exchange ideas on a regular basis. Regular discussions may not necessarily help develop

detailed or universal toolkits, but the interaction may produce new ways of thinking –

using the literature’s insights as the way to begin a conversation; to turn abstract con-

cepts into meaningful conclusions.

This is largely my experience of policy training seminars with civil servants. It is the

discussions, beginning with limitations of cycles and exploring policy theory alter-

natives, that make the difference, not the reading materials. Further, while one aim of

those discussions is to develop a greater appreciation of complexity, another is to

encourage ‘intelligent policymaking’ (Sanderson, 2009). First, civil servants may

consider ‘complexity thinking’, which is about recognising their limited ability to

gather evidence of, and influence, complex policymaking systems – hence complexity

theory’s focus on trial and error, adaptability to changing circumstances and learning,

as practitioners update their knowledge constantly through experimentation and eva-

luation (2009: 706). Second, this approach requires civil servants to use their discretion

and initiative, in the absence of a (policy stages–style) blueprint for action to control

policy processes and outcomes.
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In such cases, we may move from academic-led discussions of complexity to

practitioner-centred discussions on reflexivity, to ‘reflect on their own practice and

assumptions’ when thinking about new, messier theories of how the policy process

works and how they might deal with ‘complexity, ambiguity and indeterminacy’ (Quinn,

2013: 6). In broad terms, reflection may be recommended as a way to help civil servants

‘become critical thinkers and moral practitioners’ (Cunliffe, 2009: 408), particularly

when their task is to manage the reduction of public service provision (Broussine and

Ahmad, 2013: 19; Knassmüller and Meyer, 2013: 82). This process is described in rather

different ways in the broad learning literature, from reflection on an objective reality to

reflexivity based on challenging established ways to describe a constructed reality

(Mezirow, 1990; Brockbank and McGill, 2007; Edwards et al., 2002; Broussine and

Ahmad, 2013: 22). It also differs markedly according to levels of experience and famil-

iarity with organisational routines, from the newcomer to the expert and/ or line manager

(Knassmüller and Meyer, 2013: 88–89).

In my experience, reflective learning is about the academic and significantly experi-

enced civil servant working together to make sense of theories and empirical studies,

primarily by relating them to lived, professional experience. This often involves reflective

learning based on challenging one’s assumptions, and habitual or routine ways of

working, in three main ways. First, through discussions between policymakers and

academics who often hold different assumptions about the policy-making world based

on their different experiences. For example, academics may enjoy enough distance

from the policy process to develop a breadth of knowledge and produce generalisable

conclusions across governments, while policymakers such as civil servants may

develop a unique level of in-depth expertise when developing policy for a number

of years. Second, through discussions with civil servants’ peers who describe different

experiences or make sense of them in different ways – often because they come from

different policy areas with different frames of reference and ways of working. Third,

discussions of economic austerity and government crises, combined with theories of

complexity, help challenge the ‘certainties and assumptions that traditionally under-

pinned the work of public servants’ (Quinn, 2013: 7).

This takes place in the context of an external policy-making environment in which civil

servants have to justify their activities with regard to other ‘stories’ (Rhodes, 2013: 486),

such as the narrative of accountability to the public via ministers and parliament in a West-

minster system. These courses also operate alongside a wider learning environment in

which practitioners are encouraged to use management techniques to exert a degree of con-

trol over their policy-making tasks (or they simply have little time in which to reflect on

what they are doing; Broussine and Ahmad, 2013: 23). In that context, critical reflection is

crucial, to think through the contradictions involved when civil servants accept that policy-

making systems are difficult (or impossible) to control but often have to operate on the

assumption that they are in control. We may not be able to produce a toolkit or blueprint

for action to address this disconnect. However, the broader understanding of the issues,

provided by policy scholarship, may help build the confidence of practitioners to address

them – particularly when they learn from the literature that the issues they face are univer-

sal, rather than a consequence of the pathologies of particular political systems.
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Conclusion

The article discusses how, in series of steps, to turn state of the art policy theories,

designed to produce a scientific account of policymaking (and often with no direct, real

world applications) into a language that policymakers can understand without academic

training, and academics can use in discussions with policymakers to influence how they

think about policymaking. These theories have developed because our object of study

has changed remarkably since the clubby days of politics, and modern policy theories try

to describe and explain complex policy-making systems. This is a scientific enterprise

that has its own language and set of assumptions. This language may not be shared by

practitioners, who develop their own perspectives and/or rely on scholarly concepts that

have generally been rejected by policy scholars. Consequently, academics with a policy

theory background can often struggle to engage with policy practitioners on the subject

of good policymaking in a way that both can understand. In that context, the article sim-

plifies a series of tenets of modern public policy studies, to use to provide advice to

policymakers.

One potential problem is that the insights from policy studies can produce very dif-

ferent lessons. For example, academics may use them to warn policymakers about

ignoring the constraints in which they operate – relating to the cognitive abilities and

time available to policymakers, their inherited commitments, and the multi-level and

complex system in which they operate. Alternatively, elected top-down governments

may be tempted to use them to guide their attempts to do better next time and seek to

change their policy-making context. In such cases, the value of academic analysis is

to identify the problematic outcomes from attempts to do just that. One key lesson from

policy studies is that policymaking is, to a considerable degree, outwith the control of

policymakers.

An unelected and more permanent government audience, such as civil servants,

may be more receptive to academic advice, as long as discussions are conducted in

an environment conducive to the exchange of ideas. I have had generally good

experiences when engaged with civil servants and other practitioners in Chatham

house –style seminars (which protect the anonymity of participants) or dedicated

policy training seminars. However, practitioners are relatively guarded when on duty

and more likely to refer to a Westminster model of the policy system and their place

within it – partly because they must find ways to reinforce that narrative to the

public.

If this is a representative experience in the UK, we are identifying a very long-term

type of influence in which we engage in a rather broad way with civil servants in non-

threatening atmospheres and accept our status as outsiders in the day-to-day life of pol-

icymaking. The impact of these exchanges is not, despite the requirement of UK funding

bodies, immediate or easily measured. However, academic–practitioner seminars and

policy training workshops provide a bridge between the longer term influence provided

by postgraduate training and the more direct and measurable impact on day-to-day deci-

sion making. Used in the right way, policy studies provide a rich source of evidence,

explanations and pragmatic advice.

Cairney 35

35

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpa.sagepub.com/


Acknowledgements

To Chris Weible, who prompted me to reframe the paper’s original focus significantly.

Previous versions of the paper have been presented at the International Conference on

Public Policy in 2012 (contributors: Hal Colebatch, Patrick Fafard, Tim Tenbensel) and

Political Studies Association, UK in 2011.

Notes

1. ‘‘Policymaker’’ and ‘‘practitioner’’ are used interchangeably, to reflect the different ways in

which groups such as civil servants may perceive themselves.

2. According to this narrative, examples include (during the Thatcher era) privatization;

contracting-out; the use of quangos to remove delivery functions from local authorities;

quasi-markets in the National Health Service; separated policy and management functions in

the civil service (producing service delivery fragmentation, reduced communication between

senior and junior levels of government and obscuring accountability); and (during the Blair era)

devolving power to UK territories and English regions; granting independence to the Bank of

England; extending the influence of the EU through the social chapter; furthering quasi-markets

in health; relying more on political advisers than civil servants/groups involved in implementa-

tion; and further fragmenting service delivery with an emphasis on voluntary sector provision of

public services (see Rhodes, 1994, 1997; Richards and Smith, 2004; Cairney, 2009: 359).

3. ‘Successive Scottish Governments have appeared to be much more open to this sort of advice

(or, at least, they have engaged in behaviour consistent with it)’ (Cairney, 2012c: 10).

4. Unless we focus on the androcentric language.

References

Althaus C, Bridgman P and Davis G (2007) The Australian Policy Handbook (4th ed). Sydney,

Australia: Allen and Unwin.

Barrett S and Fudge C (eds) (1981) Policy and Action. London: Methuen.

Baumgartner F and Jones B (1993; 2009) Agendas and Instability in American Politics (1st and

2nd eds). Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Bevir M and Rhodes RAW (2003) Interpreting British Governance. London: Routledge.

Birkland T (2005) An Introduction to the Policy Process: Theories, Concepts and Models of Public

Policy Making (2nd ed). London: M.E. Sharpe.

Blackman T (2001) Complexity theory and the new public management. Social Issues (2)1.

Available at http://www.whb.co.uk/socialissues/tb.htm.

Bovaird T (2008) Emergent strategic management and planning mechanisms in complex adaptive

systems. Public Management Review 10(3): 319–340.

Brewer G and deLeon P (1983) The Foundations of Policy Analysis. Chicago, IL: Dorsey Press.

Bridgman P and Davis G (2003) What use is a policy cycle? Plenty, if the aim is clear. Australian

Journal of Public Administration 62(3): 98–102.

Brockbank A and McGill I (2007) Facilitating Reflective Learning in Higher Education (2nd ed).

Buckingham, UK: Open University Press.

Brooks T (2013) In defence of political theory: impact and opportunities. Political Studies Review

11(2): 209–215.

Broussine M and Ahmad Y (2013) The development of public managers’ reflexive capacities.

Teaching Public Administration 31(1): 18–28.

36 Teaching Public Administration 33(1)

36

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.whb.co.uk/socialissues/tb.htm
http://tpa.sagepub.com/


Cabinet Office (Strategic Policy Making Team) (1999) Professional Policy Making for the Twenty

First Century. Available at http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/6320/1/profpolicymaking.pdf.

Cairney P (2009) Implementation and the governance problem: a pressure participant perspective.

Public Policy and Administration 24(4): 355–377.

Cairney P (2012a) Understanding Public Policy: Theories and Issues. Basingstoke, UK:

Palgrave.

Cairney P (2012b) ‘Public administration in an age of austerity’: positive lessons from policy stud-

ies. Public Policy and Administration 27(3): 230–247.

Cairney P (2012c) How can policy theory inform policymaking (and vice versa)? A focus on

Scotland. Paper to the Political Studies Association annual conference, Belfast, April 3–5.

Cairney P (2012d) Complexity theory in political science and public policy. Political Studies

Review 10(3): 346–358.

Colebatch H (2005) Policy analysis, policy practice and political science. Australian Journal of

Public Administration 64(3): 14–23.

Colebatch H (2006) Beyond the Policy Cycle: The Policy Process in Australia. Crows Nest, NSW,

Australia: Allen and Unwin.

Cunliffe A (2009) Reflexivity, learning and reflexive practice. In Armstrong S and Fukami V

(eds), The SAGE Handbook of Management Learning, Education and Development. London:

SAGE.

deLeon P (1999) The missing link revisited. Review of Policy Research 16(3–4): 311–338.

Dolowitz D and Marsh D (1996) Who learns what from whom: a review of the policy transfer lit-

erature. Political Studies XLIV: 343–357.

Dolowitz D and Marsh D (2000) Learning from abroad: the role of policy transfer in contemporary

policy-making. Governance 13(1): 5–24.

Edwards R, Ranson S and Strain M (2002) Reflexivity: towards a theory of lifelong learning. Inter-

national Journal of Lifelong Education 21(6): 525–536.

Everett S (2003) The policy cycle: democratic process or rational paradigm revisited? Australian

Journal of Public Administration 62(2): 65–70.

Flinders M (2013a) The tyranny of relevance and the art of translation. Political Studies Review

11(2): 149–67.

Flinders M (2013b) The politics of engaged scholarship: impact, relevance and imagination. Policy &

Politics 41(4): 621–642.

Geyer R (2012) Can complexity move UK policy beyond ‘evidence-based policymaking’ and the

‘audit culture’? Applying a ‘complexity cascade’ to education and health policy’. Political

Studies 60(1): 20–43.

Geyer R and Rihani S (2010) Complexity and Public Policy. London: Routledge.

Hallsworth M (2011) System Stewardship: The Future of Policy Making? London: Institute for

Government.

Hallsworth M, Parker S and Rutter J (2011) Policy Making in the Real World: Evidence and Analysis.

London: Institute for Government.

Hallsworth M and Rutter J (2011) Making Policy Better. London: Institute for Government.

Haynes P (2008) Complexity theory and evaluation in public management. Public Management

Review 10(3): 401–419.

Heclo H (1978) Issue networks and the executive establishment. In King A (ed), The New American

Political System. Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute.

Hill M (2005) The Public Policy Process (4th ed). Essex: Pearson Education.

Hill M and Hupe P (2009) Implementing Public Policy (2nd ed). London: SAGE.

Cairney 37

37

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/6320/1/profpolicymaking.pdf
http://tpa.sagepub.com/


Hjern B (1982) Implementation research - the link gone missing. Journal of Public Policy 2(3):

301–308.

Hjern B and Porter D (1981) Implementation structures: a new unit of administrative analysis.

Organizational Studies 2(3): 211–227.

Hogwood B and Gunn L (1984) Policy Analysis for the Real World. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Hogwood B and Peters BG (1983) Policy Dynamics. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Hood C (1976) The Limits of Administration. London: Wiley.

Howard C (2005) Policy cycle: a model of post-Machiavellian policymaking? Australian Journal

of Public Administration 64(3): 3–13.

John P (1998) Analysing Public Policy. London: Continuum.

John P (2012) Analysing Public Policy. London: Routledge.

John P (2013) Political science, impact and evidence. Political Studies Review 11(2): 168–173.

Jordan G (1981) Iron triangles, woolly corporatism and elastic nets: images of the policy process.

Journal of Public Policy 1(1): 95–123.

Jordan AG and Maloney WA (1997) Accounting for subgovernments: explaining the persistence

of policy communities. Administration and Society 29(5): 557–583.

Jordan AG and Richardson JJ (1987) British Politics and the Policy Process. London: Allen &

Unwin.

Kernick D (2006) Wanted – new methodologies for health service research. Is complexity theory

the answer? Family Practice 23(3): 385–390.

Kingdon J (1984; 1995) Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies (1st and 2nd eds). New York:

Harper Collins.

Knassmüller M and Meyer R (2013) What kind of reflection do we need in public management?

Teaching Public Administration 31(1): 81–95.

Kooiman J (1993) Socio-political governance: introduction. In Kooiman J (ed), Modern Govern-

ance. London: Sage.

Lasswell H (1970) The emerging conception of the policy sciences. Policy Sciences 1(1): 3–14.

Lerner D and Lasswell H (1951) The Policy Sciences. California: Stanford University Press.

Lieberman RC (2002) Ideas, institutions and political order: explaining political change. American

Political Science Review 90(4): 691–712.

Lindblom C (1959) The science of muddling through. Public Administration Review 19:

79–88.

Lindblom C (1979) Still muddling, not yet through. Public Administration Review 39(6): 517–525.

Lipsky M (1980) Street-Level Bureaucracy. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Little A (2012) Political action, error and failure: the epistemological limits of complexity. Political

Studies 60(1): 3–19.

Marsh D (2008) Understanding British government: analysing competing models. British Journal

of Politics and International Relations 10(2): 251–269.

Marsh D and Rhodes RAW (eds) (1992) Implementing Thatcherite Policies. Buckingham, UK:

Open University Press.

Mezirow J (1990) How critical reflection triggers transformative learning. In Mezirow J (ed),

Fostering Critical Reflection in Adulthood. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Mitchell M (2009) Complexity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mitleton-Kelly E (2003) Ten principles of complexity and enabling infrastructures. In Mitleton-

Kelly E (ed), Complex Systems and Evolutionary Perspectives of Organisations. Amsterdam:

Elsevier.

38 Teaching Public Administration 33(1)

38

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpa.sagepub.com/


Ostrom E (2007) Institutional rational choice. In Sabatier P (ed), Theories of the Policy Process

(2nd ed). Cambridge, MA: Westview Press.

Parsons W (1995) Public Policy. Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar.

Pierson P (2000) Increasing returns, path dependence, and the study of politics. The American

Political Science Review 94(2): 251–267.

Pressman J and Wildavsky A (1973) Implementation. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Pressman J and Wildavsky A (1979) Implementation (2nd ed). (Berkeley, CA: University of

California Press.

Quinn B (2013) Reflexivity and education for public managers. Teaching Public Administration

31(1): 6–17.

Quirk B (2007) The four things you need to know. Public Policy and Administration 22(3):

367–373.

Radin B (2000) Beyond Machiavelli: Policy Analysis Comes of Age. Washington DC: Georgetown

University Press.

Rhodes RAW (1994) The hollowing out of the state. Political Quarterly 65(2): 138–151.

Rhodes RAW (1997) Understanding Governance. Buckingham, UK: Open University Press.

Rhodes R (2013) Political anthropology and civil service reform: prospects and limits. Policy and

Politics 41(4): 481–496.

Richards D and Smith M (2004) The ‘hybrid state’. In Ludlam S and Smith M (eds) Governing as

New Labour. London: Palgrave.

Richardson JJ, Gustafsson G and Jordan G (1982) The concept of policy style. In (ed) Richardson

JJ (ed), Policy Styles in Western Europe. London: Allen and Unwin.

Room G (2011) Complexity, Institutions and Public Policy. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Rose R (1990) Inheritance before choice in public policy. Journal of Theoretical Politics 2(3):

263–291.

Rose R (1993) Lesson-Drawing in Public Policy. New York, NY: Chatham House.

Rose R (2005) Learning from Comparative Public Policy: A Practical Guide. London: Routledge.

Sabatier P (1986) Top-down and bottom-up approaches to implementation research: a critical anal-

ysis and suggested synthesis. Journal of Public Policy 6(1): 21–48.

Sabatier P (2007) The need for better theories. In Sabatier P (ed), Theories of the Policy Process

2. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Sabatier P and Jenkins-Smith H (1993) Policy Change and Learning: An Advocacy Coalition

Approach. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Sanderson I (2006) Complexity, ‘practical rationality’ and evidence-based policymaking. Policy

and Politics 34(1): 115–132.

Sanderson I (2009) Intelligent policymaking for a complex world: pragmatism, evidence and

learning. Political Studies 57: 699–719.

Scottish Government (2009) Review of Policymaking Edinburgh: Scottish Government.

Simon H (1947; 1976) Administrative Behavior (1st and 3rd eds). London: MacMillan.

Teisman G and Klijn E (2008) Complexity theory and public management. Public Management

Review 10(3): 287–297.

Weible C, Sabatier P and McQueen K (2009) Themes and variations: taking stock of the advocacy

coalition framework. Policy Studies Journal 37(1): 121–141.

Wildavsky A (1980) The Art and Craft of Policy Analysis. London: MacMillan.

Wildavsky A and Majone G (1978) Implementation as evolution. Policy Studies Review Annual 2:

103–111.

Wu X, Ramesh M, Howlett M and Fritzen S (2010) The Public Policy Primer. London; Routledge.

Cairney 39

39

 by guest on February 11, 2015tpa.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpa.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


