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Abstract. Policymakers, for understandable psychological, social, and neurological reasons,
combine ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ informational shortcuts to make decisions quickly. This
basic insight can inform simple strategies for policy influence. For example, exploit the ‘fast
thinking’ of policymakers rather than bombarding them with scientific evidence in the hope
they engage in more effortful ‘slow thinking’. Yet, such broad recommendations are limited
without a more sophisticated understanding of policymaker psychology. In this article, we
provide a deeper account of the ways in which psychological principles combine with policy
studies to produce ‘psychology based policy studies’. We use these insights from the field to
propose five heuristics that help maximise the use of evidence in policymaking: respond
positively to irrationality, produce bespoke framing strategies, understand ‘windows of
opportunity’, adapt to dysfunctional organisations, and recognise your own cognitive biases.

Introduction

Policymakers cannot pay attention to all of the things for which they are responsible, or
understand all of the information they use to make decisions. Our mental apparatus has limits
on what it can process (Baddeley, 2003; Cowan, 2001, 2010; Miller, 1956; Rock, 2008).
Instead, they use short cuts to gather enough information to make decisions quickly: the
‘rational’, by pursuing clear goals and prioritizing certain kinds of information, and the
‘irrational’, by drawing on emotions, gut feelings, values, deeply held beliefs, habits, schemata,
scripts, and what is familiar to them, to make decisions quickly. We can use this basic insight
to recommend a shift in strategy for scientists trying to influence policymakers. For example,
focus on persuasion by identifying and engaging their ‘fast thinking’ (Kahneman, 2011) rather
than bombarding them with scientific evidence in the hope that they will get round to ‘slow
thinking” which, because it requires more effort and may not be seen as necessary, people
frequently avoid.

Yet, such recommendations can only take us so far without a more sophisticated understanding
of policymaker psychology. We need to understand how people think and make decisions as
individuals, and as part of collective processes in which it is more difficult to identify their
individual role. To that end, we outline three main ways to show how to (a) combine many
relevant psychological principles with policy studies to (b) provide a greater variety of
recommendations for actors seeking to maximise the impact of their evidence in policymaking.

First, we summarise the insights from policy studies already drawing on psychology to help
explain how policymakers think and make choices. Most studies consider the implications of
‘bounded rationality’, which partly describes the cognitive limits of policymakers and the short
cuts they use to gather information to make decisions (Simon, 1976). Studies highlight the



relationship between individual choice and key factors within complex policy environments,
such as the multiplicity of actors, institutions, networks, ideas, context and events. We highlight
the wide range of broad insights arising from such studies, and the resulting questions that
could benefit from further psychological insights.

Second, we review the relevant psychology literature to identify the most promising areas for
future development. For example Houghton (2008) proposes a large number of psychological
‘errors’ that the Bush Administration committed in going to war but notes that his is not an
exhaustive list, and neither are the mechanisms independent or easily separable from each
other. We identify psychological principles that could be applied further to the study of
policymaking.

Third, we use this combination of policy studies and psychology to produce practical advice
for actors engaged in the policy process. There are good reasons for policy scholars to stop at
explanation, and for scientists to limit their action to providing science advice, but
policymakers and influencers do not have this luxury. They need to gather information quickly
and effectively to make good choices. They have to take the risk of action. So, to influence this
process we need to understand it, and to understand it more we need to study how scientists try
to influence it. Therefore, psychology-based policy studies can provide important insights to
help actors begin to measure and improve the effectiveness of their engagement in policy by:
taking into account cognitive and emotional factors and the effect of identity on possible
thought; and, considering how political actors are ‘embodied’ and situated in time, place, and
social systems. In this policymaking context, many psychological insights are nascent, with a
limited evidence base. So, we provide preliminary advice by identifying the most relevant
avenues of conceptual research and deriving some helpful ‘tools’ to those seeking to influence
policy.

Put simply, we advise: developing heuristics to respond positively to ‘irrational’ policymaking,
tailoring framing strategies to policymaker bias, identifying the right time to influence
individuals and processes, adapting to real-world (dysfunctional) organisations rather than
waiting for an orderly process to appear, and recognising that the biases we ascribe to
policymakers are present in ourselves and our own groups.

Psychology in policy studies: bounded rationality in complex policy environments

Most policy theories adopt a broad focus on bounded rationality, which could be little more
than a truism: people do not have the time, resources or cognitive capacity to consider all
information, all possibilities, all solutions, or anticipate all the consequences of their actions
(Cairney and Heikkila, 2014). Further, like most people, politicians are ‘cognitive misers’
(Kam, 2005), using informational shortcuts and heuristics to gather enough information to
make decisions efficiently. Some political psychology studies focus primarily on the goal-
oriented strategies of actors, some place more emphasis on emotional heuristics (Brader, 2011;
Haste, 2012), while others seek to move away from this ‘dualism’ to recognise that emotion
and cognition are part of the same internal mental process (Storbeck and Clore, 2007).



One aim of policy studies is to identify the context in which such psychological processes take
place: a large and messy policy ‘environment’ that can be summed up in five or six key
concepts (John, 2003; Cairney, 2012a; Cairney and Heikkila, 2014)', each producing demands
for psychological insights.

First, theories identify a wide range of actors making choices. Actors can be individuals or
collectives, and collectives can range from private companies to interest groups to governments
bodies (Weible, 2014). The US and UK literature from the late 1970s identifies a shift from
centralized and exclusive policymaking towards a more fragmented multi-level system with a
large number of influential participants (Heclo, 1978: 94-7; Jordan, 1981: 96-100; Radin,
2000). This insight prompts us do more than ‘psychoanalyse’ a small number of key actors at
the ‘centre’ of government.

Second, they identify ‘institutions’, as the rules, norms, practices or relationships that influence
individual and collective behaviour. Institutions at one level (e.g. constitutional) can shape
activity at another (e.g. legislation or regulation), establishing the venues where decisions are
made, and the rules that allow particular types of actors or ideas to enter the policy process
(Ostrom et al 2014). Rules can be formal and widely understood, when enshrined in law or a
constitution, or informal and only understood in particular organisations. This insight prompts
us to consider how and why actors identify, understand, follow, reproduce, or seek to shape or
challenge, rules within their organisations or networks. For example, we can identify
individual calculations based on institutional incentives (Dowding and King, 1995),
socialisation when people are taught the ‘rules of the game’ (March and Olsen, 1984; Lowndes,
2010), and the ways in which institutions privilege ‘certain groups over others’ (Kenny and
Mackay, 2009: 274).

Third, they identify the role of policy networks, as the relationships - often in ‘subsystems’ -
between actors responsible for policy decisions and the ‘pressure participants’ such as interest
groups, or other types or levels of government, with which they consult and negotiate (Jordan
et al, 2004). To some extent, the development of subsystems follows government attempts to
deal with complexity. To address the sheer size of their responsibilities, governments divide
them into broad sectors and more specialist subsectors. Senior policymakers delegate
responsibility for policy making to bureaucrats, who seek information and advice from groups.
Groups exchange information for access to, and potential influence within, government. Some
bureaucracies may have operating procedures that favour particular sources of evidence and
some participants over others, but these rules vary: scientists may receive privileged access in
some departments (such as health) when the main ‘currency’ is scientific evidence, but need to
try harder to establish routine contacts in other departments or venues (Cairney, 2012a: 178;
Boswell 2009: 11-6). This insight prompts us to identify the role of network formation and
maintenance, and the extent to which it is built on heuristics to establish trust and the regular
flow of information and advice. Trust can come from the reliable supply of high quality
evidence relevant to a policy problem, or a willingness to follow informal rules (such as not to
complain publicly when decisions don’t go your way).



Fourth, they identify the role of ‘ideas’, a broad term to describe ways of thinking, and the
extent to which they are shared within organisations and networks (Cairney and Weible, 2014).
Shared ideas (knowledge, world views, language) appear to structure political activity when
they are almost taken for granted — as core beliefs, paradigms, hegemony, and monopolies of
understanding (Cairney and Heikkila, 2014). Actors try to reshape debates, to build support for
new policy solutions, in that context. This insight prompts us to consider the extent to which
persuasion can be used to prompt actors to rethink their beliefs — such as when new evidence
or a proposed new solution challenges the way that a problem is framed, how much attention
it receives, and how it is solved. We might like to think that new evidence can win the day, but
also worry that major votes on Brexit and Trump demonstrate a level of confirmatory bias, and
resistance to challenging evidence, much stronger than expected.

Fifth, they conceptualise the role of context and events. Context is a broad category to describe
the extent to which a policymaker’s environment is in her control or how it influences her
decisions. It can refer to the conditions that policymakers take into account, such as a political
system’s geography, demographic profile, economy, mass attitudes and behaviour (Cairney
and Heikkila, 2014). It also refers to a sense of policymaker ‘inheritance’ - of laws, rules, and
programs — when they enter office (Rose, 1990). Events can be routine and anticipated, such
as elections which 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 change (Weible, 2014). This insight prompts us to consider
(a) the effect of events such as elections on the ways in which policymakers process evidence
(e.g. does it encourage short-term and vote-driven calculations?), and (b) what prompts them
to pay attention to some contextual factors and not others.

In policy studies, the same starting point produces different insights

Early post-war discussions focused primarily on the goal-oriented strategies of key actors. For
example, Simon (1976: xxviii) identified policymakers’ ‘rules of thumb’ to identify the issues
most important to them and gather the most relevant information to produce ‘good enough’
decisions. Simon expressed some hope that evidence-gathering processes would improve with
technological advances, and these hopes are often magnified by proponents of ‘evidence based
policymaking’ (Cairney, 2016: 19-20). However, bounded rationality is an ever-present
constraint on policymakers, ‘under continual pressure to reach decisions’ (Botterill and
Hindmoor, 2012: 369). Although information technologies have improved, they do not
preclude the need to make judgements quickly about ‘what is feasible’ in the face of limits to
‘brain power, time and financial inputs’ (2012: 369). So, to be influential, actors need to
identify the goals expressed explicitly by policymakers, and the ‘rules of thumb’ they use to
deal with bounded rationality and make ‘good enough’ decisions quickly. This is a very
different process to the one we associate with long-term scientific strategies (Oliver et al, 2014:
6).

Lindblom (1959: 88) captured the inevitably-political side of this evidence-gathering process
by describing a tendency for policymakers to pursue ‘incrementalism’: identifying realistic
policy aims that do not divert radically from the status quo, limiting analysis to those options,



and combining analysis with strategies such as trial-and-error. Lindblom (1964: 157) praised
pragmatic strategies, arguing that (a) organisations act effectively when pursuing realistic
goals, and (b) incrementalism is consistent with pluralism and consensus building, since to
depart radically from the status quo is to reject previous agreements (Lindblom, 1959: 81-5).
Not everyone agreed with this prescription for ‘good policymaking’, but incrementalism
served for decades as a description with implications for gathering evidence: limit your
analysis to incremental policy change.

Modern policy theories, based on the study of cognitive processing and emotional
policymaking, challenge this advice in three main ways. First, there is great potential for
bounded rationality to prompt non-incremental policy change. Individuals pay attention to one
policy problem and ‘image’ (a way to view the problem) at a time - ‘serial processing’,
compared to governments who can ‘parallel process’ — and take certain ways of thinking for
granted for long periods, often because they are not paying much attention (Baumgartner and
Jones, 1993: 7; Cairney, 2012a: 230; Hall, 1993). Yet, policy problems are ambiguous, people
can entertain multiple images (Zahariadis, 2014), and it takes a small change in policy
conditions, or injection of new information, to produce a major shift of attention to another
image (Baumgartner et al, 2014). Bounded rationality and ambiguity produces the potential
for attention to lurch dramatically from one policy problem or image to another. During (albeit
rare) ‘windows of opportunity’, actors can exploit such lurches of attention to promote their
favoured solution (Kingdon, 1984; Zahariadis, 2014; Cairney and Jones, 2016). This discussion
prompts different advice: engage in persuasion to reframe problems, which generates new
demands for evidence to solve them.

Second, policymakers respond to bounded rationality in ways other than goal-setting, such as
by relying on quick gut, instinct, emotional, and moral choices (including ‘hot cognition’"),
then backing up their actions with selective facts. Lewis (2013: 1) describes social intuitionism,
which suggests that ‘in human decision making and moral judgment, the use of reason and
rationality are subordinated to rapid, gut-level, emotion-laden cognition, and that people rely
heavily on heuristics and narratives that often carry certain inherent biases’. Direct reference
points from psychology include Haidt’s (2001: 818; 2007; 2012) distinction between ‘intuitive
system’ and ‘reasoning system’"", and Kahneman’s (2012: 20) thinking ‘fast and slow’: ‘System
1 operates automatically and quickly, with little or no effort and no sense of voluntary control.
System 2 allocates attention to the effortful mental activities that demand it, including complex
computations ... often associated with the subjective experience of agency, choice and
concentration’.

Lewis (2013: 4; 7) argues that ‘fast’ thinking is ‘typically where the action is’ because people
tend to conserve ‘our limited amount of attention and cognitive processing capabilities for the
few activities we currently view as most essential’ and rely on ‘autopilot’ whenever emotions
are heightened. The main effect is a series of biases related to cognitive shortcuts which develop
over time as people learn from experience, including: the ‘availability heuristic’, when people
relate the size, frequency or probability of a problem to how easy it is to remember or imagine;
the ‘representativeness heuristic’, when people overestimate the probability of vivid events;
‘prospect theory’, when ‘losses tend to pain us more than gains please us’; ‘framing effects’



based on emotional and moral judgements over well thought out preferences; ‘confirmation
bias’, where material that corroborates what we already believe is given disproportionate
credence; ‘optimism bias’, or unrealistic expectations about our aims working out well when
we commit to them; ‘status quo bias’; a tendency to use exemplars of social groups to represent
general experience; and a ‘need for coherence’ to establish patterns and causal relationships
when they may not exist (2013: 7). People also draw quickly on ‘moral foundations’ related to
caring for the vulnerable, punishing cheating, rewarding loyalty, respecting authority, and
protecting families and other social groups (2013: 9-10).

The application of these insights help improve policy studies. Passion/ intuition helps explain
why policymaker beliefs seem relatively impervious to change (2013: 13). Work by
neuropsychologists such as Fiske (2011) produce categories — ‘pride, envy, pity, or disgust’ —
to prompt the ‘social construction of target populations’, in which policymakers decide who
should receive benefits or sanctions from government (2013: 16, describing Schneider at al,
2014). A tendency for intuition to precede reason helps explain the motivation of policymakers
to either close off their decisions to debate, or to quickly select new solutions based on moral
intuition when their attention lurches to problems (2013: 19-22). Or, actors may deal
collectively with bounded rationality by telling simple stories to help ‘process information,
communicate, and reason’ (McBeth et al, 2014) and an evidence-gathering process may
reinforce collective identity or what people already believe (Lewis, 2013: 13-15; Stone, 1989).

Put more bluntly, ‘Reason is emotion’s slave and exists to rationalize experience’ (Bion, 1970)
when unconscious processes, out of awareness, are present (Arnaud, 2012). If so, persuasion
strategies should appeal primarily to policymakers’ emotional and instinctual heuristics, and
evidence-advocacy will be ineffective if focusing on ‘establishing the facts’ or describing
complexity in a complicated way rather than the ways in which policymakers already think.

Third, incremental change can be caused by something other than ‘mutual adjustment’ between
many actors. The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) suggests that, although in some cases
we witness compromise during routine ‘policy learning’ by competing coalitions, we are just
as likely to identify policy inertia built on the dominance of one coalition over another, and a
tendency for ‘learning’ to take place through the lens of its members’ deeply held beliefs.
Boundedly rational actors ‘simplify the world through their belief systems’ and the ACF
focuses on actors engaging in politics to translate their beliefs into action (Jenkins Smith et al
2014; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). A large number, and wide range, of actors with
similar beliefs become part of the same ‘advocacy coalition’ — a metaphor to describe a ‘non-
trivial degree of coordinated activity’ (Sabatier, 1988: 139).

The ACF describes a tendency for actors to form coalitions with like-minded actors and to
compete with other coalitions in what often seem to be irrational ways: built, for example, on



‘prospect theory” when ‘people remember losses more readily than gains’ (Quattrone and
Tversky 1988: 735), which helps to distort their perception of their competitors (Jenkins-Smith
et al, 2014). Coalitions often compete fiercely to interpret evidence and gain the favour of key
policymakers, particularly when they romanticise their own cause and ‘demonize’ their
opponents, or misperceive their opponent’s beliefs and question their legitimacy. Sabatier et al
(1987: 451) identify the ‘devil shift’: ‘at least in relatively high conflict situations, political
elites tend to see their opponents as "devils," i.e., as being more powerful and more "evil"
than they actually are’. This is reminiscent of ‘projective identification’, an unconscious
Klienian process where ‘badness’ can be projected onto an external object, be that a person or
an idea, allowing it to be attacked far more vigorously (Buckingham, 2011).

In any resultant battle of ideas, coalitions ‘exaggerate the influence and maliciousness of
opponents’ and interpret the same evidence in wildly different ways (Weible, 2007: 99).
Consequently, a strategy to limit your analysis to policy options that represent non-radical
departures from the status quo may be ineffective. Instead, identify which coalitions hold
influence, how their members understand the world, and the technical and ethical implications:
can and should you fit your evidence into that way of thinking?

Overall, this literature highlights the use of evidence by actors who anticipate or respond to
lurches of attention, moral choices, and coalition formation built on bolstering one’s own
position, demonising competitors, and discrediting (some) evidence. These aspects of
individual and collective choice should not be caricatured; it is not useful simply to bemoan
‘post-truth’ politics and policymaking ‘irrationality’. Instead, they provide a useful corrective
to the fantasy of a linear policy process in which evidence can be directed to a single moment
of authoritative and ‘comprehensively rational’ choice based only on cognition, and take us
beyond the assumption that bounded rationality produces incrementalism and a demand for
evidence to support non-radical change. Political systems and human psychology combine to
create a dynamic policy process characterised by many actors competing to influence
continuous policy choice built on cognition and emotion.

New Insights for Psychology Based Policy Studies

Such processes are reflected in the wider literature on psychology and organisational and
political action: Von Stekelenberg (2013) points to the need for collective social identification,
a sense of collective self-efficacy and the presence of emotion (chiefly anger) as predictors of
protest; Kam (2005) found that actors draw more from cues related to their allies (such as a
shared political party) than specific political issues, indicating that we need to consider
coalitions when communicating evidence; Houghton (2008) points to many ‘errors’ — from
‘decision making on impulse’ to ‘groupthink’ that the Bush administration made when going
to war in Iraqg (the Chilcot Inquiry, 2016, makes similar points about the UK Government under
Blair). More generally, Bion (1961) contrasts the positive idea of a “‘work group’ (a group of
individuals able to have a good contact with reality and deal with the anxiety engendered by
complex or difficult tasks or relationships) with a maladaptive group that seems — particularly
from the outside — to be in the thrall of unspoken ‘basic assumptions’ and closed to logical
arguments.



From this wider literature, we identify four further processes that are particularly relevant to
psychology based policy studies. First, processing fluency suggests that people's decisions are
influenced by their familiarity with things; with the ease in which they process information
(Alter and Oppenheimer, 2009). For example, they may pay more attention to an issue or
statement if they already possess some knowledge of it and find it easy to understand or recall.
Fluency can take several forms (conceptual, perceptual, linguistic) and it can be influenced in
several ways (‘semantic priming’, ‘visual clarity’ and ‘phonological simplicity’) (see Alter and
Oppenheimer, 2009: 220; and its conceptual roots in the ‘availability heuristic’ — Tversky and
Kahneman, 1973; Schwartz et al, 1991; Schwartz, 2004). ‘Cells that fire together wire together’
is the popular aphorism to describe the reinforcement of pathways in the brain associated with
Hebbian learning.

Fluency helps explain why policymakers would pay attention to particular crises or ‘focusing’
events at the expense of others: they are already familiar with them, or perceive them to be
closer to home, and therefore do not struggle to work out how the problem is relevant to their
objectives. Or, when we examine advocacy coalition behaviour, fluency my help explain how
and why people join, form or stay in coalitions, and how people form networks based on
familiarity.

Second, it is important to understand how emotions coexist with cognition in individuals (see,
for example, the extensive literature on cognitive behaviour therapy — Beck, 1970; Butler,
Chapman, Forman, & Beck, 2006; Hazell, Hayward, Cavanagh, & Strauss, 2016; Kuiper &
MacDonald, 1983; Yoshimura et al., 2014).V There has been much debate regarding the
primacy of one over the other and the mechanisms in which they interact (Storbeck & Clore,
2007), but we know, for example, that anxiety has an impact on political behaviour (Brader,
2011) and that motivated reasoning can have an impact on the regulation of emotion in politics.

This insight is rarely applied to politicians directly (Kwiatkowski, 2016), but the interaction
can be profound. Menges and Kilduff’s (2015) review of the literature on group emotions
contributes to their model in Figure 1. It shows that, for example, a member of parliament
(MP) may continue to feel the emotions of a salient group (their party, a region-specific group
of MPs, or their committee) even though they are not physically present. These emotional ties
may be powerful and significant, and the individual may feel antagonism towards a person
giving (what they perceive to be) dubious evidence, or sympathy towards a bill conferring
rights onto certain social groups, without realising that is because they are ‘carrying’” some of
the group emotion with them (Menges & Kilduff, 2015). As in Schiens’ (2015) ORJI cycle,
one’s lack of awareness of the emotion does not preclude action.
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Figure 1 A Model of Group Emotion Emergence.

Third, policymakers must necessarily cooperate with many other actors, demonstrating
leadership and encouraging followership in organisations and political systems (Lewis &
Donaldson-Feilder, 2012). The literature here is vast, and Aviolo et al (2009) seem pessimistic
about practical applications of leadership studies. For example, there is a nascent literature on
leadership in complex systems but, as in complexity theory in policy studies (Geyer and
Cairney, 2015; Cairney and Geyer, 2017), there is more focus on conceptual innovation than
empirical payoffs.

Much of the psychology literature on leadership and organizational politics is pragmatic and
involves correlational studies, some using questionnaires, with variables such as job
satisfaction, rating and rumination, leading in some cases to ‘how to do it’ advice (Bedi &
Schat, 2013; Ferris, 2005; Ferris et al., 2007; Kapoutsis, Papalexandris, Nikolopoulos,
Hochwarter, & Ferris, 2011; Prati, Perrewe, & Ferris, 2009). Yet, politicians are not
universally skilled at undertaking organizational politics (Kwiatkowski, 2011), and the ‘how
to do it’ literature may not be a better guide to ‘how it is done’ than the equally misleading
policy cycle model (Cairney, 2016); partly because the context of political work is different
from that of most organizations.

Rather, those seeking to influence policymakers should consider where, in organizational
political terms, those they are seeking to influence ‘sit’; how politically sophisticated, aware,
and deliberate they might be. For example, those who use deliberate political tactics
consciously may need to be equally consciously influenced, while we may seek a different



strategy for more idealistic actors who hope that an idea or argument (or even evidence) will
hold sway even when the dominant coalition is clearly set against it.

They may also draw insights from the importance of ‘social context’ and ‘group processes’, in
which our aim may be to ‘liberate’ the knowledge provided by each person and broaden the
‘information considered before making a decision’ (Larrick, 2016). Obstacles include a
tendency in established groups to share, repeat, and trust ‘commonly held’ rather than new
information (‘common knowledge bias’), and to minimise disagreement by limiting the
diversity of information, which disadvantages outsiders or ‘people in low positions of power
who withhold their private doubts because they fear a high social cost’ (2016: 448). One
solution may be ‘task conflict’ (rather than ‘relationship conflict’), to encourage information
sharing without major repercussions, but it requires the trust and ‘psychological safety’ that
comes with some form of ‘team development’ (2016: 448). Of course, much depends on
organisational culture, but the potential drawback when team development is easier, in
organisations with a culture of collectivism, is that this culture may also encourage more
conflict avoidance (Larrick, 2016: 450). Thus if a ‘battle of ideas’ can genuinely take place,
new thinking can be possible, but the conditions have to be ‘just so’.

Fourth, we find studies in which it is difficult to disentangle the nascent evidence from likely
interpretations based on one’s pre-existing beliefs about politicians and experts. On the one
hand, genetic studies provide succour for those sympathetic to experts. Some studies examine
the relationship between political position and genetics (as compared with the effect of
environmental causes). Since these are studies of twin siblings they are carried out on the
general population rather than politicians. Oskarsson et al (2015: 650) argue that, while existing
studies ‘report that genetic factors account for 30-50% of the variation in issue orientations,
ideology, and party identification’ they do not identify a convincing mechanism between
genetics and attitudes. One potential mediating mechanism is cognitive ability. Put simply, and
rather cautiously and speculatively, the link relates to the relationship between cognitive ability
and emotionally-driven attitudes: people with lower cognitive ability are more likely to see
‘complexity, novelty, and ambiguity’ as threatening and to respond with fear, risk aversion,
and conservatism (2015: 652). They use a sample of 2000 male twins to explore attitudes to
issues such as redistribution, immigration, and foreign policy, ascribing differences in political
positions broadly to ‘resistance to change’ (Oskarsson et al., 2015: 652), which further
develops existing work on conservatism and cognitive ability (Stankov, 2009).

On the other hand, some interesting nascent work on why politicians and large sections of the
public do not believe or trust experts (a factor that seemed to be exploited openly by advocates
for ‘Brexit’ and Donald Trump’s Presidency) does not lay the blame solely on low cognitive
ability. Some explanation may relate to politicians’ overconfidence (Cassidy & Buede, 2009),
but some to the possibility that experts are known to be equally prone to such bias (Perez,
2015). Perez makes a number of practical suggestions for amelioration but also, since bias-
free judgement is not possible and institutional solutions have limited impact, notes the irony
that the solution may involve intuitive judgement.

Practical Insights from Psychology Based Policy Studies: develop heuristics to deal with
bounded rationality



We use the term ‘irrational’ provocatively, to reflect an often-expressed sense that the cognitive
traits associated with ‘fast thinking’ can hinder the use of evidence in policy: heroic scientists
producing evidence are thwarted by villainous politicians drawing on their gut, emotion, moral
choices, and ideologies. Yet, irrationality is difficult to define and separate from subjective
(external and judgemental) evaluations of behaviour. It could refer to the insufficient use of
reason when making decisions, engaging in activity ‘against their long term interests given
their initial preferences’’ (John, 2012: 100), or policy ‘driven by situational logics and
opportunism rather than careful deliberation and assessment’ (Howlett and Lejano, 2013: 360).

Rather than simply decry these ‘errors’ in one’s political opponents, it may be more helpful to
acknowledge their universal existence and give them greater attention in general political
discourse (Houghton, 2008). Similarly, we should encourage good group decision-making
processes rather than bemoan bad. A practical strategy may be to tailor one’s response the
observable errors in individual and collective policymaking. When an individual or group
appears to move away from reality, someone wishing to influence them may need to run
alongside them, in the same direction, at least for a while.

For us, heuristics represent simple strategies, built on psychological insights to use
psychological insights in policy practice. They are broad prompts towards certain ways of
thinking and acting, not specific blueprints for action in all circumstances. Their proposed use
by Simon and Lindblom has direct parallels in Gigerenzer’s (2001: 38) ‘adaptive toolbox’.
Gigerenzer cites Simon directly and shares Lindblom’s (1964: 157) rejection of a focus on
‘optimising’ individuals. Gigerenzer (2001: 37-8) argues that we should try to understand ‘how
actual humans ...make decisions, as opposed to heavenly beings being equipped with
practically unlimited time, knowledge, memory, and other unlimited resources’. For example,
examine how people can (and should) use, for example, ‘fast, frugal, and computationally
cheap decisions’ to adapt to different environment in different ways.

His work seems well suited to the study of public policy, since his scepticism about: (a)
‘optimisation’ is based on issues central to policymaking, including the maintenance of
multiple contradictory goals in which there is limited information on how to achieve them and
no hope of finding enough evidence on which to base a definitive choice; and (b) ‘consistency’
is based on the idea of the advantage of inconsistent and unpredictable behaviour in competitive
environments, as opposed to the close cooperation central to familial relationships; while, (c)
he acknowledges the potentially valuable role of emotion as a way to limit choice (compare
with Frank, 1998). Too much choice is a problem.

Gigerenzer captures the realities of practices such as policymaking, and identifies potential
ways for actors to adapt to policy environments with the tools they possess, rather than
bemoaning the absence of an idea-type world and complete toolbox. Pursuit of the latter is
demoralising because we’ll never have the ability to ‘optimise’: the world is always too
complex, the possibilities too many and our abilities too limited. Instead, the value of these
tools is determined through (a) trial and error in specific ‘domains’, to limit effectively a search
for ‘cues’ from that environment (if I do this, what happens?), (b) limited searching for new
choices (such as when emotions like love stop us looking constantly for a new partner or



considering the costs/ benefits of keeping one’s children), and (c) making choices based on a
small number of simple rules (rather than attempting to weigh all costs and benefits in an
artificially common currency).

Heuristic 1: respond positively to ‘irrationality’ and fast thinking

Instead of automatically bemoaning the irrationality of policymakers, let’s acknowledge the
potential benefits — from the perspective of people making choices — of seemingly
‘suboptimal’, inconsistent, moral and emotional decision making, and to engage with that
process rather than seeking an unrealistic alternative built on ideal-types like comprehensive
rationality. Indeed, perhaps we elect politicians to use their values to make difficult moral
choices.

Let’s marvel at the heuristics they develop to make quick decisions despite uncertainty and
think about how to respond in a ‘fast and frugal’ way, to pursue a form of evidence informed
policymaking that is realistic in a complex and constantly changing policymaking
environment: adapt effectively to policymaking environments, identify their key characteristics
and possible responses, and use simple rules to gauge the success of each response using trial
and error. It is possible to remain broadly critical of some policymaker heuristics (which can
be, for example: will it make me popular, will it be easy to achieve, and will it produce good
social outcomes? McConnell, 2010) and adapt to them.

Heuristic 2: match your ‘framing’ strategy to your audience’s bias

Consider cognitive biases from the perspective of policymakers instead of bemoaning them
from our own: while we think they take policymaking ‘off course’, they envisage a bias in a
road which allows them to travel smoothly and safely around a bend. They make decisions
quickly, based on their values and judgements reflecting their beliefs, and new data triggers
certain schemata in the brain that may ‘filter out’ the need to pay complete attention, overriding
what we consider to be an impetus to act on the (new) ‘facts’ or ‘evidence’. It is not obvious
how to adapt to, or try to influence, people motivated by social intuition, values or moral
judgement, and we need more evidence on the success of adaptation. However, policy and
psychological studies of ‘framing’ provide a starting point.

In policy studies, ‘framing’ or ‘problem definition’ refers to the ways in which we understand,
portray, and categorise issues. Problems are multi-faceted, but bounded rationality limits the
attention of policymakers, and actors compete to highlight one image at the expense of others.
The outcome determines who is involved, responsible for policy, has relevant expertise, how
much attention they pay, and what kind of solution they favour (Dearing and Rogers, 1996).

In that context, we should adapt framing strategies specifically to the cognitive biases we think
are at play (Cairney et al, 2016: 3). If policymakers are combining cognitive and emotive
processes, combine facts with emotional appeals (True et al, 2007: 161). If policymakers are
making quick choices based on their values and simple moral judgements, tell simple stories
with a hero and a clear moral (McBeth et al, 2014). If policymakers are reflecting a group
emotion, based for example on their membership of a coalition with firmly-held beliefs, frame



new evidence to be consistent with the ‘lens’ through which actors in those groups or coalitions
understand the world (Weible et al, 2012). In each case, we need to invest heavily in
policymaking — forming alliances and learning the ‘rules of the game’ — to know how and when
to use these strategies, enhancing our own observational skills, and really getting to know
political actors.

The study of fluency also provides general advice. We already know to avoid overly
complicated presentations of evidence with numerous subclauses, technical diagrams, caveats,
nuances, and academically fashionable concepts. Studies of learning (Winne & Nesbit, 2010)
suggests similar strategies, such as: minimising cognitive load and the amount of material to
be stored in temporary short term memory; create conditions for transfer to long term memory;
use multiple coding (such as words and pictures); present materials more than once; maintain
coherence of the message; minimise the irrelevant; tell stories and give specific examples; ask
for feedback; provide time for processing and reflection; and, attend to energy and fatigue
levels.

We should also consider factors such as primacy and recency, in which material presented at
the beginning or at the end of a statement is more likely to be recalled, and the Von Rostroff
effect, in which something unusual in a list of familiar objects becomes more memorable.
Studies also point to strategies such as the manipulation of fonts, colours and duration of texts
and images; the repeated use of text or images, or the simplification of messages, or provision
of priming messages (in other words providing a cue), to influence their recall and ease of
information processing; and the provision of fewer choices to aid decision making (Alter and
Oppenheimer, 2009: 227). Communication can also grab the attention using focusing events
(Birkland, 1997): linking evidence to something immediate that affects them - or their voters
or party — and generating a sense of proximity to an issue that can be perceived in concrete, not
abstract, terms (Alter and Oppenheimer, 2008: 166).

Heuristic 3: understand what it means to find the right time to exploit ‘windows of
opportunity’

It is common in politics to identify the role of timing, but it can refer to the psychology of
individual policymakers and/ or the particular conditions in a policy environment. In
psychology, timing can refer to the often-limited chance to influence individuals. An emotional
reaction may take place before any conscious processing. This will happen without awareness;
the person feeling the emotion may not necessarily be aware that their reaction or decision is
not made purely on logical grounds. For example, clear thinking is difficult during heightened
emotion (say, during an important event). Anyone seeking to influence policymakers at such
times should note that it is unlikely that peripheral information will be attended to or
remembered (Baddeley, 2012), since it may not even enter ‘working memory’. Under
conditions of heightened arousal, memory may not function the way you expect. For instance,
“flashbulb memory” may occur for particular events (where you were when Princess Diana
died?), and people may remember peripheral or irrelevant material extremely vividly (as in the
triggering cues for post-traumatic stress disorder).



It is possible to find the right time to influence emotional thinking while, for example, telling
vivid stories to arouse the emotional interest of your audience. However the emotional content
of the communication may have a perverse effect. For example, health psychology studies find
that, under certain conditions, if the suggested outcome — such as terror at dying of cancer as a
result of smoking - is portrayed too vividly people may ‘switch off”, exhibiting defensive
reactions rather than attend to the message (Witte & Allen, 2000). There seems to be a U
shaped curve of attention (Dillard et al, 2016). Of course, it may be more effective to provoke
positive emotions by setting a positive ‘emotional tone’ using, for example Cialdini’s (1983)
notion of social proof (see also Jones and Crow, 2017 in this series). However, someone’s
emotional attachment or allegiance to a group or coalition may simply and rapidly override any
positive feelings they have towards you or your position.

In other words, it is useful to bear in mind the broader system within which this human being
is embedded. For example, Floukes and Anthony (1964) describe people being nodes in an
emotional net; as part of the net is tugged the node or knot moves. In policy studies, we go
further to describe the effect of an individual’s policy environment. For example, multiple
streams analysis describes the conditions under which there is a ‘window of opportunity’ for
policy change: attention to a policy problem rises; a feasible solution already exists; and,
policymakers have the motive and opportunity to select it (Kingdon, 1984; Zahariadis, 2014;
Cairney and Jones, 2016). So, framing problems is an important exercise, but lurches of
attention to one way of understanding a problem won’t produce policy change unless its
solution has become acceptable to the ‘policy community’, often after a very long period of
‘evolution’, and policymakers identify the right time to act. Kingdon (1984: 21; 104) describes
as ‘policy entrepreneur’ the actors who use their knowledge of this process to further their own
policy ends. They ‘lie in wait in and around government with their solutions at hand, waiting
for problems to float by to which they can attach their solutions, waiting for a development in
the political stream they can use to their advantage’ (Kingdon, 1984: 165-6; Cairney, 2012a:
271-2). Note the primacy of environmental conditions in his metaphor: entrepreneurs are
‘surfers waiting for the big wave’ (Kingdon, 1984: 173), not ‘Poseidon-like masters of the seas’
(Cairney and Jones, 2016: 41).

Overall, the same word ‘timing’ can refer to the right time to influence an individual, which is
relatively difficult to identify but with the possibility of direct influence, or to act while several
political conditions are aligned, which is often easier to identify but presents less chance for
you to make a direct impact.

Heuristic 4: adapt to dysfunctional organisations rather than investing in myths of
orderly policymaking

In management studies, one might use psychological insights on leadership and organisations
to encourage new rules and behaviours. For example, Larrick (2016: 461) identifies ways to
encourage greater diversity of perspectives in group decision-making by fostering trust,
collectivism, and a sense that less powerful or more peripheral actors are not punished for
presenting information that challenges existing ways of thinking. If successful, one can ‘speak



truth to power’ (Wildavsky, 1980) or be confident that your presentation of evidence, which
challenges the status quo, is received positively.

In contrast, our aim is to give advice to actors who need to adapt to current organisational
reality (even if they hope they can help change it). Politicians may be confident of policy and
with a grasp of facts and details, but only adequate in organisational politics, or unable to
change the rules of their organisations. Or, while they appear confident they are actually
vulnerable and defensive, and closed to challenging information. In the absence of Larrick’s
suggested reforms, actors need different strategies, such as: form relationships in networks,
coalitions, or organisations first, then supply challenging information second. To challenge
without establishing trust may be counterproductive. Cultures may differ, but the need to
establish a presence may not.

Such general advice is common in policy studies (Cairney, 2016). In organisational
psychology, we may add (albeit often equally vague) analysis of how to identify chances to
form networks with, or otherwise influence, policymakers when we have the chance (such as
being at the right place at the right time, and having influential mentors) and how to spot the
difference between (a) people in organisations who have limited power, have been asked to fill
in time for others, and/ or will not spend what little political capital they possess in championing
your position, and (b) the more astute , who will have identified your issue as an upcoming
problem, an area where they can demonstrate thought leadership, become the acknowledged
expert, or even save the group from a terrible decision. At that point you are pushing at an open
door but, if you can only really have one hero, they may want to be that hero. So, you may
need to put aside your own ego and allow them to express your ideas. You may even want to
write parts of some of their speeches for them, provide them with briefings, and allow them to
have the kudos of having an expert on tap. Here you are deliberately putting yourself in the
role of a ‘follower’, in the hope that leaders will remember and reward you. Of course it is
risky to ally yourself with one side, but riskier to think of yourself (naively) as above politics.
The more you are aware of internal political groupings the better. At the very least, by
attending to the signals from specific groups you can make sure that you are positioning your
message correctly.

Heuristic 5: Recognise your own biases when deciding how strongly to engage

There is an emerging theme - particularly in media and blog commentary in relation to recent
events such as Brexit and Donald Trump’s election victory - about the need to avoid one key
pitfall: recognising the biases of others but not ourselves. Identifying only the biases in our
competitors may help mask academic/ scientific examples of group-think, and it may be
counterproductive to use euphemistic terms like ‘low information’ to describe actors whose
views we do not respect. This is a particular problem for scholars if they assume that most
people do not live up to their own imagined standards of high-information-led action while
using similar shortcuts to reinforce their own theories (Gregg et al , 2017).

Yet, it is easier to identify an evidence base in psychology, suggesting that we all have
particular biases, than how to respond. Psychology can only take us so far to suggest, for



example, that (a) people’s beliefs are honestly held, policymakers believe that their role is to
serve a cause greater than themselves, and by implementing these policies they will make a
difference to the greater good; and, (b) a fundamental aspect of evolutionary psychology is that
people need to get on with each other, so showing simple respect — or going further, to ‘mirror’
that person’s non-verbal signals - can be useful even if it looks facile

It may be more useful to consider as an ethical question how far we should go to identify our
biases, accept the need to work with people whose ways of thinking we do not share
(particularly when we find their views on some issues to be abhorrent), and how far we should
go to secure their trust (unless, of course, one considers lying about one’s beliefs, which can
be counterproductive well as morally problematic, and not the action, we trust of any reader of
this piece).

Conclusion

Policymakers need to gather information quickly and effectively, so they develop heuristics to
allow them to make what they believe to be good choices. Their solutions often seem to be
driven more by their emotions than a ‘rational’ analysis of the evidence, but perhaps because
we hold them to a standard that no human can reach. If so, and if they have high confidence in
their heuristics, they may dismiss our criticism as biased and naive. Under those circumstances,
restating the need for ‘evidence-based policymaking’ is futile, and naively ‘speaking truth to
power’ counterproductive.

If so, what do psychological and policy studies suggest we do instead? The former helps us
understand people, or how they think and act, and the latter helps us understand the policy
process in which they operate. When we put those things together, they point to two main,
profoundly important, insights about the psychology of policymaking. First, policymakers
combine cognitive and emotional short cuts to thought and action, and they often do so without
fully understanding the reasons for that action. So, for example, bombarding them with
evidence can be less effective than telling simple stories or using other framing techniques to
exploit their cognitive biases. Second, this takes place in a policy environment with many
policymakers, many authoritative organisations, venues, or networks with their own rules that
take time to understand, and in which there is often a dominant way to understand policy
problems. So, for example, our evidence may have little impact unless we work out where and
with whom to engage, how to form effective alliances, and how to spot the right time to act.

Yet, these studies don’t tell us what to do! There is a big difference between scientific
explanation and political action. So, at the risk of sounding too clever by half, our final section
performs two functions to make that point. First, we proposed some ‘fast and frugal heuristics’
to help generate greater demand by policymakers for scientific evidence and work effectively
in the institutions, coalitions, and networks crucial to policy development, including: tailoring
framing strategies to policymaker bias, identifying the right time to influence policy makers
and processes, and adapting to real-world dysfunctional organisations.

Second, we invite you to reflect on the ways in which we produced those heuristics given (a)
the limited evidence on psychology and politics at our disposal, and (b) its limited application



to new settings. At best, much psychological research is nascent, producing a limited evidence
base that is difficult to ‘scientifically’ or ‘reliably’ replicate in messy, multivariate and complex
real-world political contexts. Policy scholars have often used the results to inform theories very
effectively, but in a (speculative or deductive) way not anticipated by the original architects of
psychological research. In most cases, this evidence informs one aspect of a complicated
problem without giving us much indication about what to do, and it does little to inform value-
based discussions about how we should act. At worst, its implications are open to
misinterpretation and abuse. This exercise represents evidence and policy in a nutshell:
policymakers face uncertainty and have to draw on limited evidence, and make value
judgements, to produce necessarily problematic but ‘good enough’ decisions. If we seek to
influence that process we need to do the same, even if our more successful strategies are not as
‘evidence based’ as we would like. We suggest that once we acknowledge and embrace this
notion the consequence is that ‘psychology based policy studies’ will become a necessary
component of any policy initiative.

References

Alter, A. and Oppenheimer, D. (2008) ‘Effects of Fluency on Psychological Distance and
Mental Construal’, Psychological Science, 19, 2, 161-7

Alter, A. and Oppenheimer, D. (2009) ‘Uniting the tribes of fluency to form a metacognitive
nation’ Personality and Social Psychology Review, 13 (3), 219-235

Arnaud, G. (2012). The Contribution of Psychoanalysis to Organization Studies and
Management: An Overview. Organization Studies, 33(9), 1121-1135.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0170840612448153

Avolio, B.J., Walumbwa, F.O. and Weber, T.J., (2009) ‘Leadership: Current theories,
research, and future directions’, Annual review of psychology, 60, 421-449.

Baddeley, A. (2003). Working memory: looking back and looking forward. Nature Reviews
Neuroscience, 4(10), 829-839. http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1201

Baddeley, A. (2012). Working Memory: Theories, Models, and Controversies. Annual
Review of Psychology, 63(1), 1-29. http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-
100422

Baumgartner, F. and Jones, B. (1993) Agendas and Instability in American Politics 1% ed
(Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press)

Baumgartner, F., Jones, B. and Mortensen, P. (2014) ‘Punctuated-Equilibrium Theory:
Explaining Stability and Change in Public Policymaking’ in Sabatier, P. and Weible, C. (eds.)
Theories of the Policy Process 3rd edition (Chicago: Westview Press)



Beck, A. T. (1970). Cognitive therapy: Nature and relation to behavior therapy. Behavior
Therapy, 1(2), 184-200. http://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(70)80030-2

Bedi, A., & Schat, A. C. H. (2013). Perceptions of organizational politics: A meta-analysis of
its attitudinal, health, and behavioural consequences. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie
Canadienne, 54(4), 246-259. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0034549

Bion, W.R. (1961) Experiences in groups and other papers. London: Tavistock Publications

Bion, W. R. (1970). Attention and Interpretation: A scientific approach to insight in Psycho-
Analysis and Groups (First). London, Tavistock Publications.

Birkland, T. (1997) After disaster: Agenda setting, public policy, and focusing events.
Georgetown University Press.

Boswell, C. (2009) The Political Uses of Expert Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press)

Botterill, L. and Hindmoor, A. (2012) ‘Turtles all the way down: bounded rationality in an
evidence-based age’, Policy Studies, 33 (5), 367-379

Brader, T. (2011). The Political Relevance of Emotions: “Reassessing” Revisited. Political
Psychology, 32(2), 337—346. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00803.x

Buckingham, L. (2011). Projective Identification Revisited a thread in the labyrinth :
returning to melanie klein * s concept of projective identification.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0118.2011.01256.x

Butler, A. C., Chapman, J. E., Forman, E. M., & Beck, A. T. (2006). The empirical status of
cognitive-behavioral therapy: A review of meta-analyses. Clinical Psychology Review,
26(1), 17-31. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2005.07.003

Cairney, P. (2012) Understanding Public Policy (Basingstoke: Palgrave)

Cairney, P. ‘Complexity Theory in Political Science and Public Policy’, Political Studies
Review, 10, 346-58

Cairney, P. (2016) The Politics of Evidence-based Policymaking (London: Palgrave Pivot)

Cairney, P. and Geyer, R. (2017) “A critical discussion of complexity theory: how does
'complexity thinking' improve our understanding of politics and policymaking?”’, Complexity,
Governance & Networks

Cairney, P. and Heikkila, T. (2014) ‘A Comparison of Theories of the Policy Process’ in
Sabatier, P. and Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy Process 3™ edition (Chicago:
Westview Press)

Cairney, P. and Jones, M. (2016) ‘Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Approach: What Is the
Empirical Impact of this Universal Theory?’ Policy Studies Journal, 44, 1, 37-58



Cairney, P. and Weible, C. (2015) ‘Comparing and Contrasting Peter Hall’s Paradigms and
Ideas with the Advocacy Coalition Framework” in (eds) M. Howlett and J. Hogan Policy
Paradigms in Theory and Practice (Basingstoke: Palgrave)

Cairney, P., Oliver, K. and Wellstead, A. (2016) ‘To Bridge the Divide between Evidence
and Policy: Reduce Ambiguity as Much as Uncertainty’, Public Administration Review,
Early View DOI:10.1111/puar.12555

Cassidy, M. F., & Buede, D. (2009). Does the accuracy of expert judgment comply with
common sense: caveat emptor. Management Decision, 47(3), 454-4609.
http://doi.org/10.1108/00251740910946714

Chilcot Inquiry, 2016
Cialdini, R. (1983) Influence (London: Harper Collins)

Cowan, N. (2001). The magical number 4 in short term memory. A reconsideration of storage
capacity. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 24(4), 87-186.
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X01003922

Cowan, N. (2010). The Magical Mystery Four: How Is Working Memory Capacity Limited,
and Why? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 19(1), 51-57.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0963721409359277

Dillard et al, 2016

Dowding, K.and King, D. eds. (1995). Preferences, institutions, and rational choice. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Ferris, G. R. (2005). Development and Validation of the Political Skill Inventory. Journal of
Management, 31(1), 126-152. http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206304271386

Ferris, G. R., Treadway, D. C., Perrewe, P. L., Brouer, R. L., Douglas, C., & Lux, S. (2007).
Political Skill in Organizations. Journal of Management, 33(3), 290-320.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300813

Fiske, S. (2011) Envy Up, Scorn Down: How Status Divides Us (New York: Russell Sage
Foundation)

Floukes and Anthony (1964

Frank, R. (1988) Passions within reason: the strategic role of the emotions (NewYork:
Norton)

Geyer, R. and Cairney, P. (2015) Handbook on Complexity and Public Policy (Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar)

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

Gigerenzer, G. (2001) ‘The Adaptive Toolbox’ in (eds) Gigerenzer, G. and Selten, R.
Bounded Rationality (Cambridge, MA: MIT press)



Gregg et al , 2017

Haidt, J. (2001) “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail: A Social Intuitionist Approach to
Moral Judgment,” Psychological Review 108, 4, 814-834

Haidt, J. (2007) ‘The New Synthesis in Moral Psychology’, Science, 316: 998-100

Haidt, J. (2012) The Righteous Mind: Why Good People Are Divided by Politics and Religion
(New York: Pantheon)

Haidt, J. (2014) ‘The Pursuit of Parsimony’, The Edge (Annual Question ‘What scientific
idea is ready for retirement?”) 1% April http://edge.org/responses/what-scientific-idea-is-
ready-for-retirement

Hall, P. (1993) ‘Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Economic
Policymaking in Britain’, Comparative Politics, 25, 3: 275-96

Haste, 2012

Hazell, C. M., Hayward, M., Cavanagh, K., & Strauss, C. (2016). A systematic review and
meta-analysis of low intensity CBT for psychosis. Clinical Psychology Review, 45, 183—
192. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2016.03.004

Heclo, H. (1978) ‘Issue Networks and the Executive Establishment’, in A. King (ed.) The
New American Political System (Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute)

Houghton, D. P. (2008). Invading and occupying Irag: Some insights from political
psychology. Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 14(2), 169-192.
http://doi.org/10.1080/10781910802017297

Howlett, Michael and Raul Lejano ‘Tales from the Crypt: The Rise and Fall and (rebirth) of
Policy Design” Administration and Society, 45 (3), 357-381

Jenkins-Smith, H., Nohrstedt, D. and Weible, C. (2014) ‘The Advocacy Coalition
Framework: Foundations, Evolution, and Ongoing Research’ Process’ in Sabatier, P. and
Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy Process 3™ edition (Chicago: Westview Press)

John, P. (2003) ‘Is There Life After Policy Streams, Advocacy Coalitions, and Punctuations:
Using Evolutionary Theory to Explain Policy Change?’ The Policy Studies Journal, 31, 4:
481-98

John, P. (2012) Analysing Public Policy, 2nd ed. (London: Routledge)

Jones, B. (2001) Politics and the Architecture of Choice: Bounded Rationality and
Governance (Chicago: University of Chicago Press)

Jordan, G. (1981) ‘Iron Triangles, Woolly Corporatism and Elastic Nets: Images of the Policy
Process’, Journal of Public Policy, 1, 1: 95-123


http://edge.org/responses/what-scientific-idea-is-ready-for-retirement
http://edge.org/responses/what-scientific-idea-is-ready-for-retirement

Jordan, G., Halpin, D., and Maloney, W. (2004) ‘Defining interests: disambiguation and the
need for new distinctions?’ The British Journal of Politics & International Relations, 6 (2),
195-212

Kahneman, D. (2012) Thinking Fast and Slow (UK edition) (London: Penguin)

Kam, C. D. (2005). Who toes the party line? Cues, values, and individual differences.
Political Behavior, 27(2), 163-182. http://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-005-1764-y

Kapoutsis, 1., Papalexandris, A., Nikolopoulos, A., Hochwarter, W. A., & Ferris, G. R.
(2011). Politics perceptions as moderator of the political skill - job performance
relationship: A two-study, cross-national, constructive replication. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 78(1), 123-135. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.09.009

Kenny, M. and Mackay, F. (2009) ‘Already Doin’ It for Ourselves? Skeptical Notes on
Feminism and Institutionalism’, Politics & Gender, 5, 2, 271-280

Kingdon, J. (1984) Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies (New York, NY: Harper
Collins)

Kuiper, N. A., & MacDonald, M. R. (1983). Reason, emotion, and cognitive therapy. Clinical
Psychology Review, 3(3), 297-316. http://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7358(83)90017-X

Kwiatkowski, R. (2011). Politicians and power : MPs in the UK parliament, 39-58.
http://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139026482.004

Kwiatkowski, 2016

Larrick, R.P. (2016) ‘The Social Context of Decisions’, Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 3, 441-467.

Lewis, P. (2013) ‘Policy Thinking, Fast and Slow: A Social Intuitionist Perspective on Public
Policy Processes’, American Political Science Association 2013 Annual Meeting Available at
SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2300479

Lewis, R., & Donaldson-Feilder, E. (2012). Perspectives on leadership in 2012: implications
for HR. Retrieved from http://www.cipd.co.uk/hr-resources/research/perspectives-
leadership-2012.aspx

Lindblom, C. (1959) ‘The Science of Muddling Through’, Public Administration Review, 19:
79-88.

Lindblom, C. (1964) ‘Contexts for Change and Strategy: A Reply’, Public Administration
Review, 24, 3: 157-8

Lodge, M., and Taber, C. (2005) ‘The Automaticity of Affect for Political Leaders, Groups,
and Issues’, Political Psychology 26 (3), 455-482

Lowndes, V. (2010) ‘The Institutional Approach’ in (eds.) D. Marsh and G. Stoker Theory
and Methods in Political Science (Basingstoke: Palgrave)


http://ssrn.com/abstract=2300479

March, J. and Olsen, J. (1984) ‘The New Institutionalism: Organizational Factors in Political
Life’, The American Political Science Review, 78, 3, 734-49

McBeth, M., Jones, M. and Shanahan, E. (2014) ‘The Narrative Policy Framework’ in
Sabatier, P. and Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy Process 3™ edition (Chicago:
Westview Press)

McConnell, A. (2010) Understanding Policy Success: Rethinking Public Policy (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan)

Menges, J. I., & Kilduff, M. (2015). Group Emotions: Cutting the Gordian Knots Concerning
Terms, Levels of Analysis, and Processes. The Academy of Management Annals, 9(1),
845-928. http://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2015.1033148

Miller, G. (1956). The magical number seven, plus or minus two: some limits on our capacity
for processing information. Psychological Review, 101(2), 343-352.
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0043158

Oliver, K., Lorenc, T., & Innver, S. (2014) ‘New directions in evidence-based policy
research: a critical analysis of the literature’, Health Research Policy and Systems, 12, 34
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/pdf/1478-4505-12-34.pdf

Ostrom, E., Cox, M. and Schlager, E. (2014) ‘Institutional Rational Choice’ in Sabatier, P.
and Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy Process 3™ edition

Oskarsson, S., Cesarini, D., Dawes, C. T., Fowler, J. H., Johannesson, M., Magnusson, P. K.
E., & Teorell, J. (2015). Linking Genes and Political Orientations: Testing the Cognitive
Ability as Mediator Hypothesis. Political Psychology, 36(6), 649-665.
http://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12230

Perez, O. (2015). Can Experts be Trusted and what can be done about it ? Insights from the
Biases and Heuristics Literature 1, (September 2014), 1-32.

Prati, L. M., Perrewe, P. L., & Ferris, G. R. (2009). Emotional Intelligence as Moderator of
the Surface Acting--Strain Relationship. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 15(4), 368-380. http://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808328518

Quattrone, G. and Tversky, A. (1988) ‘Contrasting Rational and Psychological Analysis of
Political Choice’, American Political Science Review 82:719-736

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

Rock, D. (2008). SCARF: A brain-based model for collaborating with and influencing others.
NeuroLeadership Journal, 1(1), 44-52. http://doi.org/10.1109/18.796373

Rose, R. (1990) ‘Inheritance Before Choice in Public Policy’, Journal of Theoretical Politics,
2, 3:263-91


http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/pdf/1478-4505-12-34.pdf

Sabatier, P. (1998) ‘The advocacy coalition framework: revisions and relevance for Europe’,
Journal of European Public Policy, 5, 1, 98-130

Sabatier, P., Hunter, S., & McLaughlin, S. (1987). The devil shift: Perceptions and
misperceptions of opponents. The Western Political Quarterly, 449-476

Sabatier, P. and Jenkins-Smith, H. (eds) (1993) Policy Change and Learning: An Advocacy
Coalition Approach (Boulder, CO: Westview Press)

Schiens (2015)

Schneider, A., Ingram, H. and deLeon, P. (2014) ‘Democratic Policy Design: Social
Construction of Target Populations’ in Sabatier, P. and Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the
Policy Process 3™ edition

Schwarz, N. (2004) ‘Metacognitive experiences in consumer judgment and decision
making’, Journal of Consumer Psychology, 14, 332-348

Schwarz, N., Bless, H., Strack, F., Klumpp, G., Rittenauer-Schatka, H. and Simons, A.
(1991) ‘Ease of retrieval as information: Another look at the availability heuristic’, Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 195-202

Simon, H. (1976) Administrative Behavior, 3rd ed. (London: Macmillan)

Stankov, L. (2009). Conservatism and cognitive ability. Intelligence, 37(3), 294-304.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2008.12.007

Stone, D. (1989) ‘Causal Stories and the Formation of Policy Agendas’, Political Science
Quarterly, 104: 281-300

Storbeck, J., & Clore, G. L. (2007). On the interdependence of cognition and emotion.
Cognition & Emotion, 21(6), 1212-1237. http://doi.org/10.1080/02699930701438020

True, J. L., Jones, B. D. and Baumgartner, F. R. (2007) Punctuated Equilibrium Theory’ in P.
Sabatier (ed.) Theories of the Policy Process, 2nd ed (Cambridge, MA: Westview Press)

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1973) ‘Availability: A heuristic for judging frequency and
probability’, Cognitive Psychology, 5, 207-32

Von Stekelenberg (2013

Weible, C. (2007) ‘An advocacy coalition framework approach to stakeholder analysis:
Understanding the political context of California marine protected area policy’, Journal of
public administration research and theory, 17, 1, 95-117

Weible (2014) ‘Introduction’ in Sabatier, P. and Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy
Process 3" edition

Weible, C., Heikkila, T., deLeon, P. and Sabatier, P. (2012) ‘Understanding and influencing
the policy process’, Policy Sciences, 45, 1, 1-21



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

Winne, P. H., & Nesbit, J. C. (2010). The Psychology of Academic Achievement. Annual
Review of Psychology, 61(1), 653-678.
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100348

Witte & Allen, 2000

Yoshimura, S., Okamoto, Y., Onoda, K., Matsunaga, M., Okada, G., Kunisato, Y., ...
Yamawaki, S. (2014). Cognitive behavioral therapy for depression changes medial
prefrontal and ventral anterior cingulate cortex activity associated with self-referential
processing. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 9(4), 487-493.
http://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nst009

Zahariadis, N. (2014) ‘Pythia’s Cave: Ambiguity And Multiple Streams’ in Sabatier, P. and
Weible, C. (eds.) Theories of the Policy Process 3™ edition

" This focus on individuals and environments allows policy theories to deal with the role of psychology in
different ways. Some ‘zoom in’ to focus on the point of view of key policymakers (to ‘get into their heads”),
using qualitative methods to explore how and why they make particular choices. Others ‘zoom out’ to situate
action within a complex policymaking system over which policymakers have limited control (Cairney 2012b:
124-5; Geyer and Rihani, 2010). They study how individuals adapt to their environments, such as by modelling
systems to consider the rules of interaction between large numbers of individuals representing ‘nodes’ in a
network. The latter may involve ascribing the same basic thought processes to actors, examining that process at
a relatively abstract level. This is the necessary consequence of trying to account for the effects of a very large
number of actors. More generally, a messy policy process prompts us to make trade-offs between depth and
breadth of analytical coverage and explanation. Depth helps explain one or several cases relatively

convincingly, but without generalisability, while breadth helps an explanation travel further, explaining a
smaller but important part of multiple cases.

il _odge and Taber (2005: 456): People develop positive or negative feelings about things they have thought about
in the past — “political leaders, groups, issues, symbols, and ideas’ - and this feeling ‘comes automatically and
inescapably to mind upon presentation of the associated object’. ‘Feelings become information. Affect imbues the
judgment process from start to finish - from the encoding of information, its retrieval and comprehension, to its
expression as a preference or choice’. If so, people become ‘biased reasoners’, unable to assess information in an
‘evenhanded way’ or to ‘break free of their prior sentiments when evaluating arguments on political issues, even
when they are motivated to be impartial’.

il Haidt (2001: 814) draws on the idea of intuitionism (people grasp moral truths as a form of perception, not
reflection) to suggest that ‘moral reasoning is usually an ex post facto process used to influence the intuitions (and
hence judgements) of other people’; one has an instant gut response to certain issues and ‘when faced with a social
demand for a verbal justification, one becomes a lawyer trying to build a case rather than a judge searching for
the truth’.

v ‘Grounded cognition’ goes further, to explore the relationship between cognition, ‘perception, action, and
introspection’ — but is not central to mainstream psychology (Barsalou, 2008: 635).



