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INTRODUCTION

As described in the introductory chapter, this book is concerned with 
the ways that actors in particular policy formulation venues gather and 
apply knowledge derived from using particular policy formulation tools. 
This chapter examines the venue of policy appraisal, which has received 
widespread attention from both policy formulation researchers and practi-
tioners in the past two decades (Turnpenny et al. 2009; Adelle et al. 2012). 
As a formalized venue in which analysis is undertaken when formulating 
policy, it corresponds to the ‘Internal- Official’ type as defined in Chapter 1. 
Indeed, the use of policy appraisal is often required by law: by 2008, all 31 
OECD countries had either adopted, or were in the process of adopting, a 
formal system of policy appraisal (OECD 2009). Policy appraisal systems 
may in turn harness a wide range of policy formulation tools to carry out 
the analysis (Carley 1980; De Ridder et al. 2007; Nilsson et al. 2008). All 
these elements mean that the study of policy appraisal can yield revealing 
insights into policy formulation as a whole, since it covers, often manda-
torily, the key ‘tasks’ of policy formulation noted in Chapter 1, namely: 
characterization of the current situation; problem conceptualization; iden-
tification of policy options; assessment of potential policy options and 
recommending and/or proposing a specific policy design. This chapter uses 
policy appraisal as a window into policy formulation activities as a whole.
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Policy appraisal functions in a multitude of different ways, sometimes 
for very different purposes (Radaelli 2005). In investigating exactly how it 
does so, it is important to distinguish between (a) the political and admin-
istrative actors who establish appraisal systems, define their purpose(s) 
and/or monitor their operation at a high level, and (b) those actors who 
routinely perform the actual appraisals. We will argue that it is important 
to examine both sets of actors, and how they function within the wider 
political and institutional context of appraisal.

The operation of appraisal in practice is often investigated using 
one of two broad approaches: those emphasizing ‘quality assessment’ 
against particular criteria (for example, Wilkinson et al. 2004; Lee and 
Kirkpatrick 2006; Renda 2006; Jacob et al. 2008); and those analysing the 
wider influences of appraisal on policy processes, especially via the politi-
cal aspects of knowledge use (for example, Nilsson et al. 2008; Hertin et 
al. 2009b). But there is also a third and growing strand of literature which 
seeks to investigate exactly how ‘the initial commitment of the government 
to carry out the [appraisal] is an incomplete contract that can be shaped 
by implementation actors’ (Dunlop et al. 2012, p. 40). These two aspects 
are interdependent and there is potentially a complex interplay of different 
factors which affect the ways that appraisals are ultimately carried out. 
The emerging view is that it is vital to study both aspects (for example, De 
Francesco et al. 2012). The policy implementation literature (for a review 
see Hill and Hupe 2009) encourages us to question how much the people 
undertaking appraisal enjoy significant discretion over the way in which 
appraisals are carried out in practice.

This chapter researches the ‘incomplete contract’ by focusing on the 
patterns of use of policy formulation tools in appraisal, and how this com-
pares with original aspirations for tool use and for appraisal in general. 
Examining tool use in this venue is particularly illuminating for two main 
reasons. First, using tools to collect, sift and deploy knowledge constitutes 
a core activity in any appraisal. One might expect that analysis of even the 
most perfunctory of policy appraisal reports would indicate what tools 
(if any) had been used, by whom and for what purposes. Since generic 
tools are not specifically developed for any one jurisdiction, detecting 
whether different types of tools are used or not provides a tangible and 
comparable focus for examining more precisely how particular appraisals 
are carried out across individual jurisdictions. It may be surprising there-
fore that there are but a handful of studies (such as Nilsson et al. (2008)), 
which examine tool use patterns in only a limited number of cases. This 
may be especially surprising given that significant resources have been 
devoted to developing new tools, not least through European Commission 
Framework Programme funding, and there is an oft- identified ‘gap’ 

Andrew J. Jordan and John R. Turnpenny - 9781783477036
Downloaded from Elgar Online at 08/11/2017 12:39:49PM

via free access



186 The tools of policy formulation

between tools available and tools actually used within policy appraisal 
(Nilsson et al. 2008). The implications for where to direct resources for 
tool development and deployment are therefore significant.

Second, since the application of policy formulation tools is a core activ-
ity in the venue of appraisal, it might be expected that the patterns of use 
will provide a critical indicator of the overall attitudes towards appraisal, 
both in particular jurisdictions (what might be termed ‘jurisdiction- level 
motivations’) and in particular policy areas and activities (or ‘policy- 
level motivations’), and help to illuminate the nature and workings of the 
‘incomplete contract’. Given that appraisal systems are now so widespread 
and have such extensive resources devoted to them, it is especially impor-
tant to understand why policymakers may want to appraise policies in 
the course of policy formulation activities. It is known that studying the 
operation of a policy instrument – of which appraisal systems are argu-
ably an excellent example (Howlett 2011) – yields important clues about 
the values and meanings underlying political choices (for example, Hood 
1983; Schneider and Ingram 1990; Lascoumes and Le Galés 2007; Bache 
2010; Halpern 2010; Jordan et al. 2012). But what actual actions should 
be examined? Dunlop et al. (2012), for example, analysed more than 
30 variables, including evidence of the timing of appraisals, any attempts 
to de- legitimize the appraisal process, and resource constraints. But this 
approach represents a highly resource- intensive data gathering exercise 
which typically yields a relatively small number of cases.

In this chapter we investigate whether studying the use of policy formu-
lation tools nested within the broader venue of policy appraisal offers a 
quicker and resource efficient method for revealing both jurisdiction-  and 
policy- level motivations. Investigating the use made of tools should in 
theory be relatively straightforward. After all, the guidance for bureau-
crats on how to carry out appraisal often includes explicit reference and/
or encouragement to use them, particularly those with quantitative and 
monetizing elements. The existing literature (for example, Nilsson et al. 
2008; Hertin et al. 2009a) on this topic notes that cost–benefit analysis has 
been promoted as an example of such a tool in some jurisdictions, such as 
Ireland, Denmark and the UK. More specific, and in some cases highly 
specialized and complex, computer model- based tools such as environ-
mental system models have been promoted in other jurisdictions, notably 
the European Commission (Nilsson et al. 2008).

But systematic accounts of precisely which tools are actually used in 
different appraisal systems, and an exploration of what their (non- ) use 
reveals about underlying motivations to appraise, are nonetheless still 
lacking. While there has been plenty of research that seeks to develop and 
diffuse specific policy formulation tools, or assess how appraisal systems 
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have performed in practice (for example, see review by Adelle et al. 2012), 
there has been relatively little research on the underlying political motiva-
tions for both establishing appraisal systems and conducting individual 
appraisals in a particular manner (but see Radaelli (2010) and Dunlop 
et al. (2012)). Understanding such motivations of course helps us better 
understand how the policy formulation process works – specifically, 
the question of whether thinking about policy formulation as a set of 
instrumental tasks constitutes an accurate description of reality. A more 
in- depth understanding of motivations is also important for specifying 
criteria to evaluate the ‘success’ (or otherwise) of appraisal systems, and 
generate operational recommendations.

This chapter contributes to these debates by drawing on and analys-
ing specific documentary data sources: references made to certain types 
of tools in official appraisal guidance, and also within the reports that 
are produced at the end of appraisals. More specifically, it examines 
the types of tools used in a sample of 325 published appraisals from 
across eight jurisdictions, using a detailed framework which includes 
a seven- fold classification of tool types. The following section sets out 
the methods and data sources, and briefly introduces the eight appraisal 
systems under study. The subsequent section presents the empirical 
results in three parts. First, the observed patterns of tool use at the level 
of individual policies, based on analysis of up to 50 policy cases per 
jurisdiction, are presented. Second, the observed patterns of tool use are 
compared with how tools are referred to in the legislation establishing 
the eight appraisal systems, and in any official appraisal guidance. This 
provides one indicator of the consistency between the stated motivations 
to appraise and their implementation (in other words, the ‘incomplete 
contract’ noted above). Third, the jurisdiction- level motivations for 
appraising (as expressed in general laws and administrative guidance) are 
compared with the observed tool use patterns, thus presenting another 
way of examining the ‘incomplete contract’ noted above. The final 
section summarizes the findings and suggests potential future directions 
for policy formulation research.

UNDERSTANDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
POLICY FORMULATION TOOLS AND APPRAISAL 
MOTIVATIONS

The subsequent analysis employs three principal sources of information. 
First, the legislation (or similar) which established the policy appraisal 
systems and, second, administrative guidance for completing appraisal 
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(where available) in the different jurisdictions were analysed for any 
 relevant statements about (a) the overall purpose of the appraisal system, 
and (b) what tools, if  any, were to be used in the appraisals. Third, a 
documentary analysis of  a sample of appraisal reports produced by policy 
officials was undertaken to ascertain what tools had been used. The juris-
dictions selected were: Cyprus, Denmark, the European Commission, 
Finland, Greece, Ireland, Poland and the United Kingdom (UK). These 
jurisdictions were chosen for several reasons: they represent a spread of 
well- studied and less well- studied places; all have reasonably accessible 
appraisal processes and other government documents that could be studied 
empirically; and they represent both ‘early’ and ‘late’ adopters of appraisal 
systems (Adelle et al. 2012). Brief  characteristics of the eight jurisdictions 
and their appraisal systems are given in Table 9.1.

The sampling strategy for selecting individual appraisal reports was as 
follows:

●● Up to 50 appraisals were sampled in each jurisdiction, to give a suf-
ficiently large sample size both within the jurisdiction and over all 
eight;

●● Analysts began with the most recent appraisals (as of May 2011), 
and worked back in time, sampling across different policy areas in 
proportion to the number of appraisals carried out per policy field 
or ministry;

●● If fewer than 50 appraisals were available, all the available ones were 
coded.

For each appraisal in each jurisdiction, instances where tool use was 
reported were coded using the following categories, based on the typology 
of De Ridder et al. (2007):

●● Simple tools: including checklists, questionnaires, impact tables, 
process steps or similar techniques for assisting expert judgement, 
and qualitative assessment. ‘Qualitative assessment’ was taken to 
mean some text inside a box/matrix, in other words, something more 
sophisticated than a paragraph of text;

●● Physical assessment tools: including life cycle analysis, and material 
flow analysis;

●● Monetary assessment tools: cost–benefit analysis (CBA), cost- 
effectiveness analysis, green accounting, and so on. CBA was inter-
preted to mean there is at least one monetized cost or benefit and 
not just that the subheadings ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ were used for 
qualitative text. CBA was also taken to be indicated by some stated 
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Table 9.1  Policy- level appraisal systems in eight jurisdictions: main 
characteristics

Jurisdiction History of appraisal system What is appraised?

Cyprus Established 2007, through a 
standardized questionnaire 
(revised 2011)

No specific legal requirements 
to undertake appraisal. 
But each bill submitted 
to Parliament must be 
accompanied by an ‘Objects and 
Reasons’ report signed by the 
Attorney General (UNDP 2009)

Denmark Present form mandatory since 
1993 (Circular from the Prime 
Minister’s office No 31/1993). 
Current legal framework from 
1998 (No 159/1998)

All government proposals to 
be considered in parliamentary 
readings must be screened, and 
appraisal carried out if deemed 
necessary (No 159/1998)

The EU  
  (European 

Commission)

Framework established 2002 
(CEC 2002) and introduced for 
‘major policy proposals’ in 2003

Mandatory for most 
Commission initiatives, i.e. 
those included in its Work 
Programme (CEC 2010)

Finland First obligations introduced 
in the 1970s (Pakarinen 2011, 
p. 133). Current system based on 
Bill Drafting Instructions (MoJ 
2006), supplemented by Impact 
Assessment in Legislative Drafting: 
Guidelines (MoJ 2008)

Mandatory for all legislative 
proposals and, as far as 
possible, for subordinate 
regulations such as decrees 
(section 80 of the Constitution)

Greece Programme for national reform 
of public administration (Politeia) 
in 2001 (Law 2880/2001); 
introduction of appraisal 
requested by Prime Minister 
in 2006. New law for better 
regulation passed by Parliament, 
2012 (Law 4048/2012)

In principle, mandatory for 
all laws and regulations with 
substantial impacts

Ireland Introduced following OECD’s 
Peer Review report (DT 2008, 
p. 6). Piloting took place 2004–
2005 (DT 2005). Government 
Decision in June 2005 extended 
the system to cover all 
government departments

Mandatory for all proposals for 
primary legislation that involve 
a change to the regulatory 
framework, for ‘significant’ 
Statutory Instruments, 
and for proposals for EU 
Directives and ‘significant’ EU 
Regulations. Some areas where 
the application of appraisal not 
compulsory: for example, the 
Finance Bill, some emergency, 
criminal or security legislation 
and some tax law/regulations 
(DT no date, p. 4)
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190 The tools of policy formulation

quantitative impacts, in other words, that there are some numbers 
but not necessarily converted into monetized costs and benefits;

●● Modelling tools: including economic, climate, environmental system 
and integrated assessment models;

●● Scenario analysis: specifically, when a detailed scenario visioning 
exercise was carried out with a range of actors, rather than a simple 
statement of potential futures;

●● Multi- criteria analysis: including multiple- attribute value theory;
●● Stakeholder analysis tools: including consensus conferences, citi-

zens’ juries and focus groups. These were taken to have been 
used where specific analysis methods were employed to analyse 
the results of stakeholder consultations, rather than cases where 
consultations had simply happened (for example, web- based 
consultation);

●● Other types: including special tests developed for specific assessment 
systems or policy types;

●● No tools: cases where there is just qualitative text with no or very 
few numbers.

To maximize inter- coder reliability (and within the restrictions imposed 
by different languages), subsequent cross- checks were carried out. These 
particularly related to the boundaries between different tool types.

Table 9.1 (continued)

Jurisdiction History of appraisal system What is appraised?

Poland Introduced in 2002 (Decree No 
49 of the Council of Ministers: 
Monitor Polski 02.13.221). 
Modernized guidelines introduced 
(2006)

Mandatory for governmental 
laws and decrees except for 
budgetary laws, governmental 
strategies, programmes and 
policies

UK Introduced in its more modern 
form in 1998 under the ‘better 
regulation’ and ‘modernising 
government’ agenda (Hertin et al. 
2009b)

Mandatory for all policy 
proposals, including primary 
or secondary legislation, codes 
of practice or guidance that 
impose or reduce costs on 
businesses/voluntary sector 
(BRE 2007, p. 1)

Source: Based on Jacob et al. (2008), Nilsson et al. (2008), Adelle et al. (2010).
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POLICY FORMULATION TOOLS AND APPRAISAL 
MOTIVATIONS IN PRACTICE

Tool Use in Practice

Table 9.2 summarizes the findings from the analysis of the published 
appraisals. For each jurisdiction it includes the number of appraisal cases 
studied, and the average length of the appraisal reports. Some jurisdic-
tions, such as Poland and Cyprus, yielded fewer cases as the overall number 
of published appraisals available was much more limited. The variable 
numbers of appraisals per year in each jurisdiction meant that different 
time periods were required to achieve the full sample size. As there was very 
little reported use of scenario, multi- criteria or stakeholder analysis tools in 
any jurisdiction, to streamline the analysis, these three were combined into 
the ‘other tools’ category.

Some jurisdictions (for example Cyprus, Finland and Greece) appear to 
use hardly any tools; in the cases of Greece and Finland, more than half the 
appraisals sampled reported no tools. In Finland, use of a standard check-
list is reported to some extent, and other methods are occasionally reported, 
such as partial CBA, but on average the reports are extremely brief (less 
than three pages). While there is an appraisal procedure in Cyprus which 
requires a standard form to be filled in, no specific tools were reported in 
any of the cases analysed. Other jurisdictions (for example, Ireland, Poland 
and Denmark) show a large minority of cases using no tools, but there is 
more evidence of use of some simple and monetary assessment tools, in 
around half of the cases sampled. In Ireland, 39 per cent of cases reported 
no tools, and the rest were mostly simple and/or monetary assessment; few 
examples were reported of the use of any other evaluation technique, such 
as multi- criteria analysis. Table 9.2 shows that only 6 per cent of the Irish 
cases reported use of modelling tools; these were all related to building 
regulations. In Denmark, the reports were very brief and mainly revealed 
use of monetary assessment and simple tools, with some quantification. 
A few cases (12 per cent) mentioned modelling tools and two mentioned 
physical assessment – these relating mainly to environment and tax legisla-
tion. But while a wider range of tools was reported than in some other juris-
dictions, a relatively large proportion (28 per cent) of cases still reported 
no tools used. Poland exhibited a similar pattern to Denmark, but while 
both countries showed mainly use of monetary assessment and simple tools 
with some quantification, Poland exhibited a relatively lower prevalence of 
monetary assessment tools. Again, in these jurisdictions, only a few reports 
mentioned modelling tools and/or physical assessment, and those that did 
related mainly to environment and tax policy.
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Conversely, the European Commission and the UK have much richer 
patterns of reported tool use, with only a handful of cases using no tools. 
In the European Commission, almost all of the cases reported use of 
simple tools, and just under half reported monetary assessment. There are 
also more cases of modelling tools being reported (about one in five cases) 
than in any other jurisdiction. The average length of the appraisal reports 
was also more than double that of any other jurisdiction. The UK, by 
contrast, showed greater use particularly of monetary assessment, which 
is mandatory in the appraisal guidelines. Analysis was mainly expressed 
in qualitative terms, drawing on both official and stakeholder- derived 
data. A few cases (16 per cent) mentioned modelling tools, and these were 
mainly economic models in the fields of housing, transport and pensions 
policy. Some such appraisals are very long (more than 200 pages) and 
contain much detailed analysis, but the majority are rather brief. Few 
appraisal reports mentioned specific tools for participatory analysis; there 
was often just a consultation with no additional methods employed for 
synthesizing the results.

Tool Use Patterns: Guidance versus Practice

We now turn to analyse the implications of the patterns shown in Table 9.2, 
first comparing the patterns of tool use in practice with how tools are 
referred to in the legislation setting up appraisal systems, and in any official 
guidance. As noted above, this provides one indicator of the consistency 
between the stated motivations behind the establishment of the appraisal 
system, and the implementation of appraisal.

In all the jurisdictions examined, tools were not mentioned at all in the 
enabling legislation. For that, one has to look at the guidance handed out 
to officials. For Cyprus and Greece, guidance was sparse, and limited to 
relatively simple tools such as a simple questionnaire (Greek Government 
2009) or a procedure for consultation, and a statement of the broad aims 
for impact analysis of economic, social and environmental consequences 
(Orphanidou and Heracleous 2009). This is consistent with the minimal 
tool use observed in Table 9.2. Finland provides a marked contrast, since 
in spite of its apparently sparse use of tools in practice, its guidance men-
tions several different types of more sophisticated tools, such as numerical 
equilibrium models and econometric models, and ‘expert analyses, check-
lists and matrices drawing from existing data, such as statistics and longi-
tudinal environmental studies’ (MoJ 2008, p. 33), as well as societal impact 
assessment (MoJ 2008, p. 37). A similar discrepancy between guidance and 
practice can be found in Poland.

For Ireland, Poland and Denmark, monetary assessment tools are 
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194 The tools of policy formulation

explicitly encouraged in the guidance. In Ireland, for example, a ‘formal 
cost–benefit analysis . . . may need to be undertaken within the context 
of a broader multi- criteria approach’ (DT 2009, p. 21). In Denmark, ‘the 
most important examples are cost–benefit analysis and cost- effectiveness 
analysis’ (FM 2005, p. 29), and ‘it may be relevant to do an economic esti-
mation of the distributional effects’ (FM 2005, p. 8). There is also recur-
ring advice to use short forms and lists of questions (in other words, simple 
tools). However, as Table 9.2 shows, monetary assessment is only reported 
in about half of the cases. One might deduce a rather weak commitment to 
using tools and/or following guidance, in these jurisdictions. In contrast, 
some cases are observed (if only a few) with more advanced tool use, in 
spite of this not being very explicitly encouraged. Ireland, for example, 
simply provides worked examples in the 2009 Guidelines for cases ‘where 
the impacts may be broader than economic’.

In the case of the European Commission, a variety of tools and models 
for assessing impacts are presented in Annex 11 of the Commission’s 
Guidelines (CEC 2009b, pp. 61‒72), including: three checklists cover-
ing key questions on economic, social and environmental impacts; a 
checklist for determining unknown figures (qualitatively); problem tree/
causal models (in other words, simple tools); and a section on different 
types of advanced models. In the main guidelines, cost–benefit analysis, 
cost- effectiveness analysis, and multi- criteria analysis are all introduced 
in detail (CEC 2009a, pp. 45 et seq.). In practice, almost all of the cases 
examined used simple tools, just under half used monetary assessment, 
and a sizeable minority used modelling tools too. Even so, this pattern still 
does not fully reflect the richness of the guidance.

Finally, in the UK, cost–benefit analysis is mandatory (BRE 2010), 
and there is online training on the Standard Cost Model to measure the 
administrative burden of regulation. The mandatory policy appraisal tem-
plate operates like a simple tool; other simple tools are also used but are 
less recognized, such as various impact matrices in Specific Impact Tests. 
The observed pattern of tool use shows a closer correspondence with the 
guidelines than for other jurisdictions, while the guidance is rather modest 
in its espousal of tools.

Tool Use Patterns and Jurisdiction- level Motivations for Appraising

While the way tools are referred to in appraisal guidance provides one 
indicator of the motivations for performing appraisals, more explicit state-
ments are often to be found in the laws establishing an appraisal system as 
well as the associated guidance. Table 9.3 shows the motivations appearing 
in these statements.
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The ‘stated’ motivations are often varied, with most jurisdictions giving 
several different reasons simultaneously for establishing an appraisal system. 
All declare an aim to improve regulatory quality, and many (for example, 
Cyprus, the Commission, Greece, Ireland, Poland and UK) explicitly 
mention reducing the costs of regulation and/or administration. Many also 
express a desire to improve participation in policymaking (the Commission, 
Finland, Greece, Ireland, Poland and UK) and others (the Commission, 
Finland, Poland and UK) mention improving the transparency of the 
policy process. A desire for appraisal to help achieve more evidence- based 
policymaking (expressed in various ways) is also found in many jurisdictions 
(Denmark, the Commission, Finland, Ireland, Poland and UK).

Table 9.3 Jurisdiction- level motivations: stated

Jurisdiction Stated motivations as described in laws and administrative 
guidance

Cyprus Norm- following, better legislation, reducing administrative  
  burden (NAP 2007)

Denmark Better regulation (FM 2005, p. 7), evidence- informed decision  
  making (FM 2005, p. 13)

European 
Commission

Better regulation (CEC 2002, p. 2)
Improving regulatory quality (CEC 2002, p. 2; CEC 2009a, p. 6);
efficient regulatory environment (CEC 2002, p. 2); improving  
  consultation and communication (CEC 2002); sustainable 

development (CEC 2002, p. 3)
Finland Better regulation (MoJ 2008, p. 9); improving participation in  

  regulatory process (MoJ 2008, p. 9); improving transparency 
(MoJ 2008, p. 10); evidence- informed decision making (MoJ 
2008, p. 9)

Greece Better regulation, consultation, deliberation and participation  
  (Greek Prime Minister’s Office 2006); Reduction of 

Administrative Burden (Greek Government 2009)
Ireland Reducing regulatory costs; evidence- based policymaking;  

  consultation (DT 2004, p. 5; DT 2009, p. 3); better regulation 
(DT 2004)

Poland Better regulation, evidence- based policymaking and reducing  
  regulatory costs (MG 2006; 2010). Also: transparency and 

consultation (MG 2006, p. 4, 19 ff); norm- following (esp. EU 
and US) (MG 2006, p. 3)

UK Reduce administrative burden; transparency/accountability  
  (Regulatory Reform Act, 2001; Legislative and Regulatory 

Reform Act, 2006; BRE 2010; HMG 2011, p. 5); assess costs 
and benefits (HMG 2011, p. 5)
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Analysis of these ‘stated’ motivations alongside the pattern of 
observed tool use over a large number of appraisals is one useful 
indicator of the nature and extent of the ‘incomplete contract’. The 
brevity of the appraisal reports and lack of reported tool use in 
some jurisdictions, especially Cyprus and Greece, in spite of com-
mitments to better  regulation and reducing administrative burdens, 
suggests a rather  incomplete contract between high- level aspiration 
and policy  practice. Similarly, Finland shows an evident contradic-
tion between the publicly expressed aims to improve transparency and 
pursue evidence- informed decision making, and the brevity of appraisal 
descriptions in the government bills with respect to the appraisal 
process and tools used. A similar contradiction is observed in Poland, 
but here the reported tool use is greater. Indeed, in Poland, along with 
Ireland and Denmark, there are high- level commitments to goals such 
as reducing regulatory costs, evidence- informed policymaking, and/or 
improving transparency of the policy process, but the pattern of tool 
use emphasizing monetary assessment (albeit carried out rather patch-
ily) suggests an unevenly completed contract, emphasizing reducing the 
costs of regulation as a key priority.

Tool use in the UK and European Commission displays a very different 
pattern; reports in these jurisdictions are longer and more detailed with 
respect to the tools used, especially those produced in the Commission. 
There is still a particular focus on monetary assessment, particularly in the 
UK, implying the importance of reducing regulatory costs. Commitment 
to administrative reform is also more evident than in other jurisdictions, 
as evidenced by the accessibility of comprehensive appraisal reports, and 
also more evidence of tools for eliciting wider participation beyond formal 
consultation, although these remain rather rare.

CONCLUSIONS AND NEW DIRECTIONS

This chapter has examined the operation of a number of policy formula-
tion tools within one specific venue – policy appraisal. In doing so it has 
created something new – a systematic picture of precisely which tools are 
actually used in different appraisal systems. This significantly extends the 
existing literature, which has often focused on a limited number of cases 
and jurisdictions. The chapter has also provided a detailed mapping of 
appraisal guidance, which is used to shed new light on the ‘incomplete 
contract’ between stated aspiration and practice. It has illuminated one 
element of how policy formulation – a notoriously difficult process to 
observe – works in practice; a picture that challenges the conventional view 
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of policy formulation as a discrete ‘stage’ of policymaking, encompassing 
an instrumental set of tasks.

A wide range of tool use patterns was observed across the eight jurisdic-
tions studied, ranging from partial and minimal in some jurisdictions, to 
deeper and wider in others. This chapter has compared the tools encour-
aged in appraisal guidance and aggregated observed tool use patterns and 
investigated the extent of the consistency between guidance and prac-
tice. Several interesting patterns emerged. First, for some countries (for 
example, Greece and Cyprus), the guidance and the aggregated tool use 
patterns are rather consistent – guidance is sparse and tool use in prac-
tice appears minimal. Second, the UK and the Commission in particular 
revealed the opposite. In these jurisdictions, the guidance is rather detailed 
and prescriptive in its encouragement of different tools, and there is more 
evidence of such tools being used in practice than in other jurisdictions. 
Both these opposite cases exhibit a degree of ‘completeness of contract’, 
or consistency, between the commitment by government as expressed in 
guidance and the behaviour of implementation actors.

Third (and in stark contrast), other countries (such as Finland, Ireland, 
Poland and Denmark) show rather greater gaps between the encourage-
ment of the guidance to use – particularly – monetary assessment tools, 
and a somewhat patchy use of those tools in practice. Although there may 
be a basic willingness to engage in appraisal activities at the highest level 
in these jurisdictions, for whatever reasons this is not being translated 
into everyday appraisal practices. This corresponds to what Dunlop et al. 
(2012) call ‘perfunctory usage’. Several constraints have been suggested at 
different scales, ranging from the very micro level (such as lack of train-
ing) to the macro level (such as underlying political priorities) (Nilsson 
et  al.  2008), including the priority given to appraisal and the results it 
produces, and what is seen as a proportionate analysis.

Regardless of which is important, this pattern indicates that there may be 
important differences between how those working at a high level in juris-
dictions would like appraisal to be conducted, and the way it is performed 
in practice. This underlines the importance of analysing patterns within 
as well as across jurisdictions (for example, Dunlop et al. 2012); an issue 
which we explored when we compared the stated motivations for apprais-
ing at the jurisdiction level with the aggregated patterns of tool use in prac-
tice. Clearly, some aspirations are not appearing in practice. Furthermore, 
a wide range of stated motivations is evident, that is, jurisdictions are 
espousing tools for rather different purposes (although reducing the costs 
of regulation appears to be a dominant motivation in most jurisdictions).

It should not, of course, be assumed that tool use patterns alone identify 
the main motivations for subjecting new policy ideas to an appraisal, or 
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that the stated motivations for appraising are necessarily the only ones. 
Many possible motivations have been hypothesized as to why appraisal 
systems have been established (Radaelli 2008; 2010). These include: 
increasing the rationality of the policy process to make it more evidence- 
based (for example, CEC 2009a; Hertin et al. 2009b); facilitating ‘Better 
Regulation’, including attempts to reduce the costs of regulation (for 
example, Baldwin 2005; Allio 2008; OECD 2008); enhancing political 
control over bureaucracies (for example, McCubbins et al. 1987; Radaelli 
2008); ‘modernizing’ the state by introducing technocratic instruments 
used in other jurisdictions (for example, Radaelli 2005); improving trans-
parency by opening up policymaking to a wider range of stakeholders (for 
example, Hood and Peters (2004) on the New Public Management move-
ment; Radaelli and Meuwese 2010); and engaging in political symbolism 
‘to signal a political response to a perceived problem in the absence of 
actual policy measures’ (Hertin et al. 2009b, p. 1198). Disentangling these 
motivations is not a trivial task, beyond simply inferring a minimal level 
of commitment from the fact that all OECD countries have now adopted 
such systems (OECD 2009), or taking at face value the stated aspira-
tions of politicians and officials. One approach – which we have already 
noted – involves extensive fieldwork, including elite interviewing. Radaelli 
(2010), for example, undertook many interviews with political and admin-
istrative actors who established appraisal systems and/or monitored their 
operation at a high level in several countries. Together with an analysis 
of the presence or absence of enabling institutions such as quality control 
procedures, he presented four different ‘images’ of policy appraisal at the 
jurisdiction level: rational policymaking; political control of bureaucracy; 
public management reform; and symbolic politics. These were deduced 
using a set of indicators, including the level of decentralization of, and 
horizontal coordination mechanisms within, central government, and the 
type of political system present, as well as the implementation of guide-
lines and publication of appraisal reports.

To what extent do the ‘stated’ motivations revealed in this chapter at 
the jurisdiction level relate to Radaelli’s analyses? And to what extent does 
our approach provide a simpler way of yielding similar information gath-
ered through other studies? The answer is rather mixed. Radaelli (2008, 
2010) for example, argued that Denmark has a pragmatic policymaking 
culture, and appraisal is rather a box- ticking exercise; political negotia-
tion is hampered by strongly centralized control. The brevity of Danish 
appraisal reports indeed implies box- ticking, but there are a range of other 
tools used as well which indicate the potential for other motivations, such 
as rational analysis, at the policy level. In contrast, Radaelli argues that 
the UK and European Commission exhibit a stronger political control 
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element, as shown in ‘relationships between core executive and regulators, 
as well as the substantive trajectory of regulation’ (Radaelli 2010). Nilsson 
et al. (2008, p. 347) also found, based on interviews in the UK, ‘a striking 
discrepancy between the political desire for more evidence- based policy 
and the lack of formal analysis’. But this level of political control is not 
confirmed in our analysis.

To conclude, while the observed tool use patterns provide important 
and relatively swift insight, they do not replace the need for more detailed 
and patient empirical work including interviews. However, the observed 
tool use patterns do provide a useful way of identifying potential inter-
viewees and cases for more in- depth study.

What conclusions may we draw from these findings about policy for-
mulation (and its venues) more generally? Focusing on a venue such as 
appraisal, which is explicitly functionalist in its conception, and on tools 
which are often framed purely as a means to formulate ‘better’ policy, has 
shown starkly the complexity of policy formulation in practice. First, tools 
often do not appear in their textbook form. Classifying, for example, what 
counts as multi- criteria analysis, monetary assessment, a stakeholder analy-
sis tool, or ‘simple tools’ in different cases proved particularly difficult. 
Second, the partial and context- specific patterns of tool use in appraisal 
across many cases and jurisdictions reveals both the political nature of 
policy formulation and the impact this has on the way that venues operate. 
So while policy formulation may be divided into a number of tasks to aid 
understanding, it is important to avoid the temptation to assume that dif-
ferent venues necessarily operate ‘with the aim of informing the design, 
content and effects of policymaking activities’ (Chapter 1, this volume), for-
getting the role of symbolism or political control, for example. So alongside 
any efforts to ‘improve’ the operation of appraisal, or to promote the use of 
new or amended tools, it is important to better understand why policy for-
mulation venues operate in the way they do, and how and why this differs 
from a basic, that is, functionalist, understanding of policy formulation.

With this in mind, we end by identifying several interesting avenues for 
future research. First, the above analysis may be complemented by studies 
that consider other motivations. These can include the use of an appraisal 
system to: help depoliticize complex political issues (related to expressed 
desire for more evidence- based policymaking); provide political support 
for particular policy priorities such as subsidized agriculture or a healthier 
environment; foster policy learning (Radaelli 2008); or render the behav-
iour of policy officials more predictable (Lascoumes and Le Galés 2007) 
(itself related to political control or administrative reform). Arguably such 
motivations are revealed in tool use. Regarding motivations at the policy 
level, actors’ motivations include some of the same as those mentioned at 
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jurisdiction level, but potentially additional ones such as ‘doing a good  
job’, ‘extending personal influence’, ‘care about the subject’, ‘sticking up for 
the policy/department’. Our analysis has examined a relatively short period 
of time, but it is conceivable that over a longer time span there may be shifts 
in motivations at both levels. Investigation of potential shifts will reveal 
more about the subtlety of how the ‘incomplete contract’ manifests itself.

A second avenue relates to the design of future research in this area. The 
data in this chapter are based purely on the information publicly available 
in written reports, which are easily accessed and provide a consistent object 
of study. The patterns of reporting, such as the length and availability of 
reports, are in and of themselves highly revealing. However, documentary 
information is rather limited in some countries and appraisal reports may 
either not exist or be too brief. The apparent absence of tools in certain 
countries (for example, Denmark and Finland) could be an artefact of 
the reporting procedures. Very brief summary appraisal reports may omit 
crucial details about tools which are actually used but not reported. A 
mixed methods approach might be more useful to explicate the underlying 
causes of these patterns. Indeed, mixed research designs could be envis-
aged which are less heavily focused on the formal actions and institutions 
of policy appraisal. Methods such as historical case studies, longitudinal 
analysis and/or process tracing (see Owens et al. 2004) could usefully 
elicit the perspectives of officials and other ‘users’ of tools within wider 
appraisal activities going well beyond the formal scope of appraisal, to 
include technical experts, consultants, scientists and think tanks. Such 
investigation could reveal the full extent to which those actors are driven 
by the jurisdiction- level motivations, and by external pressures, influences 
and ideas of their own.

Finally, how might the findings of this chapter help inform research on 
policy formulation more generally? Analysis in this chapter, for example, 
has been framed in terms of variations in the operation of one venue 
between jurisdictions. However – and building on Lowi (1972) – it would 
be interesting to explore whether tool use and venue operation, both 
sought and in practice, vary across different policy fields. Investigating the 
extent to which tools and venues are specific to certain types of problems 
and policy cases will add another dimension to the analysis. In the case of 
policy appraisal, while modelling and other advanced tools appear infre-
quently in even the most ‘analytically advanced’ jurisdictions, this is not to 
say they are not used at all. Investigating cases where individual apprais-
als’ tool use varies significantly from the ‘jurisdictional average’ may 
yield interesting insights into what factors affect underlying motivations 
to appraise. For example, are supposedly more complex policy problems 
such as climate change more intensively appraised?
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Understanding why appraisal is being done, for whose benefit and with 
what effects are important for understanding not just how appraisal as 
a whole is evaluated, but how policy formulation works in practice, and 
why. A ‘tools in practice’ perspective offers a new and equally important 
perspective on much older debates in public policy and public administra-
tion, such as the political control of administrations, policy design and the 
evidence base of policymaking. This vibrant but relatively small sub- area 
has much to contribute to the mainstream of research, potentially allowing 
fruitful links to be formed between tool developers and different branches 
of public policy research and practice.
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