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THE NETWORK-ACTOR APPROACH TO POLICY NETWORKS

It is justifiable to use policy networks analysis as a tool of explanation of the
policy process, since this approach has become the “dominant paradigm”
within political science, in Britain at least. However, since this approach
has become increasingly under attack from within and without the
discipline, the first task of this thesis is to defend - theoretically - the
usefulness of the approach, with the second to demonstrate its continued

usefulness. This is achieved by extending network considerations to
arenas outwith policy formulation.

Discussions of the importance of implementation, as well as Parliament,
allow some qualifications to a traditional network focus on policy
formulation networks, and the development of a framework which outlines a
network interpretation of the policy cycle. The case study of health care
policy in Britain largely confirms the hypotheses contained within this
framework, whilst a closer look at the specific health policy response to HIV
and AIDS policy allows focus on the applicability of traditional network
concerns - such as sector/ subsector and the importance of insider status -
to implementation.
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HAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

Policy networks analysis may be the “dominant paradigm” (Dowding, 1995)
in political science, but in recent years there has been a burgeoning
literature of criticisms of this approach from within and without the field. This
thesis is concerned with the analysis of such criticisms. It presents a
defence of policy networks analysis by reformulating the concepts at the
formulation stage and extending this analysis to areas such as
implementation and Parliament, since much criticism stems from its

apparent inapplicability to stages other than policy formulation. This new
theoretical focus is then applied to the problem of “chaotic” or “episodic”

policy making - challenging the static nature of policy networks analysis
which stresses stability and incrementalism. However, two questions

follow: can another approach to policy networks be justified? and, how does
such an approach relate to the empirical work?

Can_Another Approach to Policy Networks be Justified?
The problem with the expansion of the literature is the threat to its

coherence. At least four main approaches already exist and often each
does not sit well with the other. This places the paradigmatic nature of
policy networks analysis into doubt. Add this to the different meanings
attached to sector/ subsector, macro-meso-micro and insider/ outsider and
it becomes clear why so much intellectual energy is reserved for first
principles discussion, to the detriment of empirical research. Finally, the
relationship between approaches and empirical research is also
undermined by the increasing sophistication of policy network accounts,
often so abstract that it Is difficult to relate the concepts to documents and
interviewees with different approaches and languages of explanation.

It is thus difficult to justify yet another approach unless it simplifies matters,
allowing the problems of internal conflict to be bypassed and the networks
analysis’ focus to be returned to the comparisons of case studies within a

similar framework. This is the task of the network-actor approach which is
fully introduced in chapter 2. Chapter 2 looks at the group interaction,
personal interaction, formal networks analysis and dialectical approaches
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(as defined by Marsh and Smith, 1995) and discusses criticisms of each,
mainly from within the literature. This point is crucial and the review of the
literature important, since it highlights the fact that the paradigmatic nature
of policy networks analysis is threatened mainly by the theoretical conflict

between different approaches. Consequently, the network-actor approach
is identified and developed to address the problems which arise from such
a critique of the literature.

The network-actor approach concerns the definition of networks as social
actors - like state agencies or groups - constituted by the institutionalised
relationships between a government agency and relevant groups. The
approach is abstract, using Hindess’ (1989) definition of a social actor as a
locus of decision and action. Chapter 2 thus provides a critique of the four
main approaches and attempts to address subsequent problems with the
application of this fifth approach. However, this is not an exercise in
replacement, but an attempt to address such puzzles so that they can be
solved, and the coherency of the discipline can be maintained. This differs
from the approaches of Dowding and Marsh and Smith, with the former
favouring a different approach altogether and the latter using a critique and
partial rejection of the literature. Such conclusions are unsatisfactory since
they undermine the whole basis of the discipline. That is, if each hitherto
approach is untenable, then where does this leave the status of policy
networks research? How can it be built on? In contrast, the network-actor
approach presents an abstract defence of the literature. Most criticisms of
policy networks analysis come:from within the discipline anyway, so a
successful challenge to these criticisms would allow both the statement of
legitimacy of the discipline as a whole, as well as a move from the first
principles debates which hinder practical research.

Subsequently, chapter 2 argues for a return to the analysis of more practical
problems within the literature:



(1) The Boundaries of Network Action
This discussion is needed to define the nature of the network-actor itself,

since this requires identification of the decision making process, or at least
the important elements of such a process. Some effort must thus be made
to distinguish between, say, cosmetic consultation and negotiation or core
versus peripheral insider status. Without such judgements, the exercise
becomes futile, with network action resembling chaos theory and involving

hundreds of groups and government actors with no real attribution of
responsibility.

The boundary question is used to examine the importance of the distinction
between types of consultation. We examine the question: does consultation
matter? Does a privileged consultation position within the network. imply
power within the decision making process? Or, is all consultation cosmetic
at some stage, depending on the strategy of government?

Each chapter considers this question to some extent, with the discussion in
chapter 3 of Parliament revealing the most positive answer to the value of
the distinction between types of insider status. For example, the distinction
between oral and written evidence preceding a report has practical and
demonstrable importance. However, chapters 2 and 4 question the
assumption of the value of core insider status, especially when considering
the effects of Thatcherism or the “Thatcher style”. These concerns are
applied to the discussion of health policy in chapter 6 and the
implementation of HIV/ AIDS policy in chapters 7-9.

(2) Consultation_and the Thatcher Style
The second enduring theme is the legacy of the Thatcher style, particularly

since implementation analysis (the main focus of the case studies) may
require the analysis of policy change, “over a decade or more” (Sabatier,
1993). Central to the argument of this thesis is the conclusion that one
consequence of Thatcherism is the need to reformulate the boundaries
between formulation, implementation and even parliamentary networks.



Chapter 2 provides an important qualification to the argument that the
Thatcher governments rejected consultation with groups, with subsequent
periods of the internalisation of policy. First, this does not negate the
existence of network activity, since influential consultation may still take
place at lower levels within the civil service. Consultation is displaced
rather than rejected. Further, this has enduring consequences for the study
of both Parliament and implementation, since parliamentary and

departmental level implementation networks took on much of the
characteristics of their formulation predecessors.

Such an argument requires three main discussions. First, to examine the
importance of the parliamentary and implementation stages, in terms of the
ability of actors to influence policy outwith the formulation network arena.
Further, chapters 3 and 4 examine the increased importance of such arenas
following the effects of the Thatcher style. Second, to extend networks
analysis to identify similar characteristics within parliamentary and
implementation networks. In chapter 3, this involves the examination of
parliamentary select committees, whilst chapter 4 introduces four levels of
implementation networks which are associated with each level of
government - central, regional, district and unit. Finally, to bring such
considerations together to present a more dynamic and less incremental
description of the policy process (chapter 5).

(3) The Distinction Between Sector and Subsector
As chapter 2 argues, there is disagreement about the appropriate levels of

analysis of networks, be it in terms of the size of a policy community, the
grade of civil servant responsible, or the relationship between the authority
associated with the highest, or sectoral level, and the specialist, or
subsectoral, level. Is the sectoral level most important since it sets the
agenda for subsequent action? Or, Is sector less important since it either
consists merely of the coordination of a number of influential subsectors,
and/ or presents an agenda which is so broad and difficult to police?

This frames the main case study which examines whether or not it is fruitful
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to extend such concerns to the arena of implementation. In particular,
chapter 8 looks at whether or not the general UK example of HIV/ AIDS
policy is mirrored in the particular areas of Scotland and Lothian. HIV/
AlIDS policy provides an excellent example of the sector/ subsector dynamic
and it is worthwhile exploring its generalisability, to all arenas of AIDS
policy, if not similar policy areas. The origins of the network highlight the
subsector argument, with policy made from the “bottom up” and coordinated
by the Chief Medical Officer within the Department of Health (and Social
Security) for at least 5 years before sectoral level involvement. Further, due
to the unusual nature of AIDS policy, sectoral level involvement largely
resulted from subsectoral activity in highlighting the issue to ministers and
senior civil servants, and when the latter became involved they followed the

existing policy agenda. Yet, still, sectoral attention to the issue was brief
and the issue returned to the subsectoral arena within two years. On the

other hand, sectoral level involvement was profound in that consultation
relationships built up at subsectoral levels were replaced by more
established sectoral level arrangements. Core insiders were preferred to
specialist insiders (Maloney et al, 1994), and a new organisational agenda
was set following higher level involvement. Further, crucial to the success
of the network strategy was the strengthened policy position of harm
reduction which only higher level legitimation could afford.

Subsequently, the question which dominates the main case study is
whether or not similar results can be found when one moves from
formulation to implementation. And, if not, what are the differences between
these arenas which undermine such comparisons. These include:

(a) The identification of the sectoral level. If the focus of decision making
may be situated at various levels of government (and their associated
networks) over time, then the sectoral level may also change.

(b) The nature of the sectoral level. |s it based on policy or organisation?
Can we talk of a sectoral level defined by the generality of the policy
involved, or is this meaningless without discussion of the requirement of
authority?



(c) The continuous threat of central government involvement. Whilst long
periods of time may see no central government involvement, the indirect
effects of central government policies, as well as brief interventions, often
undermine the status of these networks, and hence one’s ability to directly
compare them with their formulation counterparts.

The Plan
As discussed in chapter 2, three main themes provide a focus throughout
this thesis, which applies policy networks analysis to parliamentary and
implementation arenas. This project is based on the premise that a sole
focus on formulation networks underestimates the power of actors to
influence policy at subsequent stages of the policy process. Each part can
be outlined as follows.

Part 1 - The Framework
Since policy networks analysis largely rejects the importance of Parliament,
chapter 3 is required to justify the argument that parliamentary networks
have begun to resemble their formulation network counterparts. Rejections
of the importance of Parliament misinterpret the fact that Parliament may not
be observably involved in the deliberations of networks. Rather, second or
even third face arguments are required to discern Parliament's importance.
The exercise of power within networks requires the delegation of
responsibility for such decisions from representative institutions, and the
actions of networks reflect the anticipation of parliamentary reaction as
policy is processed within the parliamentary arena.

Further, as chapter 3 discusses, the importance of Parliament is observable.
For example, there has been a significant rise in parliamentary lobbying
over the past 20 years, reflecting dual strategies of groups and well as the
increased effectiveness of parliamentary procedures. As demonstrated
when this chapter extends the network-actor approach to select committees,
Parliament is not only important in terms of the “wider policy network”, but it
also has a pre-legislative role, often prompting rather than reacting to
government policy.



A similar stage is set in chapter 4 for the discussion of implementation
networks. This begins by examining the merits of top-down and bottom-up
approaches when-extending networks analysis to implementation. Marsh
and Rhodes rightly explain the “failures” of top-down Thatcher government
policies in terms of the managerial conditions of the top-down approach
which were not met. This includes discussion of the “paradox of governing
competence”, which involves governments bypassing networks and

internalising policy to present an image of strong government, yet
subsequently undermined by those crucial to the policy’s implementation
success since their involvement was rejected at an earlier stage. In other
words, “policy networks acted as the greatest constraint on the development

and implementation of radical policy” (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992b: 185).
Yet, whilst Marsh and Rhodes distinguish between the success of policies

at formulation and implementation stages, they do not distinguish between

networks at each stage. Further, given the constraints of their framework,

their case studies do not go into detail to explain the development and
evolution of policies.

Chapter 4 attempts to supplement such analysis by examining the scope for
a bottom-up analysis of the role of implementation networks. It describes
the differences and similarities of formulation and implementation networks
before outlining the four main levels of government associated with these
implementation networks. Subsequently, it explores questions such as the
levels of discretion and fragmentation of policy associated with each level of
government. These will vary according to the policy area and the
importance attached to each policy by central and sub-government actors.

To complete the framework, chapter 5 draws together the preliminary
conclusions from chapters 2-4 to present a dynamic account of the policy
process. It restates the conditions in which network-actors are found in
each of the three main policy making arenas and sets the scene for the
systematic comparison of the influence of these actors. Such conclusions
are used to discuss the appearance of “chaotic” or episodic policy making,
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or the threat to the assumptions of stability, insulation and incrementalism
from the increasingly observed problem of issues breaking out from
networks, and policy communities breaking down. ‘It argues that it is only
the rigidity of these assumptions which undermines the continued utility of
policy networks analysis, and that a more open assessment of a more open
policy process can deal well with the existence of policy influence outside
the formulation arena. Discussing the utility of policy cycles , chapter 5

argues that policy networks research can progress by incorporating a
broader and more fluid account of the stages in which a policy progresses.

Part 2 - The Case Studies

Why were these particular areas of policy chosen?

Health policy is best placed to gauge the usefulness of the themes already
set out. For example, the fact that doctors are considered to be the classic
example of core insiders and that the network is “professionalised” provides
a good test of the effect of Thatcherism on established networks, as well as
the value of insider status. Second, UK HIV/ AIDS policy affords the
analysis of the importance of sector and subsector from the very inception of
the network to the present day. Third, the emphasis on implementation
links well with the need for NHS studies to examine territorial dimensions to
policy structures and delivery, whilst the medical response to HIV/ AIDS
allows the focus on a manageable section of health policy. HIV/ AIDS
policy also allows a discussion of the importance of bottom-up, or unit levels
of government before and after central government involvement.

Chapter 6 uses the general framework derived from the conclusions of
chapter 5 to analyse the development of UK health policy from 1979. This
discussion highlights the openness of a policy area which is apparently a
closed policy community dominated by the profession. It also discusses
various reasons to challenge the assumption of the primacy of the
profession even before the Thatcher years. Subsequently, detailed
discussion of relatively radical health policy measures in the 1980s
demonstrates that domination of the network in terms of consultation does
not equate with dominance of policy.



Similarly, discussion of the role and influence of Parliament suggests that
two of the most major health policies of the Thatcher era were prompted by
parliamentary committees and/ or their involvement with the media and the
medical profession. This followed discontent with the implications of the
then existing policies. However, this is not to say that Parliament always
works to the benefit of the profession, since, before the Griffiths
Management Report, government policy to devolve decision making
responsibility to medical committees conflicted with Parliament’s

requirement that the Secretary of State was responsible for all aspects of
the NHS.

Chapter 6 concludes that a detailed discussion of health care
implementation is required to assess whether or not the threat to
professional dominance stops at the formulation and parliamentary stages.

Preliminary analyses by authors such as Wistow (1992b) and Klein (1992)
suggests that it does, but a longer period of analysis is required.

So, the stage is set for the discussion of the implementation of health policy
with particular emphasis on the medical response to AIDS. However, first,
Chapter 7 serves a dual function - of qualifying the importance of
formulation networks in contact with a wider policy network of actor, such as

Parliament, within a more specialised arena, whilst providing the UK
context for the local study of AIDS policy.

Chapter 7 argues that in the case of AIDS policy influences external to the
formulation network are subject to exaggeration. Government action was
often associated with heightened periods of public, media and
parliamentary concern. Thus, it may appear that the policy area was
chaotic or episodic - the issue broke out of the hitherto insulated network
arena and the government acted as a result. However, further examination
suggests that since the main network strategy was to highlight the issue of
AIDS, the usual rules do not apply. Media and parliamentary concern
followed government action, and most actions they did take legitimated the
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network policy. The exception of the issue of HIV infection through blood

products highlights a general parliamentary effect, with Parliament’s focus
on one aspect of government policy allowing it a policy reversal to the
expense of focus and influence on general policy.

Chapter 7 also introduces a discussion of power within a network, with a
particular emphasis on its initial development, arguing that the “harm
reduction” approach developed in early years was never effectively

challenged even following government involvement. This ties in well with
chapter 8’s discussion of the relationship between sector and subsector.

Chapters 8 and 9 explore the usefulness of the extension of sector/
subsector distinctions to the study of implementation by first identifying the
sectoral level within the Scottish Office, and second by considering its
identification according to the policy area rather than an organisation.
Chapter 8 analyses the relative influence of sector/ subsector and top down
versus bottom up approaches to the study of implementation by looking at
the development of HIV policy in Lothian. It begins with a focus on the
bottom up development of policy at unit levels, with pioneering doctors and
groups providing much of the impetus for policy initiation. However, it
qualifies this discussion by arguing that in certain aspects of HIV policy the
Scottish Office has always been active. Further, in areas where it had less
involvement and merely provided financial support, it still had at least
indirect influence due to the effects of legislation and organisational change
within health care policy in general. This suggests that the legacy of radical
policy formulation is more marked than predicted by earlier studies.

Chapter 9 provides similar conclusions. It examines the usefulness of
equating the sectoral level with a policy area, arguing that HIV/ AIDS policy
in general was left to regional level statutory authorities who came together

to coordinate a regional level HIV policy network. However, this discussion
stretches the usefulness of the sector/ subsector distinction and chapter 9

subsequently reverts to a more straightforward emphasis on the levels of
government networks approach. Nevertheless, its conclusions still tie in
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well with the question of the implementation (or not) of radical policies
associated with the Thatcher era. Chapter 9 highlights the numerous direct
and indirect effects of Working For Patients on groups and doctors working
at unit levels of government, arguing that the results are surprising given the

original emphasis on the nullifying eftect of the implementation stage on
radical policy formulation.

Finally, chapter 10 draws together these conclusions and considers the
extent to which these can be found in other policy areas. It also considers

the effects of such a thesis in terms of its original concems. For example,
does it defend well the concept of policy networks? Or does the fact that its

arguments depend on the rejection of incrementalism and insulation
actually distance it from the very literature it set out to defend?
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CHAPTER 2 - FORMULATION:

THEORISING POLICY NETWORKS
Introduction

Policy networks analysis explains the dynamics of the policy process in
terms of state and interest group interaction. However, most criticisms are
directed at particular approaches and some redefinition of the nature,
functions and characteristics of policy networks allows such criticisms to be
bypassed. To simplify this, Marsh and Smith (table 2.1 below) provide an
organising framework of four main approaches, arquing that disagreement
revolves around factors such as: the levels and types of consultation
involved; the (metaphoric) status of networks; normative conclusions; and

the appropriate levels of analysis (in terms of macro-meso-micro and sector
versus sub sector arguments).

Subsequently this chapter develops a fifth, “network-actor’, approach to the
study of policy networks, arguing that networks should be viewed at a more
abstract level, to allow greater scope for generalisation. A policy network
can be characterised as a social actor in the same way we talk about states
and interest groups. The key is the identification of the means to formulate
and act on decisions within the network, and this in turn is explained by the
actions of states and groups. Such a characterisation allows the return of
the networks analysis focus to themes which pervade the rest of this thesis -
the boundaries of network action, the effects of Thatcherism, and the sector/
subsector debate.

12



TABLE 2.1: APPROACHES TO POLICY NETWORKS

Analysis of

I

Source: Marsh and Smith (1995: 25).

Linkages.

(1) The Group_Interaction Approacht

Richardson and Jordan (1979; 1987a; 1987b) describe the British policy
style as an incremental process reflecting consensual arrangements
between groups and government departments, characterised by the term
“bureaucratic accommodation”, in which policy decisions are facilitated by
interactions between civil servants and, “civil service-like officers of interest
groups” (Jordan and Richardson, 1987b: 29-30). Policy styles vary in terms
of accommodation and policy sector - due to such pressures as,
“increasingly resource stressed and densely populated policy

environments’.

This is summarised by Richardson (1993: 86-90) who argues that: (a)

| IPerscmal Group Formal Dialectical |
Interaction Interaction Approach Approach
Approach Approach
t Theory of | Pluralist Pluralist Pluralist/ Elitist/
Power Elitist Statist/
| Strategic
Relational
Epistemology |Relativist Positivist Positivist/ Realist
Realist
Position on ﬁStresses Stresses Structuralist. | Dialectical
Structure Agency. Agency. Networks are |Relationship.
versus Agency|Actors as Actions of Structures Structures
Interpreters of | Individuals or |Which Constrain and
Meaning. Groups as Key | Constrain Facilitate .
to Network. Agents. Actors Whose
Actions |
Reconstitute
| Structure.
Methodology |Qualitative: | Qualitative: Quantitative: | Qualitative and
Interviews, Interviews, Case Studies |Quantitative: |
Documents and | Documents and | Based Upon Interviews,
Case Studies. |Case Studies. |Statistical Documents,
Analysis of Case Studies
Linkages. and Statistical

1 This approach is discussed first to allow a preliminary discussion of the distinctiveness of

networks analysis.
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Britain is a unitary state with comparatively weak local government; (b)
there is a fusion of Executive and Legislature, with very strong party
discipline; (c) the electoral system produces exaggerated majorities for the
ruling party in Parliament; and (d) Britain has unusually centralised media
(assisting the centralisation of power in terms of agenda setting - 1993: 89).

Second, unless a strong ideological government is in office, ministers tend
to rely heavily upon their civil servants for information and advice. Given
their vast responsibilities and limited (time and cognition) capabilities for
action, ministers must delegate the bulk of decision making to civil servants
(Drewry and Butcher, 1988: 157). Senior civil servants have the advantage
of more specialised knowledge and greater expertise in the running of the
department. Therefore, while the departmental minister may be held to
have great executive powers, these are situational - dependent on the

constructed information and advice provided by civil servants at various
levels.

Third, British civil servants themselves tend to be “generalists” rather than
“specialists”, and in turn depend on groups for specialist advice - on
technical matters as well as advice on implementation effects (1988). As a
result; (a) the important policy decisions are made within government
departments; (b) these decisions are heavily dependent on civil service
activity; and (c) interest groups are necessary parties in this process
(Richardson, 1993: 86) . This key role forms part of a “standard operating
procedure” of govemment. Policies are only formulated by governments
when the “affected” interests have been consulted, and consultation lists of
departments include those considered to be central to the successful
implementation of policy. The incremental nature of the policy process is

thus explained in terms of the stability of the memberships of those
consulted.

Such an approach has criticisms. First, Judge (1993) argues that the sole
emphasis on policy communities is incomplete, insular, and underestimates
the importance of institutions such as'Parliament (see chapter 3). Second,
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Marsh and Smith (1995) criticise Jordan and Richardson’s pluralist bent,
arguing that this reflects and reinforces the methodological and theoretical
weaknesses of their approach. Third, Dowding (1995: 137) argues that the

term “policy community” fails to serve as the driving force of explanation,
because:

The Independent variables are not the network

characteristics per se but rather characteristics of
components within the networks.

The term is metaphorical, implying a common culture, or consensual
understanding about the problems and appropriate solutions in any policy
sector. Consequently, Dowding (1995: 139) argues: (a) that, although the
term is “heuristically useful”, this approach is, “incapable of explaining
transformation” of the network itself; and (b) that unless the characteristics of
networks are developed, networks are unnecessary components of policy
outcome explanations. He therefore advocates either the development of
formal networks analysis, or the abandonment of the term to focus on
individual bargaining frameworks.

(2) The Personal Interaction Approach

Associated with Heclo and Wildavsky (1974), this concentrates on
explaining policy in terms of personal interactions between ministerial, civil
service and interest group elites. Inclusion within the network depends on
the gaining of personal trust, through the awareness of, following, and
reproduction of “rules of the game”. It involves a process of individual
socialisation, in which new members learn to act according to their ascribed
roles. The learning process involves immersion within a “common culture”,
or network in which there exists a great deal of agreement on the nature
and solutions to policy problems. This is taken up by Wilks and Wright
(1987: 302-3) who argue that this notion of a “united ‘view of the world’
based on common ideas, values and knowledge”, sets the parameters and
levels of integration of networks. Similarly, McPherson and Raab (1988:

55) argue that if individual agency explanations are to be taken seriously
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then the “assumptive worlds”, or “intermingled beliefs, perceptions,
evaluations and intentions” of policy makers must be researched.

This approach identifies elements of agents’ discursive construction of
policy problems which may be lost in broader approaches. There is stress
on the investigation, rather than the assumption, of interests and motives for

individual action, and as Raab (1992: 79) argues, it “emphasises depth, and
complements the more fully developed approach in the literature”.
However, there are a number of disadvantages if considered as a distinct
approach. First, as Marsh and Smith (1995: 10) argue, it pays little attention
to, “the outside world and how it affects departmental networks”. Second, it
overplays the importance of personal relations, suggesting that the only
way to become a regular consultee is if one follows the rules and gains
personal trust. However, much consultation is based on the state agency's
reliance on certain groups for technical and implementational advice, as
well as group members’ representative legitimacy.

Third, this approach is insular in the identification of policy actors.
Discussions of elite interaction in this context requires the inclusion of
permanent secretaries because ministers rely on their civil servants for
information and advice, given their limited time and cognition capabilities.
However, the same argument applies to these permanent secretaries who
are subject to similar constraints. As Grant (1995) argues, most
representations by interest group members are directed at a relatively low
level within the civil service hierarchy, given the specialised and time
consuming nature of the process. Therefore, busy permanent secretaries
will not usually contradict advice given to them by lower level civil servants
who, “know much more about the issue under consideration”. Thus, if the
importance of elite civil servants is based on their expertise, and their ability
to provide select, or constructed, information and advice to ministers, then
the civil service as a whole should be considered in this way. Junior civil
servants necessarily construct the information provided to their superiors.
Therefore, if so much attention is to be paid to norms, ideology, common
goals, and so on, then the construction of information and advice should be
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;

placed centrally within any explanation. Therefore, to avoid insularity, more
emphasis should be placed on the effects of action at lower levels.

Finally, its weakness is that it assumes that someone must be, “in control of
the ship”. Yet, “to a very substantial extent, government can be run on
automatic pilot” (Rose, 1986: 304). Most existing public programmes were
introduced by previous governments and are routinely delivered by existing

organisations. The principal concern of elite policy makers, therefore, is
with, the, “non-routine and exceptional’. Thus, only by, “ignoring nine-

tenths or more of what is being done in the name of government”, can top
decision makers find the time to introduce significant programmes of their

own (1986: 305). The implication is that the personal interaction approach
ignores nine-tenths or more of government activity.

(3) Formal Networks Analysis/ The Structural Approach
A network is defined as a specific type of relation linking a defined set of
persons, objects or events (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1991: 175). Explanations
of power are couched, not in terms of individuals, but these relational
connections. By focusing on aggregate social structures, and structural
properties of networks, one is able to detect features of social phenomena
which do not exist at the level of the individual actor (1991). Networks, as
structures, influence the actions of individuals and the patterns of linkages

are held to account for aspects of behaviour. As Marsh and Smith (1995
11) argue:

Networks ascribe roles, resources, and capabilities and

those affect both the way that groups behave and the
policy outcomes.

The analysis of networks in this sense cannot be explained by individual

action, because: (a) explanation is provided in terms of the structural
mechanisms within which agents operate; and (b) the influence and impact

of agents depends on their position within the network. Power according to
Knoke (1993: 2) is inherently situational. The powers of individuals depend
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on their (dynamic) relations, which in turn can be explained by external

circumstances, or a changing set of social power relations outside the
control of individuals.

The emphasis of this approach on broader contexts has a number of
advantages. First, it avoids the insularity of the personal interaction

approach, recognising that an emphasis on elite individuals ignores the
mechanisms within which action takes place. Second, this approach is not

metaphorical. Dowding (1995) himself argues that this type of analysis is
required for network characteristics to be explanatory variables. Finally,

this approach has dynamic elements, identifying the ongoing importance of
situational effects on power relations.

However, a number of difficulties undermine it. First, as both Dowding
(1995: 1566) and Marsh and Smith (1995: 13) argue, for all the years of
“hard data collection”, formal networks analysis provides conclusions which
are, “not particularly startling”, and not worth the effort, unless one is
Interested more in the technique than the results. The lack of surprises
does not invalidate the exercise, but it does at least raise the question of the
economics of research. Second, the effects of network activity on policy
outcomes and the effects of organisational activity within networks are
apparently secondary to this analysis. All it seems to show is /evels of
activity, without the demonstration of exercises of power by organisations.
As Marsh and Smith (1995: 14) argue:

Mapping networks solely using quantitative data tells us

nothing about the quality of interaction and even less about
..influence.

The primary research problem is to identify: (a) the type of consultation
involved; and, (b) the effects of advice/ consultation, which is often based on
representational legitimacy and the relaying of advice on technical and
implementational aspects (there is no reason to believe that more

consultation means more effective consultation). As Hogwood (1987; 49)
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argues, although most consultation may be seen as negotiative, in which
the government has some degree of policy goals, in many cases the
government may act as a relatively disinterested referee, or the consultation
may be merely “cosmetic” (1987: 49-53). Therefore, the mere quantification
of consultations between organisations and state agencies does little to
show their types and their effectiveness. Thus, as Hogwood (1987: 49)

argues, if the term consultation is to mean anything, then it needs to be
“unpacked”, or disaggregated.

More importantly, there is the fundamental problem of relating policy
network to policy outcomes. This is due to one of two problems. One
inference is that network structures influence action in the same way that,
say, objective class positions do. One’s position determines one’s interests
and therefore one’s actions. The problem, however, is that agents have
numerous, often conflicting, interests, and therefore these interests alone
cannot explain an agent's behaviour. There is no adequate demonstration
of the indirect effects of structure on action, and hence no demonstrable
relationship between networks and policy outcomes. Alternatively, one may
view the network structure as a direct constraint upon, or facilitator of,
action. This is favoured by Marsh and Smith and discussed below.

(4) The Dialectical Approach
This is as an attempt to overcome the insularity of personal interaction and

the pluralism and methodological flaws of group interaction, whilst avoiding
the sole use of quantitative measures, although retaining some hope for the
usefulness of structural constraint. Marsh and Smith develop an alternative
approach to networks, which is “dialectical”, recognising:

...the complexity of the policy process, seeing agents as
reflexive and interpretive, whilst at the same time

recognising that agents operate within a structural context
(1995: 15).

They identify the need to contextualise the actions of decision makers, by
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developing the notion that the structure of networks, “affects the way
decisions are made and the nature of policy outcomes” (1995: 15), whilst
these structures are often reconstructed by the agents concerned:
“structures constrain and facilitate actors whose actions reconstitute

structure”. However, their conception is undermined by its description of
structural effects. Marsh and Smith do not seem to view structures as

ascribers of interests as above, but suggest that structures in some way

exercise structural power2 . In this sense, a structure (or perhaps structural

relationship) may be considered as an actor and distinct from other actors
such as state agencies, groups and individuals, exercising power to
constrain and facilitate action. However, this notion of structural power
suffers from a number of difficulties.

Stated briefly, any notion of power must demonstrate its exercise. The
notion of power as a capacity, or potential for action, is only useful when
considered in combination with the means available to an actor to exercise
power. In turn, this requires some demonstration of an actor’s ability to
deliberate, formulate and act on decisions made. Otherwise, the power
could not be exercised. The problem with Marsh and Smith’s conception of
policy networks as structures (which are distinct entities), is that these
structures do not appear to have the means available to formulate and act
on decisions, and hence to exercise power. lt is therefore unclear as to how
structures could constrain and facilitate action: there are no demonstrable
means of action. We are thus left with a black box. This point is developed
further below. | argue that policy networks should not be considered as
distinct structural entities, but as actors - constituted by state agencies and
interest groups, in turn constituted by individuals, and considered at
different levels of abstraction. If policy networks are to be explanatory, then
one must demonstrate that they act, or exercise power, to affect policy
outcomes. Further, if structural relationships are considered to be the

resources of individuals, then focussed attention to the importance of the
lanquage employed is necessary to overcome the problems in viewing this
as structural ‘power’ viewed independently of the actors involved. That is,

2 Correspondence with David Marsh, 1995.
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how do we describe or explain the importance of “structure” without
separating this from the actions of individuals?

5) The Network-Actor Approach

Some basis for the network-actor approach can be found in thé discussion
of Jordan and Richardson (1982: 84). Following Habermas, they argue that

a “rationality deficit” has arisen from the general pattern of group-
department relations:

Authorities with little informational and planning
capacity...are dependent on the flow of information from

their clients ... thus unable to preserve the distance from
them necessary for independent decisions.

As the scope of government has expanded and its departments have
become more specialised (coinciding with the increase of “particularistic”
groups), civil servants have taken on a, “larger and larger part of the policy
making load” (1982: 86). Given civil servants’ lack of political legitimacy,
they are, “ill placed to impose and conflict avoidance is likely to result”.
Further, given civil servants’ lack of specialised knowledge, they are often
dependent upon groups for information and advice. Therefore, this process
of specialised accommodation leads to a form of “clientelism”, or civil
service association with some groups. A bargaining relationship develops
between groups and civil servants at various levels of government, based
on an exchange of information for influence. This suggests that policy
making is too complex to be readily reduced to individuals and it is difficult
to attribute responsibility for the exercise of power to make policy to those
individuals. Rather, as Rose (1987: 267-8) argues, their activities are not

separate but interdependent, and public policy, “is the joint product of their
interaction”.

A further basis for the network-actor approach is found in a discussion of
Hindess (1988) who provides a minimal concept of an actor, to critique
rational choice accounts and identify actors other than individuals. An actor
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is defined as:

A locus of decision and action, where the action is in some
sense a consequence of the actor’'s decision. Actors do
things as a result of their decisions. We call those things
actions, and the actor's decisions play a part in their
explanation (1988: 44).

This concept is formal and abstract, positing that for an entity to be
considered an actor it must have some means available to formulate and
reach decisions, whilst being able to act on those decisions. It imposes no
further restrictions, allowing identification of actors other than human
individuals: “... capitalist enterprises, state agencies, political parties ..."” and
policy networks (1988: 46 - although not structures. Structures do not have
the means available to either formulate or act on decisions. This may only

be an analytic distinction, but is a crucial one nonetheless), whilst raising
the question:

What means of formulating decisions (and other
propositions) are available to that actor, and ... the
conditions on which they depend (1988: 48).

The means available to a policy network to formulate decisions are
demonstrated in discussion of: (a) the consultation process; and, (b) the
macro-meso-micro problem. Marsh (1995b), for example, places the state
at the macro level, with civil society at the micro level, and policy networks
at the meso level - as the process of intermediation between the state and
civil society. However, these terms refer to different levels of abstraction,
and if networks are treated as actors, then they exist at the highest, or
macro, level of abstraction. State agencies and interest groups occupy the
meso level, with individuals occupying the micro level. Nevertheless, as
Dowding (1994: 60) argues, and as table 2.2 suggests, “the same model
may be heuristically useful at all levels of analysis”. The point of such a

distinction is to consider action as the product of power exercised by each
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actor, depending on the appropriate level of analysis:

TABLE 2.2: EXAMPLES OF TYPES OF NETWORK ACTION

POLICY ACTOR POLICY ACTION

Macro-level l The policy network acts to: (a) place an issue
- the policy on the agenda; (b) formulate a policy; and (c)
network pass legislation in Parliament.

L
V
E
L

o The dominant interest group issues press

£ Meso level release, and lobbies key number of MPs.The
- state agencies )| State agency & insider interest groups consult
& interest on policy options and agree on appropriate

measures. The state agency places the issue
solution before Cabinet and Parliament.

An interest group representative gives a
timely press release, as well as giving
numerous interviews on a topic of concern.

Civil servants advise minister on necessity for
action. Minister consults with group heads at
latter stage of consultation process. Minister
raises issue in Cabinet, and proposes bill in

Parliament.

Micro-level
-ministers, CS,
nterest group heads

Z2Q0 =-O0O>ID10nIOP>

Policy outcomes are primarily attributed to policy networks, which operate at
the highest level, since network action to exercise power must be explained
in terms of network deliberation, or the means available to formulate and
reach decisions by whatever specialised technique employed. The means
available to the network involve the consultative process between state
agencies and interest groups. Crucial to this explanation, then, are the
levels and types of consultation involved (quality, effect, formal status,
‘institutionalised’ nature, etc.), as well as the actions of both the state
agencies and interest groups. Additionally, this may force the distinction
between formulation and implementation networks if, for example, a group

is excluded but still plays an important part in the blocking of policy at the
next stage.

The actions of state agencies and interest groups are explained in the same
fashion - in terms of: (a) the hierarchical nature of the department, the
processes of consultation between ministers, permanent secretaries, junior
civil servants, etc; and (b) the processes of decision making (committees,
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AGMs, etc) within interest groups.- For example, Grant (1995: 135)
discusses the decision making structures within pressure groups which,
whilst taking account of different interests, must still , “develop effective
policies” and respond to change. Thus, a typical structure in a large
organisation is an executive committee making decisions based on
information from the devolvement of research to working parties. Obviously,
state and interest group action is mainly explained by the actions of
individuals, but the point is that this action would not be fully explained
without some conception of the processes through which this action takes
place, the obstacles to such action, and the limits (in terms of possible

outcomes) to any action. Further, attributing outcomes to elite individuals
obscures the dependence on actions by others.

The point of this approach is that policy outcomes are more readily
explained by actors other than individuals. For example, it is possible to

explain policy making in terms of individual ministers as they have formal
powers and considerable discretion in decision making. The task then is to
explain their behaviour in terms of their interests, their discursive
construction of policy problems and their anticipation of policy effects.
However, for example, perceptions of policy problems generally depend on
media reports (often influenced by group activity) and civil service mediated
information and advice. Further, the anticipation of effects of policy
generally depends on consultation between civil servants and groups,
which eventually culminates in advice given to ministers. This combined
with the fact that most administrative protocols are simply rubber stamped
suggests that unless a strong, ideological government is in office, it rarely
makes sense to talk of policy as produced by ministers (and even then most
of the conditions still apply). It is in this sense that one refers to state
agency action. Additionally, states are rarely autonomous - action rarely
takes place without detailed consultation with affected interests, and
therefore it makes more sense to attribute policy action and outcomes to
higher level collectivities or actors such as networks.
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The_Advantages of the Network-Actor Approach
Problems arise when the exercise of power is viewed solely at the level of

the individual. As Barnes (1993) argues, this emphasis is often insular, and

power is generally considered as exploitative and unproductive3. Further,
attempts to supplement such discussions with notions of structural power
are problematic. Attributing power to collectivities avoids many of these
problems. First, the network-actor approach avoids the metaphorical
charge against the group interaction approach, since by viewing networks
as actors, the policy network is crucial to the explanation. Networks are
demonstrably responsible for policy outcomes, with the mechanics of their
action in turn explained by their deliberations, or the consultation processes

tying state agencies and interest groups. This point is rejected by Dowding
(in correspondence, 4.98), who argues that the network actor:

Must be a metaphor since networks can only act through
the acts of individuals comprising them, even If those
actors act as they do because of the interests they have
due to the structural relations that define them.

However, this is to miss the point of the approach, since individual and
network action here is one and the same thing, albeit through a more or
less abstract perspective. Thus, in contrast with metaphors, B is not used
and discussed to help describe A. Rather, A is a simpler version of events
than A, which is a simplification of As.

Second, it avoids the insularity of the personal interaction approach by
defining network constitution more broadly to include the effects of lower

3 For example, consider Dahl's definition: “ A has power over B to the extent that A can get B
to do something which B would not otherwise do” (Dahl, 1957: 202-3).

4 Consider a simple football analogy and these 3 statements: (1) Jess scores; (2) Aberdeen
(ie the team of 11 players) scores; (3) Aberdeen (the club) scores. All three statements
explain or describe (explanation would require fuller discussion) the same phenomenon in 3
different ways, with the first the most specific and detailed and couched in terms of an
individual, whilst the other 2 are less focussed or precise but yet more accurate, more
‘holistic’, providing the implicit notion of context (eg paying Jess’ wages) and collective
action, with the goal coming as the final culmination of a team effort which is implied in
statements 2 and 3.
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level consultation. In other words, it provides the operational context to the
final actions of decision makers.

Third, it avoids the problems of viewing networks as structures, and this is
the key to understanding the network actor approach - not as a departure
from, but as a means to solve the problems of language which underpin
more sophisticated network accounts. These are undermined by a flawed
conception of the demonstration of structural power and constraint.
Structures have no demonstrable means of formulating or acting on
decisions. It is therefore difficult to describe structures as “constraining” and
“facilitating” state and interest group action, as this implies some notion of
action. There also exists the problem of structural determinism - how does
one state that structures influence action without determining that action?

Such problems are conceptual puzzles which can in part be solved by
reversing the conflation of several different types of “structural” effects. The
first refers to the conditions, modes of action and limitations on possible
outcomes specific to any situation - or “arenas of struggle” (Hindess, 1989:
28). Although outcomes are not determined by these conditions, “there are
always definite limitations on what the outcome may be” (1989: 29).
However, this does not demonstrate structural power. Political power must
be exercised, but no means are available for structures to exercise power.
Therefore it would be difficult to attribute outcomes to an entity which does
not act. The second type may not directly attribute outcomes to structures,
but action determined by those structures. However, any actor has
numerous, conflicting interests, and their active construction can only be
explained with reference to the modes of decision making associated with
that actor. In both of these cases, the analysis could clearly benefit from
analysis at a lower level of abstraction. As Hindess (1989: 7) argues:

To treat social conditions and events as resulting from the
actions of collectivities that have no identifiable means of
formulating decisions, let alone acting upon them, is
thoroughly to obscure the social processes that bring about
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those conditions and events.

The key to explaining policy outcomes is to locate and assign responsibility,
and this responsibility can only be attributed to actors who formulate
decisions and act upon them. It is not enough to argue that an entity is in a

structurally powerful position because policy outcomes favour its interests.
Some actors may have been “lucky”, or “systematically advantaged”

(Dowding et al, 1995: 270). Further, it is just as likely that the favourable
outcome is the byproduct of the actions of a powerful third party - like a

government - acting in its own interests. In turn, given that the government
has forms of discourse available to allow it to formulate a variety of distinct
and often incompatible objectives, these objectives cannot themselves
suffice to account for the action that it takes (see Hindess, 1989: 38). This
depends on the discursive construction of the requirement for, and the likely
effects of, policy. In turn, this may partly depend on the ideology of the
government in office, or the levels and types of consultation involved in any
policy’s process. The point is that to focus on some structurally privileged

position to explain a policy outcome is to divert analysis from the policy
process itself.

According to the third conception, structurally privileged positions are seen
as power resources held by certain strata of the population. Stone (1980:
078) argues that an element of power is neglected in discussions of
anticipated reaction, potential power and non-decision making. This is
termed “systemic power”, manifest when:

Durable features of the socioeconomic system confer
advantages and disadvantages on groups in ways that

predispose public officials to favor some interests at the
expense of others.

The conditions for systemic power are situational. Decision makers rely on
consultation with some groups, be it in terms of the need to discuss
technical and/or implementational aspects, in part to develop anticipated
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reactions. This is well covered in the power-dependency networks
literature. However, Stone goes further, arguing that given the limited time
and hence conflictory competition for consultation, some groups are
excluded. Some are in a better position even if they do not seek this
consultation and decision makers are “inescapably” predisposed to favour
some interests at the expense of others, even though this does not result

from direct exercises of power by those groups (1980: 982). Rather, they
are favoured because of their economic and social positions. They occupy

the top social strata, perceived by decision makers as “possessing a greater

capacity to mobilize and sustain resources for goal attainment” (1980: 983),
and hence more likely to be consulted, than lower level strata who are more
numerous and are subject to collective action problems.

There are two problems with Stone’s argument. First, Stone relies on
“durable” power conditions both in terms of stratification and consultative
practices. No aspect of systemic power, then, can readily explain changes
or variations in consultative processes. Indeed, systemic power is only
significantly manifest when the issue under consideration is in the “least
visible phases of policy making” (1980: 989). Second, the power of groups
is viewed in capacity terms. Power is conferred on some groups by way of
their position. However, if two conflictory groups “have” power, then how do
we explain outcomes? By focusing on the relative capacities, and
quantifying structurally powerful positions? This could be inferred from
Stone’s emphasis on locating those who are powerful in society, according
to particular specified attributes, such as economic, social and consultative
powers. However, it is impossible to predict outcomes on this basis without
consideration of means of action available to groups in any situation (see
Hindess, 1996: 29-30). Powers in capacity terms can only be understood
as resources to attempt to further interests, rather than to secure interests.
However, as Stone argues that groups may not indeed even exercise
power, then this action cannot be demonstrated.

Stone does however argue that systemic power is manifest in the decisions
of public officials (1980: 984). So, these considerations could be easily
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subsumed within the network-actor approach. Sysfemic power is
demonstrably manifest when network action systematically favours the
interests of certain groups, reflecting their dominance of the network. In
turn, this dominance may be explained by the state’s reliance on such

groups for technical information, as well as advice on the ease of
implementation.

This discussion thus calls for some reconstruction of the identification of
apparent structural power effects in the study of policy networks.
Alternatively, the network is viewed as an actor. In turn, network, state and
individual actions are considered as (non-mutually exclusive) actions at
different levels of abstraction, with each tool used according to the nature of
the consultation process and the relative dominance of lower level actors
within this process. Generally, the policy network’s actions are the first to be
identified, in turn explained if necessary by lower level action. Policy
networks do not “constrain” individual action. Rather, the individual’s action
can be seen as a reflection of network activity, or merely as activity

considered at a lower level of abstraction. The dialectical approach, for
example, may argue: |

Policy outputs do not derive from the behaviour and
choices of individual actors but are the result of actors
within structural locations making choices from a range of
structurally determined options (Smith, 1993: 73).

Alternatively, the network-actor approach would argue that indeed policy
outputs do not merely derive from the behaviour and choices of individual

actors. Rather, they are the result of exercises of power by actors at higher
levels of abstraction, their action in turn being explained by the consultative
nature of the interaction between lower level actors. Network action
explains policy outcomes in the most abstract sense and this is a full
explanation. It recognises the importance not only of, say, elite decision
makers or groups, but also of lower level actors, as well as the conditions in
which decisions take place. Further, the statement of these conditions does
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not betray a notion of structural power as discussed above, since the
mechanism of decisions is conflated with the decision making process itself.
That is, for example, the implicit notion of “structural resource” as a
mechanism of decision making is always qualified (within the same term) by

a tandem discussion of the means by which a resource is used - network
action on the basis of its means of making decisions.

However, it is not a precise answer, which is provided by greater attention
to this decision making process, either in terms of the interactions between
agencies and groups, or by the interactions between individuals,
depending on the extent to which a fuller explanation is required. As
suggested in discussions of formal network analysis, a balance is always
sought between precision and necessity, or precision and cost.

But where does this leave us? The point is that if policy networks analysis
is paradigmatic, then this raises the question of internal consistency. If
policy network theory is defined as a recognised approach, then a certain
level of coherency is implied, and one which is not borne out by the above
discussion. Too much internal criticism -undermines the coherency of the
approach. However, if the subsequent problems with each approach can
be adequately addressed by the network actor approach, this negates the
purpose of constant debates over first principles. It thus does not replace
other approaches, but lends them legitimacy at a more abstract level, as
part of a broader approach. In other words, if a network iIs identified as
above, then the subsequent application of each approach, or branch of the
discipline, attempts to fill in the blanks left by the imprecision of the
abstraction. It is a Wittgensteinian tool - a discussion which can be ignored
or bypassed once it is carried through to its logical conclusion.

Such an approach solves problems surrounding the characterisations of

policy networks and the resolution of conflict allows greater emphasis to be
placed on more practical problems emanating from networks research.
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3 Problems: (1) The Boundaries of Network Action

When explaining collective, network, action it is unwise to include all the
groups which have been consulted by government, since much
consultation is cosmetic or peripheral. The importance of information
resulting from the consultation process is different from one group to

another, and so some process of disaggregation is required to discern the
relative status of groups.

One solution is the insider/ outsider distinction. As Grant (1995: 18) argues,

this highlights the choices made by groups and government. Insider status
is dependent upon groups pursuing an insider strategy, or following the
“rules of the game” of consultation, and the granting of that status by
government. However, as Maloney et al (1994: 36) argue, the securing of
insider status is more likely to depend on the resources rather than the
strategy of groups:

The group-government relationship is exchange based;
government offers groups the opportunity to shape public
policy, while groups provide government with certain
resources (e.g. knowledge, technical advice or expertise,
membership compliance or consent, credibility,
information, implementation guarantees) which it needs to
secure a workable policy.

So it may be that the government cannot afford to ignore groups and some
are consulted more than others even if both follow the rules. Second, this
distinction fails to discern the quality of consultations. A vast number of
groups (judging by consultation lists) are granted (insider) access as the
threshold is low, yet few have significant influence and some distinction
must be made between the process of privileged access and negotiation as
opposed to mere access and consultation:

Consultation involving hundreds of groups is qualitatively
different from that which involves a handful of groups in

31



close regularised consultative relationship with decision
makers (1994.: 25).

Maloney et al (1994: 30) thus distinguish between core or specialised
insider groups, depending on the variety of issues with which they achieve
regularised participation, and peripheral insider groups, with access but
little influence. These can be readily applied to the network-actor approach.

FIGURE 2.1 - NETWORK BOUNDARIES

Peripheral insiders
- Network-

actor

Wider political activity

The distinction between consultation and negotiation allows the distinction
between those who provide information (peripheral insiders) and those who
participate in and influence the process of decision making itself (core and
specialist insiders). Thus, the network-actor is constituted by the state
agency and core/ specialist groups. In turn, their interaction constitutes the
decision making apparatus of the network-actor. This network acts on the
basis of negotiation, the information it receives - partly through consultation
- and in anticipation of the reactions of other groups and organisations.
However, it is also important to clarify at what levels the negotiations and
consuitations take place (see below). Subsequent chapters on

implementation also discuss whether or not core insider status is
particularly important.

(2)_Thatcherism_and Consultation

Thatcherism is a favourite topic of networks research since in some
instances there appears to have been no consultation at all (and hence no
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network action) as an apparent consequence of the Thatcher style. Further,
since a parallel discussion of implementation is necessary to gauge the

long term effects of formulation network output, a historical approach is still
essential to explain current policies.

As Marsh and Rhodes (1992. 8) argue, the Thatcher governments sought
to: set the policy agenda and formulate policy quickly, unencumbered by
interest group constraints. Thatcher was, “determined not to waste time on
internal arguments over policy making”, and so rather than consult, the aim
was to force through policy, irrespective of the levels of opposition.
However, the effect may be overstated. Jordan and Richardson (1987b: 30)
were, “impressed with the sheer weight of consultation” in their own
interviews with civil servants, whiist Maloney et al (1994: 23) argue that, “the
practice of consultation has been growing in importance over the last
decade”. The difference can be explained by: (a) the effects of Thatcherism
varying across policy sectors, or affecting some groups (e.g. trade unions)
more than others; (b) consultation present after the initial presentation of
policy, but before implementation, suggesting network activity has merely
been displaced (necessitating discussion of implementation networks); or
(c) the quality rather than the quantity of consultation which has suftered.

Whilst almost half of those groups Baggot (1995: 489) surveyed perceived,
“no change in the frequency or effectiveness of contacts with ministers and
civil servants during the 1980s”, others were highly critical of the process.
Many complained that consultative documents were statements of intent
and this was reinforced by the limited time to consult. Therefore, it may be
that Thatcher rejected negotiation, rather than consuitation. However, the
rejection of negotiation is largely a (prime) ministerial level effect and to
concentrate on consultation at this level alone would be to ignore the vast
majority of consultation taking place within lower grades of the civil service.
Even in cases where the minister may attempt to “internalise” policy making,
s/he will still depend on information and advice from civil servants, based
on information obtained from consultation and, if the minister consults
various grades within the service, s’/he may find particular civil servants
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defending the interests of their clients. Thus, influence (albeit indirect) will
still be exerted by groups in this process. Further, ministerial consultation is

less important in detailed policy issues in which the minister is not
particularly involved.

Consequently, it is important to discern the departmental levels of
consuitation. As table 2.3 outlines, the absence of network activity in any
form is scenario (5). This is highly unlikely, and even then the government
Is likely to know the views of those affected and act partly on that basis.
More likely scenarios are 1-4. In (1), the government may have no clear
policy and may be content merely to referee proceedings. In (2), sectoral
level network activity is present in which a close relationship exists between

groups and government. In (3), the relationship is less close and the
minister may just be going through the motions of consultation. However,
groups may still exert an indirect influence. As Baggot (1995: 491) argues,
even when ministers were hostile, some groups maintained, “fairly cordial
links with civil servants”. Finally, (4) describes either the rejection of
consultation completely, or that ministerial consultation at such a level is
unnecessary. Thus, a subsectoral network may exist, in which the
management of policy is delegated to lower grades within the civil service.

TABLE 2.3: TYPES/ LEVELS OF CONSULTATION

M @ @ @ ©)
Does government acquiesce with dominant YES NO NO NO NO
group demands or act merely as referee?
Does negotiation take place between YES YESNO NO NO
government and groups at ministerial level?
Does consultation take place at ministerial YES YES YES NO NO
level?
Does consultation exist at lower levels within  YES YES YES YES NO
he civil service?

Are policies formulated in anticipation of stated YES YES YES YES YES
or known group reactions?

Ministerial rejections do not preclude the existence of consultation between
groups and civil servants before and after the formulation of policy. The
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policy formulation/ implementation network distinction may thus be required
to discuss the latter. Internalised policy making is likely to lack the
necessary detail to be directly implemented, and so the negotiation process
at the implementation stage in many ways resembles traditional
conceptions of policy networks. This is certainly the case in 1980s and
early 1990s NHS reforms, with a shift in the negotiation of the details of

policy from policy formulation to implementation networks (see chapters 6-
9).

Additionally, for example, the case of the review which led to the formulation
of Working For Patients demonstrates the need for caution in viewing
Thatcherite policy formulation as “internalised” anyway. As Burch and
Holliday (1996: 233) argue, Thatcher took personal charge of a small
review team, which was a, “close knit group meeting largely in secret on a
regular basis”. However, even at an early stage, there is ample evidence of
network influence. By the summer of 1988 the review had suffered from a

loss of momentum because of the DHSS’s difficulty in collating the
necessary data:

The reason for this is just as likely to have been genuine
problems in amassing detailed statistics as deliberate
sabotage '(1996: 234).

This implies both a reliance on the DHSS for information and that
consultation was taking place at lower levels within the service to at least

gather that information. Moreover, following Kenneth Clarke’s appointment
as head of the newly formed Department of Health, the reforms were, “more
clearly driven from the DH” (1996: 235). Clarke, “an able minister heading
a well-resourced team, usually managed to maintain his department’s line”
(1996: 236). Thus, the formulation of NHS policy reverted back to the old
system. Thatcher and her staff had initiated the review, set the terms of
debate and developed ideas for discussion. However, because they lacked
the resources and the information to formulate policy effectively and
because the ideas from outside bodies were not feasible or practical,
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Thatcher eventually passed the mantle onto Clarke, and the reform process

then, “conformed more closely to normal British government procedures”
(1996: 236-7).

This highlights the extent of network activity, or the standard activities of
networks which characterise the British policy process, even despite
attempts to internalise policy making. At the sectoral level, policy is
developed within a department by the minister in charge, facilitated by a
staff of civil servants in close contact with groups. The attempt to bypass the
process was unsuccessful, undermining the idea that any policy measure
can be considered as “internalised”. To fully formulate any policy, some
degree of civil service support and hence group activity is essential - an
argument which can be lost with a sole focus on elite or group interaction.

Subsequent chapters examine whether or not the same conclusions are
found in implementation arenas.

(3) The Sector/ Subsector Distinction
Disagreement revolves around the appropriate levels of analysis of

networks. Jordan and Richardson have been grappling with the problem of
the size of a policy community since 1979, whilst Marsh and Rhodes’
studies have a sectoral level emphasis. More recently, Jordan et al (1994:
524), reject the focus on closed policy communities at the sectoral level.
Rather, the pervasiveness of internally fragmented bureaucracies
necessitates viewing communities at the sub-departmental, or sub-sectoral
level. In contrast, Cavanagh et al (1995) argue that subsectoral networks
are likely to be constrained by decisions which are taken at the sectoral
level, which set the agenda for the policy area. Subsectoral networks follow
the rules of the game set out by sectoral networks.

However, one should not overestimate the disagreement. The constraints

which Cavanagh et al specify, such as a tax-financed NHS, are so broad
as to be of little importance in the day-to-day operations of sub-sectors,
whilst Jordan et al do not reject the existence of activity at the sectoral level.

Rather, they warn of the problems of considering the insularity of such
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networks as a given, arguing that influence in regard to lower level

negotiations may filter upwards, as clientele representatives within the
service campaign at higher levels.

Maloney (1996) likens this to Putnam’s (1988) two level game used to
describe national government operations in international negotiations. Key

players within sectoral level networks may follow strategies representing
the views of the subsector which they head:

... responding to, and to a degree articulating, the interests
of their ‘home’ constituencies of groups. Each player,
therefore, has particular obligations (often statutory) and
objectives, and can mobilise the support of its own network
of groups and organisations (Maloney, 1996: 964).

In terms of the network-actor approach, two distinct decision making
processes may be discernible: that of the subsectoral level, in which group
representatives negotiate with civil servants of, say, assistant or

undersecretary level (Jordan and Richardson, 1982: 88); and, that of the
sectoral level, in which the minister, permanent secretary and (civil service)

subsector representatives negotiate. Core insider group representatives
may also be present. The latter process, however, is likely to be restricted
to decisions which are either subject to politicisation, conflict between
subsectoral networks, or are the subject of major reform. Subsequent
chapters discuss whether or not a similar situation is apparent in
implementation arenas.

Conclusion
Four approaches were identified in this chapter, and each was undermined
by a number of theoretical weaknesses. The group interaction approach is
“‘metaphorical’, with the concept of a network unnecessary to explain
outcomes. The personal interaction approach is insular, both in terms of
the ignorance of external context, as well as the importance of studying
lower level civil servants. The focus on elite policy makers: exaggerates
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the importance of personal relations; gives insufficient attention to a policy’s
environment; and underestimates the importance of lower level actors.
Finally both formal networks analysis and the dialectical approach are
undermined by their inability to demonstrate the exercise of structural
power, either in terms of ascribing interests or constraining action.

This critique demonstrates the need for the “network-actor” approach, in
which the policy network is seen as a social actor. This approach avoids
the metaphorical charge of Dowding. It considers networks and their
characteristics as central to the explanation of policy outcomes. It also
gives due consideration to all levels of civil service activity, whilst the high
level of abstraction allows greater emphasis on external influences. Finally,
it avoids the problems of the demonstration of structural power, by
characterising the policy network as an actor with identifiable means of

decision making and hence demonstrating the means through which power
IS exercised.

The network-actor appfoach is not presented as yet another alternative but
rather an abstract defence of the policy networks literature. It presents a
critique of the literature to solve the problems within it. Such resolution of
conflict allows greater emphasis to be placed on more practical problems
emanating from networks research, such as the boundaries of network
action, the effects of a Thatcherite style on the status of networks, and the
sector/ subsector distinction. As chapters 4-10 highlight, these 3 areas are
particularly relevant to the study of implementation and this initial

discussion marks the beginning of a theme which runs through the rest of
the thesis.

So, following the initial discussion of the effects of Thatcherism on networks,
the basis for the importance of chapters 3 and 4 is in the displacement
rather than rejection of consultation. A focus on policy formulation networks
alone underestimates the power of all actors to influence policy at
subsequent stages of the policy process. In particular, whilst the
government may be able to reject consultation or negotiation at early - and
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mostly sectoral level - formulation stages, this may be much more costly
when it comes to implementing and even legislating that policy. Therefore,
consultation and negotiation at top levels within the department may have
been displaced rather than rejected, with departmental level

implementation networks and even parliamentary networks taking on much
of the characteristics of their formulation predecessors. -
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CHAPTER 3
: PARLIAMENTARY NETWORKS AND “EPI

POLICY MAKING
Introduction
The most influential early literature on policy communities in Britain was
built on a critique of the study of formal institutions and as the study of policy
networks became paradigmatic, subsequent studies followed this line In

neglecting their study. It may therefore be tempting to follow most (although
not all) of the networks literature and reject the empirical importance of

Parliament. However, this ignores the fact that Parliament can act in a pre-
legislative mode and not just as legitimator of government policy. Analysis
of Parliament is also required to gauge the degree of displacement of
consultation and group activity from formulation networks.

LEGISLATION

o DI ’”

This chapter provides a brief discussion of existing considerations of
Parliament within the networks literature, as well as a critique of this
position which draws on the work of Judge. It argues that some middie
ground can be found, with MPs considered as an important part of a wider
policy network, as well as the dominant figures within parliamentary
networks. The latter point is used to compare network actors in chapter 5,
arguing that parliamentary networks form an important part of the network
policy cycle.

Policy Networks and Parliament
The “group interaction” approach partly originated as a critique of formal

institutions, characterising the British system of government as “post-
parliamentary”. Jordan and Richardson (1987a: 57) saw Parliament merely
as a place to register votes, giving effect to decisions taken elsewhere. The
argument goes as follows. First, power is concentrated in Whitehall,
because there is a fusion of Executive and Legislative branches, with very
strong party discipline on major issues. Dissent in Parliament is either
symbolic, directed at minor policy areas, and/or rarely successful (Jordan
and Richardson, 1987a: 68-9). The parliamentary majority of government
allows it to “push through its legislation” (Richardson and Jordan,1979: 42;
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Richardson, 1993: 89). However, this will not lead to great policy change
with successive party governments anyway, since constant constraints to

governments within policy communities force them into similar policy
positions (Richardson and Jordan, 1979).

Second, many policy objectives are administrative - they can be achieved,
“without direct recourse to Parliament” (Richardson and Jordan, 1987a: 59).
Others can be pursued by using “delegated” or “subordinate” legislation,
mostly in the form of statutory instruments which are subject to much less, if
any, scrutiny; and, minor policy changes can be achieved by means such
as departmental circulars to implementing agencies, and interest group
“earstroking”. As Rose (1990) argues, day-to-day departmental activity is
concerned with the reinterpretation of legislative programmes which
already exist, rather than the formulation of new legislation.

Third, whilst Parliament is active in areas of high political salience, it is
unable to influence the “real”, or central, political issues. Executive
involvement is a symbolic gesture, “to satisfy the government's

parliamentary majority who are effectively ignored in more central matters”
of that policy (Richardson and Jordan, 1979: 41).

Fourth, group-government consultation processes supplement or replace
parliament’s scrutiny role on legislation. The expansion of governmental
activity into more political areas means that Parliament is less able to
scrutinise its activity. The details of policy are, "too specialised to require
parliamentary attention” (1979: 48), in terms of both interest and ability.

Finally, most amendments at the committee and report stages are
ministerial, with, “a negligible amount of opposition amendments accepted”
(1979: 123). Indeed, a significant amount of amendments would place the
whole bill in jeopardy, because the precise nature and wording of that bill is
the result of extensive bargaining and negotiation at the formulation stage.
(Jordan and Richardson, 1987b: 251).
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So, whilst Parliament may legitimate government policy, it does not
legislate. The government formulates policy in consultation with affected
interests, the executive dominated parliamentary majority pushes the

legislation through, there is little effective scrutiny, and few amendments are
made at committee and report stages. Further, Midwinter et a/ (1991: 70)
argue that Scottish politics commands particularly weak parliamentary
control for three main reasons. First, party discipline is more likely, because
the issue is marginal to English MPs who therefore have little to gain in
rejecting government policy. Second, given the relatively small number of
Scottish MPs, a Scottish backbench “revolt” is rarely effective. Third, the
Scottish executive is less subject to scrutiny, given the wide range of
Scottish Office activities and small number of Scottish MPs. The policy
networks approach is thus particularly appropriate in the study of public
policy in Scotland, and one basis for the importance of a Scottish

Parliament (}).

The influence of these arguments explains the widespread ignorance of

parliamentary influence in networks, but can they explain developments
such as increased “dissent” in the House and an increase in the levels of
parliamentary lobbying?

Parliamentary Lobbying
A survey conducted by Rush et al for the Study of Parliament Group into,

“the means by which organisations outside government seek to influence
policy through Parliament”, (HC 518-iii: 27), highlights their contacts with
Parliament:

74.7% ... said they had regular or frequent contact with
MPs: ... 49% said they had presented oral evidence and
65.6% written evidence to a select committee ; 40.9% said
they had had contact with party subject committees and
47.6% with all party groups.

In addition, 83.4% of respondents expressed concern about a specific piece
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of legislation through Parliament, of which 65.6% circulated a large number
of MPs, and 31.3% asked an MP to arrange a meeting with the responsible
minister (HC 518-iii). This reflects a belief within these organisations that

policy can be influenced through Parliament (HC 518-iii: 28). It also
contradicts Jordan and Richardson’s (1987b: 251) argument that a

testament to the minimal influence of Parliament is the lack of effort

expended in that arena. However, they still downplay the significance of
this evidence.

Jordan and Richardson (1987b: 251-2) argue that such activity consists
mostly of mass letter writing and lobbies, where, “the link between ‘noise’
and influence is weak”. The use of Parliament by groups is an “emergency
technique”, used either when all else has failed, when a group is slow in the
uptake, or if some or all of a group’s objectives have not been met in prior
consultation (1987b: 270-2). They follow lan Greer, arguing that by the time
a bill reaches the parliamentary arena it is a “draft Act”, and “anyone
seriously interested should already have made it known”. Second, they
argue that group activity can be successful at the margins, or in small
details of policy, provided they are not central to, or do not threaten, a
previously bargained stance. Third, they point to the exchange relationship
which ties MPs and groups, even if the MP is not in a good position to affect
policy. MPs are dependent on outsiders for detailed information on most
policy areas and invite groups to brief them on policy developments at the
pre-legislative stage, to, “underscore the main issues and brief them with
the central arguments” at the reading and committee stages of bills (1987b:
257). In turn, groups seek access to Parliament for one or more of the
following reasons: (a) as an, “indirect method of influencing the real
decision makers”; (b) to “win TV time” or put matters on the political agenda;
(c) to establish a reputation as an expent source of information; or, (d) to

gain access to the “glamorous” world of high politics (1987b: 253; 258; 268-
9).

So, parliamentary lobbying is unimportant because Parliament is
unimportant, a view widely supported by current and former MPs (see
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Marquand and Wright, 1996; Mitchell, 1991; and Public Policy Consultants,
1987). As Jordan (1991: 180-1) argues, the time to apply pressure is in the
drafting or pre-drafting stage, not when a bill reaches Parliament. Indeed,
the indirect method of influencing government may even be unwelcome, if it
encourages an “adversarial mood”. Rather, confidential negotiation within
the department is more effective, and by the time a bill reaches Parliament,
the chance of any significant changes are remote (1991: 180).

However, this type of argument is insular and draws on false assumptions
of the policy process. It assumes a rigid linearity in policy progression that
at_least requires demonstration. More recent literature on Parliament
stresses its role In the drafting and pre-legislation stages of most major
policies. Further, the role of Parliament should be viewed within broader
considerations of the state and the policy process.

The Role of Parliament in Policy Making
No conception of policy making in Britain is complete without consideration

of the activities of groups and state agencies within a, “broader framework
of representative government” (Judge,1990a: 29). As Judge (1993: 2)
argues, the importance of Parliament is not found in the observance of its
“powers” as such, but in examination of, “the very process of representation
and the legitimation of governmental outputs flowing from that process”.
The exercise of public power is dependent on the executive’s relationship
with Parliament, or the granting of consent or legitimacy by a representative
institution - the effectiveness of executive policies depends upon the,
“delegation of authority from representative institutions” (Judge, 1990a: 29).
In other words, the determination of policies by groups and state agencies
alone suffers from a legitimation gap - a gap necessarily filled by
Parliament, to the extent that without this legitimising role, the policy system
would be unable to operate (at least in a liberal democracy). As Judge
(1990a: 30) argues:

Without this presumption of the ultimate authority of .
Parliament the. outputs of ... [state agency and group

44



interaction] ... would be far more difﬁcuit, if not impossible,
to sustain as ‘authoritative’ and ‘binding’ policy.

This is supported by Norton (1990: 1%8), who argues that Parliament can be
characterised as a “powerful institution in terms of Luke’s third dimension of

power’, best demonstrated, “by contemplating what legitimacy would attach
to executive or group-formulated ‘legislation’ if Parliament did not exist”. If
not from a representative parliament, where would the executive derive its
authority to exercise public power? Accountability to a representative
assembly is required to ensure “responsible government”, essential, “in a

system with a dominant executive and without legal checks provided by a
constitutional court” (Woodhouse, 1994: 3).

Developments in developing and formerly communist countries towards the
creation of parliaments as representative institutions suggest that such a
system would not endure. This charge is difficult to level against
Parliament'. because: (a) it fulfils popular requirements in terms of the
proper source from which public power should derive, as well as the ways
in which this is exercised (Judge, 1993: 2); and (b) criticisms of the
inadequacy of the (microcosmic) representative function of parliament
generally point towards improvements, rather than the abolition of the
system itself. Thus, the “parliamentary tradition” of the transmission of
electoral opinion and consent to the executive via a representative
institution, has persisted over time as the foundation of the British state
(Judge, 1993: 5), by far outliving Corporatism and policy communities. And,
as Judge (1993: 5) argues, following Haskins, “the most persistent
phenomena ... are on the whole the most important”.

So, the exercise of power by policy networks cannot be considered outwith
the context or confines of representative government and the consequent
relationship between the executive and Parliament. The workings of a
policy community cannot be considered as “closed” to parliamentary
panticipation (Judge, 1990b: 55). Its deliberations and actions within the
community arena largely reflect an anticipation of the likely reactions to that
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policy as it is processed and scrutinised within the parliamentary arena.
Parliament is always in the back of the minds of ministers or civil servants

acting on behalf of ministers, and the element of anticipation increases with
the perceived effectiveness of Parliament (see discussion of “new” select
committees). So, to ensure the legitimation of executive policies made
within policy communities, the executive must follow a set of rules or
conventions outwith the policy community arena. Such conventions not

only shape the behaviour of network actors, but also the functions of the
departments of state.

Individual Ministerial Responsibility
As Judge (1993) argues, Individual Ministerial Responsibility shapes the

actions of decision makers, the operations of departments and Parliament

itself. However, the concept requires disaggregation. As Woodhouse
(1994: 28) outlines, there are five main types of IMR:

(1) Redirectory responsibility (expanded since the Next Steps initiative);

(2) Reporting/ information responsibility;

(3) Explanatory responsibility, suggesting a “more reasoned account” than
(2);

(4) Ammendatory responsibility; and

(5) Sacrificial responsibility, (i.e. resignations, of which 10 occurred 1982-
92).

The most significant types are (2) and (3). In such cases, following the
conventions of IMR ensures that a minister submits to scrutiny and accounts
for, “the work of his or her department in the sense of explaining and

informing parliament of such activity” (Judge, 1993: 137). This has two
effects. First, it, “constrains the ‘normal’ style of policy making”, by requiring
actors within networks to, “consider wider partisan/ parliamentary/ public

concerns” (1990a: 32); and, second, it shapes the structure of government
departments.

Judge (1993: 144-5) argues that so embedded is the convention of IMR,
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“within the psyche of ministers and civil servants alike that abstract principle
comes to affect actual behaviour’. The Whitehall “culture” reinforces the
doctrine that ministers exert executive control, whilst their civil servants
remain “upward looking” towards ministers. In turn, this doctrine is based
on the minister's responsibility to Parliament for all aspects of the
government department’'s actions. Inherent in the deliberations of
departmental officials is the anticipation of parliamentary reaction, and the
actions of ministers and civil servants in negotiation with interest groups are

partly explained by their understanding that any policies formulated will
have to be processed or at least justified in Parliament. The anticipation of

accountability is thus integral to the decision making process of networks,

and network policies are formulated on the basis of representations from
wider interests.

Parliament is therefore part of a, “wider policy community or network”,
playing its part in setting the policy agenda, “focussing attention on specific
and detailed policy concerns, and feeding information and opinion into the
policy networks” (Rush, 1990a: 145). In particular, the select committee

system provides a specialist scrutinising role for MPs which is not available
in other parliamentary business .

The “new” (1979), reformed, select committees possess a rationale based
on the rise of policy community activity. As Walkland (1989: v) argues,
enthusiasm for reform was based on the recognition that the increase in
policy making by government negotiating with producer groups,
“diminished the role of Parliament as the importance of primary legislation
was reduced and the role of discretionary action enhanced”. This was
reinforced both by increasing party strength and the extension of the scale
and extent of governmental activity (Baines, 1989: 14). Thus, as Baines
(1989: 14) argues, the reforms were based on the need for MPs to, “become
better informed”, and thus be, “better placed to do their job of holding the
executive to account”, by scrutinising its activity outwith the confines of the
adversary system of government. The new select committees were based
on departmental arrangements, to provide “continuous and systematic”
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scrutiny, and replaced the existing, “patchwork of Select Committees which

had evolved piecemeal during the 1960s and 1970s” (Nixon and Nixon,
1983: 334, 331).

However, the question remains as to how effective such scrutinies can be.
No select committee could scrutinise every detail of its department’s policy
(Drewry, 1989a: 349), whilst it is not the forum through which legislation
passes (Rush, 1990a: 145). However, the power of the select committee
resides in its ability to hold ministers (and hence the department) directly to
account on any matter of departmental policy. As Giddings (1989: 373-6)
argues, having to give evidence, “concentrates the minds of witnesses”, and
this in itseif, “can result in a reappraisal of current attitudes or policies” (see
also Hennessy, 1990). This can have a greater deterrent effect than other
activities - if ministers or civil servants are aware that their behaviour can be
called into question at any time - because the weaknesses of decisions are
more likely to be exposed than if MPs relied on questions on the floor of the
House (1989: 374). Indeed, the scale of this pursuit of accountability is
recorded by Lock (1989: 327), who estimates that in the period of 1979-83,
total committee activity called for 1779 official appearances, 117 cabinet
and 113 other ministerial appearances, with approximately 100,000
questions asked, 5000 written submissions received and 12, 039 "man-
days” spent by civil servants per year on preparation. A similar picture
emerges even after the introduction of Executive Agencies, with the Liaison
Committee (HC 323 - 1) reporting in 1997 that no problems have emerged
in summoning the accounting officers of departments, Executive Agencies
or other public bodies by name, whilst in 1995 the agencies alone attracted
3691 written parliamentary questions and approximately 18,000 letters from

MPs to ministers and Agency Chief Executives (Judge, Hogwood and
McVicar, 1997: 109-114).

However, it may be easy to exaggerate the effects of select committees, and
committees do vary in effectiveness (see Drewry, 1989b: 426). This is
based on:
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(a) the extent to which unified reports can be produced over and above
adversarial concerns - this may also influence the choice of topic;

(b) the strength of party influence, through the Whip system, and the
governmental majority in the composition of committees (although see
Nixon and Nixon, 1983);

(c) the style of working, “calibre of membership” and motivation of that
committee;

(c) the amount of time for evidence as well as for subsequent debate in the
floor of the house - for example, the committees lose about six months at the
start of each session and, from 1979-85, only 5 of 275 reports debated on
the floor of the House (Madgewick and Woodhouse, 1995: 182);

(d) more general time and work constraints - whilst the Liaison Committee
(1997) argues that the value of select committee reports is that they are
Member-driven, being a committee member can be more work than a junior
minister's post, given constituency responsibilities and the lack of
administrative support (Nixon and Nixon, 1983: 338);

(e) the willingness of ministers and civil servants to cooperate and disclose
documents - e.g civil servants often hid behind the “Osmotherly rules”
(updated in 1997) of non-disclosure of advice given by civil servants.
However, a there is a recent (1997) trend towards the cessation of
Permanent Secretaries marking papers “not for NAO eyes” (Liaison
Committee, 1997);

(f) the timing of reports, the current government position on the issue under
investigation and the centrality of this issue to government policy. That is, if
a policy has been formulated and the government is committed to it, then

committee influence will be considerably weaker than if the committee is
innovatory in the scope of its investigation.

However, IMR also shapes the structure of government departments. As
Judge (1993: 144-5) argues, departments are hierarchically structured in,
“recognition of the constitutional preeminence of ministers”, and decision
making is centralised, “jn tall, narrow pyramidical hierarchies with all major
decisions funnelled upwards to the minister through his (sic) permanent

secretary”. The principle of IMR is so extensive that the Secretary of State is
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legally responsible for all decisions made within the department. The
actions of civil servants are made in, “the minister's name, not, as in the

case of other countries, in their own name but on behalf of the state”
(Madgewick and Woodhouse, 1995: 146).

The implications are most notable In the case of the Next Steps initiative.
This involves devolving managerial responsibility to chief ‘executives of
newly formed government agencies. Yet, as Judge (1993: 146) argues, the
major restraint upon this drive, “continues to be ministerial responsibility to
Parliament” for all aspects of his or her department. The autonomy of each
chief executive, and hence scope for decentralisation, is constrained by his
or her accountability to the minister and hence to Parliament. As chapter 6
shows, this problem was manifest in the NHS a decade before Next Steps,
when the DHSS failed to balance its drive towards decentralisation with the

requirement of the Secretary of State to be responsible for all aspects of the
NHS.

Collective Ministerial Responsibility
Collective Ministerial Responsibility (CMR) similarly shapes departmental

action since the “ethos” of the central state is, “conditioned by the
requirement for collective and coordinated action, stemming from the
requirement of parliamentary accountability” (Judge, 1993: -142-3).
Certainly, for the period under analysis,Questions of Procedure for Ministers
stated that decisions should be made collectively and advises ministers: (a)
that decisions reached in Cabinet or one of its committees is binding on all
members of government; (b) that ministers should maintain a “united front”
after such decisions have been reached; and (c) that ministers cannot
speak publicly for themselves and that their statements are consistent with

collective government policy (see Madgewick and Woodhouse, 1995: 122-
3).

So, interdepartmental consultation is “institutionalised in Whitehall’1 , and
coordinated by civil service communication, the cabinet office and

1 And the Scottish Office - see chapter 4.
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interdepartmental committees, which exist to reinforce the requirement of a
department to consult with all other affected departments on all major
initiatives. This “network of interdepartmental relations” is coordinated by
the Treasury and Cabinet Office, “which must clear any proposal requiring
funding and Cabinet approval” (Madgewick and Woodhouse, 1995: 138).

In turn, collective decision making is predicated upon the formal
requirement of the executive to answer collectively to Parliament. Policies
are coordinated in Cabinet and Cabinet committees with some degree of
anticipation of parliamentary scrutiny, and political expediency suggests
that a show of unanimity is necessary to avoid, “unnecessary political
embarrassment in the developing adversarial context of the House” (Judge,
1993: 141). Similarly, civil service negotiations with interest representatives
are based on the knowledge that the results must be compatible with other
departmental policies as well defendable, if necessary, by the minister in

Parliament. Thus, although Parliament may not be, “actively involved in any

policy discussions”, it impinges in these ways upon the actions of network
officials (Judge, 1990a: 31-2).

Both individual and collective ministerial responsibility are thus central to
the context and a wider understanding of the operations of government, and
derive, in turn, “from the requirement of parliamentary accountability”
(Judge, 1993: 143). The practical effects of such accountability are likely to
vary with levels of parliamentary attention, but the channels of
accountability are no less apparent in so-called “insulated” areas of policy.
For example, with regard to Executive Agencies, Judge, Hogwood and
McVicar (1997: 105) point out that even the smallest and least politically
contentious agencies remain accountable:

First, in that they are expected routinely to provide
information and, second in that ultimately their every action
can be subject to questioning and the need for
explanation, should MPs be so disposed.
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Therefore, the “depoliticisation’ of operational matters ... is limited in
practice by the overarching accountability of ministers to Parliament” (1997:
106). Further, at the other end of the scale, there is so much attention
focussed on agencies such as the Prison Service that it affects the agency’s

ability to operate, with a consequent management style resembling the
senior civil service “surrogates of ministers” approach (1997: 104). It is

worth re-examining the significance of parliamentary lobbying on this basis.

The Lobbying of Parliament Reconsidered
Few groups think of public policy as solely determined by networks. Rather,
groups act in the knowledge that support should be developed and
maintained within both Westminster and Whitehall. They operate a dual
strategy of, “simultaneously working with departments and maintaining
channels of communication with Parliament” (Judge, 1990a: 35). Indeed,
the Study of Parliament Group’s figures reflect: a general increase iIn
lobbying in all areas; the increase in independent MP actions; the
“development of more extensive means of parliamentary scrutiny”; and, the

perception that “government is less responsive to outside representations
than in the past” (HC 518-iii: 26).

Groups have become more organised and the extent of state activity has
increased. Additionally, many groups or organisations acting in political
arenas are concerned with the details of policy and, as Rush (1990Db: 6)
argues, “choosing a particular channel of influence in no way precludes the
use of others”. Indeed, groups only interested in details may find it useful to

seek parliamentary support if they fail to sustain that support within
government. However, it would be incorrect to assume that groups take the

parliamentary route solely because they are promotional and outsider, have
“failed” in Whitehall, or are naive in their operations. As Rush (1990a: 143-

4) argues, if this were the case, why would insider groups be more active in

virtually every form of parliamentary contact? Rather, insider and outsider
groups “hedge their bets”. They may be:

Well aware that ... government depén‘ments are generally
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far more important than Parliament in policy-making, but

that making use of a multiplicity of channels of influence

makes both tactical and strategic sense. (Rush et al, HC
518-iii, 1988: 28).

Parliamentary activity is often pre-legislative in that it plays a part in setting
the agenda, influencing government decisions in terms of anticipated
reactions, and directly affecting government policy by exercising pressure
and relaying information to government as part of the wider policy network.
Further, policy formulation does not end with legislation. As Hurd (1997: 2)
argues, because there is too much legislation drafted too quickly, its quality
is poor. Thus, a raft of amendments follow to correct mistakes and change
policy. Further, group links - often the source of information for changes -
are maintained throughout. Indeed, Brown (1996: 3) suggests that some
“catch-all’ bills mark the beginning of policy formulation since they
represent opportunities for amendments within the very broadly titled scope
of the bill. It is therefore worthwhile for insiders, as well as outsiders, to
maintain links with Parliament as well as government.

Second, as Norton (1990: 208) argues, whilst Parliament remains a
“reactive” body within the legislative cycle, “behavioural changes within the
House” in tandem with the increase in MP assistance by groups, “have
made it a relatively more vigorous body in reacting to government biils”.
Since 1970, MPs have exercised a relatively large degree of independence
in parliamentary activities, resulting mostly in amendments to government
bills and the occasional defeat. -However, its importance lies in
Parliament’s demonstration that it is not solely a forum for automatic assent
and legitimation. The “occasional willingness to say no to government” has
the effect of forcing governments to take, “more heed of likely parliamentary
reaction when formulating measures”, and hence makes it, “more attractive
to groups” (Norton, 1990: 179). Certainly, the 1997 Labour government'’s
aim of negotiating with MPs to ensure their agreement is significant, and its
breach in instances such as social security reforms demonstrated the scope
of alternative action for groups.
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Third, select committees are “obvious targets” for group activity if seen as a
channel of influence, and, because they call for personal and written

evidence, they provide, “clearly defined opportunities for pressure groups to
put their point of view” (Rush, 1990c: 137).

Finally, the rise in group activity in Parliament can be explained by the
perception that government is less responsive to outside interests. There
are a great number of cases (see chapter 6), in which negotiations between
groups and government have broken down, as the Thatcher government

attempted to impose policy on networks (Judge, 1993; Marsh and Rhodes,
1992; Richardson, 1990). In turn, this has led to formulation network

insiders to concentrate their political activities in wider political arenas -

namely, the public/ media arena and the parliamentary arena. Thus, in pan,
parliamentary networks replace their formulation counterparts (see below).

Discussion of this effect in the areas of industry, pharmaceuticals,
privatisation, water policy, agriculture, health and education allows Judge
(1993: 131) to argue that any one sector's policies may be processed,
“variously in either policy communities, or issue networks, or even in
Parliament itself’. Because policy communities change or even. break
down, the issue itself becomes politicised and hence Parliament has
greater scope for influencing policy. Issues are then considered:

Sometimes simultaneously, sometimes serially or
sometimes sequentially - in these different arenas of

interconnected ‘episodes’ of policy development (1993:
131).

However, the formulation of policy in other arenas should not be considered
as a unique consequence of Thatcherism. As Rush (1990b: 7-8) argues,
policies vary in their origin, formulation and implementation, and the policy
process cannot be reduced to a simple unidirectional model. Further, most
arguments on the insignificance of Parliament can be criticised on the
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grounds that they rely on this conception of a linear policy process.
Parliament is considered insignificant because it stands at the end of the
line. When it comes to considering legislation, the policy is already a “draft
Act”, relatively insulated from amendment because it reflects a

prenegotiated deal between groups and government. Such an argument is

undermined if it ignores the fact that Parliament can act at each stage of the
policy process (see chapters 6 and 7).

Further, such arguments point to the usurping of parliamentary scrutiny

functions by policy communities, suggesting that groups and government
have robbed Parliament of its traditional function. As Judge (1993: 110)

argues, this is to ignore the initial pluralist literature on group government
relations, which stresses the requirement of a representative institution to
legitimate legislation, as well as the “satisfactory balance” which has
developed between the executive and the legislature. In particular, Stewart
(1958) argued that the balance was maintained because consultation
mainly took place before bills were presented to Parliament. This was
necessary. first, so that consultation could be processed in an
administrative system capable of formulating such a wide variety of
demands, and therefore that Parliament would not be presented with
“unworkable bills” (Stewart, 1958 in Judge, 1993: 111); and, second,
because the legislature could not act merely as a “vehicle for organised

group demands’, as this impinged on its wider representative role (Truman,
1951 in Judge, 1993: 108).

So, a system developed in which Parliament would, after consideration,
legitimate the outcomes of detailed consultations between groups and
government. There is no question, then, that the executive would be
“insulated” to wider parliamentary concerns, because of the requirement for
legitimation and because the functions and powers of the executive derive

from Parliament’s devolution of responsibility. In any case, this is not to say
that Parliament would never become involved in the details of policy at such

early stages, and in the past 20 years or so it has.
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Parliament and the Network-Actor Approach
Given this discussion, what is the role of Parliament in explanations of

network activity? This may vary across countries, policy areas, and time.
Therefore, for any study of policy networks to have implications beyond its
own national scope, it must situate the actions of networks within a wider
political arena (Atkinson and Coleman, 1992; Judge, 1993; Pross, 1994;
Wright, 1988). Further, even within Britain, policy sectors and subsectors

require disaggregation, based on the perceived ability of Parliament to
“hold the executive to account” (based on its past practices and reputation

in specialist areas), the requirement of primary legislation, and the strength
of the government’s position (and majority).

It is likely that some sub-sectors may be so specialised and depoliticised
that they are subject to no scrutiny, whilst others are continually monitored.
As Judge, Hogwood and McVicar (1997: 96) argue, “issues of relative
visibility and accountability” arise not only in departments and Executive
Agencies, but also, “in the full range of bodies used by government to
deliver policy”. For example, in terms of Executive Agencies, whilst the
Prison Service attracted 613 written parliamentary questions in 1995, more
than two-thirds of existing agencies attracted less than 25, with half of those
attracting less than ten (1997: 99). Further, even in relatively visible areas
such as health care, the ability to politicise areas is restricted by time, the
government’s ability to set the political agenda, and the resources of
Parliament and affected groups. Therefore, many subsectors within this
policy area may operate in relative insulation from Parliamentary activity for
long periods of time. In other words, successful parliamentary
specialisation on one topic is offset by its consequent inattention to other
areas. Therefore, as Judge (1990b) argues, “what needs to be examined is
the activity of Parliament in specific policy areas”, in specific time periods, in
the absence of a standard policy style.

Nevertheless, it is possible to draw some broad conclusions on the
relationship between Parliament and policy networks. Parliamentary effects
on formulation networks are incorporated in three interrelated ways. First,
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the anticipation element is manifest if the relevant MPs are considered a
part of the wider policy network, providing information and advice to the
executive on parliamentary and implementational matters. Second, most
ministerial activity and some interest group activity in Parliament can be
considered as a reflection of network action to attempt to explain and
defend network policies. Examples of this network action are statements of
policy by ministerial heads, as well as activity in which, as Judge (1990a:
35) argues (quoting Pross), groups act in agreement with state agencies to
explain, defend and promote network policies. Third, it is possible to
discern a parliamentary network-actor within the wider parliamentary arena;
an actor whose importance is most notably highlighted - as in chapter 4 - by

the displacement rather than rejection of consultation or network
procedures. |

Parliament and Wider Policy Networks
Most MPs specialise to some extent and Dod’s Parliamentary Companion

shows that MPs generally specialise in a handful of areas. However, as
Judge (1981: 8) argues, whilst specialisation may be a necessary
consequence of the increased scope of government, pressures exist to
constrain the degree of specialisation which takes place. It is against the
interests of ministers for MPs to specialise, since they themseives are
generalists. IMR frustrates specialisation within departments and a
necessarily hierarchical systems exists which requires a generalist
approach. Similarly, elite civil servants, to coordinate such activity, must be
generalists, and act as “quasi-politicians”, or “instruments of control within
departments” (Judge, 1981: 21). It is thus, “politically expedient to
perpetuate generalist norms” in the House, because backbench
specialisation would undermine ministerial authority which is based on a
hierarchical position rather than knowledge (1981: 21) and action geared
towards the attainment of executive office may ensure some backbench
conformity. More importantly, the process of representation itself
undermines specialisation. The organisational imperative to specialise
conflicts with the need to be responsive to lay opinion over a wide variety of
subjects. As Judge (1981: 25) argues:
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The importance of knowledge, expertise and
specialisation, on the one hand, does not fit entirely easily
in a legislature with that of reflecting, on the other, the often
non-specific views and prejudices of the electorate.

Thus, it is no surprise then to find conflicting evidence on the extent of
specialisation in the House. As Judge states, on the basis of a quantitative
analysis of written records of parliamentary proceedings, subject
specialisation is relatively low. However, on the basis of a questionnaire of
MPs, the picture is different, with nearly 50% responding that they
concentrated on 3 or fewer subjects, whilst 85% concentrated on 5 or fewer
(Judge, 1981: 97). This effect is subject to interpretation, with one MP
suggesting that interested is being confused with specialised in the
questionnaire, whilst Judge (1981: 121) argues that it is more likely that
MPs are unconsciously exaggerating their own degree of specialisation.

In the case of health, about 100 MPs, from 1979-1997 at least, rate this as
their main interest (Dod’s Parliamentary Companion ), and presumably then
spend a large proportion of their time in consuitation with affected interests,
in debate on health matters, and in tabling questions to the Secretary of
State for Health and other health ministers on all aspects of health policy.
This, then, mainly constitutes the “wider policy community” as described by
Rush (1990a) or, as parnt of an issue network surrounding the formulation
network-actor. However, contrary to the positions of Marsh and Rhodes,
Laffin (1986: 2) argues that, “politicians with a special interest in the policy
area” could be considered part of a policy network, and this seems logical
since arguments about the insularity of networks from MPs depends on the
untenable argument that Parliament merely legitimises policy at the end of
the line. However, if an MP represented a particular group, or group of
MPs, and the cooperation of that group was necessary to ensure the
implementation or passage of policy, negotiation would be necessary to
ensure this cooperation, and so the MP would constitute part of the decision
making process. Chapters 6 and 7 provide such examples, but even
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without recourse to evidence, why assume that only groups are consulted?
Since MPS often have the resources - such as membership compliance or
consent, credibility or implementation guarantees discussed by Maloney et

al (1994:36) - attributed to groups, then it may be inappropriate to assume
the primacy of insider groups in such discussions.

Parliamentary Network-Actors
The above discussion refers to general parliamentary activity as a wider

policy network. This is distinguished from discussions of network-actors,
since such general parliamentary activity is too loose or complex to attach a
decision making centre as identified in previous chapters. That is, the
identification of the means involved to formulate and act on decisions would
be difficult to demonstrate when analysing such uncoordinated activity.
However, the situation is different with select committees. The scope for
specialisation and relatively detailed scrutiny of departmental policies
means that select committees are central to the pursuit of accountability.
Further, select committees can act in a pre-legislative, rather than reactive,
manner and much activity is concerned with drawing attention to specific
areas of policy with the intention of spurring on future government activity,
and setting the agenda for future policy formulation (see chapter 6).

In addition, it is possible to discern a decision making process which is
similar to that described in chapters 2 and 4 on formulation and
implementation networks. Select committees have an explicit formulation
and decision making process which is unique in its simplicity. Each
committee has a maximum of 11 members (with a quorum of 3) who call
individuals and organisations to provide evidence, study departmental
policy, deliberate on the basis of that evidence, then provide a detailed
written report. Compared with the other tdentified networks, this is a
relatively straightforward and simple process, with a much clearer output
(see chapter 5). Select committee activity therefore seems well suited to
integration within the network-actor approach. However, further discussion
is required to demonstrate parliamentary network activity, rather than
merely select committee action.
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First, each select committee has a recognisable “clientele”. This is likely to
be similar to the clientele associated with their respective formulation

network counterparts. Further, select committees maintain, “extensive
circulation lists for distributing information about their activities, including
pending inquiries and calls for evidence” (Rush, 1990c: 142).

Second, just as the existence of network, as opposed to state agency,
action is based on the blurred boundaries between government and
interest groups, select committees are often so dependent on the specialist

information and advice provided by groups, that the groups themselves are
partially responsible for the outcomes of committee deliberations. There is

and exchange based relationship which ties MPs and groups (Jordan and
Richardson, 1987b). Yet this does not undermine the former as Jordan and
Richardson suggest since the latter depends on them for access. Further,
one can disaggregate this clientele into insider and outsider, or perhaps
core insider versus peripheral insider and outsider groups, based on
whether the group was invited to give evidence directly as opposed to
merely submitting written evidence (which anyone can do). As a result, one
can argue that those core insiders, invited to give (formal and informal)

evidence and advice, are central to the decision making process found
within committee networks.

A third similarity to formulation networks is found in the operations of select
committee staff. As Rush (1990c¢: 142) argues:

Just as some groups have links with committee members ...
so links between committee staffs and, to a lesser extent,
the specialist advisers of committees has developed.

A select committee has a range of staff to facilitate the provision of evidence
and formulation of reports. The most important is the clerk, who usually
serves five years under a particular committee and becomes, “familiar with
most aspects of the policy areas within the committee’s remit” (1990c).
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Thus, as Rush (1990b: 142) argues, s/he and other committee staff:

Become known to group spokesmen (sic) and in many
cases perform a valuable liaison role for their committee ...
the clerks’ knowledge of their ‘clientele’ is invaluable to the
committees, especially in deciding who can most usefully
give evidence, especially oral, for each inquiry.

The time available for hearing evidence, as well as reading submitted
evidence is heavily restricted. Therefore, the gatekeeping capacity of the
committee staff should not be underestimated, and is comparable with that
of the governmental civil service. Other analogies are also discernible. The
clerk acts as the official voice of the committee in day-to-day dealings with
groups, as well as a, “permanent presence for the Committee thereby
ensuring continuity over different enquiries even though changes in
membership may occur” (Nixon and Nixon, 1983: 342). The clerk and the
specialist adviser are also jointly responsible for drafting questions ana
briefing reports, analysing the written evidence in detail, and drafting the

chair's report. This is especially the case when in session with ministers.
And, as Nixon and Nixon (1983: 344) argue, this reliance upon committee

staff is, “essential if Committee reports and recommendations are to
command credibility and are to make some impact”.

A prime example of this process is the (then) Social Services Committee’s
analysis of AIDS and its subsequent conclusions which reinforced the
existing consensus surrounding AIDS at this time. As discussed more fully
in chapter 6, one can trace some parliamentary and governmental
consistency in this regard to the similarity of clientele, as well as
background of advisers. The advisers to the committee were doctors, the
witnesses were chosen as a result of negotiations between the MPs on the
committee, the advisors and the clerks, and the clerks drafted the report.
Therefore, whilst the activities of the MPs themselves should not be
discounted, the agenda and emphasis of the report was significantly
influenced by a process parallel to that activity by advisors, clerks and the
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clientele involved.

Therefore, it is possible to discern, or assert the existence of, a network
actor within the parliamentary arena. This network has a clear decision
making process, headed by a group of MPs, whose deliberations are
facilitated by specialist advice provided by groups, which are mediated by a
specialist body of committee staff. As suggested by the term network-actor
there is a fusion of action and responsibility which is not easily
disaggregated and hence such level of abstraction may be appropriate,
especially to compare with network actors in other areas. Other
comparisons with formulation and implementation networks are considered
in chapter 5, and it is sufficient at this point to argue that, as the case studies
in chapter 6 demonstrate, this actor is important not only in examination of
the “reactionary” activities of Parliament, but also in the pre-legislative
activities of Parliament. Netwotk action within the parliamentary arena not

only affects policy, but affects the context within which other networks
operate.

Conclusion
Most early policy network accounts ignore parliamentary activity which is
pré-legislative and part of the “wider policy network”, reflecting its centrality
in the process of representation and legitimation of governmental outputs.
The exercise of public power based on group-government consultation
depends on the delegation of authority from representative institutions. To
ensure the legitimation of executive policies made within policy
communities, the executive must follow a set of rules or conventions outwith
the policy community arena and the deliberations and actions of networks
thus reflect an anticipation of parliamentary reaction as policy is processed
and scrutinised within the parliamentary arena. Accountability shapes the
actions within, as well as structures of departments since group-government
negotiations are made in the knowledge that resultant decisions will have to
be justified by the minister in Parliament. Further, this requirement of the
minister alone to account for the actions of the deparment means that the
department is hierarchically structured, with each decision ultimately
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answering to the minister, and civil servants “upward looking” in approach.

Similarly, the formal position of Executive Agencies is still that the Minister
is accountable through Parliament.

Such considerations justify concentration on the rise of parliamentary
lobbying, reflecting the dual strategy of most groups, assertive behavioural
changes in the House, the perception of closed government as a
consequence of the Thatcher style, and the increased effectiveness of
accountability procedures. This is best demonstrated in consideration of
the extension of the network-actor approach to select committees.
Parliamentary network actors act in similar ways to their formulation
counterparts with MP deliberations facilitated by clerks, specialist advisors
and the evidence submitted by groups. Further, their deliberations may be
pre-legislative in nature, often spurring governments to redress policy
stances or at least take their reports into account when formulating policy.
Of course it would be unrealistic to suggest that this was always the case.
However, the point of the discussion is that it is contributing to the
development of a number of hypotheses involving policy networks viewed
within a more dynamic framework, outlined in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 4
IMPLEMENTATION NETWORKS
Introduction
Few policy networks accounts adequately explore implementation because

most conflate policy formulation and implementation issues. However, the
displacement of consultation and negotiation from formulation to
implementation networks necessitates the distinction. The rejection of
negotiation at ministerial levels does not preclude the existence of
consultation between groups and civil servants at more specialised levels
before and after the formulation of policy. The policy formulation/
implementation-network distinction, then, highlights the importance of
consultation and negotiation atter the formulation of policy. Internalised
policy making is likely to lack the necessary detail to be directly
implemented, and so the negotiation process at the implementation stage in
many ways resembles traditional conceptions of policy networks.

However, implementation policy networks are clearly distinguishable from
their formulation counterparts. Even if they contain similar memberships, in
all likelihood the roles of each actor will change and the balance of power
may tilt in favour of the implementers or local level actors as a particular
policy passes from national to devolved levels of government. Therefore, a
“‘top-down” approach may be inappropriate because the main shaping of
policy at this stage may come from implementation networks which are not
dominated by central government departments. Rather, explanation would
require the examination of the characteristics and actions of these devolved

networks. So, there is clear scope for the study of national, regional, district
and unit levels of policy implementation networks.

This chapter has 3 aims. First, to extend discussions of networks to the
implementation arena. Marsh and Rhodes explicitly address the
relationship between the top-down approach and networks, whilst the
network-actor approach examines the usefulness of a bottom-up emphasis.
Second, to define the parameters and types of implementation networks as
a framework for subsequent case studies. Finally, to discuss the utility of
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implementation network case studies in the examination of issues such as

sector/ subsector, the levels and types of consultation, and boundaries of
network action.

The Top Down Approach to Networks:

Implementing Thatcherite Policies
The conditions for successful implementation from the top down are well

covered in the existing literature (Hogwood and Gunn, 1984; Pressman and
Wildavsky, 1984; Sabatier, 1986). This chapter focusses on the links
between this approach and policy networks analysis. The best example is
Marsh and Rhodes (1992) which draws on a body of case studies to argue
that the literature on Thatcherism tends to overestimate the Thatcher effect
because it concentrates on policy formulation. To demonstrate, they rightly
use the top-down method of evaluation, since: (a) a systematic evaluation
across most policy sectors requires a relatively high degree of aggregation;

and, (b) as Marsh and Rhodes (1992: 8) argue, “the Conservative
Government of the 1980s adopted the same model’. The government

operated within a model of policy making in which they sought to set the
policy agenda and formulate policy quickly, unencumbered by interest
groups; pass legislation in Parliament without amendment; and control the
implementation process. Thatcher was, “determined not to waste time on
internal arguments over policy”, and so rather than consult, the aim was to
force through policy, irrespective of the levels of opposition. Legislation
was to be “pushed through with limited consultation before, during and after
its passage”, reflecting Thatcher's political style, to operate a “conviction
government” and construct an image of governing competence (1992: 8).

Nevertheless Marsh and Rhodes (1992b: 9) argue that, however much a
government tries to force policy implementation, most policies do fail to
some extent. Further, this failure was more acute because, although the
Thatcher government operated within a top down model, they chose to
ignore the managerial conditions for successful implementation inherent in
this approach. Analysis of these conditions, and the ways in which
Thatcherite policies failed to meet these conditions, thus allows for
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explanations of the relative “failure” of Thatcherite policies. One example of
each, (as provided by Marsh and Rhodes) demonstrates the usefulness of
this approach (although a combination of factors aids such explanations).

The following policies were relatively unsuccessful because the fulfilment of
the following objectives was not obtained:

(1) That there is an understanding of, and agreement on, clear and
consistent objectives - Privatisation suffered because political objectives
clashed with economic/ ideological objectives. The government’s policy
objective was to transfer public companies into the private sector. However,
to ensure management cooperation, competition and efficiency suffered.
This contrasts with housing policy, which was relatively successful because
it contained clear and consistent objectives. |

(2) That a valid/ adequate causal theory exists, in which the relationship
between cause and effect is direct (i.e. that the policy will work as intended
when implemented) - Economic policy suffered due to the wrong
information on cause and effect. The link between inflation and the money
supply, which formed the basis of monetarist policy, was suspect.

(3) That subsequent tasks are fully specified and communicated (in correct
sequence) to a team of skilful and compliant officials - In local government,
the instruments to implement control over local budgets were not available.
(4) That the required time and resources are available, and fully committed,
to the relevant programme - With industrial relations, the government could
only provide the legislative framework. Managers often chose not to take
advantage of the legislation.

(5) That dependency relationships are minimal and support from interest
groups is maintained - the paradox of governing competence is discussed
below.

(6) That external, or socioeconomic, conditions do not significantly
constrain, or undermine, the process - In social security, benefit expenditure
cuts were undermined by rising unemployment.. However, increasing
unemploymen