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Figure 5.0 illustrates the Australian policy cycle, which suggests that the policy process can 
be broken down into various activities or elements. The activities/elements of the policy 
process will now be discussed in turn. 

Identification of issues 
There is a constant competition between interest groups and parties, parliament and media, 
departments and private companies to gain the interest of the government. The policy 
agenda involves the narrowing of this raft of possible policy problems identified by the 
different players down to those few that are significant enough to command the resources of 
the government. As pointed out by Anderson (1994),  

“…each problem must compete for official attention because of 
limited time and resources. The demands that policy makers 
choose or feel compelled to act on at a given time, or at least 
appear to be acting on, constitute the policy agenda…”.  

Figure 6.0 illustrates the process of how possible policy problems attracts the attention of the 
government and becomes part of the policy agenda. As shown in the diagram, the policy 
agenda is subject to influence from a mix of influential political, economic and bureaucratic 
elites.  

For an issue or problem to make it to the policy agenda, Bridgman and Davis (2004) identify 
four conditions that need to be met to include: 

 An agreement from a coalition of voices of significant interests and individuals from 
within and outside government agree that a problem is significant enough to require 
authoritative response  

 The problem offers a prospect of a solution where resolution does not seem 
impossible 

 The problem needs to be one that the government considers to be of sufficient 
consequence to invest time and investment  

 The ideological framework of the governing party may influence whether or not a 
problem will be addressed  

 
Figure 6.0 The agenda-setting process 

The agenda-setting process is not without its problems. As indicated in Figure 6.0, the 
problems that gets into the policy agenda debate and further demands the attention of the 
government are subjected to the both political and policy elite influence. Therefore the 
problems that make it to the agenda debate can very well be biased and of relevance or 
significance only a select group of individuals. There is thus the issue of not knowing if 
problems being addressed by the government are indeed the most significant public 
problems. 
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Policy analysis 
After the identification of issues, decisions need to be made in relation to the appropriate 
approach, relevant time and resources to be spent in addressing the issues. Policy analysis 
is different from decision making in that it is carried out by staff with detailed policy 
knowledge for the provision of data and advice for decision makers. Policy analysis assists 
the appreciation of costs and benefits associated with a range of approaches to policy 
problems. The key aim of policy analysis is to frame an issue in terms that make it intelligible 
to others and open to the analytic tools available to policy professionals. To deal with 
ambiguous / conflicting objectives analysts typically produce a range of options for decision 
makers, each with its own configuration of problem definition, policy objective and proposed 
solution. There are two main approaches to policy analysis: 

 Rational comprehensive model 

 Incremental approach 

The rational model follows a logical and ordered sequence and is illustrated in figure 7.0 
below. 

 
Figure 7.0 The rational comprehensive model 

The rational comprehensive model is based upon the assumption that policy problems are 
clear and that the policy process is one that is sequential and hierarchical as opposed to the 
complex process in real world environments. However, the rational approach is a useful 
sequence that at least forces policy makers to work systematically and provide some 
justification for favoured options (Bridgman and Davis, 2004). 

The incremental approach began as a critique of the rational comprehensive model through 
observations in real world environments that ends and means in the policy process are rarely 
clear. It is based upon the premise that each new problem is not addressed by starting from 
first principles in that policy proceeds through small experiments or pilot programs. The 
incremental approach views the policy process as one that develops and grows whereby 
knowledge and information related to a policy area are built up with matching programs. As 
such, programs/policies/initiatives are implemented in a piece-meal fashion.   

Consultation 
Consultation is the government’s main tool for testing options to policy problems. 
Consultation assists in government’s decision making process and takes place throughout 
the policy cycle. A consultative process in policy development may help to develop solutions 
that better reflect the realities of problems and the competing interests of those involved 
(Bridgman and Davis, 2004).   

There is continual pressure on governments to consult about public policy. The OECD 
suggests that governments use consultation for one or more of the following objectives 
(OECD, 1994: 6-9): 

 supporting democratic values 
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 building consensus and political support 

 improving regulatory quality through information collection 

 reducing regulatory costs on enterprises, citizens and administrations 

 quickening responsiveness 

 carrying out strategic agendas 

Public involvement in the public policy process can be placed on a continuum whereby public 
participation ranges from high to low. This is illustrated in figure 8.0 below.  

 

 

 
Figure 8.0 Consultation continuum 

At the lower end of the spectrum of minimum participation is information, which involves a 
one-way process of the government educating or informing the public about policy decisions 
and objectives (for eg. public information/advertising campaigns, surveys, focus groups). 
Consultation involves the government seeking input from individuals and groups in relation to 
a policy decision with the aim of enhancing acceptability through a greater understanding of 
the interests of those likely to be affected by the decision or outcome (for eg. key contacts, 
public hearings, interest group meetings, circulation of proposals). Partnership allows the 
public a degree of control over policy content whereby the public work in cooperation with 
decision makers to influence the policy process (for eg. advisory boards/committees, policy). 
Delegation hands over control of the policy agenda to an outside group (for eg. public 
inquiries, impact assessment studies). Control – (for eg. referenda, privatisation).  

Coordination 
Coordination in the policy process involves the process of ensuring the highest level of 
consistency across different activities and issues including policies and decisions, behaviour 
by officials, equal treatment of citizens and adherence to due process and official 
procedures. The coordination process is, however, a highly complex one as it seeks to 
achieve compatibility across multiple and sometimes conflicting goals. Different government 
departments and agencies have individual specialisation and focus alongside their own 
mission, culture and resources. Therefore the government is somewhat divided into different 
programs, often with contradictory rules and processes. The role of central agencies is to 
provide a balance to this fragmentation to achieve a ‘whole of government’ consistency 
across the different departments/agencies.  

Implementation and Policy instruments 
Governments utilise a wide variety of policy instruments to implement policies, ranging from 
those that are very broad to those highly specific. Policy instruments are methods or ways 
used by governments to achieve goals and objectives whereby policy instruments are 
government’s means to an end. Governments can achieve objectives through various ways 
depending on the choice of policy instrument utilised. Often the outcomes of a particular 
piece of policy, program or initiative may differ from the intended outcome (Palfrey et al, 
1992). Therefore knowledge and understanding about the range of policy instruments 
available is central to achieving policy objectives as the selection of a policy instrument may 
impact upon the success or failure of policies. As Bridgman and Davis (2004) note,  

“Great policy ideas are of little use without appropriate means” 

Bridgman (2004) drawing on Hood (1983) states that there are four common types of policy 
instrument used in Australia, which include those that are: 

 advocacy-oriented: educating or persuading, using information available to 
government. Advocacy instruments are those based upon persuasion whereby 
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governments attempt to achieve their goals through the provision of educational 
information to influence people’s behaviour. This form of policy instrument is the 
government’s way of achieving objectives without having to resort to force. 

 money-oriented: using spending and taxing powers to shape activity beyond 
government. Money-oriented instruments involve the attaching of rewards and/or 
costs to influence behaviour of individuals and organisations. 

 action-oriented: delivering services through government agencies 

 force-oriented: legislation, regulation and official authority. Force-oriented instruments 
are those that are based on legislation whereby laws are enforced and are impose 
specific and unique obligations on individuals. 

Evaluation 
Interest in evaluating the policy process is fairly recent and therefore not yet systematic 
(Bridgman 2004). The Australian National Audit Office (1999: Part Two, 1-2) defines program 
evaluation as “the systematic and objective assessment of a government program, or parts 
of a program, to assist the government and other decisions makers” to:  

 assess the appropriateness of a program in light of current circumstances,  

 test its effectiveness in achieving the stated objectives, and  

 evaluate its efficiency by determining if there are other ways of achieving the stated 
objectives.  

Policy evaluation is ultimately aimed at increasing the rationality of the policy process (Weiss, 
1972). It has been argued that although the theoretical content involved in policy generation 
implies a highly rational approach, it is not necessarily the case in reality. In real world 
environments, policies may be derived from illogical prejudices and even ungrounded 
assumptions (Palfrey, 1992). “Policy making is a process of successive approximation to 
some desired objective in which what is desired itself continues to change under 
reconsideration” (Lindblom, 1959, p86). Therefore the process of evaluation is important to 
continually assess the appropriateness, effectiveness and efficiency of different policies and 
programs. There are 4 key types of evaluation (refer to Figure 8.0 below): 

 appropriateness: this type of evaluation assesses the extent to which a program is 
needed whereby the outcomes of the program are evaluated to determine for 
alignment with government priorities  

 efficiency: this type of evaluation measures the extent to which the resources used 
to deliver the policy (inputs) are used to achieve its purpose.  

 Effectiveness: this type of evaluation seeks justifications for the resources that are 
used to deliver the outcomes – it asks if the program is producing worthwhile 
outcomes. 

 meta-evaluations: this type of evaluation measures the success of the evaluation 
process itself. 
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Figure 9.0 The different evaluation types 

The selection of evaluation type is dependent upon the issue at hand whereby some 
programs require all four evaluation types while others only require specific focussed types.  

The main instrument for policy evaluation has been through a set of performance indicators 
(PI). PI’s offer qualified rather than absolute judgements.  

“When goals are stated as absolutes…anything less than 
complete success tends to be construed as failure. This reading 
masks the real accomplishments of many public policies” 
(Anderson, 1994, p266).  

Whilst the policy cycle suggests that there is scope for evaluation to take place at many 
points throughout the policy process, most evaluation work has focussed on the 
implementation stage. The process of evaluation is essential for existing programs to 
improve, however, have been identified to be a difficult task caused by numerous obstacles 
including (Bridgman 2004): 

 Uncertainty over policy goals/objectives 

 Difficulties in data acquisition 

 Resistance 

 Limited time perspective 

As a result, many existing public policies do not always undergo the process of evaluation to 
measure effectiveness, appropriateness or efficiency.  

5.4 Summary: Key barriers to policy implementation 
Most existing literature surrounding the field of public policy has focussed on the theory 
related to the policy process. However, less research has been performed to determine the 
factors that help or hinder the successful implementation of innovative programs and 
practices in real world environments (Wilkinson 1997). Most theoretical models of the policy 
process are largely based on the assumption that the organisations or government agencies 
responsible for implementing policies have simple machine-like characteristics in that their 
actions are rational and based on the logic of the organisation’s formal goals and that there 
are simplistic chains of cause and effect (Ryan 1996; Wilkinson 1997). There is a failure 
within these models to recognise that in actual practice, policy managers or officers within 
government agencies do not necessarily implement policies based on these strictly 
rationalised models nor for that matter is implementation of any policy in any organisation 
that simplistic. 



  

  27 

It has been identified that different implementation models demonstrate different strengths 
and weaknesses in different policy environments or settings (Beer 1990; Winter 1990; 
Hasenfeld 1991; Mazmanian 1998). This implies that policy processes are highly context-
specific in that the development and implementation of new programs and practices need to 
be suited to the characteristics of the specific market in question. There is no doubting the 
merits of generic implementation models developed by some major government agencies. 
However, that is not to say that such models can be readily applied to or utilised by other 
government agencies as different organisations or government agencies require 
‘organisational-specific’ implementation models. Furthermore, much of the management 
theory related to implementation of practice or policy and implementation models are 
generated from abstract general principles, which have not been tested or evaluated through 
empirical studies. 

The key barriers to the successful implementation of programs/practices in the real world 
environment that have been identified include (Ryan, 1996; Bridgman and Davis, 2004): 

 Conflicting objectives & directives (at different levels of government, different 
government agencies and between implementing actors) 

 Limited competence/lack of capacity 

 Insufficient resources (availability & allocation) 

 Incomplete specification 

Each of this will now be discussed in turn. 

Firstly, governments have their own objectives and these may be in conflict with other 
governments’, which could impact upon the successful implementation of policies. Policies 
developed by one level of government do not necessarily take into account the objectives of 
other levels. The same applies for agencies whereby implementation in real world 
environments can vary considerably across different implementing agencies and/or states. 
Different agencies have respective problems, which seek individual solutions that are specific 
to their problems. Empirical evidence has shown that some states or agencies do better than 
others in implementing the same program (Goggin 1987; Goggin 1990). Furthermore, 
agency administrators who implement policies typically receive instructions from a raft of 
individuals/groups including the cabinet, clients and governments, who each have their own 
objectives. This often leads to conflicting instructions given to the agencies responsible for 
implementation resulting in policies that do not achieve intended outcomes. 

Secondly, some policies fail because implementing agencies lack the necessary capacity, 
expertise or commitment to implement them. Consequently when political objectives do not 
match their capacity, agency administrators tend to ignore official instructions to pursue 
personal policy preferences.  

“…the objectives people have, the goals they seek to achieve, are 
a function not merely of their desirability but also of their feasibility. 
What we try to do depends to some degree on what we can do” 
(Wildavsky, 1987: 216).  

Thirdly, for a policy to be implemented carefully and thoroughly, it needs to be deemed high 
priority so as to ensure adequate incentives are provided to emphasize the significance of 
specific tasks. When policy objectives fail to be communicated accurately – inadequate 
resources (legal an institutional) are provided to enforce program objectives. The decision on 
which agency is responsible for implementing a policy can also impact upon its success 
whereby some government agencies are more suited to the implementation of specific 
policies whilst others less so, based upon their core professional workforce and outlook. 
Therefore, the poor selection of agency can lead to failure to achieve policy objectives. 
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Finally, government policy documents set out broad general principles that do not provide 
sufficient information to inform policy development and implementation in a specialised field. 
This can lead to unclear policy objectives and/or inadequate information for agencies that are 
responsible for implementing them. When policy objectives are vague, agencies undergo 
difficulties as they cannot be certain of what is intended resulting in the implementation of 
policies that do not necessarily pursue the intended objectives.  
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6. SUMMARY 
This report has examined the key barriers to environmental and economic sustainability 
within the respective sectors of C&D waste and PCC sectors and identified the relevance of 
supply chain management in improving the performance of the two sectors. More 
specifically, it has revealed the significant role the public sector client plays in achieving 
environmental and economic sustainability through supply chain management. It has also 
revealed major difficulties related to the successful implementation of public policy whereby 
there is a clear mismatch between policy and practice.  

Further to that, it has been identified that there is the need to test or evaluate public sector 
supply chain policy through empirical public sector case studies to gain a deeper 
understanding of the difficulties of policy implementation at the sector level. There is a need 
to analyse existing policies related to supply chain management that have already been 
implemented to evaluate their effectiveness, appropriateness and efficiency in achieving 
intended policy outcomes. 

The next report that follows will focus on an analysis of existing government policy 
documents related to supply chain management. Key themes that will be used for the 
analysis of existing government policy documents will be developed based upon the theory 
related to public policy that have been reviewed in this report. 
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