block in the policy process and this area of research still attracted the attention of policy

researchers (DeLeon and DeLeon, 2002).

Public policy is a well-studied field; numerous studies have been undertaken in the area of
policy implementation (Ryan, 1995, Ryan, 1996, Saetren, 2005, Hill and Hupe, 2002) and
these studies have encompassed research from several differing perspectives. However, as
noted earlier in this chapter, the focus of most research has been to determine factors within
the implementation process that have assisted or hindered the policy makers in

accomplishing their intended outcomes.

The role of bureaucrats in policy implementation

The ability of bureaucrats to assist or impede policy implementation has also been
recognised (Hill, 1997, Lane, 1990, Dye, 2004, Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989, Lipsky,
1980, Winter, 1990, Stewart, 1999, Hill, 2004, Hill and Hupe, 2002, Sabatier, 2007, Younis,
1990). Bureaucrats may also influence policy by their association with policy networks
(Davis et al., 1993, Sabatier and Weible, 2007). However, research that has been conducted
into the role of bureaucrats has commonly focussed on evaluating their impact on the
effective implementation of policy, and understanding the impact of their actions within the
broader stakeholder groups or actor networks (Wallace and Wallace, 2008) that act to

achieve certain policy outcomes or promote policy ideas (Zahariadis, 2007).

Less research has been conducted into the role of policy specialists, and the ways in which
they create their own policy networks within the public sector in order to promote new
policies or implement policies more effectively. Research that has been undertaken in this
area includes both empirical accounts of policy workers (for example: Page and Jenkins,
2005), examination of the context in which policy work occurs (for example: Gill and
Colebatch, 2006) and examination factors that shape the influence of policy workers (for
example: Hoch, 1994). This latter work in this area carried out by Hoch is based on
empirical studies to determine how the actions of individual planners shape planning policy
in the United States, and the factors that make them effective. Notably, Hoch (1994) found
that planners can be, but are not always, highly influential both in shaping decisions and in

being drivers for new policy.

The role of implementation processes in policy creation
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(Interview 15) noted that technical policy specialists may, on occasion, even pursue personal

or professional objectives that are not a priority for government.

One interviewee noted that “these ideals are generally established while training as an
undergraduate student in the university they attended” (Interview 19). This interviewee
further noted that the ideals of some agencies may even reflect those espoused by a
particular university at which many of the senior staff had trained, rather than the more
general ideals espoused within the wider profession. However, agency heads and senior
managers tended to adopt a more pragmatic position; most suggesting that there was often a

need to balance professional opinions with “political reality” (Interviews 15 & 20).

Some interviewees suggested that senior technical staff sometimes chose how to present a
range of different options to their superiors, or to present only those options that favoured
their preferred outcome. Their role enabled them to influence decisions by choosing to
present options that were consistent with their professional opinion or ideals in a positive
light, while highlighting the negative aspects of other options (Interviews 22 & 24). As one
interviewee (Interview 34) pointed out, officers could also choose to align their (preferred)

proposals more closely with political priorities to ensure a more favourable response:

With some policies, you are really ‘banging your head against a brick wall’. If politically,
it’s unlikely to succeed, it can be very difficult. On the other side of it...if it’s aligned with the

thinking of government, it’s so much easier to do. (Interview 34)

Another interviewee (Interview 15) pointed out that technical officers with strong
preferences may pursue agendas; and these can cause problems for agency heads. Technical
policy specialists who act in this manner are seen at executive levels to be promoting their

own personal, rather than the agencies or government’s agenda:

I know that there have been instances or examples where you can have officers with
particular ‘hobby horses’ or interests that will drive a policy agenda almost regardless of

whether the Government, Department or the Commission is interested in it. (Interview 15)

Similar experiences were also described by Hoch (1994) and O’Leary (2006), both of whom
described the use of “guerrilla” strategies to describe the activities of those employees
seeking to achieve their own policy outcomes while working within government agencies.

O’Leary (2006:6) asserts “that guerrilla government happens all the time in the everyday,
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Diagram 3. Links between WAPC — Department of Planning and other State Agencies
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Diagram 4. Internal Relationships between policy workers in the Department of Planning
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