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Understanding what motivates people and what diiveis behaviour is
self-evidently central to policy making. If you drging to change human
society for the better then you are likely to hawene theory of what it is
that makes humans “tick”. Social science in itotleécal work also

looks to discover microfoundations: the individlgtel behaviour that
underlies social activity. In social science $kearch for
microfoundations rests on identifying individual#$ mechanisms which
bring about aggregate social outcomes. For pohakers
microfoundations play a role in shaping governatttc@ces because they
provide the rules of thumb which guide their wdfkr them they are the
starting point for thinking about what to do, winaight be effective and
what could be feasible.

We open our discussion with the proposition thatenstanding
motivations matters in the design of public sersid&'e argue that
microfoundations provide a conduit into that worlddeed
microfoundations -particularly those that assumeaveeself-interested
calculators- are deeply embedded in our thinkinguapublic service
design and policy but that there are potentialscast limitations in such
an approach.

Next we make a case for microfoundational pluratther than frugality
when it comes to policy-making and argue that algfothere are strong
social science foundations to thinking that indiats are self-seeking
these are powerfully matched by social sciencepeets/es that support
other microfoundational assumptions. There is glefsocial science
thinking that does not assume people are ratise#tinterested
calculators. Moreover those traditions that do hold microfoundational
assumption of rational, calculating selfishnessalavith a number of
caveats and for purposes of analytical grip ratih@n as a direct
reflection of empirical reality.

Third we identify a range of empirical evidencenfrthe social sciences
to show the mixed motivational map that does indggde human
behaviour. We need to recognise that we are bouydatibnal in our
decision-making and influenced by social norms modal
considerations because the evidence tells us we are



Fourth we argue that this insight is even more irtga for the future of
public services in the context of constrained resesiagainst need and
the emphasis on co-production. It may also be pbitance in
understanding what might drive provision by nortestctors in the third
sector or through community or employee coodsncouraging people
to co-produce public services calls for the devedept of policy designs
based on microfoundations which encompass the eampix of
cognitive, social and moral factors that drived bednaviour, while not
losing sight of the potential presence of instrutakself-interested
rationalities.

The final and fifth proposition explores the diffities of turning our new
and growing understanding of the cognitive, soaral moral
microfoundations of behaviour into effective toofssocial intervention.
There are good grounds for doubting both the stdégiitimacy and
capacity to use this more subtle mix of tools.

Proposition 1: Microfoundations-particularly those that assume we
are self-interested calculators - are deeply embedd in our thinking
about public service design and policy but there & costs and
limitations to such thinking.

Policy makers often design their interventionseftect a sense that
human beings are driven by an instrumental ratitynial which actors
use information efficiently and make predictable&akations to advance
their objectives. It is assumed that, if given arae, individuals will
pursue their own self interest. So, in designingligypolicy individual
and collective interests need to be aligned. Thpaese this familiar
perspective requires from the policy designer dgimstitutions to
establish the right incentives. Policy is consiedabn the basis that
individuals are self-interested but subject to rpalation through a
combination of incentives and constraints.

On such scaffolding much of the paraphernalia ofi@no public
administration is erected. Such thinking is in tunth influential social
engineering principles first offered by David Humedhe eighteenth
century and captured in the dictum ‘to design tagons for knaves’ by
offering material sanctions and incentives for gbetdaviour. The
approach is also supported by a long history dtarian thinking on the
design of institutions, constitutions and laws imah the influence of the
Benthamite tradition - to protect public institutedfrom exploitation by
sinister interests - has been great (Schofield6 200



The modern delivery of public services is imbuethveissumptions about
the instrumentality of service users and providiisas been given an
additional push in the last few decades by theaighe New Right
critique of the state and its lionization of markké incentives as a
means of designing public policy, something whikvell-illustrated by
the use of quasi-markets in welfare provision (lrar@, 1997). Market
style incentives-rewards for good performance- gi®a way of
channeling that self-serving motivation of bureatifor the public

good. Better information and more choice - agaianraping of market
principles - give consumers of public services Wwhow their own
interests the opportunity to pursue them. Strippeats core New
Labour’s microfoundational understanding of its jpubervice reform
programme was premised on a view that actors aomad, self-
interested and likely to respond in a predictalkdg to incentives and
constraints (Stoker, 2010, Hood, 2008). Targetsyimg and shaming and
performance measuring smack of the microfoundatimgaedients of
instrumental rationality. Choice and personal@atielebrate consumers’
ability to know their best interests and provida@ans of keeping self-
interested providers in check.

Designing systems that control providers in tlggtiand give
opportunities to consumers can appear intuitivehysgble, an exercise in
commonsense. But what if there is a defect in tleeafoundational
assumption that underlies these policy prescrip@idivhat if people are
not rational, selfish calculating machines?

We argue that for policy makers too narrow a famugertain
microfoundations has costs and limitations. Theesdangers in thinking
of people as always selfish, calculating machinekihg for short term
advantage. If people assume that you view theselfish calculators in
your design of policy instruments they may respiona self-fulfilling
prophecy by “gaming” the system.

Even if this point is conceded and we assumepgbaple are just broadly
self-interested rather than selfish there is a dangth overestimating
people’s calculating capacity. As a Cabinet Offigport (Dolan et al,
2010:8) puts it: ‘If we provide the carrots anatksi, alongside accurate
information, people will weigh up the revised camtsl benefits of their
actions and respond accordingly’. Unfortunatelyderce suggests that
people do not always respond in this “perfectlyorsl” way. By
narrowly focusing on people as self-interestedudators policy makers
may overlook other factors and motivations thatid¢auive their



behaviour. As Jones (2001: 194) argues ‘a majaorethat institutional
reforms fail to perform as well as expected is thetigners do not pay
enough attention to how the incentives they creatdter are likely to be
perceived by participants in the institution’.

Proposition 2: Plenty of social science thinking d&s not assume
people are rational, self-interested calculators. fiere are reasons why
some social scientists might seek to retain a namoand reductionist
understanding of human behaviour as a microfoundabn to aid their
model building but for policy makers to continue todo so would be a
serious mistake

For social scientists there is often a strong aeggurfor microfoundations
to be both parsimonious in expression and congistapplication. Thus
for much of modern economics or rational choicelards of political

science, international relations or sociology tddbtheir modeling on the
assumption that individuals are rationally caldaigt individualistic,

selfish and goal-seeking makes a lot of sense.n#tbles complex
situations to be explained but in a way that suigpoigorous, even
mathematical, expression of propositions. It aidse tempirical

investigation and testing of those propositionsuigh the clarity of the
logic and the predictive quality of many of theeqropositions.

Many economists and rational choice theorists lzaeepted
gualifications about their microfoundational asstions while seeking to
preserve their approach in general terms in the b challenges from
other social scientists (Hindmoor, 2010). Manylzeippy to concede that
people are not necessarily always selfish, noty@vgaeat at calculating
and not always consistent in the way they makesa®ts. They do retain
the assumption that in most situations peopleratead goal-seeking,
rational calculators and argue that you can gamg Way with that
assumption. In particular if you make such an aggiom you can
express your arguments using rigorous mathemdaoals of argument
that enhance the logic, specificity and clarityotir position prior to
empirical testing and so create the conditiongHerscientific advance of
understanding. Moreover they often introduce @ifjcation namely
that people are self-interested rather than sedfirchact according to the
information available to them using rules of thurather than explicit
and extended rational calculation. They may addthér caveat namely
that individuals might not experience their choiassselfish and
calculating but that it is useful to model theihbeiour as such because



they often behave as if they were following thades. People do not
think about following the laws of supply and demdmud invariably they
do. Finally rational choice modelers defend thacrofoundational
assumptions by arguing that it helps to identifyp@roally those
situations where people appear not to be folloviaiy self-interest and
explore what might be going on (Coyle, 2010).

Economists and rational choice social scientisteentaese qualifications
to defend their approach against the charge tiadlpeo not behave,
always and everywhere, as selfish and rationautatiars. Such
gualifications begin to provide a template for magalistic yet still
parsimonious social science models. So shouldyalakers also
proceed on this revised basis? We would acceptuidvbe a step in the
right direction but argue that it does not godaough in embracing a
fuller microfoundational plurality that would be neobeneficial for
policy makers. Sticking to a modified “ thin” ratiality assumption
might make sense for social scientists that seelevelop general models
of behaviour (based on parsimonious and simglifissumptions) but it
IS not appropriate for policy makers.

The weight of evidence, that people are not ratisaektinterested
calculating machines, cannot be set aside by pol@akers as easily as it
can by elements of social science. The differeatzeas to the nature of
the challenge faced by both groups. For sociahsei¢he main challenge
could be seen as to develop an approach that 4spmorous and
parsimonious theorizing matched by empirical testior the policy-
maker the goal in a democratic society is to ath ledfectively and
legitimately. This context often demands comprehlvensiterventions
that can reach the fullest range of human motinatend behavioural
quirks and a public statement of policy that issoeable and defendable
in terms of the respect it pays to service usedspaaviders. A rational
choice modeler could argue that for the purposd®pfvork she will
assume people are selfish calculators. Her job éxplain and if the
assumption helps to provide rigorous explanationigiht be used as a
justification. But given the demand on a governnteract effectively
other motivations and driving factors must come fiatcus if we can
show they are important to the way that real peop&e real decisions.
Moreover, given that there is a democratic dialogetsveen governors
and governed the legitimacy of decision-making dafsaa recognition
that on both sides something more than self caioulés possible.

The microfoundational assumption that we are raticalculating
machines cannot stand on its own as a rule of tHombolicy makers.



That is not to say that people never act in ais@dfested and calculating
manner but it is to argue that we may not do fésn as some of the
founding thinkers of social science assumed ooagef their modern
day followers in public choice economics or manageinschools
vehemently claim.

It can be further noted that a great number ofad@aientists have found
and still find that standing their work on narrogsamptions about
human instrumental rationality is unhelpful. An@ ttory does not start
with the emergence of behavioural economics owetast two decades,
it can be traced back at least in its direct alioceto public organizations
to the pioneering work of the Nobel-prize winningrHert Simon over
sixty years ago (Simon 1945/1997). His core argumas our limited
capacity for information-processing constantly getdhe way of us being
heroic rational decision-makers. The bounded ratipnmaxim is that
‘we have small brains and face big problems’. Tinssght now has the
backing of swathes of behavioural economics, cogngsychology and
neuroscience literature.

The fundamental human predicament is processimgntion,
understanding a situation and determining consespsegiven the limits
of our cognitive capacities and the complexitiethef world in which we
operate. Decision-making is conditioned by thadtrre of the human
mind and the organizational context in which peagerate. The
decision-maker rarely comprehensively perceivegth@ronment and
weighs up options against her preferences in théegoof incentives and
constraints and chooses the option that maximiesesetpreferences.
Decision-makers, as it were, have to deal both thighexternal
environment and their inner world, their cognitarehitecture. The inner
world helps them to focus on some things and igotiters and it is
driven by habits of thought, rules of thumb, and#aans. Rationality is
‘bounded’ by this framing role of the human mind.

A second point, strongly emphasised by Simon,as dletors gain their
purpose in this complex world of information prosieg through
“subgoal identification” (Simon, 1945/1997). Indivals identify with
institutions of which they become part and intesgthe aims of these
organisations (Goodin, 2004). More broadly we aaad animals who
often look to know what the rules are in differsitiations, ask how it is
that we are supposed to behave. We search foulibke af appropriate
behaviour rather than maximise our own utility (ktaand Olsen, 1989).



The sense that institutions can provide us witimsorather than simply a
framework of incentives and constraints to steerselfishness marks a
break from the more instrumental microfoundaticagtroach to
Institutions. It can lead to a wider argument tioathange civic
behaviour what is required is opportunities forgledo “think” (John et
al, 2009). A long tradition in political theory a®ll as arguments made
more recently by democratic deliberation advocatespractitioners
suggest that free and equal public deliberatioranasducational effect
as citizens increase their knowledge and understgrad the
consequences of their actions. But the value obeltion does not
simply rest on the exchange of information. Theligutature of
deliberation is crucial. Because citizens are etqueto justify their
perspectives and preferences in public, therestsomg motivation to
constrain self-interest and to consider the pulpbad. Citizens are given
the opportunity to think differently and as suchilmerative theorists
argue that they will witness a transformation dtdp ill-informed)
preferences.

A further step in the argument can be made. Whaeiissume that
individuals have innate tendencies to co-operatie @thers and reject the
assumption of opportunism built into instrumentdlanality models?
Why assume that unless firmly bound by externaktramts and steering
incentives people will choose options in their narshort term self-
interest when most of us would claim to live andkenahoices in some
moral universe? The assumptions of pure self-istecerationality
embedded in principal agent theory creates whaaBdpnes (2001: 120-
1) calls a rationality trap, a perceived problemt thill plague human
interactions that might be illusory if there isemdency built into humans
to cooperate. Social-psychological research suggeste are good
evolutionary grounds and much evidence to sugbassuch a
cooperative tendency does exist (Jones, 2001: Ch 5)

There is a long tradition in political theory thiatognizes the possibility
of the internalization of moral principles whichneet be traded (Goodin,
1982). What is being suggested is a microfoundatiassumption that
people are capable of exercising moral as welhsisumental judgement
and that the two forms of judgement cannot be pséd into one
another. In particular for policy makers there gaager that by focusing
on crass material or instrumental incentives thay omdermine moral
motivations.

Frey (2007) drawing on a range of social psychaiagiesearch has
developed this insight to argue for a differentrapgh to changing



behaviour which recognizes that the incentivesamtraints favoured
by instrumental rationality can crowd out intringnotivation. Crucially
in designing institutional interventions as if atgewere knaves means
running the risk that ‘good works which were forlggaroduced out of
the goodness of people’s hearts must now be coetpiitough more
expensive and inefficient external mechanisms ofad@ontrol’ (Goodin
1982: 114-5). Second it focuses on our potentiabto self-seeking
wrongdoing and runs the risk, as a result, of sgjugeout of
consideration the moral and social norms that dsovenuch social
behaviour

We are neither as intellectually heroic nor asrimaentally villainous as
a narrow focus the microfoundation assumptions @fienn economics
and rational choice theory would imply. Given whet know about
peoples’ mixed motivation, cognitive limits and nadnle social framing
of situations, to assume that they will react predictable way to policy
interventions and incentives simply as a resutheir rationality and
self-interestedness is incongruous tending towaldsird.

Proposition 3: evidence from research and public dwy supports the
case for breaking from a narrow instrumental rationality in
approaching public service provision

At several points in the argument so far we haltelatl to the weight of
evidence to support the idea that we are not stdfested, calculating
machines. This section provides some substantestalaim. The
research to support this proposition accentuatesdhnitive, social and
moral influences on behaviour.

Our cognitive pathways

The idea that we search systematically and compsedely when
making choices is confounded by a wide range abspsychological
and behavioural economics research. Here we suserafew of the
most important contributions and identify some iicggions for policy
design. The first three examples highlight the rakstortcuts taken by
“homo psychologicus” to aid decision-making.

Prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Tha880) alerts us to
the ‘endowment effect’ which suggests that wheraveealready in
possession of something, we are very reluctamige it. Cognitively it is
more important for us to hold onto what we have. fprevent loss) than



to gain something extra. Experimental researchdap this theory and
demonstrates that ‘ownership matters’ in peoplalsation of a good,
with owners placing higher value on the traded gibaah sellers
(Kahnemaret al, 1990). In public policy this translates into dgsng
behavioural change strategies to emphasise loattes than gains.
Where people feel that they have something to khssg, may be more
inclined to do something to prevent the loss odargrr For instance,
smoking cessation policies which highlight life y&bost through
smoking are more effective than those highlightifegyears gained by
quitting. In a similar way, fines are likely to bemore powerful
motivator for changing behaviour than rewards (Dayvand Shah,
2005).

Another facet of our cognitive architecture whidgbpdiays our less than
fully rational behaviour is our use of psychologidscounting
(Fredericket al, 2002). This theory suggests that immediacy is ma
factor in our responsiveness to offers. We placeemeeight on the short
term than on the long term effects of our decisidfisve are to gain
something, we would rather do so now than latewel have to feel pain,
we would rather experience it some time in theadistuture.
Behavioural economists use this principle to explany people often
make imperfect economic decisions. ‘Hyperbolicdismting’ occurs
when we place a ‘high discount rate over shortzoms and a relatively
low discount rate over long horizor{aibson, 1997: 445). In other
words, we overweight short term consumption whiseadunting the
greater long term gains that could be made by delagonsumption,
creating outcomes which are suboptimal both frormdividual and
collective perspective. It is this that makes mahys reluctant to save
for our retirement, or inclined to ignore the |aegm effects of a poor
diet or exercise regime. Since we are all liviogder, this psychological
predisposition is one which public policies shoatttiress. Commitment
mechanisms can be built into public policies taresd our propensity for
short-term gratification and procrastination (O’'@ghue and Rabin,
1999). One example of this which is displaying pingy results is a
pension savings programme built on a ‘buy now pagr1 principle in
which employees have to commit to incremental ggs/imith a two year
payment holiday to begin with (Thaler and Berna204). Discounting
Is a feature of analysis by economists as weltleipsychological
literature tells us that we tend to discount iesslconsistent and rational
way than economists with their rationally-focuss@drofoundations
recognise.



A closely related phenomenon is our propensityriamtaining the status
guo (Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988). Limitednhy, tintellectual
energy and resources, the majority of us, modtefitne, prefer not to
change our habits unless we really have to. Relsea@rifies that when
confronted with a complex or difficult decision,caim the absence of full
information about all the alternatives, we willaftstick with our current
position (Choiet al, 2003). A powerful mechanism which can be used by
policy makers is to alter ‘choice architecture’, dhyjifting the default
position to maximise social welfare (Thaler and t8um 2003).
Automatically enrolling citizens for pension savéngrogrammes
(Crongvist and Thaler, 2004) or onto organ dongrsters (Johnson and
Goldstein, 2003; Abadie and Gay, 2006) are instamgesre changing
defaults appears to work well.

A fourth aspect of our behaviour recognised byaqusychologists and
relevant to the design of public services is tiseesof cognitive
consistency. Following Festinger (1957) psychdtgsuggest that
people seek consistency between their beliefstaidlhehaviour.
However, when beliefs and behaviour clash (the pimemon of
cognitive dissonance), we frequently alter ourddslinstead of adjusting
our behaviour. One way out of this difficulty freerbehaviour change
perspective is to extract commitments from peop@yney and Shah,
2005). Research indicates that when people makteasgommitment
they feel more motivated to adjust their behaviousack up their
expressed beliefs, particularly where commitmergs@ade in public.
Making a commitment to do something can changeselitimage and
encourage us in future decisions to seek consigtgitlh our previous
commitment. Evidence in the field of environmentahaviour suggests
that extracting public promises can help to improemposting rates and
water efficiency as compared to simple informagoovision and
advertising (McKenzie-Mohr, 2000). Similar finds@re reported in the
area of voting behaviour, with those asked befardha predict their
likelihood of voting more likely to vote than thoset asked (Greenwald
et al, 1987), and in blood donation decisions where ergaseople to an
‘active decision choice’ (ie actively putting thieaice before them)
increases blood donation rates in people who acertain on the subject
(Stutzer et al, 2006).

Our Social Influences
However, homo psychologicus does not live in isofatind recognition

of the interpersonal, community and social influeshshaping behaviour
will strengthen public service designs. Socialgh®jogists and
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sociologists suggest a number of important inflesnsee Cabinet
Office, 2004 for a review). For instance, our g@toon of how others
see us, particularly our peers, matters to ughdrcontext of promoting
energy efficiency within offices, there is evideribat the technique of
‘information disclosure’ between firms createsac# to the top’ amongst
firms keen to display their green credentials (Ehahd Sunstein, 2008).
Similarly, the concept of social proof suggests thlaen confronted with
an ambiguous situation, we look to other peopletm@s on how to
behave (Cialdini, 2007). In many collective actsuations
experimental evidence also confounds the predietadmational choice
theory. This evidence indicates that traditiongentives and monitoring
are not always necessary for generating socialiynab behaviour.

Theories of inter-group bias stress the importarigroup loyalties and
identifications, and experimental work indicatesttstrangers divided
Into groups can quickly form such loyalties (Tagelal., 1971). Group
identities often develop and generally speakingaveepredisposed to
emulate the behaviour of those with whom we idg{iifajfel et al.,
1986). Techniques which exploit these inter-groizsds and loyalties
have been used in policy research experimentsgstance by attempting
to encourage whole streets to form group identifices vis-a-vis other
streets in the neighbourhood, in a bid to incréasd waste composting
(see joint Manchester/Southampton ESRC-funded giroje
http://www.civicbehaviour.org.uk/

Such insights applied to public policy can helpategpolicy designs
which provide the opportunity for people to emulatel learn from those
with whom they identify. EXxisting peer support asmmunity
mentoring schemes already exploit these principleter-group biases
can also be channeled to encourage communitie®tegb and steward
their local environments.

A further strand of sociological work suggests thedple are influenced
by their immediate social networks which are thdaesebased on social
norms including reciprocity and mutuality (Hous881). Public policy
instruments like community contracts and other ®ohvoluntary
agreements as well as campaigns to encourage dogation or
volunteering which emphasize reciprocity or a sefssmmunity make
use of such principles.
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Our Moral Convictions

Turning to the last dimension, we have noted albtbgedea that extrinsic
material incentives can sometimes ‘crowd out’ euirimsic moral
motivations. In situations where agents are ajresdtruistically
motivated, the introduction of traditional incer@s/may be counter-
productive. Research into volunteering indicates #olunteering rates
can in some cases decline when payments are offéreg and Goette,
1999). Similarly, in the field of childcare, thanoduction of fines for
parents who arrive late to pick up their childreareases lateness
because payment erodes their sense of guilt foghdate and changes the
nature of the relationship to a contractual oneegzy and Rustichini,
2001, see Dawney and Shah, 2005).

External and, in particular, monetary incentivesxdomechanically
iInduce human beings to act in the desired way,Usecthey crowd-out
Intrinsic motivation under identifiable conditio(fsrey, 2007: 4-5).
Three psychological processes account for the hiddsts of stimulating
behaviour through external incentives and condsai¥hen people feel
that they are being controlled, especially throuménsive oversight and
regulation, they may feel impelled to forego insi;motivation because
the external framework is so overwhelming thatatkes maintaining an
intrinsic motivation pointless. When people fin@ithperceived intrinsic
motivation over-looked or ignored this situatiomdaad to loss of self-
esteem and sense of purpose. Finally when theyarencouraged to
display their cherished intrinsic motivations theay experience a sense
of anger at this deprivation.

Proposition 4: 2020 public services must shape rigsnt, productive
and socially engaged citizens: Resilient to the ge societal
challenges we all face; productive socially and esomically, driving
the UK’s international competitiveness; and engageth the social
and political dynamics that shape their own lives iad those of the
people around them.

Governments into the future will become more rel@mcitizens to
support their attempts to improve individual andemive wellbeing.
The nature of problems facing the contemporaryetpet from securing
environmental protection to meeting the needs againg population,
dealing with the fragmentation of traditional holoslkel and kinship
structures as well as maintaining public servichgstvreducing public
debt — cannot be achieved by the State alone.ptGdtction’ by citizens
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and communities can be used to tackle these clyakenwWhilst it has
long been acknowledged that governments rely arecitcooperation
with policy implementation efforts and for the pisien of collective
goods (Ostrom, 1973; 1996), there is growing irgieire how a more
ambitious form of citizen co-production can be gaed. These are likely
to involve a transfer of significant public serviaetivities away from the
state and towards society (Bovaird, 2007; Horne&mdey, 2009). Co-
production is commonly used in developing countwégre state
capacity is lacking or in other challenging envir@nts where
information asymmetries mean that only citizensehitne relevant
knowledge to the resolve problems at hand (JoshiMoore, 2004;
Ostrom, ibid). There is increasing interest in lamwproduction can
usefully be adapted and applied in the UK and atleeeloped nations.

The nature of citizen involvement in co-productisitargely social rather
than financial (Horne and Shirley, 2009). Socialtabutions include
time, effort, expertise, and, in fields like headtind the environment, will-
power. Co-production takes many forms at bothrdevidual and
community level. The former indicates self resiie and responsibility
while the latter suggests responsibility for otharthe community,
usually, although not always, through collectiviogf At the individual
level, citizens can help to co-produce by takirgjuidual responsibility
for health, savings, energy and waste. At commguaitel, examples
include community wardens and rural road mainteagmogrammes,
peer advice, neighbourhood watch and visits torgleshesighbours.

Some forms of public services, therefore, can heated and designed
by, or in collaboration with, communities. The @utial effects of this
arguably may be greatest in areas where publiccesnare scarce or
where dependence on these is higher and choioe/&s I for instance in
rural or economically deprived areas. In both thesses people are more
reliant on local public services and less ablepibout of those which are
available (Taylor, 2002). Borrowing Hirschman’®{D) conceptual
framework, in these contexts ‘exit’ (ie the choagenda described
earlier) is less of an option and ‘voice’ is nowvays effective enough to
lead to the desired improvements in public servipasgticularly in the
face of resource constraints. Co-production candeel to harness
‘loyalty’, and communities can use co-productioraasethod for
improving the quality and level of services as vasllincreasing social
capital. Community-based developments trusts, LiBkehange and
Trading Systems, Credit Unions, Time Banks and @d&mterprises are
typical mechanisms of co-production in rural orremmically
disadvantaged areas.
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The social psychology and behavioural economiesditire discussed
above provides clues as to how co-production nhghtessed. In the
section below we explore the strengths and linatetiof this literature in
terms of what it might provide for policy makersnang to stimulate
citizen co-production.

Proposition 5: Encouraging people to co-produce pulz services calls
for the development of policy designs based on thees of
behavioural change which encompass the complex mok
instrumental, cognitive, social and moral microfouations that
drives real behaviour. But stepping into this arenanust be done with
“eyes wide open” as there are good grounds for doting both the
state’s legitimacy and capacity to use this more btie mix of tools

Policy makers do not start with a blank sheet @igoan respect of this
challenge. There are a number of books and panspthiat offer policy
lessons drawing on insights from behavioural ecaosm@nd cognitive
psychology and a number of programmes of policiigtare underway
at the local and national level both in the UK atgkewhere (Thaler and
Sunstein, 2008; Cialdini, 2007; Cabinet Office, 20B6M’s Policy Unit,
2007). The book by Thaler and Sunstein (2008)Nundte” deserves
particular credit because it and associated aietsvity its authors has
done much to bring out the possibilities of tacgliasues of behaviour
change in new ways. “Nudge” offers a valuable faork for changing
the “choice architecture” of citizens in order theeve alterations in their
behaviour which constitute improvements for them fom society as a
whole. A valuable report on how “Nudge” ideas haeen taken up in
practice and how they could be taken further ivioled by a 2010 report
for the Cabinet Office by the Institute of Govermmerhich seeks
encourage policy makers to think beyond the tobregulation, law and
financial incentives. The report contends: ‘Fori@geimakers facing
policy challenges such as crime, obesity, or emvitental sustainability,
behavioural approaches offer a potentially powargw set of tools.
Applying these tools can lead to low cost, low paays of “nudging”
citizens - or ourselves - into new ways of actigggbing with the grain
of how we think and act. This is an important idéany time, but is
especially relevant in a period of fiscal constrgipolan et al, 2010: 7).

We do not wish to challenge such an optimistic sssent directly but
note that there is currently a gap between our nstaleding of general
social and psychological processes and capacépdare that these
insights become effective tools for social engimgerGiven the
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miserable track record of large scale social ersging (Scott, 1998) one
of the attractions of Nudge approaches and otl&texetools is that they
demand only relatively modest changes for potdptag pay-offs. But it
is with respect to the translation from generaiaaoechanisms to
plausible strategies of social engineering thatesd both more
theoretical and philosophical reflection and margeical investigation.

When is right for the state to intervene in issoigsehaviour? These
iIssues are recognised by the authors of Nudgehenllindspace report
and they are not easily resolved. Judging the impd seeking to steer
people’s choices in certain directions is of courgea new dilemma for
policy makers and issues of whether it is righihtervene apply equally
well to the use of standard tools such as law-ntgkiegulation or
taxation. What makes the issue more challengirtgarcase of some
nudging is that standard forms of interventionrac¥e open and explicit
about their intentions (although how much manyofeally understand
about the details of regulations and taxation &gpio us would be in
doubt, and we know also that policy tools of afidg can be made less
visible to reduce public resistance). The tenamafging can be ‘we the
government know better what is good for you tham go and we have
found a sneaky way of getting you to make the rgjiaice’. One line of
defence promoted by Thaler and Sunstein (2008)ruhddabel of
“libertarian paternalism” is that at least the dsodoes remain with the
citizen, its just the architecture of choice is &0 support what are
judged by democratic governments to be beneficitdammes. The
Mindspace (2010) report argues that judgementstabewcontroversy of
interventions need be made before they are lauraheédiemocratic or
public approval sought before they are introduced.

Even if these moral challenges could be addre$srd ts a further issue
according to some commentators. Can we trust gawants to pick the
right choices for us? Rajiv Prabhakar (2010) asgue

Behavioural economics assumes that government kbhests But
often this may not be the case. For good reasamergment might
find it difficult to unpick the different parts @f policy
problem...government might lack proper evidence tdgits
decisions. Government might only know the rightgeslin a
limited number of areas where there is plenty adevce.

This argument is, perhaps, a useful qualificatiorgver-enthusiasm

about nudging but hardly a major challenge to Nuldgestrategies since
it applies equally well to other forms of governmamnervention. When it
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taxes and regulates us how does government knaleiig the best
thing? The answer in all cases is surely thak#yeissue is a judgement
which in a democratic society we can hold goverrinti@account for at
some point. Moreover our existing choice architexts not 'neutral’ or
'natural’. It is itself a construction of the demms (or non-decisions) of
actors / institutions / practices that (expliciblyimplicitly) promote 'non-
civic' behaviour.

In short the morality and legitimacy issues surding the idea of using
interventions driven by a wider set of microfounolias that reflect in a
more realistic way the complexity of human decismaking and
behaviour can be addressed. Where we have greatbtsds whether
governments have the capacity to intervene effelstivsing these more
subtle tools. To explore this concern we think thes useful to consider
four intervention points available to governmentsew they seek to
translate ideas about general microfoundationahas@sms driving
social behaviour to deliverable policy measuregsehare presented
under the headings of framing, influence, sociéibtraand bricologe. The
first two are top-down in orientation with governmén the lead but the
final two are more bottom-up with government cedimgre control to
citizens. We want to challenge the idea that behaai change can be
driven solely by top-down interventions. We susytleetgovernmental
officials will be more comfortable with top-downt@rventions but argue
they should not neglect more bottom-up approaches.

Framing

Framing activities are at the heart of the “Nudigebk with its focus on
shifting the choice architecture of citizens. Tlaeg a widely recognised
feature of marketing, campaign and policy intenarg. Framing in the
context of policy making refers to the process lyolw a policy-maker
may present an issue in order to encourage p@igets to respond in
certain ways. The way problems are stated, apaurticular the
importance attached to certain dimensions of alprolaffect people’s
reactions and their subsequent behaviour. It &pgmoach that is top-
down, in which the decisions of citizens are fraroethfluenced by a
policy format that takes citizens as they are bppsrts them towards
better decisions.

Framing typically involves highlighting a subsetpaftentially relevant

considerations which form part of the larger isatuistake, in order to
influence the way in which people react to it (Ckmnan, 2001).
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Applying our previous example from prospect the@ghneman and
Tversky, 1979), framing might involve presentinghaice as involving
losses rather than gains. Another example of figns the issue of
sequencing. Behavioural science indicates thatlpayppe
disproportionate weight to the last part of an emt¢er or a message since
this is the part that they retain in their recdil@as (Chase and Dasu,
2001). Applying this to a government-sponsoreeMision appeal for
donations to natural disaster or for blood and msghe argument would
be for a strong positive image to end the message.

Classic “nudges”, for example, involve changing dieéault arrangement
so that individuals do not actively have to choibsebetter option for
them and society (so are in a pension scheme wuasactively opt out).
But our research (funded by the ESRC and othegg)esis that “nudges”
may shift the behaviour of only relatively low pentages of citizens
(http://www.civicbehaviour.org.uk/and may also be less good at
tackling ingrained behaviour. Moreover, there deaicconstraints on the
framing ability of elites. Druckman’s experimentabrk (Druckman,
2001) indicates that frames are only influentiglfar as the people
generating those frames are perceived as beingvbortey and credible
by those they are attempting to influence. Govemnagencies
undoubtedly have the capacity to frame or nudgeHayt may not be
trusted by citizens as credible sources of inforomaiadvice and this
constrains the capacity of interventions at thigip reach more
challenging elements of citizen behaviour. Trugbuiblic institutions and
agencies does vary and is a complex phenomenon (MEDB3) but it
cannot be assumed that the trust needed to engadfective framing

will always be present.

Persuasion

Persuasion shares some ground with the idea ofrfgaralthough the two
are conceptually distinct. The main difference cadng to Nelson and
Oxley (1999, see Druckman, 2001), is that persunasnolves altering
belief content while framing involves only altering the relative
importance that is attached to certain beliefs.

Experimental work in this area indicates a strakeglihood that policy
makers can increase the persuasiveness of thay jpadas and
proposals by paying attention to the informatiomigmment in which
citizens receive these messages. For instancegtla(1991)
demonstrate that where only one interpretationdlecy problem and
solution is presented, providing the idea itsetfassistent with voters’
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cognitive schemata and that the interpretatiotsedfia ‘chronically
accessible construct’ (ie that the interpretat®largely uncontroversial
and fits with their prototypic examples), they vgknerally accept the
policy argument. In such situations voters engagmly ‘shallow
information processing’. Their evaluation of theus will be strongly
influenced by the interpretation presented in tfieial account, even if
the interpretation is at odds with their deepeitijpal beliefs. However,
where competing interpretations are presented dnsieninterpretations
might be in conflict with our cognitive schematac@ese the ideas
themselves are new or unfamiliar, deeper informmgpimcessing is
required. In these situations voters tend to drawheir general political
beliefs to aid to decision-making.

In short persuasion as an intervention point tlatits greatest impact
when there is limited competition for of ideas dittéé to challenge to the
message. It only takes a moment’s reflection ong$ge of global
warming or the MMR jab to see that the persuasapacity of policy
makers can be limited in those circumstances wbaipeting ideas are
aired effectively.

Socialisation

If we are going to bring into play the role of sianorms or the building
of moral dimensions into policy measures then digaiton processes
become a bottom-up intervention point for governteeBut socialisation
processes are difficult to get at because theyesidthat norms or ideas
spread in a relatively incremental, evolutionarywanerated by
repeated interaction within groups. A group of ge@mme together in
interaction. They could interact in a wide varietyways, but either
through accident, deliberation, or initial innovatieadership; they orient
themselves around certain norms or beliefs. Adb®comes increasingly
robustly embedded in the norms or beliefs over titmeugh the norms
and beliefs are also constantly reshaped on thginsaas they are
reproduced’ (Parsons, 2010, 94). Recognising tleeafcssocialisation as
an intervention point in shifting civic behaviouaygnmake sense in terms
of research but is very challenging in terms ofgo{as Putnam has
found in turning social capital insights into etige policy interventions,
see Putnam and Feldstein, 2003).

It would seem that the key is for government toecpdwer to citizens if
the forces of socialisation are going to come tdtibn. Groups
themselves can find ways of overcoming ‘tragedithefcommons’ type
scenarios (Hardin, 1968). As the Nobel prize wigrittinor Ostrom
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(1998) notes, ‘contrary to purely rational modeisljividuals
systematically engage in collective action to pdeviocal public goods or
to manage common pool resources without exterrthbaty’. With
repeated interactions, particularly face-to-faderactions, group
members learn conditional cooperation and reciprpand develop
norms of cooperation through the use of group samstnd rewards,
either material or reputational. Group norms saghvillingness to
sanction other group members for non-cooperatierasguably the
equivalent of moral codes.

In areas of public policy reliant on citizen coogern for achieving
policy aims, particularly collective action or ‘sakdilemma’ situations
(Ostrom, 1998) such as improving air quality orugdg the use of
landfill sites, governments can employ creativelhrads for harnessing
cooperative behaviour. Rather than using the toawit tools of
government to punish or incentivise, the State beapetter off working
on the development of the institutional apparatogkvwill permit
citizens to cooperate. In practice, this meansdmgl opportunities for
face-to-face interaction, the development of teust the performance of
reciprocal acts.

Nudges we have argued elsewhere (John et al, 2@@@)to be joined by
strategies that give citizens more sustained spad@pportunity to
“think”™: to deliberate their way to solutions anays of changing their
behaviour. If we are going to access the full rapigihne intervention
points for positively influencing behaviour, padiarly in attempts to
foster co-production, we may need governments wa@eepared to cede
more power than that required by adopting calawgtnudges”. The
future of public services may be tied as much ¢af@acity of government
agencies to engage citizens individually and ctitety in rethinking

their lives and choices as much as it as by tlagacity to develop
smarter nudges.

Bricolage

Top-down framing and bottom-up building of delikeya may need to

be joined by a further development in governmecaglacity, which
requires seeing like a citizen rather than seekagd state. This argument
Is inspired by Scott’s study (1998) of the failimfsgrand social
engineering projects which he argues are, in pagfection of the high-
handed, uniform, centralising and codifying forntlmhking that can
dominate government thinking and a lack of respmcdthe local
knowledge, craft understanding and diversity ofghectices and
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perspectives of citizens. The same point is madedifferent way by the
literature in social science on bricologe. The ess@f the argument is
that people ‘tend to develop ideas and norms aactipes to suit rather
discrete problems and goals, andend up with a complex landscape of
overlapping realms of action’ (Parsons, 2010, 9&vi- Strauss’s
metaphor of bricolage (1966) attempts to captueenty that actors can
learn in an ad hoc way, making sense of thingb&gdo along and
finding out what is useful as the need to bring sthiimg into use comes
into focus. Many practitioners describe the waytlearn using the idea
of bricologe (Freeman, 2007).

Given the significance of such processes to exmidnow people are
deciding and why they are behaving in certain wagsggests that the
state faces a major intelligence challenge in agpreg more subtle and
effective intervention. A capacity to see like tizein rather than seeing
like a state is a considerable challenge for thect¥e development of
new tools of intervention. So a key interventiompaould be to use
focus groups and the collective equivalent of “raypgshopper” to
discover what it like to experience the state ftbmcitizen’s view point.

Conclusion

This paper argues that the case for taking on baavidler understanding
of the diverse microfoundational bases to socibbl®ur in the design
of public services is overwhelming. A greater coaeff@nsion of cognitive
pathways, social norms and moral motivations shfmifdwith a
continuing understanding of instrumental factorshaping government
policy-making. The evidence and theoretical un@mdinhg provided by
social science would endorse a move to a greateofus more subtle
range of tools for changing social behaviour.

Given the demands of co-production and the linatauvailable finance it
could be argued that a shift to a more subtle rafgaerventions is
essential to the future of public services. Outticauests not so much
over the ethical or political issues thrown up bglsa development but
on two other factors. First it is recognition tlaa are only in the foothills
as social scientists in understanding how to tedesl general
understanding of social process into viable saaigiineering
interventions and that we need more research anklteelarify what
works and to what extent and in what circumstanSesond we think
that there is a danger that top-down forms of i@etion to shift social
behaviour will overwhelm more bottom-up approaciegp-down
approaches may sit more comfortably with governmeattice and may
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indeed be effective but only within limits. Bottoup- approaches demand
a greater culture change from government but maplerthe tackling of
Issues that top-down nudging strategies will noable to grasp.
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