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ABSTRACT

In Canada, the representation of minorities in the public service has been addressed in two ways.
Official languages legislation has effectively remodelled the Canadian civil service as a bilingual
institution through the designation of official bilingual regions and positions. Alternately, employment
equity policies use an evaluation and exposure approach requiring all major Canadian employers to
submit annual reports on the representation of four designated groups (women, visible minorities,
Aboriginals, and persons with disabilities). Using a problem definition theoretical model our research
demonstrates that the application of specific policy tools is a product of differing social and historical
contexts. Representation of minority groups was achieved through the implementation of official
language and employment equity legislation. In the face of a national crisis policy entrepreneurs chose
to adopt official language legislation not only as a solution to demographic imbalances in federal
administrative institutions, but also to redefine Canada as an officially bilingual state. 18 years later,
bearing in mind international and historical legislative precedent, employment equity legislation was put

into place as the next step in Canada’s human rights journey.



INTRODUCTION

In Canada, the representation of minorities in the public service has been addressed in two
ways. Official languages legislation has effectively remodelled the Canadian civil service as a bilingual
institution through the designation of official bilingual regions and positions. Alternately, employment
equity policies use an evaluation and exposure approach requiring all major Canadian employers to
submit annual reports on the representation of four designated groups (women, visible minorities,
Aboriginals, and persons with disabilities). This is a decidedly softer approach to ensuring the
representation of at-risk groups, one that attempts to sway stakeholders through awareness and

accountability, rather than administrative reorganization.

As the common denominator between the two legislations, the public service is subject to both
acts. Within this context, the study of these policies falls under representative bureaucracy literature; a
field of study which explores the demographic composition of public organizations and their effect on
public policy. In our literature review of the subject we find that the majority of scholarly work in the
field focuses on the relationship between passive and active representation in bureaucracies. In other
words, there is great interest in how the numerical presence of different demographics affects the policy
output of public agencies, specifically in the United States. Our research interest however is legislation
affecting the passive representation in Canadian bureaucracy, a topic not sufficiently explored in the
representative bureaucracy literature. Phrased plainly, why have different approaches been used to
ensure the representation of different groups in the same country? The following paper aims to address

this scholarly oversight.

Using a problem definition theoretical model inspired by the work of Rochefort and Cobb
(1993), we determine that approaches to increasing diversity in the public service have evolved
overtime. Starting with the introduction of the merit principle in 1908, representation in the public

service was of very little importance to lawmakers. However, with the emergence of Quebec



nationalism, rising discontent, and the recommendations of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism, representation of French speaking individuals became a priority of the federal
government. This in turn resulted in the enactment of the Official Languages Act and the resolution on
Official Languages in the Public Service, which introduced designated bilingual positions and effectively
increased Francophone representation in the federal bureaucracy. Seeing the success of Quebecois in
Canada and examples of affirmative action in the United States, advocates of minority rights demanded
similar treatment for their respective demographics. Taking a less ambitious approach to these
petitions, policy actors opted to address the systemic barriers restricting full and equal participation in
the Canadian workforce through the implementation of accountability mechanisms. Using a problem
description template the factors which contributed to policy discrepancies can be isolated. It is found
that despite similarities in their approach, dissimilarities in the nature of the problem, the ends-means
orientation of policy entrepreneurs, and the nature of the proposed solutions resulted the

implementation of different policy tools.

The following paper is divided into five parts. The first is a review of the representative
bureaucracy literature, starting with the inception of the concept in 1944 and moving to contemporary
writings. This is followed by an overview of the theoretical model employed in this paper, namely
problem definition and problem description. The subsequent two sections are the crux of the report,
constructing a historical narrative of representative bureaucracy legislations in Canada. The first is
dedicated to the formation of language policies, while the second goes over efforts promoting
employment equity in the civil service. Having provided an historical narrative, the final section of the
paper returns to our theoretical model to organize pertinent information, emphasize observation, and

provide conclusions.

LITERATURE REVIEW



Theoretical Tradition

Coined by J. Donald Kingsley (1944) in his seminal work on the subject, representative
bureaucracy is the study of the relationship between the demographic makeup of the public-sector
workforce and its affect on government policy outcome. Writing in decades past and in the context of
the British government, gender norms, and education system, the arguments Kingsley puts forward are
in many ways the products of his time. However, his writings can still be argued to be relevant today.
Kingsley posits that bureaucracies need to be democratic in order not to replicate the basic inequalities
of the groups they serve. Pointing to the educational requirements needed to work in the public service,
the narrow focus of the British education system, and the active exclusion of women from public works,
the author holds that a democratic state must have a representative bureaucracy to distinguish itself
from autocracies (Kingsley 1944). This apprehension is perhaps warranted as all modern governments
have large-scale administrative components that make some public policies. This makes bureaucracies,
in many ways, the political entities most responsible for executing laws, rules, judicial, and other

government decisions (Dolan and Rosenbloom 2003, 3).

Since Kingsley’s initial work on the subject, the discourse surrounding representative
bureaucracy has evolved in both scale and scope. The contemporary literature not only continue to
answer questions regarding gender and socio-economic diversity, but also those related to race,
ethnicity, cultural traits such as language and religion, and sexual orientation. That being said, perhaps a
more complete definition of representative bureaucracy is that it is the study of the relationships
between the composition of the public workforce and the socio-demographic characteristics of the
society it serves, the consequences of the workforce composition for society at large, specific societal
groups, and internal organizational performance as well as the institutionalization of group rights and

privileges (Peters et al. 2013, 1).



The normative argument for representative bureaucracy has also changed. Modern research on
representative bureaucracy continue to stem from the assumption that having a representative public
bureaucracy has implications for fair and effective policy making and implementation, but with a twist.
According to Peters et al., these sentiments are fuelled by the belief that existing external constraints of
bureaucratic power are inherently inadequate (Peters et al. 2013, 3). In effect, the design of
representative bureaucracy is meant to serve as an internal check on government bureaucratic policy
and behaviour. Claims such as these are in part substantiated using cultural theory about human nature.
The prevailing notion of human nature used by advocates of representative bureaucracy claims that a
strong sense of group identity can compromise the efficiency of policy and service decisions made by
bureaucrats, and as result to avoid such problems bureaucracy should reflect the pluralism of the society

they govern.

However, that is not to say there are no counter-narratives in opposition to Kingsley’s
perspective. Max Weber (1958) in his work on the subject describes ideal-type bureaucracies as
hierarchical, highly specialized, formalistic, and impersonal institutions (Weber 1958, 216). In effect, he
argues the virtue of bureaucracies lies in that they are professional structures that do not emulate the
irrational emotional interests of those working in them. Bureaucracies in Weber’s model are tightly
controlled from the top down, eliminating the agency of middle and lower level bureaucrats. Analogous
to cogs in a machine, Weber posits the personal identity of a cog matters little to the function of the
machinery of government. The Weberian model is often invoked by those who argue that bureaucracies

cannot be politically representative institutions (Dolan and Rosenbloom 2003, 4).

Writing two decades later than Kingsley, Frederick C. Mosher (1968) straddles the line between
Kingsley and Weber. Kingsley agrees that making the public service compatible with democracy is a

central administrative and political problem. However, siding with Weber, he doubts representative



bureaucracy is the solution. To support his argument Mosher differentiates between active and passive
representation. The former refers to when (if ever) a public servant purposefully lobbies for the interests
and desires of those he or she is presumed to represent. The latter concerns the numerical
representativeness of the public service without the expectation that the interests of a specific group of
people are taken into consideration when implementing public policy. Rather, passive representation is
understood more as a measure to prevent the monopolization of the civil service by any one
demographic. Using this distinction Mosher concludes that it is unreasonable and unsustainable for any

given public servant to actively represent any one constituency.

Building on Mosher’s representative dichotomy, Samuel Krislov (1974) develops the theoretical
underpinnings of representative bureaucracy through the articulation of five considerations. First, he
maintains that passive representation is not only a question of equal rights and opportunity, but also
that of administrative legitimacy, and thus performance. Without sufficient passive representation a
government is unable to effectively engage with its policy targets, hamstringing its political legitimacy.
Second, Krislov states that even if a bureaucracy is not perfectly representative, representation is still
valuable. A public service has the potential to be more representative than other branches of
government and should strive to be as inclusive as possible. This is related to his third point, which
challenges Weber’s portrayal of civil servants as impersonal cogs in a machine. The author counters that
the diversity brought to an organization by bureaucrats from different background is socially
advantageous. In Krislov’s view the benefits of complete neutrality are relatively minute compared to
the improvements in decision-making capacity, information, and engagement that representativeness
brings. Moreover, as large and powerful employers, bureaucracies have the potential to influence the
employment practices of private firms and combat societal inequalities (Krislov 1974, 130). Lastly,
Krislov consolidates his arguments by reiterating the normative value of a representative bureaucracy.

Representation is desirable because it can help counteract under-representation in other institutions



(e.g. legislatures and courts). Additionally, it sports significant symbolic clout as both an employer and a

public institution.

Outside of Krislov’s paper, there are an additional four functional aspects of representative
bureaucracy that are of interest to scholars. The first of these is the impact of representativeness on the
administrative operation of public offices. This dimension addresses not only access to equal rights and
bureaucracy or pertinent legislation, as well as societal ‘support for policies’ by drawing a ‘wide segment
of society into government to convey and merchandise a policy’ (Peters et al. 2013, 7). The second topic
revolves around issues of power and system-wide legitimacy of public sector organizations. Which
explores how the basic principles of representative government can be reconciled with the powerful
roles that unelected civil servants collectively play in the formulation and implementation of public
policies (Peters et al. 2013, 8). Thirdly, the demographic composition of public bureaucracies influences
symbolism in politics. This can be the passive or active promotion of equal opportunity and equality.
Furthermore, the civil service may even take on a role as an ideal employer and serve as an example
that triggers change in broader society. Lastly, administration and society relations studies contribute to
our understanding of how public administration develops relationships to either specific groups or

society at large.

Contemporary Literature

The purpose of this research paper is to explore the factors that affect the adoption of specific
policy tools to promote a representative bureaucracy through a study of the Canadian case. Currently,
the literature on representative bureaucracy largely focuses on the dichotomy between passive and
active representation (Peters et al. 2015, 3). These studies predominantly evaluate the link between
social upbringing, civil servant attitudes, and policy outcomes, and mostly focus on the American case.

As discussed in the above section, passive representation is the numerical presence of different



demographics in a bureaucracy, while active representation is the extent to which policy outcome are
influenced as a product of individual bureaucratic behaviour. Assuming the validity of this framework,
scholars have deconstructed Mosher’s hypothesis into several components: social upbringing, civil
servant attitudes, and policy outcomes. As such, studies on the causal relationship between passive and
active representation can be further subdivided into studies contemplating the relationship between 1)
social upbringing and civil servant attitudes, and 2) the relationship between these attitudes and policy

outcomes.

With respect to the first subcategory, a majority of literature concludes there is a link between
social upbringing and the attitudes of bureaucrats (Lipset 1958; Meier and Nigro 1976; Rosenbloom and
Featherstonhaugh 1977; Dolan 2002; Hale and Branch 1992). Lipset, Rosenbloom and
Featherstonhaugh, Hale and Branch, and Dolan, use a variety of methodologies and target
demographics. They find that social upbringing influences the attitudes of civil servants in both the short
and long term. From street-level bureaucrats to senior executives, public officials were found to
reproduce attitudes found in their respective social groups (Dolan and Rosenbloom 2003, 78). In
contrast to these findings, Meier and Nigro show that agency affiliation likely plays a greater role than
social upbringing in influencing the attitudes public servants. Likewise, literature on civil servant
attitudes and policy outcomes sport a lack of scholarly consensus. Meier and Stewart (1992) and Naff
(1998) find that street-level and federal minority bureaucrats influence both public policy outputs and
outcomes in predicted ways, while Selden et al. (1998) conclude that agency socialized attitudes, rather

than social origin, have a greater influence on policy outcomes.

Supplementing the study of passive and active representation, scholars of public administration
have also used various theoretical and methodological approached to study countries the world over.

This secondary body of work has tended to focus on the representation of at-risk groups in the civil



service: women, racial and ethnic minorities, and new immigrants in countries that are mono-national or
mono-linguistic. In response, a growing body of comparative literature has also emerged in recent years.
These publications investigate the politics of representative bureaucracy regarding national or linguistic
groups in countries that can be described as multinational or multilingual (Gagnon et al. 2006; Kiibler et
al. 2011; Turgeon and Gagnon, 2013). Currently, representative bureaucracy literature shies away from
explicitly addressing why specific policy tools are implemented in certain political contexts and with
respect to certain population demographics. There is discussion on the types of pressures that facilitate
the emergence of more representative bureaucracies (i.e. normative, social, and political), however,
these do not include the ways in which political organizations are incentivized, encouraged, or coerced

into meeting representativeness targets.

That is not to say this topic has not been breached before. Addressed in part by Turgeon and
Gagnon in their paper Representative Bureaucracy in Canada, the authors hypothesize that concerns
over political stability and fairness elevated the importance of equity legislation on Canada’s policy
agenda (Turgeon and Gagnon 2013, 46). Additionally, the authors attribute the types of measures that
were adopted to Canada’s self-identification as a liberal multicultural state. However, this explanation
does not account for the discrepancy between official language and employment equity legislations. In
both cases the use of employment quotas or affirmative action was not mandated; French language
skills were incorporated into the Government of Canada’s merit criteria, with the number of positions
requiring bilingualism gradually increasing over time, while employment equity was implemented using

“softer” measures, such as self-evaluation and reporting.

The authors later touch on this interplay between national and ethnic groups in a comparative
study of the representation of ethnic and linguistic groups in the federal civil service of Belgium and

Canada (Turgeon and Gagnon 2013). They find that in certain cases the adoption of measures increasing



the representation of one group deter officials from following through with measures related to other
groups. In the Canadian context, it was found that the political mobilization of ethnic groups contributed
to the rejection of measures of guaranteed representation of Francophones in the federal bureaucracy.
However, the reverse did not impede attempts to increase representation of visible minorities in the
civil service. Although this relationship may play a part in explaining the difference between
representative bureaucracy legislations in Canada, the authors do not address why the approach
adopted to ensure the representation of Francophones (i.e. the creation of designated bilingual
positions) went much further than employment equity legislation to ensure the representation of
Francophones than the Employment Equity Act went (Turgeon and Gagnon 2013). We hypothesize the
policy discrepancies present between these policies is a product of complex social realities prefacing
their enactment. In the following section we establish the theoretical model that will be used to analyse

the contexts in which these legislations were conceived.

THEORETICAL MODEL

Problem definition is often considered the first step in the policy making process. It entails the
formation of the fundamental framework from which policy alternatives are considered and choices
made. The process begins with some form of data collection which brings a negative social condition to
light, public officials then diagnose the cause of the problem, and are tasked with responding to it using
the most effective approach available, predominantly through legislation. If the problem persists it

garners public attention until it is solved.

Viewed empirically however, this perspective is less than satisfactory. There is often discrepancy
between the objective importance of an issue and the amount of attention that it receives. Rationalist
models of decision-making aim to explain these types of irrational policy outcomes by focusing on a

variety of factors such as political pressures, time- and knowledge- limitations, or bureaucratic



operations. However, these approaches do not touch upon the crux of the issue; the intersubjective
nature of social experience and its impact on issue initiation and policy formulation (Rochefort and Cobb
1993, 57). Problem definition theorists addressed this by presenting a model that accounts for the fluid
nature of issue perception and rhetoric (Weiss 1989; Rochefort and Cobb 1993; Croucher 1997; Dery

2000).

What makes socio-political problems prone to social manipulation are their inherent complexity
combined with the limited capacity of everyday constituents to process large quantities of information.
As a result, the causal factors understood as the solution to a real, complex situations often depend on
an individual’s level of analysis (Rochefort and Cobb 1993, 60). This leaves room for ideas attached to a
situation or theme to be framed by policy actors. Phrased differently, the way a problem is defined is
not simply a collection of facts and labels, but rather a package of ideas that include an account of the
causes and consequences of some circumstances that are deemed undesirable, and a theory about how
the problem can be alleviated. By framing a set of ideas, a problem definition highlights some aspects of
a situation, while hiding others. In the same way, some solutions to a problem are brought to the fore,

while others are removed from the limelight (Weiss 1989, 97).

Definitions are fluid and can often be points of contention for the entire lifecycle of a given
policy, year to year, and even generation to generation (Weiss 1989, 98). In other words, the rhetoric
surrounding a social reality is dynamic and can very much shape the response it receives. In effect, it is
argued that problem definition is more than just an overture to action, rather it is the crux of policy itself
(Weiss 1989, 98). Using the example of federal paperwork in the United States, Janet Weiss
demonstrates that over several years the problem framing, language, responsibilities, awareness, and
mobilization surrounding data collection changed. Furthermore, Weiss briefly touches on the “powers of

definition”, noting that problem definition can be used as an analytical tool that informs intellectual
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framework for further action, a weapon of advocacy, and be an outcome of policy making (Weiss 1989,

117).

In order to evaluate a problem definition, the overture, process, and outcome of a frame must
be considered. The first refers to whether the definition proposes solutions that have realistic chance at
improving outcomes, whether it permits systematic analysis of alternatives, is clear about the objectives
to be achieved, if it focuses attention on a manageable set of factors, and whether the definition is
meaningful to decision makers. On the other hand, the problem definition process is the impact of the
frame on actors and institutions. This could mean changes that result in the mobilization of some actors
and the exclusion of others, likewise, some actors may be placed on the offensive or defensive, or
perhaps the dynamics of decision making may shuffle between legislative and bureaucratic arenas
(Weiss 1989, 117). Lastly, the outcomes of problem definition are which political values are moved

forward and which are moved backward (Weiss 1989, 118).

A point of note is the difference between agenda setting and problem definition. The former
refers to the political and social processes by which some problems come to populate the public
conscious. Problem definition on the other hand is related to the organization of facts, beliefs, and
perceptions that inform societal demands as well as how policy actors interpret them. In the context of
a political issue, agenda setting relates to the means used by constituents and policy makers to bring
that issue to attention of law makers (Dery 2000). The problems brought forward by advocates as well
as how they are understood and addressed by law makers however rests on the ways in which a
situation is framed. Themes like, “merit-based hiring”, “Francophone under-representation”, and

“employment equity” are issues that can be on a public agenda. However, these buzzwords do not

provide any insight into how they are framed and perceived. Political actors thus take advantage of this

11



fact and compete to market their definition as the one that should delineate the political process. The

following section is an overview of the factors most important to this process (Dery 2000, 40).

1. Dimensions of Problem Definition

Problem definition literature centres around four major themes: causality, images/symbols,
solutions, and problem ownership (Rochefort and Cobb 1993, 58). Studies that focus on causality
explore how responsibility for an issue is assigned to an individual or agency, typically with a negative
bias. Political actors assert competing causal theories to avoid culpability and/or push an agenda
forward. Causality is linked closely to the second, broader theme of image. A problem’s “image” can be
understood as the handful of distinguishing elements of symbols associated with an issue (Rochefort
1986, 133-136). These elements are often associated with the causation, nature, extensiveness, or
affected groups associated with a problem. Thirdly, problem definition scholarship posits the solution to
a problem defines how it is perceived. In other words, political actors only endeavour to define a
problem if there is a feasible solution. Lastly, the fourth approach to problem definition emphasizes the
role of policy actors. These can be considered people or groups who act as proponents for one policy
definition while restricting competing descriptions, in a way taking ownership of an issue (Rochefort and

Cobb, 1993, 59).

In their 1993 paper, Rochefort and Cobb consolidated the ways in which problems have been
defined and described in the literature. Presenting a roadmap for analysis (Table 1), the authors
segment problem definition into five dimensions. These dimensions are explored in greater detail

below.

An Anatomy of Problem Description
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Dimension of Problem

Options

Problem Causation

Personal —impersonal

Intended — accidental

Blame allocated — blame avoided
Simple — complex

Nature of the Problem

Severity

Incidence

Novelty

Proximity

Crisis

Degrees of severity

Growing, stable or declining social
patterns: by class, population,
cohort, age, etc.

Unprecedented — familiar
Personally relevant — a general social

concern

Crisis — non crisis
Emergency — nonemergency

Characteristics of the Problem Population

Worthy —unworthy
Deserving — undeserving
Familiar — strange
Sympathetic — threatening

Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs*

Ends - Means Orientation of Problem Definer

Active — inactive
Influential — Insignificant

Instrumental (ends) — expressive
(means)

Nature of the Solution

Available — nonexistent
Acceptable — objectionable
Affordable — unaffordable

Table 1

Source: Rochefort and Cobb, 1993, 59

*Added as an additional criteria of problem description based on the work of Janet Weiss (1989)

1.1. Problem Causation

13




The first dimension of problem definition is the root causes or origin of an issue. In general, this
is the most studied aspect of problem definition. The root cause of a problem can either be a product of

individual or impersonal factors.

Similarly, a problem can be caused intentionally or by accident. Intended causes are described as
some purposive human action designed to bring about a particular result (Rochefort and Cobb 1993,
63). Given that an individual is responsible for an outcome, those looking to frame an issue will look to

see if blame was allocated or avoided.

Lastly, a problem can either be framed as simple or complex. A simple problem contains few
causal factors, while a complex issue may have resulted from many different variables, or ones that are
simply not sufficiently known. The former may lead policy makers to pursue immediate action while the

latter may cause political stagnation or a call for data collection.

1.2. Nature of the Problem

The second dimension of problem definition is the nature of a problem. This can be understood
as characteristics that increase or decrease the chances of public action. The first of these characteristics
is the severity of an issue. This refers to the extent of a problem and its foreseeable consequences. How
effectively a scenario can be sold as severe can result in immediate or delayed policy response

(Rochefort and Cobb, 1993, 64).

The incidence of an issue is another characteristics of a problem. Incidence can be defined as the
scope and/or scale of a situation. In other words, if an issue affects a large demographic, or a small one
to an intense degree it can attract the attention of decision makers. It may even bring to surface socio-

economic inequalities, as policy impacts different demographics differently. Of note in this regard is the
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projected impact of an issue. An issue that is stagnant or declining is more likely to receive a lukewarm

policy response relative to one that is growing (Rochefort and Cobb, 1993, 64).

Novelty plays a role in problem description as well. A situation that blindsides policy makers is
certainly more likely to garner public interest. Conversely, issues that become overexposed lose media
and policy traction as other issues become increasingly captivating. Issues that gain public interest but

do not reach a resolution can also become points of tension and frustration.

Another factor that contributes to problem salience is proximity. This refers to how closely a
given issue affects constituents and policy makers. In effect, issue proponents consistently seek to prove

the relevance of a problem to stakeholders.

Lastly, whether a problem is considered a “crisis” contributes to the nature of a problem. It can
be defined as a situation where dire circumstances exist and corrective action is immediately necessary.
Qualifying a problem as a crisis is often an exercise in ambiguity and arbitrariness however (Rochefort
and Cobb, 1993, 65). Advocates of a policy are often keen on defining an issue as a crisis, while their

detractors are likely to do the opposite.

1.3. Characteristics of the Problem Population

The characteristics of a problem are not the only factors that contribute to how an issue is
perceived. The attributes of an afflicted population also influence the extent of attention a situation

receives. In the words of Rochefort and Cobb,

“several attitudinal axes help to structure aggregate impression. Is the group worthy or
unworthy (deserving or undeserving) of assistance? Underlying this question is the recurrent
notion of culpability. Are members of the group seen as familiar or strange? Social deviants and

other out-group members do not receive equivalent consideration to persons with whom the
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public readily identifies. Related to these issues is the distinction between sympathetic and

threatening populations” (Rochefort and Cobb 1993, 66).

1.4. Ends-Means Orientation of the Problem Definer/Characteristics of Problem Entrepreneurs

Whether a political actor feels the ends are more important than the means (or vice-versa)
factor into how a policy solution is pitched, sold, and perceived. In some cases, advocates pursue policy
plans in order to achieve an end-goal. In other cases, the focus of an actor may be the means used to

reach a policy objective, leading them to the adopt or prohibit the use of certain instruments.

Weiss expands on Rochefort and Cobb’s problem definition framework by including an
expanded role for policy entrepreneurs. The author finds that sponsors who promote favoured solutions
to problems emphasize the importance of the problems themselves (Weiss 1989, 109). Implicit in Weiss’
articulation of the importance of policy entrepreneurs is the amount of influence these political actors
have. Influence can then perhaps be broken down into two components: how actively an advocate
promotes a policy position and whether they are first or third-party policy makers. First party policy
makers being those in legislative positions, while third party are those who lobby law makers. This is no
doubt a simplification of complex social and political interactions, but for the purposes of this paper we

will treat it as such.

1.5. Nature of the Solution

The descriptive qualities of a solution factor into how a problem is perceived. Until there is
general political agreement on how a policy challenge should be resolved, government cannot act.
Known as the “estimation” stage of policy analysis, the outcomes of a solu