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The Administrative Burden Reduction Policy Boom
in Europe

Comparing mechanisms of policy diffusion*

Kai Wegrich

Abstract

Much has been written on the diffusion of publicnragement and regulatory
reform tools. Available evidence suggests that ssreional policy diffusion is
an increasingly significant phenomenon, especiallythe European context.
While internationalisation of policy discourses aedpert communities are
regarded as key driving forces of policy diffusipmiplic management reforms are
also said to be particularly vulnerable to mechasisof ‘diffusion without
convergence’. This paper analyses the case of ipeliaiming at reducing
administrative burdens of regulations through #wslof the literature on policy
diffusion. The diffusion of the so-called Standatdst Model for measuring
administrative burden between 2003 and 2007 is ased case to explore the
mechanisms facilitating policy diffusion in this main. The analysis reveals
patterns of rapid diffusion. This policy boom haeb driven by a combination of
different mechanisms of policy diffusion ratherriiay a single driving factor.

* | would like to thank Martin Lodge, Bastian JanBylvia Veit, Dominik Boéllhoff, Jeroen
Nijland, and the anonymous reviewers for CARR whwehmade valuable comments on earlier
versions of this article.



Introduction

In October 2005, the German Christian DemocratsSouial Democrats were
negotiating the coalition agreement that wouldlfyniead to the election of Angela
Merkel as the first female Chancellor of Germang anccessor of Gerhard Schroder.
Following an election outcome that left no cleanmer (except for the incumbent
Schréder’s self-perception) and a painful long @ef public debates, probing and
finally negotiations, the German public was desieefar a new Chancellor and stable
government again. Included among those issuesttnatted less interest during the
negotiations for the coalition agreement was thealpic of ‘de-bureaucratisation’ —
an unavoidable issue for more than 20 years. Adidate, Angela Merkel has always
claimed that the reduction of bureaucracy was agk®yity of a government under her
leadership. However, should it be included in tbalition agreement as a sign of her
commitment without providing more obstacles foragmeement with the Social
Democrats? Following a belligerent election campaibe latter had a long way to go
before accepting to join a government as a jungotypto their main competitors, the
Christian-Democrats. The negotiators in the worlgnaup finally came up with a
solution: the supposedly successful Dutch appre@eldministrative burden reduction
with the so-called Standard Cost Model (SCM) of sueimg administrative costs of
regulations should be adopted as a key priorityesbureaucratisation policy in
Germany. Subsequently, this decision initiated l&cp@approach to de-
bureaucratisation that is widely regarded as thstmmbitious policy agenda of the
Federal Government for two or more decades.

What seems to be a ‘garbage can’ type of policyelbgment, shaped by highly
contingent choices of political actors relying o preferred solutions of some policy
wonks, is, in terms of the selected policy approaelerything but a peculiar German or
Dutch approach. Instead, the German choice isgpaEuropean-wide process of
policy diffusion initiated in the Netherlands. Bet@n 2003 and 2007 the majority of
EU-15 countries claim to have adopted the SCM aqprdo reducing administrative
burden. This paper is about the obvious questibmsg and why now. It thereby
focuses on the pattern of rapid diffusion withilinaited time, that of the policy boom
(the term has been borrowed from Dunleavy 1986).

Administrative burden reduction is part of the sdlex ‘better regulation’ agenda that
has established itself at the top of the publi¢cseeform agenda in central
governments across Europe and the wider OECD wdftdle the proclamation of
similar-sounding objectives, namely the reductibthe perceived growths in
administrative burdens placed on business (andc#tizens), has been a recurring
phenomenon for a decade or so, the internatioffalsthn of policy tools applied to
achieve these objectives is of more recent origincesses of policy diffusion could
first be observed in relation to so-called (reguigt impact assessments. This article
assesses the SCM policy boom against the backgmfuhe earlier case of diffusion of
regulatory impact assessment, and following uphendiagnosis that the diffusion of
regulatory impact assessment was not leading tsi@ntial convergence. Is the SCM
policy boom another case of ‘diffusion without cengence’ (Radaelli 2005)? In
seeking to account for the SCM policy boom, théofeing section develops hypotheses



related to mechanisms of policy diffusion drawmiraidely known approaches in this
context. The subsequent sections discuss theseh®gas in the light of an analysis of
the timing of diffusion and degree of convergentthe SCM approach across Europe.

Inter national diffusion of better regulation policy

International policy diffusion and emulation is biit new in the domain of public
management and regulatory reform. From broad poéegrsals such as those related to
privatisation and (de-)regulation (Hood 1994) te ttontagious diffusion’ (Levi-Faur
2005) of public management tools or organisatichsReters 1997), much has been
written on the causes and mechanisms of policysidh and convergence. Public
management is a domain that is said to be partlgygeone to mechanisms of
international diffusion and ‘policy learning’, bacse international benchmarking and
learning are part of the standard rhetorical devafepoliticians engaged in public
management reform. Also, international organisatisach as the OECD, seem to
promote international exchange and learning. Soawe hrgued that such an
international convergence of public managementme$ds mainly a rhetorical one,
since a wide range of divergent practices are anuasated under the label of
ambiguous management catch phrases (Hood 1998/ 71)76-

The recent international trend towards a so-cdiktter regulation agenda seems to fit
well with standard explanations of the policy dffilon literature, such as the facilitating
role of international organisations and network&hannels of diffusion’. Since the
mid 1990s, the development of the better reguladigenda has been shaped by a high
degree of internationalisation, both in terms @f thucial role of international
organisations such as the OECD in setting the agdmmtige 2005) and the
transnational exchange between national actorg, asibigh-level bureaucrats.

However, what seems to be distinct about the SChypboom is the speed of policy
diffusion and the extent of reading across fromdtiginal Dutch model, especially
when compared to other cases of policy diffusiothancontext of the better regulation
agenda. At the same time, the mechanisms thatatecsfacilitate international policy
diffusion (i.e. transnational channels of communarg were put in place earlier, at the
time when other better regulation policy tools paped the agenda such as regulatory
impact assessment. But these tools have not speeapidly and widely as the SCM.
Why is there an acceleration of policy diffusiortle context of the rather specific and
‘technical’ policy tool? The SCM policy boom is naly an inherently interesting case
for those interested in the development of the geao better regulation agenda but is a
crucial case for exploring theoretical approachle®anting for policy diffusion or
learning, and policy change more generally. Ifin&ional exchange and learning has
been part of the better regulation policy domaifokeethe diffusion process concerning
the SCM method took hold, then an analysis of¢hise should offer additional insights
concerning key variables facilitating policy diffas and change that have been
effective here but not in earlier cases. Engagiitg the policy diffusion literature is

not just important in itself as it facilitates umsanding of motivations and underlying
social mechanisms that characterises the areanghesdrative burden reduction policy.



It thereby supplements and extends the discussithredoroader advantages and
weaknesses of better regulation policy more gelyeiiad. Helm 2006; Radaelli and De
Francesco 2007).

This paper seeks to test various key claims ofitdture on policy diffusion, in
particular concerning the driving forces and medras of the diffusion process. In
contrast to many other mechanisms of policy coretecg, such as similar but
independent responses of different countries areat imposition of policies (cf. Knill
2005; Holzinger and Knill 2005), the SCM policy m@resents a case of cross-
national policy diffusion that is based on the vaary emulation of a policy template
(the Standard Cost Model) developed in one couiitey Netherlands) by other
countries, mainly in EuropeThe interest is in exploring core claims of therkture in
order to identify those mechanisms accountingt@ ¢ase of policy diffusion in order
to understand the nature of policy diffusion irstimcreasingly important field of public
sector reform. The rest of this section brieflylimats key claims of the literature on
policy diffusion and develops related hypotheses ¢uide the subsequent empirical
analysis of the SCM policy boom.

One of the central claims of the literature on wetteon and diffusion is that patterns of
diffusion of innovation are shaped by an alreadgt@dshed order of ‘leader’ and
‘laggard’ countries. Jurisdictions (countries or Et&tes, as in the early literature on
innovation diffusion) benchmark themselves agaanset of other jurisdictions, with
some jurisdictions having a reputation as an intmvaeing more credible than others
as a point of reference. This ‘keeping up withibeeses’ mechanism leads to a
widespread policy diffusion once a ‘critical maes$jurisdictions has adopted a policy
and its adoption become a ‘batch of legitimacy emdlibility’ (Black 2005: 27; Walker
1969).

A related claim, that has become the core arguiethie more recent literature on
policy diffusion, is that of the crucial role oaitisnational networks in the diffusion
process. International organisations, think tamksyest associations, but also networks
of national officials are said to facilitate crasational diffusion and emulation by

acting as channels of diffusion. The significanteternational communication
networks in international policy diffusion is sutttat it has been argued that
‘transnational communication’ presents a distiretivode of policy convergence that is
distinguished from ‘impaosition’ and ‘internationaarmonization’ (Holzinger and Knill
2005; cf Simmons, Dobbin and Garrett 2006).

Both mechanisms, the ‘leading countries/criticabgi@rgument and the ‘transnational
communication’ claim, are related to argumentsegftimacy under conditions of
uncertainty, which stand at the core of the litegrain ‘institutional isomorphism’
(DiMaggio and Powell 1983). While this literaturistthguishes three mechanisms of

! In line with most definitions, the term ‘diffusiowill be used to denote the spread of a particular
policy template across jurisdictions. ‘Policy tréersis used for referring to the process and conte
of adopting particular elements of the wider poliesnplate. Policy diffusion studies are mainly
interested in patterns and underlying driving feroéadoption of innovations across a number of
jurisdictions or organisations.



isomorphism (coercive, professional, mimetic) ghilights the increasing significance
of isomorphic mechanisms under conditions of gaabiguity, and unclear cause and
effect relations. What it suggests in the contéxhi@rnational policy diffusion is that
international networks facilitate not only direeading across from other countries but
also the development of uniform norms and standafrdsiministration. Policies are
adopted on the basis of their legitimacy rathen thathe result of an analysis of their
effectiveness (mimetic isomorphism). The incredyingnse social networks of actors
involved in the international better regulationipplcommunity facilitates the
development of similar worldviews and belief syssemagarding policy tools
(professional isomorphism). With the increasingtletacy of a specific policy template
that becomes dominant in professional circles tieegure on others to emulate the
policy also increases (coercive isomorphism).

For the analysis of the SCM policy boom, thesentéatan be transferred into two
hypotheses.

H, — The SCM policy boom has been initiated by caastthat have a reputation as
innovators in public sector reform policies.

H, — The SCM policy diffusion was facilitated by comnication among policy experts
in transnational channels of diffusion.

While these mechanisms could explain the intereshporting countries in learning
from ‘leaders’, it could be argued that the presswf regulatory competition impede
open exchange of the ‘secrets of the trade’ comugivetter regulation/administrative
burden reduction in order to preserve a competathkantage. Which factors are said to
prevent regulatory competition from impeding opgohange of ideas and tools?
Holzinger and Knill (2005) argue that the interoatl diffusion of a particular policy
approach minimises transaction costs of instit@i@uaptation for the early innovators.
The argument is that when home-grown innovatioesadopted abroad, the exporting
countries avoid later transaction costs of insohal changes that come with the need
to accommodate regulatory policies internationéftyparticular in the European
context).

In that sense, both the export and the import aregs bureaucratic politics within the
national arena. Bureaucratic politics could havéngéar-organisational dimension, in
particular in terms of securing and extending ‘ttof better regulation policy units that
have an inherently contested role since they hauaervene in the affairs of other
departments. But bureaucratic politics could aseeha micro-political or
organisational dimension, i.e. by providing orgatimnal ‘climbers’ (Downs 1967) an
opportunity for fast-track career progression ia tontext of a newly developing
administrative technique that is not part of thialelsshed set of competencies. The
linking-up to international networks could be aareént of such a ‘climber strategy’,
but could also be interpreted in the context oehurshaping strategies (Dunleavy
1991). This claim leads to the following hypothdsisthe empirical analysis:



Hs; — Bureaucrats play a crucial role during the inhpmd export of the SCM policy
template.

A final core claim of the literature on policy difion and regulatory innovation relates
to the character of the innovation itself. Freqlyenihe degree, direction and scope of
policy diffusion are regarded as dimensions of s&isg the process of diffusion in
terms of a dependent variable (Holzinger and K20lD5). At the same time, the
character of the innovation is seen as a key fantiking policy diffusion more or less
likely. Innovations that allow its adoption withathallenging established institutional
structures, standard operating procedures or deeptgd ‘belief systems’ will be easier
to diffuse than those that depend on more subataifitanges of the established
institutional fabric. However, even far reachingoges are more likely to be taken up
when they ‘fit’ into underlying normative or cultlrstructure of the affected system
(Black 2005; Hall 1993). This claim draws on a rawd different theoretical
approaches, such as theories of organisationabmesp to environmental pressures that
highlight the process of institutional filtering ekternally imposed changes (Laughlin
1991). The following hypothesis relates to thismta

H4 — The adoption of the SCM method was subjectgbtirtional filtering of those
elements that would irritate established institodlopatterns.

The following seeks to explore the SCM policy boonthe light of these claims. The
next section provides the context for the analgsie SCM policy boom by briefly
summarising the diffusion of regulatory impact asseents in the context of the wider
better regulation agenda, and then highlightingnséages in the development and key
design components of the SCM policy template dgexldn the Netherlands. This is
followed by an account of the pattern of diffusibat is structured around the three
clusters of hypotheses outlined above.

The development of the better regulation agenda: regulatory impact assessment
and SCM

Better regulation and regulatory impact assessment

The Better Regulation agenda is a contemporaratian on a recurring theme. Since
the 1970s, the negative side effects of regulatismsh as compliance costs for business
or their overall effect on competitiveness, haverben the agenda in many western
countries. The central policy response was derégulee.g. the reduction of regulatory
standards or the termination of regulations aletbgr. This approach was not only
frustrated by recurring demands for regulationanaus policy domains, its underlying
assumptions were also questioned given the adwadrbe ‘regulatory state’, e.g. the
deliberate use of state regulation to secure theedg of public goods by private (or
privatised) enterprises in sectors such as netwalkstries. Since the 1990s, the
emphasis has shifted from deregulation to the divgwality of regulation. ‘Better
regulation’ stresses the idea of continuing improgat of the quality of regulation
through the introduction of various instruments &mls that should change the way
regulations are developed. While deregulation viesiadismantling existing



regulations (ex post), better regulation seeksitmace the quality of regulation when
those are developed (ex ante). Along with the fdatnon of broad ‘principles of better
regulation’, the introduction of regulatory impassessments is regarded as the core
tool of the better regulation agenda (Baldwin 20R&daelli and De Francesco 2007).

Impact assessments seek to systematically asseast@) the likely outcomes and
unintended consequences of regulations. They guahbly part of the broader move
towards evidence-based policy making and seek teedrthe drafting of regulations (or
more broadly, policies) in the gathering, collestand analysis of as much evidence as
possible. Impact assessments are widely seen @aldiar achieving better regulation
since they would allow for improving the quality regulation through the use of
evidence in the policy process. As a formalisec@ss during policy development in
ministerial departments impact assessments haveamgpted by an increasing number
of countries since the late 1980s. While the USh®es a front runner in adopting
regulatory impact analysis early in the 1980s affdrént sector-specific impact
assessments have been carried out since the mid i®8arious countries, the

diffusion of impact assessment as a generic crogsrgment better regulation policy
tool accelerated from the early 2000s with the migjof the EU-15 member states and
several of the 2004 accession countries havingtaddhis tool (Radaelli 2005: 929)

Arguably, the design and practice of impact asseassrsubstantially varies between
countries (cf. Radaelli 2005). In the US thesecar&ined to regulatory agencies’
regulatory activities within the framework set legislation, and in the EU impact
assessments are supposed to provide evidence foajak legislative and policy
proposals of the European Commission. Also in tKe ithpact assessments are seen as
a generic tool for evidence gathering and anabsipart of the early stage of policy
development within government departments. Whikdweations of the practice of

impact assessments are rare, the available evidgeigeests that formal procedures of
impact assessment have only changed the way polcgeedeveloped to a minor extent
(NAO 2006). Regarding patterns of policy diffusidine discrepancy between fairly

rapid diffusion on the one hand and the divergeatfces of impact assessments across
countries on the other hand is significant. Thisaten in practice suggests that
programmes of impact assessment are adopted torootd increasing isomorphism
within the international (and particular Europehaiter regulation domain while at the
same time mechanisms of institutional filtering &édeen effective to the point that
changes are most frequently minor or even only sfimbWhile this is not surprising,

the question emerges if a similar pattern of difasvithout convergence characterises
the SCM policy boom as the latest policy fad of eé&er regulation agenda.

The administrative burden reduction policy template

The SCM policy template has been developed sireeanly 1990s in the Netherlands
(cf. WIFO-CEPS 2006; World Bank 2006; OECD 200Ta)ine with similar debates

in other European countries, the perception ofgasing regulatory burdens has been a
recurring theme on the public sector reform agendie Netherlands (Larsen 2006;
Toonen and van den Ham 2007). While the Netherlaadsnot been among the
enthusiastic adopters of regulatory impact assassyhe issue of reducing the
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compliance costs of regulations for business has be the agenda of various
government initiatives and commissions since tte21880s. The idea of measuring and
quantifying regulatory burdens has been part af deibate. However, earlier attempts to
measure overall costs of regulation have beenrfigst by the perceived complexity of
such an approach, and also by the difficultiescroanting for benefits of regulations.
Rather than developing increasingly complex sohditw these problems, the further
policy development was guided by the idea of reglyicomplexity by focusing the
measurement on a specific component of the regylatists, namely the administrative
costs. Administrative costs are defined as thosis pathe regulatory (or compliance)
costs that are imposed by information obligatiorduded in laws or secondary
legislation. Administrative costs are distinguishiesm substantial compliance costs,
e.g. those costs emerging from compliance withleggrty standards (such as emission
standards). While the boundary between adminigtand substantial costs is difficult
to draw and those two types of regulatory costskarly related, the key idea is to
guantify those costs that are easy to measure.allbiss for the setting of quantitative
targets for reducing administrative burdens. Foilmaan initial estimate or
measurement that suggested regulation cost €1&h4dministrative terms (the
equivalent of 3.6% of annual GDP), the Dutch goment adopted a 25% reduction
target though this was not linked to the measurémesult, but a political demand that
had been made several times previously. This tdr@ebeen divided asymmetrically
between ministries to account for both differenindeads for regulation and prior
deregulation efforts.

The method of measuring administrative costs haa developed by research
organisations and consultancies over a decade asdested in various pilots. The
SCM contrast with those approaches assessing atraine costs accumulating in
companies by focusing on single regulations. Thanaza of the SCM is to start from
single information costs included in legislatioalaulate the time (hence: costs) of
work needed in a company to comply with this oldlgg and then sum up the number
of ‘cases’ (frequency of occurrence and numbeiofganies affected by the
information obligation). The total of the costsadated for each single information
obligations of a regulation is regarded as the tjfieation of the administrative costs of
this regulation. Thus the sum of the administratests of all regulations is
communicated as the overall administrative burdaogal on business within a
particular domain. While the calculation of the tsosf complying with information
obligations is based on information gathering ati#ig, such as interviews or, in some
cases, the actual time measurement (stopwatchagprdhe tool is not meant to
present an exact measurement or a representathmesaf the actual costs of
compliance for companies. Rather, the idea is $tegyatically assess what the costs
would be in a ‘standard’ process of compliance whid information obligation.
Experiences with the measurement exercise, thdajgwent of databases etc. and
comparative ‘benchmarking’ are said to enhanceptheision of the assessment, but the
guantification remains a proxy of a cost measurdriet is supposed to allow tracking
change (as well as benchmarking across jurisdig}iomwer time and hence evaluate the
effectiveness of reduction measures. The method doeaccount for different
administrative implementation styles of regulatiangerms of over- or under-
enforcement by agencies. Another criticism is thawsion of benefits of regulations as

8



well as substantial costs of regulation. The céetranter argument against the latter
point is that administrative burden reduction isahmaking regulation less
burdensome without reducing regulatory standatdsu@h this point can also be
contestedy.

The SCM method presents the core of a policy agbrt@avards administrative burden
reduction developed in the Netherlands that indutie earlier mentioned reduction
targets and the integration of the measuremeihtamptocess of policy development and
legislative drafting. In order to account for oMechanges in administrative burden, the
reductions resulting from various simplification aseres have to be discounted against
the burden created by new legislation. Since thestarial departments have an interest
in ‘successful’ regulations and hence an incerttivéownplay the administrative

burden of a proposed regulation, various oversigithanisms have been established to
secure proper application of the SCM method. Thetnmoportant one is the set up of
ACTAL, an advisory body that is not directly acctalvie or subordinated to any
governmental or political institution. ACTAL is nesnsible for checking the
departmental SCM measurements of new draft regulsitaind has the power to
comment directly to the Cabinet on the issue ointleasurement and its result. Another
important element of the emerging administrativedba reduction policy template is
the interdepartmental steering group (IPAL), withdore in the finance ministry and
‘satellite’ units in ministerial departments. IPAd.in responsible for the political
governance of the reduction programme and the dprednt and coordination of
simplification measures. The key elements of tHeptemplate for administrative
burden reduction are summarised in Table 1 beldw.fdllowing section explores the
subsequent diffusion of this policy template bet2803 and early 2007 by looking at
those dimensions and aspects highlighted in the darms of the policy diffusion
literature. Drawing on internet sources, governng&@uments and semi-structured
interviews? the analysis looks at broad patterns of diffugsioross European countries
but also zooms into the processes of selected gesid gain additional insights on
mechanisms and driving forces of the diffusion pssc

Diffusion of the SCM policy templatein Europe

Scope and pattern of diffusion

In exploring the patterns and mechanisms of diffmsthe following assesses the
scope of diffusion (number of countries adopting plolicy) since 2003 and to what
degree the original model or an adaptation was a®dl The analysis is confined to
European countries and includes the 25 EU membggssafter the 2004 enlargement
plus the four EFTA staté's.

% This article is not seeking to evaluate the effectess of this approach to administrative burden
reduction or on how the adoption of the policy téatg changes (or not) the politics of regulation.

% A total of 10 interviews were conducted with mieldind higher ranking officials from Denmark,
Germany, Ireland and the Netherlands, and one &ansuAn email survey covering all SCM network
member countries was carried out as well.

* The new member states of the 2007 enlargememioaiacluded for various reasons, in particular the
different policy priorities of such transition cdres and the lack of integration into those ingiitns
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Table 1. Elements of the Administrative Burden Reduction Policy Template

Focus and » Focus on administrative costs rather than overall

objectives compliance costs

» Administrative costs are those parts of all comqueacosts
that emerge from information obligations of lawslan
regulations

* Reduction of administrative burdens placed on assn

* Quantification of administrative costs only, no
measurement or

» assessment of wider compliance costs or benefits of

regulations
Technique and| ¢ ‘Standard Cost Model’ as a method for measuring the
process administrative costs imposed on companies (oreziszand

voluntary organisations)

» Separate ‘measurement’ of administrative costs
(information obligations) of single regulations

* Results of the ‘baseline measurement’ (assessnhaitit o
laws at a particular point in time) as the starpognt and
baseline for quantitative target-setting

* Measurement of all new regulations with SCM method
allows comparison of stock and flow in order to ttohthe
achievement of reduction target

Organisational| < Interdepartmental steering group
infrastructure * ‘Watchdog’ exercising oversight of measurement

Turning to the scope and timing of diffusion firgte starting point of the process is
2003 when the Netherlands carried out the SCM leseieasurement in 2003
(accounting for all regulations as by end of 2002 25% reduction was scheduled
to be implemented until 2007. In the subsequentsy¢le policy template developed
in the Netherlands was adopted by an increasingoruwf European countries. While
in the year 2004, only two other countries wereagyegl in any activity of
administrative costs measurement and reductiothdognd of 2007, 15 out of 29 EU-
25/EFTA member states had developed such prograrfwitéstwo further countries
having expressed the general plan to engage in ®€dsurement exercises). We find
almost all EU-15 member states among the adogtarthermore, the policy diffusion
process includes some new member states as wbk &so larger EFTA countries
(Norway and Switzerland). Nevertheless, the largkate of non-adopters is occupied
by smaller EU-15 member states, most of the new lbeestates of the 2004
enlargement and the two small EFTA countries. Tdops of diffusion in western
Europe is striking — all larger western Europeanntoes are involved in some kind of
emulation of the SCM policy template. Within thrygzars, the SCM method

and networks supposed to facilitate internatiomdicy diffusion. Interestingly (but beyond the seop
here), South Africa was the first non-European tiquto adopt the SCM approach. Today, other non-
European countries (Australia, Canada, US, Austrdlew Zealand) are involved in the OECD’s
project related to the SCM method (Red Tape Scarmehcee below).
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developed from an obscure method of quantificabforegulatory costs only familiar
to a few experts outside the Netherlands to a widdbpted better regulation policy
tool in most western European countries.

The diffusion process can be divided into threermaaves with each of it
characterised by an increasing number of counirgsorting’ the SCM policy
template (or parts of it). The first two countresulating the model were Denmark
and Sweden which started measurement exercis&d# Arguably, the Czech
Republic and the UK can also be regarded as pahniedirst wave of early adopters
with their measurements starting in 2005. Estamnini odd case in that it started in
2005, but with much less enthusiasm (carrying ocesarements in selected areas
only). The second wave involved western Europeamtethber states such as
Germany, Italy and Austria, and including Polandagcond new MEE member state
and Norway as a non-member state. While drawingjrteebetween the second and
the third wave of policy diffusion becomes mordidiflt, it can be said that the third
wave has been detectable since late 2006 when smialéer and southern EU
member states implemented at least parts of tiggnatipolicy template developed in
the Netherlands. It is, however, too early to as#abe third wave marks the fading
of the policy boom or the expansion of the diffusprocess to ‘laggard’ countries.

This development is clearly in line with innovatidiffusion studies highlighting the
role of innovators and early adopters in such agss. The core group of early
adopters, including Denmark, Sweden and UK, sheeedputation as leading
countries in public sector reform issues. It migate been an important aspect that
the policy template was developed by a country @ithelfare state tradition and first
adopted in Scandinavian countries with an evemggowelfare state tradition — the
dismissal of the approach as an Anglo-Saxon newdllpolicy fad was not credible.
Nevertheless, the adoption of the SCM approachiturastrative burden reduction in
the UK arguably played a key role for the furth#fudion of the policy template to
the point of a ‘critical mass’, given the reputatiof the UK as a better regulation
‘champion’ (OECD 2002). As the pattern in Tableh®ws, the group of states
unengaged in any SCM related activities includeessouth European states and
smaller West European and 2004 accession courtagzattern that strongly supports
H;.
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Table 2: Administrative Burden Reduction in Europe

Country SCM Baseline Reduction SCM network
method measur ement target member
country

Austria Y Full Y Y
Belgium Y Partial N Y
Cyprus N No N Y
Czech Republic Y Full Y Y
Denmark Y Full Y Y
Estonia Y Limited Y Y
Finland N Partial N Y
France Y Partial Y Y
Germany Y Full Y Y
Greece N No Y N
Hungary Y Limited N Y
Iceland N No N N
Ireland N No N Y
Italy Y Limited Y Y
Latvia N Partial N Y
Lithuania N Partial N N
Luxembourg Pilot No N Y
Malta N No N N
Netherlands Y Full Y

Norway Y Full N Y
Poland Y Partial P Y
Portugal N Partial N Y
Slovakia N No Y N
Slovenia Pilot Partial Partial Y
Spain P No Y Y
Sweden Y Full Y Y
Switzerland Y No N N
United Kingdom Y Full Y Y

Countries (in grey): adoption of the full admin&tve burden reduction policy template
Baseline measurement:
Full: Full baseline measurement across all sectors
Limited: Full baseline measurement in selectedosect
Partial: Partial baseline measurement in selecetbss
Sources: progress reports of the SCM network (S@Work 2007, 2008), Commission (2008),
internet presentation of individual countries, dmammunication with national officials
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In terms of the degree of policy transfer — how ynafthe original template’s
elements have been adopted — the picture emengingthe analysis is more complex.
Looking at two core elements of the policy templdentified above (the baseline
measurement and the quantitative reduction targeetlzan identify a cluster of seven
countries adopting these elements plus one cotimtyis committed to such plans.
Two other countries are carrying out intensive measent exercises, but have
deliberately decided against adopting a fixed gtegtite target (Belgium and
Norway). In five additional countries, official gesnmental decisions to use the SCM
method have been adopted, but substantial elerhamésnot yet been implemented.

When turning to the organisational dimension of$i@&M policy template, a different
image emerges. While some kind of interdepartmestésring unit can be found in all
the 7 cases fully embracing the SCM model (and noditlye other countries that
adopted some but not all elements of the SCM paoéoyplate), only a small minority
of the SCM adopters have established a semi-exteatahdog organisation along the
lines of ACTAL in the Netherlands. The GernTdationaler Normenkontrollrat
(National Council for the Auditing of Norms) comeéssest to the ACTAL model.
Sweden decided to establish an external watchd@9@8. A more widespread
organisational solution is the attachment of théch@og function to an existing
agency or ministerial unit. It is beyond the scopthis article to assess how the SCM
model performs without the external watchdog orgation, but in terms of the
diffusion pattern His at least partially supported since the orgaitisal dimension

of the SCM policy template is object to substardaiadl widely spread institutional
filtering. At the same time, two core elementstedf SCM policy template — the
baseline measurement and reduction target — amdywielgarded as core aspects of the
administrative burden reduction polfcgnd hence adopted in most of the countries
committed to the SCM method. It is difficult to ass if this presents a ‘low
disturbance’ policy choice since the measuremedtraduction of administrative
costs does affect the policy-making turf of the isterial departments. It is, however,
telling that the SCM model is always presentedragplitical approach to reducing
regulatory burdens, because the tool is only maagtine administrative transaction
costs without questioning the underlying policyesttives and targets. This argument
can be regarded as a tactical in trying to ‘sel¥ SCM approach as one without the
risk of interfering with departmental policy predeces and processes. Overall, in
contrast to the diffusion trajectory in the caseegfulatory impact assessments, the
SCM policy boom has brought about a substantialeaence in administrative
burden reduction policies. However, the limited @ttt; of the external watchdog
organisation as part of the adoption package deggest that institutional filtering did
take place.

® There is, however, some variation concerning thg the measurement is carried out. While external
consultants are involved in most cases, the degfrediance on these consultants varies substintial
(with the UK commissioning more than 300 consulidntcarry out the measurement within a few
months, and other countries following a more steystep approach and involving fewer external
forces).
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International organisations and transnational networks: channels of diffusion?

Turning to a more extensive discussion of hypothégétransnational channels of
diffusion), the literature on policy diffusion higghts the role of international
organisations and cross-national networks as poliokers facilitating international
exchange and learning. The case of administrativedm reduction seems to
underline this facilitating role of internationaiganisations and networks in providing
forums for the exchange of ideas. Both the Eurofa@anmission and the OECD have
established forums devoted to better regulatiorcigsl. The OECD’s programme on
regulatory governance has arguably played a suistesle in the international
diffusion of objectives and policy tools of bettegulation since its establishment in
the mid 1990s (cf. Lodge 2005). Regulatory impaseasment was promoted as the
core instrument of any better regulation policyrtRermore, administrative burden
was a recurring theme on the OECD'’s regulatory geawgce agenda since the mid
1990s. A range of activities and publications wegaded to the promotion of ‘smart
tape’ rather than ‘red tape’ and reform measuresnplify regulations in order to
reduce administrative burdens placed on busineBssammer 2005, the OECD
started the so-called Red Tape Scoreboard (OECDR)O®@hich explored the SCM
method to cross-nationally ‘benchmark’ administrattosts in a selected regulatory
domain. Hence, the OECD should have played a dnat@in facilitating the SCM
diffusion.

Similar arguments could be made concerning the figae Commission. The EC has
adopted the policy theme of better regulation ldtan the OECD - the development
of the EC’s agenda can be traced to the 2001 VPaper on European Governance
and the preparatory work done by the so-cdlleshdelkern Groupf member states’
officials (there is also a link to the intergoverembal policy agenda, in particular the
Lisbon agenda on economic competitiveness adopt2dd0 as well as to recurring
criticism of regulatory burdens associated with [Egislation). The first substantial
activities of the EC in the better regulation comigere the redesigning of its system
of impact assessment and an initiative to sim@Histing legislation. The role the EC
as a catalyst of international exchange and theldpmnent of an international better
regulation policy community is manifested in 2008vihe establishment of a ‘Group
of high-level national regulatory experts’ that sltbadvise the EC on better
regulation issues in general (EC 2006). The ECasiding organisational support
and appoints the members of the high-level groutherbasis of suggestions from the
member states. While the group’s role is mainlgdgise the EC on issues in this
domain, its establishment has arguably furthengtieened international ties between
mid-ranking and top-level bureaucrats from memloemtries and hence further
facilitated the development of something like adp@an better regulation policy
community. The establishment of the ‘high levelugais linked to earlier networks
of such like; in particular the Directors for Betieegulation (DBR) network. The
DBR was established as an informal network by sBlde@nember countries seeking
to advance the better regulation agenda in the &ltegt (UK, Netherlands, Ireland,
Austria, Belgium) but was later co-opted into thenial EU polity, with all member
states being represented.
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These activities of both the OECD and the Eurogeammission broadly support the
image of international organisations and networksiding channels for exchange
between national experts (that is, higher levekbucrats) in the field. While this
might be the case for the wider better regulatigenala and issues like regulatory
impact assessment, the timing of the diffusiorhef $CM policy template however
suggests that these channels of diffusion havesdlayminor role in the context of the
first two waves of diffusion. The EC and the OECBdivities specifically targeted at
the SCM and the issue of measuring administrativddns more generally developed
as the process of diffusion was already ongoingouid even be argued that these
activities were a reaction to the unexpected pdiimym of this ‘model’ that presented
a risk to the central role of these organisatianstannels of diffusion, in particular
for the OECD, for which this role is a defining mlent of the organisation’s
legitimacy (cf. Lodge 2005). For the EC, the resoltthe national measurement
exercises presented a major risk, since the EU \ea® held accountable for 30 to
50% of all administrative burdens — and nation#bscfrom the Netherlands,
Denmark and the UK used this result of the measen¢exercise to demand an
administrative burden reduction initiative at thd-Eevel. The endorsement of the
SCM method and development of an own EU SCM prdgest EC 2005, 2006, 2007,
2008) can therefore be regarded as a responsdawooumnable blame allocation for the
‘production’ of administrative burdens. The EU Corssion’s role in the diffusion
process therefore changed from a sceptical bystaodefacilitator and also regulator
of the process. This was manifested in the 200ingpouncil that adopted a 25%
reduction target for all member states as an affieairget, thereby following a
proposal by the EC from late 2006.

In that context, it is important to note that nebbureaucrats have developed their
own network organisation to facilitate internatibemchange with the establishment
of the international ‘Standard Cost Model (SCM) WNatk’. In late 2003, the network
was founded by a core group of countries alreagyyap or being interested in the
SCM method, in particular the Netherlands and Deknighe nucleus of the network
was based on lateral contacts between top burdadmen the Netherlands, Sweden
and Denmark that have developed in the contextetarly DBR. Since then, this
loose organisation involving the participating naal better regulation units, engages
all European countries using the SCM method. Ayears after its establishment, the
SCM network has acquired an important role as tarnational exchange channel and
is closely working together with the OECD and EGeTSCM network is an access
point for those countries becoming interested enrttethod and a forum for the
exchange of ideas concerning the measurement matitbdider issues of
administrative burden reduction policy. It is drivey its core members — the six most
advanced countries in the process — and usedasra for discussing methodological
issues, the further advancement of the SCM agendaeth as the positioning towards
the EC in the emerging European SCM process. Asdinge time, it became a source
of legitimacy for bureaucrats of countries who iaterested in adopting the method
but lack support on home ground. Representatives the advanced countries are
then invited to engage in ‘marketing’ activitieshwn these countries to convince
policy makers. While the start of the diffusion gegs cannot be related to the
existence of the network, since the diffusion pesc&tarted in late 2003, the SCM

15



network has played a considerable role in creatmgternational forum for the
promotion and exchange not of better regulatiomcfad in general, but of the SCM
policy approach in particular.

Overall, international organisations and transmetimetwork organisation were both
not decisive during the early stages (rejectingdsome extent) of the diffusion
process. However, the later waves of diffusion wezavily influenced by these
channels of diffusion, but in interaction with timechanisms associated with
institutional isomorphism. The SCM has since 208&rbon top of the agenda in the
international better regulation policy communitydaaiso features in media coverage
on cutting red tape or deregulation. National gowents, non-governmental
organisations, such as the Bertelsmann Foundati@ermany and international
organisations regarded the SCM method as a nevptoniising a long awaited
breakthrough in reducing regulatory burden. Addisilopolitical appeal of the SCM
comes with the low political costs of the policypapach during its early stages of
adoption (since it claims not to challenge depantiadepolicy priorities but only to
‘cut’ unnecessary administrative burden). With avgng number of consultancies
that offer off the shelf tools for the applicatiohthe SCM models and other ‘model
mercenaries’ (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000) sudhia& tanks promoting the model,
the SCM dominated the discourse on better regulgdadicy in Europe. With the
involvement of the EU, it became difficult to igeathe SCM as the policy tool in the
better regulation domain with the highest credipiéind legitimacy. From 2007 (with
the adoption of the 25% reduction target as ariaffEU-wide policy objective)
elements of coercive isomorphism supplemented ihgetic mechanisms in shaping
the diffusion process (note that Table 2 includagp choices made until end of 2007

only).

Countries that are involved in these internati@@shmunication networks find it hard
to refuse at least some engagement with the SChbapip. One such example is
Ireland. It has shown considerable commitment tdwarwider better regulation
agenda since the early 2000s (based on the assuntipsit after the rapid economic
growth during the early ‘Celtic Tiger’ years, theoeomy needed to be supported by
better regulation). Indeed, Ireland was a foundiregnber of the DBR network — and
is a member of the SCM network. However, so fanag not fully adopted this model.
Instead, the Irish government chose to emulat&Eth€ommission’s ‘prioritised
model’; the measurement focuses on a selectioaves that are supposed to include
the main cost drivers. This choice was justifiedHos resource intensity that a full
baseline measurement would require — as experiarat@er countries shows that
only few laws create 90% of administrative burdévisre emphasis has been given to
developing and improving regulatory design througpact assessments.

Nevertheless, the interplay of a dense (and inorglysthickening) professional
community with intensified activities by the EU atie OECD exerts the kind of
pressures associated both with professional andigeeasomorphism. A key example
for mimetic isomorphism is the selection of the 2&¥uction target by almost all
countries of the second and third wave of diffusiarthis case, an arbitrary but
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politically attractive target is chosen on the baxdithe perceived success in a ‘reform
leader’ country, namely the Netherlands.

While the role of these international channelsxa@hange do support the hypothesis
that international policy learning and diffusiorfagilitated by these networks £

two aspects remain puzzling. The first is the tgnaf the diffusion. The key
international organisations have only engaged tkeéras in these debates when the
SCM diffusion process was already on its way arghbyee an important factor of the
international diffusion process at the later stagiahis process. While there have been
informal links between national actors and the OB those links did help to move
the SCM method on the OECD’s agenda (Larsen 206 tlee OECD like the EU
played only a minor role as a diffusion channethaf policy template at the earlier
stages of the process between 2003 and 2005.

As was confirmed in interviews with Dutch and Danadficials who initiated the
SCM network, it did not play a major role duringtharly stages of the diffusion
process since it was only in the process of bestgbdished in 2003 and 2004. This
network was established by national bureaucratsowitthe engagement of
international organisations or top-level politicsasuring the initial two or three years
of its organisation. It presents the second pugziement in the context of
international channels of diffusion. The SCM netitir some extent challenged the
established international organisations in this @ionand hence contributed to
increasingly intense activities of the EC and th&3D in this context. In that sense,
there was a competitive element concerning theabieternational networks. At the
same time both timing and bottom-up network butdisuggest that the role of
international channels and exchange can only berstawbd in the context of
bureaucratic politics in the national domain.

Bureaucratic politics

Turning to the domestic side of the policy diffusiprocess, and therefore to
hypotheses El(role of bureaucrats) and;character of the innovation), the most
noticeable pattern is the active role of the innoksdearly adopters in promoting the
SCM model on the international stage. As Larse@§2@otes, both Dutch and Danish
top bureaucrats spend considerable time and eietggvelling across Europe to
convince governments of the virtues of the modee &stablishment of the SCM
network was the continuation of those promotioméiveies of the early innovators.

In both countries, the problem of administrativedan was a long-standing concern
and the international promotion activities are ldase the belief in the effectiveness of
the instrument. At the same time, this behaviourloainterpreted as efforts to reduce
the uncertainty of future transaction costs ingheerging better regulation
community, that is, the development of the SCM métand its adoption involved the
investment of substantial political commitment aalininistrative resources. Insulated
(national) SCM exercises would pose the risk offferr transaction costs in the future,
if accommodation to different regulatory policiescbmes necessary.
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Another incentive to actively support this SCM pgliemplate is related to the belief
in international benchmarking. The promise of in&gional comparison of
administrative costs that would allow for far reiachinnovations through
benchmarking could only be a credible strategyabsurements are carried out in
other countries on the basis of the SCM methodoldgat point has been a key
argument in legitimising initially high transactiaosts. Finally, the ‘promotion tour’
clearly had an impact on the reputation of the oiggtional units and the individuals
involved. Turf expansion and individual career pesgion can therefore be regarded
as playing an important role in the promotion atias.

With countries at the importing end of the diffusiprocess, the examples of UK and
Germany suggest similar mechanisms of bureaugpatitics that can be effective in
different domestic contexts. As in the Netherlaadd Denmark, regulatory burdens
and compliance costs have populated the policydagsimce the early 1980s in both
countries. IrBritish administrative burden reduction is one policy toolthe already
rather crowded better regulation agenda, whiclopufated by issues such as risk-
based regulation, principles of good regulatiogutatory impact assessment and
transposition of EU laws. This better regulatioerdp has been developed within an
already established organisational set-up in cegtreernment (i.e. Cabinet Office),
which however witnessed a substantial reshufflmg006, with the establishment of
the Better Regulation Executive (BRE) replacingRegulatory Impact Unit, and the
Better Regulation Commission replacing the Bettegufation Task Force. Both units
have been established under new leadership atftk itase of the BRE, witnessed a
substantial influx of new personnel (mainly frontside the core executive system),
only to be first shifted to the new DepartmentBaisiness, Enterprise and Regulatory
Reform (June 2007) and finally been abolished t/a2007°

The UK government’s approach to SCM is shaped byeputation of being a ‘world
leader’ in this domain. This certificate has beedficially’ awarded to the UK
government by the OECD’s regulatory review publéhe2002, kindly (on the UK
government’s request) excluding the Railways asraain covered in the review.
Regulatory compliance costs have long played a premh role in this context, and the
first compliance cost assessments go back to tHel&80s. Seeking to introduce a
‘labour flavour’ to the ‘deregulation’ agenda th&iB government introduced ‘better
regulation’ as the key theme and broadened theesobpegulatory assessments
towards a general assessment of cost and berefitslbas effects and unintended
consequences in general. This could be the backdrau the initially lukewarm
interest of the UK government in the SCM model. 8it¢r the SCM method received
increasing media attention as a successful modeééthucing regulatory burdens, the
UK government fully embraced the concept and itetlaa fully-fledged adoption of
the model. Based on the recommendations of theeddHampton reviewa full

® Instead, a Risk and Regulation Advisory Counciswat up under the leadership of the former head of
the Better Regulation Task Force, Rick Haythorntkeva his council advises the Department for
Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR)egnlating risks issue — from food safety to
obesity — in a balanced, not too burdensome way.

" The Hampton review was a report from HM Treastit tinalysed the burden placed on business by
regulators through inspections and other reguladotivities. The Better Regulation Task Force’sorgp
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baseline measurement was initiated and carriethaifew months, the reduction
target was set (25%) and an interdepartmental psoaemonitoring progress in
reducing administrative burdens established. Top@ah of the SCM method in the
UK arguably related to the country’s reputatioradsetter regulation leader that was at
risk. The process was mainly driven by politicatidens to preserve the status of a
leading innovator plus an organisational set-uph&isimilar mission in the
governmental context. The role of individual ‘clierl’ is less evident in the British
than in other cases, where the adoption of theptdimplate is more an element in

the (unsuccessful) survival strategy of the betgulation unit.

In the Germancase, the adoption of the policy is characterigethbé direct reading
across from the Dutch role model, which is basedigett interaction between
politicians, high level bureaucrats and ‘model neearies’ of both countries
(including field trips of German actors to the N&lands). The emulation of the
Dutch ACTAL in the GermaiNormenkontrollratand the adoption of the 25%
reduction target are examples of the need to gaijitirhacy for this policy in the
context of generally high resistance to public ngamaent reforms and a lack of
successful policy inheritance in the field of betegulation. What is distinct about the
German approach is the minor role of external clbausts in the measurement
exercise (both the baseline measurement and thatexassessment of new laws).
High expenditures for consultancies would havetpeategitimacy of the SCM policy
approach under risk. The efforts to learn fromDlech model initiated by the
Bertelsmann Foundation and individual politiciaasé facilitated the integration of
German higher-level bureaucrats into internatiomvorks. However, in the process
of adopting the SCM model, bureaucrats played dduhrole in the German context.

Collectively, the SCM policy boom has brought tdgeta range of middle and top
level bureaucrats that were already partly intesgt@ cross- and transnational
networks, but partly moved into the club of theemiational better regulation experts.
It is beyond the scope here to conduct a netwoakyais of membership in the
different networks and organisations; however, eplamfrom Denmark, Netherlands,
Germany and the UK suggest that there is consiteemaerlap of membership
between these organisations, that indeed thesaelsaof international exchange have
contributed to the development of an internatidnakaucratic policy community in
the context of administrative burden reductionteirms of facilitating the diffusion
process, bureaucrats in exporting countries playegbre decisive role as SCM
advocates than their counterparts in the importmuntries.

Conclusion

The analysis of the SCM policy boom supports sofrieekey claims of the literature
on policy diffusion but challenges others. Firgthd in contrast to other examples of
policy diffusion in the context of this domain, tBE€M policy boom is a case of rapid
diffusion with substantial convergence, at leastoeoning most of the core elements

‘Less is more’ (2005) takes up these recommendatiol formulates the pillars of an administrative
burden reduction programme in the UK. See alsoeB&egulation Executive (2006).
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of the original policy template. Seven countrieséhadopted the main elements of the
SCM policy template (excluding the organisationatehsion) and two more

countries have not adopted a 25% reduction tangedtherwise implemented the
measurement exercise with similar rigour then asstven core countries. While a
range of differences exists in details of the measent process as well as in the
governance of the whole project (providing limiggport for H), these seven (plus
two) countries constitute a group displaying cogeece that goes beyond the degree
of convergence in the area of impact assessmettt¢agther main pillar of better
regulation policy in Europe).

Secondly, the hypothesis that is most strongly sttpd (H) is related to the long-
standing claim of policy diffusion being driven the order of leaders and laggards
and the ‘keeping up with the Joneses’ mechanisrpeef pressure. At the same time,
this constellation is not specific to the casedrhaistrative burden reduction policy,
but has been broadly present in relation to theachpssessment case. One might
therefore expect from the literature that interoradi exchange facilitated by
international institutions or transnational orgaitisns and networks would play a
crucial role in facilitating the diffusion (1 However, both types of channels of
diffusion played only a minor role during the iaitphase of the diffusion process up
to 2005. Only after the diffusion process gainedrmantum and some active advocacy
of the frontrunners, did the EU Commission engagiaé process, but then played a
crucial role in later stages of the diffusion pregéy prescribing the 25% reduction
target for all member states.

A central difference to earlier cases of policyusfon in the field of better regulation
was the active strategy of internationalisatiorsped by the frontrunner countries,
with domestic higher level bureaucrats playingwcia role (supporting kito some
extent). The available evidence suggests that astrative and political transaction
costs and the desire to expand ‘turf’ were impdrtaivers of the promotional strategy
of the early innovators. The degree of internatigation and transnational network
building that subsequently developed into a ‘buceatic expert network’ presents a
force of its own today in the further developmehthis policy approach. While the
EU/EC today plays an important role in sustainimgrfinational exchange, the process
has mainly been driven by national bureaucratsvanidus policy brokers (or model
mercenaries) such as think tanks and consultancies.

The purpose of adopting the lens of the policyudibn literature to analyse the spread
of the administrative burden reduction policy teatplwas to better understand
underlying motivations and social mechanisms feratloption of this regulatory
innovation in a range of European countries. Faruen the mechanisms of diffusion
allows us to gain a better appreciation of the wadibns that have facilitated the
administrative reduction policy boom. It allowstosask questions such as whether
this policy boom is nothing else but a fad (in s$emse that another generation of
career bureaucrats will look for the next bestgotemplate to promote their careers
and leave the administrative burden reduction gdiehind) or whether
administrative burden reduction policy is likelyrttake a serious inroad into the
standard operating procedures of ministerial buneaies.
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While it is too early to assess the viability o tBCM policy template as the
dominating approach on the expanding better reignl@igenda, two alternative
interpretations can be offered. The first suggtsisthe SCM policy boom has
resulted in the emergence of a European policy canitynthat has institutionalised a
specific interpretation of better regulation ag@jgxt dealing with regulatory quantity
rather than the broader regulatory quality agersda@ated with the improvement of
the evidence base of regulatory decisions, accbilitysstructures and transparency.
In that sense the SCM has crowded out quality tetehetter regulation reform
related to impact assessment, consultation, etpiritral testing of this interpretation
could further explore the core beliefs and profassi background of the emerging
administrative burden reduction policy communitg, regarding the distribution of
(conflicting) values relating to better regulatidmother route of investigation would
be national case studies looking in more detahainteraction of quality and quantity
related reforms and better regulation tools tottesicrowding-out claim.

Such a method would allow for testing a secondpmégation, and that is the
‘symbolic politics’ reading of the current reforrgenda. To some extent this
interpretation is in line with some of the analysalated to the practice of impact
assessment in a variety of countries briefly reeiéwn the second section of the
paper. It regards better regulation reforms maaslyvindow dressing activities
reacting to the increasing public and politicalgs@e against over-regulation and
bureaucracy. It is also in line with recent evaluad in the Netherlands and the UK
showing the limited recognition of the reductionaseres by business (NAO 2007).
However, an assessment purely based on the outabtine burden reduction exercise
is insufficient to test the viability of this apgrch. Falling short of achieving self-set
goals — substantial reduction of administrativedeunr, facilitating economic growth —
will of course ignite challenges of the policy apgch and its advocates. But it is the
reaction to these challenges that will allow assgdhe robustness and embeddedness
of this approach in the ministerial bureaucracish an assessment should include
both the approach and how it is further developedell as the actors and units that
have supported and adopted the approach duringGi policy boom.
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