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Policy Design and Practice

Public value and procedural policy instrument 
specifications in “design for service”

Adam Wellsteada  and Michael Howlettb 
aMichigan Technological University, Houghton, MI, USA; bDepartment of Political Science,  
Simon Fraser University, Vancouver, Canada

ABSTRACT
Strokosch and Osborne and others have recently argued the 
essence of effective service delivery in and by government increas-
ingly involves the re-orientation of top-down service delivery 
toward enhanced co-design and co-creation. This new emphasis 
on what Strokosch and Osborne term designing and managing 
“for” services is seen to be increasingly replacing or augmenting an 
older emphasis on these tasks in the design “of” services. Analyzing 
and managing service design and delivery in this way, however, 
requires a steady eye to be maintained on the different ways in 
which “public value” is generated through each service process and 
upon the different kinds of policy tools useful in each activity. This 
paper expands and develops this thinking and the research and 
practice agenda around this emergent “designing for service” para-
digm. It does so by focusing on the nature and types of substan-
tive and procedural policy tools used in these efforts and especially 
upon a shift in emphasis toward the better understanding of the 
micro-level specifications of the procedural instruments used in 
management and design “for” services.

1.  Introduction: what is “designing for service”?

Strokosch and Osborne (2023) recently argued that the essence of contemporary 
program or “service” design in government is changing and increasingly can be found 
in efforts made to re-orient top-down service delivery and encourage greater bottom-up 
citizen-led activities, such as co-design and co-creation. They note that these latter 
activities are increasingly involved in policy formulation and are championed by many 
newly created policy agencies and actors, such as innovation labs (Wellstead, Gofen, 
and Carter 2021). They further claim that this change can be characterized as one 
replacing or augmenting an older orientation which has deep historical roots in the 
effort to design and deliver efficient and effective services—what they term the design 
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2 A. WELLSTEAD AND M. HOWLETT

“of ” services—by a new alternative paradigm focused on creating and retaining gov-
ernment legitimacy through enhanced public participation. They term this new empha-
sis on participation and legitimation as the design of processes “for” service provision.

Any such shift has many potential implications for policy design and practice, 
including a change in the kinds of instruments or policy tools used in these efforts, 
how those tools  are calibrated and the activities governments undertake in formu-
lating and implementing them. In the design “of ” services approach, the delivery 
of goods and services deemed necessary for the general public and specialized 
interests, for example, largely features the creation and administration of portfolios 
of what Howlett (2000, 2019) has termed “substantive” policy tools—such as regu-
lations, public expenditures, and other tools involved in the delivery of goods and 
services delivery directly by government agencies. These are all well-known imple-
mentation instruments that can typically be found arrayed in a mix designed by 
government agencies and ministries and approved by a governing executive (with 
funding from legislative bodies) in order to deliver specific kinds of services to the 
public in what is expected to be an efficient and effective way (Hood 1991; 
Salamon,1989 2002).

While in practice these initiatives may or may not actually be as efficient or 
effective as intended, their state-led, “top-down” nature makes them susceptible to 
perceptions of de-legitimation and charges that the goals, policies, and programmes 
designed to implement them fail to represent either the priorities or interests of the 
public. Hence even a simple and routine snow-clearing contract negotiated on behalf 
of a city by public works department managers, for example, can be accused of 
illegitimately prioritizing snow removal in certain neighborhoods over others or for 
prioritizing administrative cost-saving over public safety, such as allowing minimum 
clearance levels to be raised, saving wear and tear on plows but at the risk of 
increased accident rates due to the poorer traction that results (Elhouar et  al. 2015).

In some cases, such charges of favoritism and detachment from the public good 
may have merit, while in others they may simply be an artifact of a more general 
citizen disengagement from decision-making processes and growing cynicism regard-
ing governments and the roles, activities, and interests of civil servants and 
decision-makers in the policy process more generally. Strokosch and Osborne (2023) 
suggest the latter situations are growing more commonplace and that many govern-
ments have responded through a reorientation of service design efforts to more 
actively involve greater numbers of citizens, or at least public opinion leaders, in 
government decision-making. Such efforts, they argue, take a designing “for” service 
approach, in which citizen involvement is also a policy goal, rather than just efficient 
service delivery. Others in the policy design and public management fields, such as 
Bel and Casula (2024) and van Buuren, Lewis, and Peters (2023), also see evidence 
of this same movement and dynamics. van Buuren et al, for example, label “design 
for policy” as a better way to “understand and structure a policy problem, rather 
than finding solutions for predefined goals” (14). Similarly, Villa Alvarez and 
Wellstead (2023) found that practitioners indeed have increasingly adopted this 
specific term in thinking about policy-making and policy design.

While provocative, however, Strokosch and Osborne provide few details about 
precisely how these two approaches to service delivery differ in practice or about  
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precisely what a designing “for” service approach entails in terms of instrument 
choices and how these choices differ from those made in more traditional efforts 
at service design.

In what follows it is argued that the creation of “public value” in each effort does 
differ as does the kind of policy tools involved in policy designs aimed at each 
purpose. And, more germanely in terms of the aims of this special issue, that they 
also differ in terms of the level of analysis and activity undertaken in their support. 
Thus, designing “for service,” for example, typically involves the use of what Bali 
et  al. (2021) refer to “procedural” tools, or policy tools intended to alter aspects of 
policy processes designed to enhance public value through enhanced legitimation, 
rather than those geared to the creation of public value through the efficient delivery 
of goods and services using more traditional substantive tools, such as those listed 
above—regulation, government agencies, subsidies and others (Bali et  al. 2021; 
Howlett 2000). And, third, it is argued that the level of analysis that most preoc-
cupies those involved in the design “for” services is also different from that found 
in more traditional efforts at service design, focusing upon micro-level tool speci-
fications and calibrations, a focus which is different from that found in traditional 
substantive instrument choices (Howlett 2009; Sewerin, Cashore, and Howlett 2022).

2.  Why is this distinction important? Service design and the pursuit of 
public value

Strokosch and Osborne set out the main differences between design “of ” and “for” 
service in terms of their conceptual roots, design perspective, focus, the aim of 
design, the approach taken, and the locus of design (see Table 1).

However, importantly, it can also be seen that how public value is expected to 
be attained through public action differs in the two approaches. As Moore (2000) 
has argued, attaining value through public action is contingent on both the effective 
use of policy tools and the level of legitimacy and support enjoyed by an authorizing 
environment and both of these differ in the two design approaches.

This conception of the two service regimes involving two different types of public 
value creation is important and tied into a significant thread of thinking in the 
public management literature where how public managers actually realize collective 
aspirations and public value  through the design of public policies and programs is 
a growing subject of research (Barzelay 2019). This research, for example, has 
expanded beyond the examination of the actions of the public manager in a single 
organization to include the study of multi-actor situations (Bryson et  al. 2017; 
Jarman, Luna-Reyes, and Zhang 2016; Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Kelly 2002; 
Meynhardt 2009) and how public value is co-created in such efforts (Bryson et  al. 
2017; Sancino 2022; Wellstead, Howlett, and Chakrabarty 2022).

In general, public managers are seen to need to engage in three activities if they 
are to ensure their strategies actually create public value (Moore 1995). These cor-
respond to Moore’s well-known public value “strategic triangle” whereby a public 
manager’s strategy must be “substantively valuable,” “legitimate and politically sus-
tainable,” and “operationally and administratively feasible.” But fundamentally different 
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strategies  can be deployed in the service of these public value creation and main-
tenance  efforts (O’Flynn 2021; Stoker 2006). Whether it aims at the design “of ” 
service or design “for” service, any management strategy must be operationally and 
administratively feasible. The design “for” service strategy, however, differs from a 
design “of ” services one in terms of the kinds of value expected to be created and, 
especially upon the relative emphasis the strategy places upon legitimacy in consid-
ertations of feasibility.1

In this view, managers can develop and create public value in several different 
ways if they have the resources or capacity needed to do so. These differences 
can be seen in Talbot’s (2011) elaboration of Moore’s framework, whereby public 
value creation is said to differ according to its focus (trust and legitimacy, pro-
cesses, resources, services, and social) and the types of interests (self, public, 
and procedural) involved in it. These different interests and foci are set out in 
Table 2.

Here it can be seen that the design “of ” services is focused primarily on resources 
and services in the attainment of cost-effective results while the design “for” services 
highlights trust, process, and service delivery in equitable and participative ways. 
Design “for” services focuses on a broader set of societal values that provides “a 
normative consensus about the rights, benefits, and prerogatives to which citizens 
should (and should not) be entitled; the obligations of citizens to society, the state, 
and one another; and the principles upon which governments and policies must be 
based” (Bozeman, 2007 13) which design ‘of ’ often takes for granted.

Table 1.  Design of service and designing for service.
Design of services Designing for service

Conceptual roots Early service research, where services are 
defined as market offerings with specific 
characteristics, intangibility, inseparability, 
heterogeneity, and perishability.

Service (dominant) logic, where service is 
understood as the integration of 
resources to support value co-creation 
(that is, subjectively perceived and 
determined).

Design perspective Services (as an output) are designed and 
delivered by understanding user needs 
and experience, with value co-creation 
facilitated through the (re)design service 
output.

Service is designed by understanding the 
need and experience, but value 
co-creation is dependent on user 
experience and the surrounding context.

Focus Solutions-focused by understanding user 
needs and experience.

Outcome-focused by emphasizing service 
experience and context throughout the 
value co-creation process.

Aim of design Transforms tangible and experimental 
elements of services as outputs, 
including the physical service landscape 
to support effective delivery and 
immediate needs.

Transform tangible and experiential 
elements of the service and the physical 
and social context of the servicescape to 
support future value co-creation.

Approach Reductionist approach—services are 
comprised of multiple component parts, 
and service design requires that 
decisions be made about each 
dimension.

In a constructivist approach, service is 
socially constructed by interactions 
between multiple actors and various 
contextual factors.

Locus of design Service development phase Throughout service production, including 
development, use, and contextualization. 
The frontline service provider and service 
user have a demonstrative impact on 
service.

Source: Strokosch and Osborne (2023).
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However, exactly how each process—that is, designing “for” and “of ” service—is 
expected to unfold in practice and how they can best be designed and managed, is 
unclear in existing work on the subject. Both need the necessary tools, investments, 
and innovations to ensure their particular strategy can be successfully pursued but 
the kinds of tools deployed in each are quite different as is their configuration 
(Moore 1995; Moore and Khagram 2004).

3.  Policy instrument used in the design “of” and “for” services: 
procedural vs. substantive instrument use

The policy studies literature is helpful in informing design content and practice in 
both of these efforts, having previously identified two different kinds of policy tools 
that serve the different purposes beyond these design types (Howlett 2009; Howlett 
and Cashore 2009).

In this literature, “substantive” instruments are those that are expected to alter 
some aspect of the production, distribution, and delivery ‘of ’ goods and services in 
society (Howlett 2000). This is a large field of action since it extends not only to 
goods and services provided or affected by tools, such as regulation but also well 
beyond managed market-based delivery to direct or indirect state or public provision, 
as well as to the support or commissioning of many goods and services typically 
provided by the family, community, nonprofit and voluntary means (Salamon,1989 2002).

These substantive tools can be seen to be the key components of the design “of ” 
services as they can affect many aspects of the production, distribution, and con-
sumption of goods and services, from welfare provision to environmental quality. 
These tools are typically arranged in a mix or bundle, and the complexity of mix 
design often leads to top-down policy designing. Thus, for example, a mix of  tools 
from public enterprises to regulation and tax treatment can affect the prices and 
actual distribution of produced goods and services, such as housing, as well as more 
macro-economic activities, such as the level of consumer demand for specific goods 
through interest rate manipulation and fiscal policies more generally.

Table 2.  Map of public value-related interests and foci.
Self-interest Public interest Procedural interest

Trust and 
legitimacy 
focus

Respect for individual rights, 
complaints and restitution, 
and confidentiality

Respect for democratic and 
consultative decisions

Respect for democratic and 
consultative processes

Resources focus Are purchased in economic and 
competitive ways

Are purchased in socially useful 
ways (e.g. fair trade and 
wages, locally sourced)

Are purchased in fair, 
transparent, and honest 
ways

Process focus Are flexible and responsive to 
individual wants and efficient

Are equitable, responsive to 
democratic control, and are 
effective

Are formalized, fair, 
transparent, and honest

Services focus Are delivered in flexible, 
cost-effective, and efficient 
ways with choice for 
individuals

Are delivered in socially 
equitable and effective ways

Are decided in democratic 
and participative ways

Social results 
focus

Are delivered in cost-effective 
ways which enhance 
individual’s lifestyles

Are delivered in equitable ways 
that enhance social justice

Are decided in democratic 
and participative ways

Source: Adapted from Talbot (2011).
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On the other hand, other more procedurally oriented tools are typically involved 
in the design “for” service. These “procedural” tools - such as processes for judicial 
review, public participation or public hearings - typically affect production, con-
sumption, and distribution processes only indirectly, if at all (Goldsmith and Eggers 
2005; Klijn, Koppenjan, and Termeer 1995; Klijn and Koppenjan 2006). Rather, they 
are intended to affect the behavior of actors involved in policy implementation and 
include a wide array of such tools including not only public participation processes 
or judicial reviews but also, freedom of information legislation, censorship, and 
many others (Howlett 2000; Lang 2019; Lewis, McGann, and Blomkamp 2020).

Table 2 highlights that the design “of ” services involves a focus on program 
results, resources, and services on the ground, while the design “for” services focuses 
instead on the attainment or retention of trust and legitimacy in policy processes. 
Designing “for” service can also be seen to involve a greater emphasis on the design 
and management of participation and consultation processes that affect the subjective 
interactions between actors less in output terms than in what Scharpf has called 
“input” or “throughput” legitimacy (Scharpf 2015).

A feature of value creation in the design “for” services often involves (enhanced) pro-
cesses of stakeholder co-design and experience. Outcomes remain important but are 
coupled with the need to enhance the processual experience of stakeholders and citizens 
with greater attention needing to be paid to the context of that experience in managing 
such processes. Osborne, Nasi, and Powell’s (2021) earlier use of the value creation frame 
to analyze public services suggests four different kinds of service design activity can pro-
mote such enhanced “output” legitimacy (Scharpf 2015). These range from co-design, 
co-production, co-experiences, to co-construction, where co-design refers to the inclusion 
of service users and citizens in the development of policy solutions, co-production encom-
passes the involvement of service users and citizens in the management and delivery of 
services and co-experience is the process through which an individual’s use of the public 
service creates or takes away value for that individual. Lastly, co-construction concerns how 
an individual’s unique values, beliefs, and experiences will shape their engagement with a 
given public service (Osborne, Nasi, and Powell, 2021 649).

These design “for” service efforts often seek greater involvement of key actors, 
stakeholders, and the public in policy decisions through these processes in order to 
enhance compliance by defuzing opposition to a project or programme ex ante. For 
example, an important part of the permitting approval process for new mines in many 
states involves extensive consultation procedures which do little to enhance the effi-
ciency of service delivery, per se, but reduce the possibility of court or other challenges 
to regulatory decisions. The development of a new copper-nickel sulfide mine, the 
NorthMet Project in northeastern Minnesota, under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) provides a good 
example of this kind of effort where legal requirements for promoting and responding 
to public comments generated several rounds of comment and thousands of submis-
sions (Nguyen et  al. 2020). Here, value co-creation was dependent less on the outcome 
of the decision than on the design of the user experience as part of a long-term 
iterative process expected to bolster support, or at least diffuse opposition to a mine 
development among an initially skeptical public. This was expected to be accomplished 
by enhancing feelings of efficacy and representation in mine-related decision-making.
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Attaining public value through design “of ” efficient service activity, on the other 
hand, does not necessarily involve any of these processes and can be undertaken 
in a purely top-down fashion. This activity focuses on outputs with an emphasis 
on the design of the benefits and costs of a programme to promote enhanced pro-
gramme outcomes and efficiency. Thus, the US Internal Revenue Service (IRS), for 
example, recently began rolling out a pilot “Direct File program,” a freely available 
software where taxpayers can calculate and submit their income tax returns. This 
is an effort to enhance public value by reducing the administrative burden tax 
compliance places on citizens while also enhancing efficient revenue collection (Herd 
and Moynihan 2019). In this case, the cost saving in lieu of using a commercially 
available tax software package significantly contributes to public value and does so 
while also enhancing policy efficiency by reducing compliance and monitoring costs. 
Such efforts involve the use of traditional “substantive” policy tools, such as regu-
lations, public organizations, information campaigns, and financial tools in the effort 
to directly or indirectly affect the conditions of production or the distribution of 
goods and services in society (Howlett 2024).

4.  The locus of activity in design “of” and “for services”: different goal 
specifications and tool calibrations

As these examples show, public management and policy design in the contemporary 
era are concerned not only with how public value can be achieved through efficient 
service delivery but also with legitimation and these efforts differ precisely in terms 
of what kinds of governing instruments are put into place for these purposes.

Both substantive and procedural instruments are thus a key part of policy designs 
and policy design activity and the configuration of procedural tools is as important to 
design “for” services as the calibration of substantive tools is for the design “of” services 
(Capano and Howlett 2020). Making the right tool choices and calibrating it to meet 
specific needs is thus the essence of both the “design ‘of ’ and ‘for’ services” (Howlett 
2024), and whether or not public value will actually be attained in either case center 
on the effectiveness of the choices made at this level in pursuit of each strategy. 
Significantly, however, the content of such choices differs between the two strategies.

In the case of the substantive tool choices made in the design “of ” services 
strategy, tools such as regulation, subsidies, public enterprises, and fines all can alter 
many features of goods and service delivery but it must be specified who produces 
a specific good or service; what kinds and quantities are to be provided and with 
what quality, as well as other aspects of the methods and conditions of production 
and its organization. This is done through the calibration or fine gradation of tools, 
such as changes to interest rates in monetary and fiscal policy designed to combat 
inflation or affect key sectors, such as the investment. While debates and popular 
discussion of substantive tool choices often center on the “meso” level choice of 
instrument—for example, whether or not to regulate or subsidize some activity—the 
precise calibration of these tools is in fact the  key activity in such design efforts.

Thus, at the substantive level this level of choices is very important in areas such 
as education policy and health policy, to name only two sectors, where improved 
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quality and efficiency have been systemic goals pursued by policy-makers. However, 
as noted above, debate and discussion often centers on the choice of different kinds 
of substantive policy tools, such as public vs. fee-for-service models of service deliv-
ery rather than on the details of their application. This is not true of all sectors, 
however, and in the study of the attainment of service goals in healthcare, for 
example, policy-makers and implementers seeking to enhance public value  often 
focus on more input-oriented aspects of health policy-making involving more 
micro-level decisions around issues, such as accountability, competition, and decen-
tralization ‘of what and to whom’ (Fitz, Gorard, and Taylor 2003; Hannaway and 
Woodroffe 2003; Howlett, Ramesh, and Capano 2022; Toth 2021).

Just as there are distinct techniques typically deployed in the designing “of ” 
services, in design “for” service efforts some tools, such as re-organizing government 
departments or including supporters and co-opting opponents in service delivery 
are quite old and well-used and have been the objects of study in fields, such as 
public administration, public management, and organizational behavior for decades 
(Saward 1990; Schneider and Sidney 2009). While much discussion has concerned 
this ‘meso-level’ of analysis, just as with the deployment of substantive tools, mport-
ant procedural design criteria are also often fundamentally about the more “micro” 
level policy specifications. Thus “public participation,” for example, is more or less 
an empty vessel until it is filled with instructions on who can participate, when, 
and how and who can not.

How these different kinds of procedural tools are configured and deployed—that 
is how their “micro-level” specifications fit with participatory targets and objec-
tives—is often the key to effective design “for” services (Howlett, Ramesh, and 
Capano 2022), just as it is for more traditional substsantive tools.

As the Introduction to this special issue has highlighted, recent studies in the 
policy sciences have only recently begun to grapple withthe importance of design 
decisions at this micro level. However, it is possible to develop a framework for 
this level of tool choices which is helpful in understanding the the kinds of choices 
that need to be made at this level of policy-making .

These frameworks are based on earlier work, such as that by the Nobel Prize 
winner Elinor Ostrom, who outlined several design rules (2005, 2010) needed for 
the creation of regulatory institutions that emphasized the importance of decisions 
made at the micro-level of policy-making. As the model set out in the Introduction 
suggests, three aspects of Ostrom’s rules can be seen to be highly relevant to 
micro-level procedural and substantive tool design and, thus, to efforts to guide 
better design both “for” and “of ” services. These are:

1.	 Designation of the target population: that is “who” specifically is targeted by 
an intervention (what Ostrom termed “scope,” “boundary,” and “position” 
rules);

2.	 The expected outcome of the intervention: “what” precisely is expected to be 
done by the target population with respect to the problematic condition (what 
Ostrom termed “aggregation” rules); and, in addition; and

3.	 The time frame desired for achieving the desired aim or the time by which 
the intervention is expected to be undertaken.
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These elements can be thought of as micor-level policy goals or target specifica-
tions. Policy calibrations on the other hand  denote the specific ways in which an 
instrument can be configured  to realize thesegoals. Calibrations are more complex 
and in addition to Ostrom, scholars, such as Linder and Peters (1989), Salamon 
(2002), Schaffrin, Sewerin, and Seubert (2015), and Capano and Toth all have iden-
tified a relatively large range of possible micro-level policy tool components. These 
concern the extent to which a policy tool features:

1.	 Stringency (i.e. how coercive the adopted instrumental is for shaping the 
behavioral autonomy of the target);

2.	 Public visibility (i.e. whether and how much the instrument is visible to the 
public);

3.	 Automaticity (i.e. whether and how the instruments can be immediately 
applied by an existing or new agency without manual’ oversight;

4.	 Resource intensiveness (i.e. the level of organizational and financial resources 
a tool requires in order to operate effectively);

5.	 The specification of the agencies responsible for implementation (if there is 
only one public agency, or if there are more agencies, even private, program-
matically charged with implementation) (what Ostrom termed “position” rules);

6.	 Monitoring and auditing provisions (the provision of planned procedures of 
monitoring and auditing) (what Ostrom termed “choice” rules); and

7.	 Accountability rules (the rules that are expected to activate mechanisms 
leading to effective implementations; for example, provision of sanctions and 
fines can activate compliance) (what Ostrom termed “information” rules).

Table 3 presents a re-articulation of Strokosch and Osborne’s original 2-fold 
service framework to emphasize the kinds of tool specifications that are operation-
alized in the processes of either “designing for service” or the  “design of service.”

Practitioners engaged in designing for policy-related work of either type need to 
be sensitive to these calibration considerations as well as to the key differences in 
the types of tools required for each task outlined above.

5.  Conclusion: designing services and obtaining value through 
procedural tool deployment

Strokosch and Osborne’s distinction between design “of ” service and design “for” 
service serves as a useful link between public management, public value, and public 
policy thinking, encapsulatin two different types of on-the-ground policy-making 
and servce delivery efforts using different sets of instruments designed to attain 
different kinds of public value.

As this discussion outlines, the conscious move toward more “designing-for-ser-
vices” activity that Strokosch and Osborne, and others have identified raises to the 
fore considerations of policy design tools and choices about their goals and cali-
brations and especially the need to better understand and model the micro-level 
choices made in both the design of services and design for them. As is argued 
above, distinguishing between procedural and substantive tools and the different 
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roles they play in attaining different kinds of publi value and especially, the com-
ponents of a micro-level analysis of  tools specifications and calibrations helps to 
illuminate the key decisions that have to be made in these types of design and how 
designing ‘for’ services differs from more traditional design “of ” services.

The article thus expands and develops upon these two kinds of design efforts 
and especially upon the lesser studied “design for service” approach and research 
agenda. It does so by focusing on the role played by differeince in the kinds of 
policy tools deployed in each method of attaining public value and emphasizes how 
changes at the micro-level of policy-making are critical in this activity (Gofen, 
Wellstead, and Tal 2023; Howlett, Ramesh, and Capano 2022; Howlett and Cashore 
2009). This refinement and modification of Strokosch and Osborne’s framework 
opens the door to a better understanding of what is at stake in each kind of policy 
design activity and allows research to focus on whether and how specific design 
arrangements “for” services “work,” why, and in which context, how they can enhance 
public value.

Many of the key practical questions facing decision-makers and administrators, 
such as how much to spend on a particular program and how best to do so or 
the technical design aspects of a particular policy, exist at the micro-level of policy 

Table 3.  Micro-level and public value management considerations of design “of” and designing 
“for” service.

Substantive tools Procedural tools

Target specifications
Designation of the target 

population
Self and public interests
Public sector contribution to society

Policy community/network procedural 
interests

Relationship between public 
administrators and politicians and 
their environment

Ethical behavior of public sector 
employees

Intra organizational aspects
Relationship between public sector 

employees and public
Expected outcome of the 

intervention
Improvement of service, Service 

output including services, 
resources

Increased legitimation, trust, value 
creation, improved user experience 
and context, Individual rights, respect 
for democratic decisions and 
processes

Time frame for achieving the 
desired aim

Service development phase Co-design phase

Calibrations
Stringency Focus on delivery and 

cost-effectiveness
Value creation through experience

Public visibility Value creation through the delivery  
of services

Value creation through education

Automaticity A desired goal Engagement id preferred
Governing resource 

intensiveness
Often very high Usually quite low

Designation of the agencies 
responsible for 
implementation

Few, usually one Often multi-level and multi-sectoral

Monitoring and auditing 
provisions

Often formalized in audits and other 
processes and agencies

Project specific, but typically negligible, 
throughout the value production 
process

Accountability rules Often, failure is undesirable Failure is acceptable if not encouraged as 
part of the learning process
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design and remain little studied outside the ambit of administrative policy advice. 
By overlooking this level of analysis,however, it is often difficult if not impossible 
to gauge and evaluate policy performance, which is measured in terms of a policy 
decision’s real impact on society and this is a key concern for policy-makers and 
practitioners (Dunlop et  al. 2022). Furthermore, the lack of focus on the 
micro-dimensions of policy design often leaves the real picture of what is at stake 
for policy-makers as they craft a policy to one side. Political battles, partisan 
dynamics, and conflict among interest groups center do in fact often centre on 
choices made about the specification of goals or the calibrations of instruments 
rather than at “higher” levels of tool choices or policy ideas although the meso- 
and macro- aspects of policy often attract more attention in the press and elsewhere 
(Hall 1993; Howlett and Cashore 2009).

Choicessuch as using open-ended or closed appointment procedures for advisory 
councils, for example, or community-level vs. expert-oriented co-design to legitimate 
or re-legitimate policy-making all rest at this micro-level, as do choices to provide 
subsidies or tax breaks of a certain size and not others. Introducing the dimensions 
and content of policy specifications and calibrarions in part derived from Ostrom’s 
and other policy scholars work, and emphasizing the role played by procedural 
policy tools as well as substantive ones in many policy designs, sheds a useful light 
not only on policy design in general but especially on efforts to design-for-service 
that Strokosch and Osborne and others have argued are becoming more prevalent 
in many policy spheres.

It is these micro features of policy design that often matter the most in everyday 
policy-making, which typically centers less on major changes in policy goals or 
governance arrangements than on adjusting operational details . This is the case 
both with the procedural tool choices and designs that form the core of efforts to 
design “for” service and with the substantive tools which comprise the center of 
attention of the design “of ” service (Capano and Toth 2023) and better understanding 
of these components and elements of policies promises to enhance policy-making 
and successful policy design.

Note

	 1.	 This can be seen in Jørgensen and Bozeman’s work (2007), for example, where they de-
velop a “public values universe” segmenting seven unique constellations where values 
manifested themselves such as in the public sector’s contribution to society, the rela-
tionship between public administrators and politicians and others.
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