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of information. This consensus, in turn, allowed the states to depoliticize (or even possibly 
legitimize) certain collection efforts, reducing the level of mutual suspicion and possibly even 
promoting reassurance.  

In sum, designing CBM, especially between states with historical grievances, should be based 
on the “above all, do no harm” principle. To be sure, agreements to exchange sensitive military 
information and impose reciprocal limitations on military forces and certain activities may 
serve as powerful tools to avoid conflict. However, the same agreements may also cause mutual 
suspicion and provide a blueprint for launching a surprise attack against one’s adversary 
and/or competitor. In any case, these challenges may account for the reluctance of national 
security bureaucracies to adopt and implement such measures.  

The Role of the Policy Process. 

This thesis seeks to analyze the activities of the bureaucratic actors in the Euro-Atlantic 
(chiefly U.S. and Russian, but also NATO and OSCE states).xxxvii In order to do so, the study 
uses two complementary frameworks from classic texts. These texts are John Kingdon’s 
Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policy and Richard Kugler’s Policy Analysis in National Security 
Affairs.  

Kingdon lays out a simple process for the emergence and adoption of policies, and argues that 
the bureaucratic process is more fluid than it is rational.xxxviii He notes that there are four major 
steps to analyzing a policy issue: agenda setting, the specification of alternatives, an 
authoritative choice, and the implementation phase. To these steps, I add oversight, which is, in 
turn, fed back into implementation. (See Figure 1.2) 

Kugler’s framework is a standard approach that allows us to perform a strategic evaluation of a 
policy issue. Strategic evaluation is an approach which “uses political analysis to identify 
policies that can achieve [specified] goals.”xxxix The text suggests that every policy has three 
distinct stages of implementation—political, managerial, and budgetary—thereby undergoing a 
“three-stage evolution.”xl  (See Figure 1.2) 

Figure 1.2: A Schematic of the Bureaucratic Process.  
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4. Analyzing the 
Policy Process 

Source: John W. Kingdon, Agendas, 
alternatives and public policies (Boston: 
Little, Brown & Co., 1984).  
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Elements of Analysis: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-Policy primeval soup  
  -ideas float around in expert communities 
  -policy entrepreneurs can “soften” them up 
  -bandwagons, tipping points important 
-Rational decision-making is unrealistic 
 -human info-processing ability limited 
-Incrementalism (aka “Muddling Through”) 
 -small changes made to existing initiatives 
-The “Garbage Can Model” 

-analyzing “organized anarchy” 
-characterized by problematic preferences, unclear 
technology, and fluid participation 

-Three major processes/streams:  
 -Problem recognition 
  -Formation, refining of proposals 
  -Politics  
 -Three processes/streams need to cross 
  -window of opportunity gets issue on agenda 
 

Policy Process Steps: 
 

(1) Agenda Setting  
(2) Alternatives  
(3) Authoritative Choice 
(4) Implementation 

a. Political 
b. Managerial 
c. Budgetary 

(5) Oversight 

Recognition of problems, policies, and politics 
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