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What is Policy Coherence? i e

Institute

Policy coherence aims to assess multiple different
dimensions of how policies fit (cohere) together.
= ‘gttribute of policy that systematically reduces
conflicts and promotes synergies between and
within different policy areas to achieve the

outcomes associated with jointly agreed policy Joined Up Delivery
objectives’ (Nilsson et al., 2012) LT olicy I _
Vertical coherence between objectives; [Objectives Objecives | —[Objectves |

instruments delivering the objectives and how the
. . Processes
instruments are implemented

Horizontal is about coherence between objectives
OR instruments OR imp|ementation processes ’Implementanon H Implementation Implementation ‘

Diagonal is an emerging phenomenon, shown here
by pink arrow — the objective of policy | is
delivered by instrument of policy Il. It may also rely
in implementation actions from policy Ill.

Green arrow shows feedback through monitoring
and evaluation — this is standard within vertical Outcomes and impacts
coherence but more challenging for diagonal and ‘

l I

Instruments Instruments Instruments

’0rgan|sat|on ‘ ’Organlsat'lon ‘ ’Organlsatlon HOrganlsatlon ‘

horizontal coherence.

This was a new part of our analysis, added at the

suggestion of an interviewee from Scottish
Government. Slides from the end of year presentation 2023

Slides from end of year presentation 2024



https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/sites/landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/files/2024-03/8.%202024_EndofYr_Monitor%20and%20Eval_Nicholson.pdf
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/sites/landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/files/2024-03/8.%202024_EndofYr_Monitor%20and%20Eval_Nicholson.pdf
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Research Purpose & Stage T

=  Research questions:

1. Are there synergies, gaps or conflicts in the way current LU policies are supporting LU
transformations?

Are there problems of vertical, diagonal and/or horizontal coherence within existing LU policies?
How could policy coherence support land use transformations?

What are the opportunities to improve or sustain coherence?

How can coherence be monitored more effectively in the future?

vk wnN

= |nitial screening of 66 documents & interviews September 2022 — March 2023 — horizontal analysis
=  See Nicholson et al. paper
=  More in-depth analysis of subset (11 documents) to support ARP April 23 — Feb 24 — vertical and diagonal
coherence
= See technical report D5.3 (& briefing, infographic)
=  Following up further perspectives on coherence
u Deepening analysis of which actors (organisation or types of stakeholders) are named, in which roles, in our sample
u Exploring what we know about indicators and targets in our sample of 66 policies
u Exploring what we know about how the 66 policies are funded
. Exploring what can be learnt from international good practice on policy coherence (50 papers reviewed, few empirical examples )

Our focus on publicly available written documents is a limitation. There is a lot of tacit policy knowledge in government, which
is not in the public domain. This might make some observations trite to the insider, and insights on what is useful are welcome.


https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/exploring-policy-coherence-land-use-transformations
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/d53-policy-coherence-technical-report
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/d52-policy-coherence-briefing
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/d51-policy-coherence-infographic
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/policy-indicators-and-targets
https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/outputs/policy-coherence-literature-review
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https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/sites/landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/files/2024-03/D5%20Technical%20Report%20v4.pdf
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Actor Analysis (4)

The figure shows the actors that are
‘targeted’ or named as ‘affected’ by
29 policy documents. There are 27
non-government actors (grey

triangles) and 9 governmental actors
(brown triangles).

Some non-governmental actors are
partnerships that also contain
government organisations

Land Managers, Land Owners and
Crofters are targeted in many policies,
mainly in the AFF domain.

Note that many of the policy
documents (n=37) in our sample did
not clearly identify affected actors.

= These tended to be environmental,
socio-economic or climate policies.

Circos diagram showing actors ‘targeted’ in the policies.
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Indicator & Funding analyses

Indicators & Targets (Policy indicators and targets)

Clear targets and indicators are important both for
evaluating individual policies, and for achieving policy
coherence.

It was rare to have clear and explicit indicators and targets
addressing specific policy goals (see figure)

Funding

Having dedicated monetary and staff resources are
essential. Furthermore, we identified that agriculture
incentives are often relied upon to deliver climate and
environmental legislative objectives.

However, it was very difficult to trace how much funding
was available to deliver individual policies or align them.
Furthermore, there was limited attention to how to align
with private investment and market instruments.

S B The James
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Indicators and targets associated with
policies addressing each goal

Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3 Goal 4 Goal 5

Climate Biodiversity Climate Economic  Justice and

change change prosperity inclusion
mitigation adaptation

M Policies addressing each goal
| Policies including indicators associated with each goal

B Policies including targets associated with each goal

Findings for both indicators and funding suggest that these processes are opaque from the
outside yet could be powerful levers for coherence and transformation.

Targets and indicators could be powerful for vertical coherence and show pathways for
diagonal coherence. Funding is often part of diagonal coherence and is a useful check on
whether the ambition for horizontal coherence is achievable. 7


https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/sites/landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/files/2025-02/Policy%20indicators%20and%20targets.pdf
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Literature Review (Report) i e

Institute

= |nvolve all (or most) relevant actors (gov and non-gov)
= Ensure they all understand the full policy landscape, value multiple forms of expertise

= Coherence requires relationships, clear roles and responsibilities
= Between and across governance levels, can require conflict resolution, needs to be continually renewed

=  Planning is important (not just the plans)
= Design to consider coherence, but also adaptive governance needed — esp when gaps or conflicts identified
= Recognise and respond to spatial/temporal differences, align cycles if possible

=  Mix of policy instruments is important
= Regulations, incentives, advice and cooperation institutions, these need both capability and resources to deliver
=  Coherence means dealing with complexity — need boundaries and live with uncertainty
= Needs political support yet much of this is politically unpalatable?
=  Ways to monitor coherence include:
= Empirical studies (mainly analysis of indicators and interviews)

= Modelling anticipated effects
= Analysis against multi-criteria framework

= Lack of evidence suggests showing how coherence works in practice remains a research gap


https://landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/sites/landusetransformations.hutton.ac.uk/files/2024-09/Policy%20Coherence%20Literature%20Review.pdf
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Answering the RQs i e
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= RQ1: Synergies, conflicts and gaps

u Lots of opportunities for synergistic action given shared governmental and non-governmental actors; but also gaps regarding
non-gov actors affected by our sample. Gaps in indicators and targets reflect earlier findings gaps for prosperity, justice and
inclusion. Alongside gaps in funding data, means that trade-offs may not be visible and therefore not addressed.

] RQ2: Coherence Problems
= Reinforced finding regarding lack of clarity on actors’ roles and responsibilities, yet this is essential to coherence. Gaps in
indicators and targets make it harder to trace if coherence is helping with transformations. Unclear if there are sufficient

resources to deliver the ambition and limited if any reference to coherence with private finance, if that is expected to fill the
gaps.

. RQ3: Supporting Land Use Transformations

= Literature suggests that coherence should be effective and helps efficiency; should reduce conflict, improve implementation and
develop trust. Little empirical research to demonstrate what happens in practice.

. RQ4: Improving Coherence

= Having coherence as part of policy delivery work. Having a coordinating body to turn potential to actual, avoiding duplication and
confusion. Making diagonal coherence visible — particularly in terms of funding and finance pathways. Having explicit targets,
indicators and time series for individual policies, and mechanisms for sharing the interpretation and implications of data trends.
Identifying roles and responsibilities for adaptive governance. These processes (esp. funding) may not be visible in the public
domain to allow governments to adapt and respond to unexpected developments.

. RQ5: Monitoring Coherence

Little evidence that coherence is tracked or monitored. This requires more transparent indicators and targets for each elementin
the coherence process (see RQ4). Explicit theories of change for each policy domain, and across domains, could make clear the
expected policy outcomes, and the steps required to achieve them. ARP offers unique chance to start and learn by doing.

There is more detail in an internal working report (M38) which can be shared on request



Zo D The James
Summary & Next Steps g1 Hutton
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= Coherence can be overwhelming, = Research due to finish in Year 4
important to focus on pathways = Paper due early 2026
= Shared strategic objectives
= Most relevant instruments (with
appropriate resources) = What.shoulo! we focus upop?
= Clear governance structures and * Time to pivot from past policies to
processes — commitment to coherence supporting cu?rrent policy
roles and responsibilities gﬁ?/elopment. ARP, Environment

= Monitored (need indicators, targets) and
Evaluated (what corrective action is

needed & by whom?) = Possible topics are:
= Systems mgppjng & indicator maps
= How to make these observations more for ARP objectives

Exploring governance implications

Combining with non-governmental
land use narratives (see #6)

useful to Scottish Government?

The James Hutton Institute is supported by the Scottish Government’s Rural and Environment Science and Analytical B The James
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