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Abstract: Policy design has long borrowed from engineering and product design.
This paper tests whether Morris Asimow's seven-phase morphology of engineering
design, running from feasibility study to retirement, can serve as a heuristic for
public policy formulation. Drawing on Boland and Collopy's view of design as giv-
ing form to an idea, it reviews the largely disconnected literatures on design mor-
phology, general morphological analysis, and policy design, and identifies a gap:
few studies map a complete phase-by-phase model onto policy formulation, imple-
mentation, and withdrawal. Using conceptual, analogical mapping, the paper super-
imposes Asimow's phases onto the policy cycle through a stakeholder-input and
feedback-loop lens. The analogy proves structurally productive, highlighting itera-
tion, feedback, and stakeholder dependence, and offering policymakers a disci-
plined checklist. However, consistent with Rittel and Webber's "wicked problems,"
policy differs from engineered products: its function is contested, legitimacy con-
strains solutions, and the process is nonlinear. Morphology is best used as a heuris-
tic scaffold, ideally hybridized with Zwicky's general morphological analysis.

Keywords: Policy design, Engineering design, Design morphology, Asimow's MA,
Morphological analysis, Policy formulation, Policy cycle, Wicked problems, Stake-
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1. Introduction

In this paper, an analogy between policy design and product design is used to address the
technical aspects and intricacies of policy formulation mechanisms. Policy design is, in im-
portant respects, similar to engineering product design: both begin from a perceived need,
move through stages of conceptualisation and elaboration, and culminate in an artefact —
whether a physical product or a governing instrument — that is released into the world,
used, monitored, and eventually retired. Design, understood as a forward-looking concept, is
reflected throughout the design literature. According to the multi-disciplinary work edited
by Boland and Collopy (2004), design is the “giving of form to an idea” for shaping arte-
facts and events that create “more desirable futures.” This forward-looking, solution-
oriented conception of design sits comfortably alongside the ambitions of public policy,
which likewise seeks to give form to collective intentions in pursuit of more desirable social,
economic, or environmental futures.
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The engineering profession has, since the mid-twentieth century, developed an unusually
explicit account of its own design process. Morris Asimow’s Introduction to Design (1962)
offered one of the earliest systematic descriptions of what he termed the “morphology of
design” — the complete sequence of time-phases through which an engineering project
passes, from the recognition of a need to the eventual retirement of the product. Because this
morphology is unusually explicit, sequential, and widely taught, it offers a tempting tem-
plate against which to examine the much less codified process of policy formulation. Public
policy scholars have periodically drawn the same comparison: policymaking has been de-
scribed as a design activity involving the identification of problems, the selection of instru-
ments, the creation of institutions, and the assessment of outcomes (Peters, 2018), and an
emerging “design for policy” movement has explicitly imported design practices such as
prototyping and co-creation into government (Bason, 2014). Najar (2022) argues that poli-
cies evolve in much the same way as products.

Yet the analogy between engineering design and policy design is more often asserted than
systematically worked through. Most discussions borrow the language of design — phases,
iteration, prototyping — without mapping a complete design morphology onto the stages of
policy formulation, drafting, implementation, evaluation, and withdrawal. This paper at-
tempts that mapping. It asks whether Asimow’s seven-phase morphology of engineering
design can be systematically translated into an equivalent morphology for policy design,
what such a translation reveals about the structure of policy formulation, and where the
analogy breaks down. The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. The next section
surveys the relevant literature on design theory, engineering design morphology, morpho-
logical analysis as a problem-structuring method, and policy design studies, and it uses this
survey to identify specific gaps in the literature and to state the problem addressed here. The
methodology section then sets out the seven-phase mapping in detail. The findings and dis-
cussion sections examine what the mapping reveals and where it is limited, and the conclu-
sion summarises the contribution and suggests directions for future work.

2.Literature Survey

Design as a Discipline and the Policy—Engineering Analogy

The idea that policymaking can be understood as a design activity is not new, but it has gained
renewed attention as scholars have sought language for describing the creative, forward-looking
dimensions of public problem-solving that classical, stage-based models of the “policy cycle”
tend to obscure. Simon (1969), in The Sciences of the Atrtificial, argued that professions con-
cerned with “what ought to be” rather than “what is” — including engineering, management,
and public administration — share a common design logic centred on devising courses of action
aimed at changing existing situations into preferred ones. Boland and Collopy (2004) extended
this argument into management and organisational contexts, contrasting a “decision attitude,”
which treats problems as a fixed menu of alternatives to be selected among, with a “design atti-
tude,” which treats problems as opportunities to generate new alternatives. Peters (2018) makes
the equivalent argument for public policy directly, describing policy design as involving the
identification of relevant problems, the selection of instruments to address them, the develop-
ment of institutions to manage the intervention, and the creation of means to assess the design —
a sequence that echoes, in outline, the engineering design process.
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Asimow’s Morphology of Engineering Design

Morris Asimow, a professor of engineering systems at the University of California, Los An-
geles, was among the first scholars to give a detailed account of the complete engineering
design process, which he termed the “morphology of design” (Asimow, 1962). Asimow held
that design proceeds “from the abstract to the concrete” through seven identifiable time-
phases: (1) a feasibility study, which establishes that a genuine need exists and that a solu-
tion is practicable; (2) preliminary design, in which broad concepts and alternative solutions
are generated and narrowed; (3) detailed design, in which the selected concept is elaborated
into a complete specification; and four subsequent phases concerned respectively with plan-
ning for production, planning for distribution, planning for consumption or use, and plan-
ning for retirement. The first three phases — feasibility, preliminary, and detailed design —
are typically singled out as the core “design” phases proper, since they involve the greatest
creative uncertainty, while the remaining four extend the life cycle perspective through to
the end of the product’s useful life. This life-cycle framing, and its insistence that design
does not end with a finished specification but continues through production, use, and even-
tual retirement is precisely what makes Asimow’s morphology a useful reference point for
policy, which likewise has a life cycle running from formulation through implementation to
eventual reform or repeal.

Morphological Analysis as a Problem-Structuring Method

A related but distinct strand of literature concerns morphological analysis (MA) as a general
method, developed independently by the astrophysicist Fritz Zwicky at the California Insti-
tute of Technology in the 1930s and 1940s. General morphological analysis (GMA) is a
method for structuring and investigating the total set of relationships contained in multi-
dimensional, usually non-quantifiable problem complexes (Zwicky, 1969). Unlike Asi-
mow’s sequential morphology of design phases, Zwicky’s GMA is a cross-sectional tool: it
decomposes a problem into its constituent dimensions, generates the plausible values each
dimension can take, and then systematically examines the resulting “morphological box” of
configurations for internal consistency. What is notable for the present paper is that, over the
past several decades, GMA has been extended well beyond engineering into futures studies
and, in particular, into the structuring and analysis of complex policy spaces (Ritchey,
2011), including applications to disaster-risk management, defence planning, and environ-
mental policy. This extension confirms that morphological thinking of one kind or another is
not foreign to the policy sciences; what is comparatively rare is the specific application of
Asimow’s sequential, life-cycle morphology — as opposed to Zwicky’s cross-sectional
morphology — to the policy domain.

Policy Design as an Emerging Field

Within public policy studies proper, “policy design” has undergone a revival after a period
of relative neglect. Howlett and Mukherjee (2018) trace this re-emergence and bring to-
gether contributions on the historical, instrumental, and institutional dimensions of policy
design, arguing that better-designed policies are more likely to correctly identify and address
the problems they are intended to solve. Peters (2018) similarly reflects on decades of policy
design scholarship, noting that much of the field has, whether consciously or not, adopted a
technocratic and engineering-influenced approach centred on matching policy instruments to
policy problems, while an emerging strand of literature pushes toward a more collaborative,
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prospective, and context-sensitive conception of design. Bason (2014) documents this col-
laborative turn under the banner of “design for policy,” describing how design practices
such as ethnographic research, prototyping, and co-creation with citizens have been im-
ported into government innovation labs. Najar et al. (2025) reflect on the utilization of the
Taguchi method, which is essentially an engineering theory of quality improvement, for
winter road maintenance. Across this literature, however, discussions of design in policy
tend to remain at the level of instrument choice, typology, or general orientation; compara-
tively few studies set out a complete, phase-by-phase process model of the kind Asimow
provided for engineering.

Recent Contributions (2021-2026)

The design-oriented reading of policy has continued to develop since the studies discussed
above. Van Buuren, Lewis, and Peters (2023), in an edited volume that gathers reflections
from across public administration and design research, distinguish three modes in which
design is currently practised in government — design as optimisation, design as exploration,
and design as co-creation — and argue that the classical idea of public administration as a
design science needs to be read alongside these newer, more participatory modes rather than
replaced by them. In a related vein, Virani, Bali, Cashore, Howlett, and Ramesh (2024) shift
attention from substantive policy instruments to the procedural tools that shape how a policy
mix is designed and holds together over time, mapping the design architecture of healthcare
arrangements in Singapore and India to show how gaps in procedural design create “fault
lines” that undermine implementation — a finding directly relevant to the planning-for-
implementation phase discussed below. Aguiar, Soares, and Lima (2023) provide a system-
atic literature review of the policy design field more broadly, while Akbari Nouri and Malek
Mohammadi (2024) offer a narrative review that maps the field onto themes including in-
strumentation, wicked problems, behavioural insights, and digital and agile approaches to
design, confirming that the design turn identified by Peters (2018) has continued to broaden
rather than settle into a single paradigm.

The morphological analysis tradition associated with Zwicky has also continued to be ex-
tended into policy-relevant domains. Govindarajan and Ganesh (2021) apply morphological
analysis to map the structure of the energy policy research field itself, treating morphology
as a tool for classifying policy scholarship as well as policy content. More recent applied
work outside the design-methods literature continues to demonstrate the practical stakes of
getting policy design right: a 2026 analysis of medicines availability in Ecuador’s public
health system, for instance, traces persistent shortages to weaknesses in financing, procure-
ment, and governance design rather than to any single implementation failure, illustrating —
in a live policy domain — exactly the kind of design-rooted problem that Virani et al. (2024)
theorise (Hernadndez-Luis et al., 2026). Taken together, this recent literature reinforces the
two premises of the present paper: that policy design continues to be productively under-
stood as a design activity in the tradition running from Simon (1969) through Boland and
Collopy (2004) to Peters (2018), and that morphological and phase-based thinking remains
an active, still-developing methodological resource for that activity rather than a closed or
dated technique.
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Critiques: Wicked Problems and the Limits of the Engineering Analogy

Any use of an engineering analogy in policy studies must reckon with Rittel and Webber’s
(1973) classic critique. Writing in direct response to the confident, systems-based planning
paradigms of the 1960s, Rittel and Webber argued that societal planning problems are char-
acteristically “wicked”: they cannot be definitively formulated, they have no stopping rule
that signals when a solution has been reached, solutions are not true or false but only better
or worse, and every wicked problem is essentially unique and bound up with other prob-
lems. Rittel and Webber’s point was precisely that the classical paradigm of science and
engineering, which presumes well-defined problems with measurable success criteria, is not
applicable without modification to the problems of open societal systems. Peters (2018) re-
visits this tension directly, noting that much conventional design thinking in government has
made an analogy between engineering or architecture and policy design, but that engineers
enjoy advantages policy designers do not — most importantly, the physical materials with
which engineers work obey physical laws without complaint or litigation, whereas the hu-
man and institutional materials of policy do not. This body of critique does not invalidate the
engineering analogy outright, but it does mean that any morphological mapping between
engineering design and policy design must be read as a heuristic structuring device rather
than as a claim that policy problems are as well-structured, or as politically neutral, as engi-
neering problems typically are.

Research Gaps

Existing policy design literature affirms, at a conceptual level, that policymaking is a design
activity, but rarely translates a complete engineering design morphology into an explicit,
phase-by-phase model of policy formulation, drafting, implementation, evaluation, and
withdrawal. Asimow’s seven-phase morphology, though foundational in engineering educa-
tion, has not been systematically mapped onto the policy cycle in a way that specifies which
actors, inputs, and feedback mechanisms correspond to each phase.

The literature on general morphological analysis (Zwicky, Ritchey) demonstrates the value
of morphological thinking for non-quantifiable policy problems, but this strand has devel-
oped largely separately from the engineering design-morphology literature associated with
Asimow, so the two traditions of “morphology” are rarely brought into dialogue. Critiques
of the engineering analogy (Rittel & Webber, 1973; Peters, 2018) identify important limits
on transferring engineering process models to policy, but few studies attempt the mapping
first and then examine, empirically or analytically, exactly where the correspondence holds
and where it fails.There is limited applied discussion of what a morphological, phase-based
policy design framework would look like in practice, including the stakeholder inputs (civil
society, pressure groups, government stakeholders, and domain experts) that would populate
each phase.

Problem Statement

Given these gaps, this paper addresses the following questions: (1) Can the process of public
policy formulation be meaningfully structured using Morris Asimow’s seven-phase mor-
phology of engineering design? (2) What does such a mapping reveal about the inputs, ac-
tors, and feedback mechanisms that should operate at each stage of policy design? (3) What
are the specific points at which the engineering-design analogy is strained or breaks down
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when applied to policy, and what does this imply for how such a framework should be used
by policymakers? The paper treats these as conceptual, exploratory questions to be exam-
ined through a structured analogical mapping rather than through statistical testing, consis-
tent with the exploratory and framework-building nature of much of the design-in-policy
literature reviewed above.

3.Methodology

This paper adopts a conceptual, qualitative research design based on analogical mapping and
secondary literature synthesis, rather than empirical case-study or statistical methods. This
approach is appropriate to the exploratory nature of the research questions, which concern
the structural correspondence between two bodies of process theory — engineering design
morphology and public policy formulation — rather than the measurement of an outcome
variable. The method proceeds in three steps: first, the seven phases of Asimow’s (1962)
morphology of engineering design are identified and their defining activities summarised
from the engineering design literature; second, each phase is mapped onto an equivalent
stage in the policy design process, drawing on the policy design literature reviewed above to
identify the actors, inputs, and outputs appropriate to each stage; third, the resulting seven-
phase policy design morphology is examined against the critiques of the engineering anal-
ogy identified in the literature survey, in order to identify points of correspondence and
points of divergence.

MNeed Identification/
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Demand

Group Brinstuliniog

S Civil Saciety/ Pressure
Inputs for Policy : Grodips
Design RIS
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Detadled Palicy Design
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Planning lor Policy Drafting
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Figure 1. Seven-phase morphology of policy design, adapted from Asimow’s (1962) mor-
phology of engineering design.
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Morphological Analysis

Morris Asimow’s seven phases of morphological analysis of design describe a design pro-
ject as a sequence of time-phases running from the identification of a need through to the
eventual retirement of the resulting artefact. Figure 1 reproduces this seven-phase structure
as adapted for policy design, showing the driving inputs — government intention or public
demand on one side, and inputs for policy design together with group brainstorming among
civil society and pressure groups, government stakeholders, and domain experts on the other
— feeding into the first three phases, together with the feedback loop that connects the

evaluation phase back to detailed policy design.

Phase | Asimow’s Engi- Policy Design Key Activities / Actors
neering Phase Equivalent
1 Feasibility study Need identification / | Government intention or public demand
analysis and feasibil- | triggers inquiry; evidence is gathered to
ity study establish that a genuine policy need exists
and that intervention is practicable.
2 Preliminary design Preliminary policy Broad policy alternatives are generated
design from inputs for policy design and group
brainstorming involving civil society and
pressure groups, government stake-
holders, and domain experts.
3 Detailed design Detailed policy de- The preferred alternative is elaborated
sign into specific objectives, instruments, tar-
gets, and resource commitments; contin-
ues to draw on stakeholder input and,
later, on evaluation feedback.
4 Planning for Planning for policy Legal and legislative drafting; translation
production drafting of the detailed design into statutes, rules,
regulations, or executive orders.
5 Planning for Planning for policy Institutional arrangements, delivery
distribution implementation and mechanisms, and monitoring indicators
monitoring are established to roll the policy out and
track its progress.
6 Planning for Planning for policy Outcomes are assessed against objectives;
consumption evaluation and im- findings are fed back into detailed policy
provement design (the feedback loop in Figure 1) to
trigger revision.
7 Planning for Planning for policy Sunset review, phase-out, repeal, or re-
retirement obsolescence / with- | placement of the policy once it has served
drawal its purpose or ceased to be effective.

Table 1. Asimow’s seven engineering design phases and their policy design equivalents.
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Mapping Asimow’s Phases onto the Policy Design Process

Table 1 sets out the correspondence between each of Asimow’s seven engineering design
phases and its proposed policy design equivalent, together with the principal activities and
actors associated with each phase in the policy context.

Two structural features of the mapping deserve emphasis. First, as in Asimow’s original
morphology, the first three phases — need identification, preliminary policy design, and
detailed policy design — constitute the core creative and deliberative work of design, and it
is here that the diagram situates the two broad streams of input: government intention or
public demand, and the combination of “inputs for policy design” with structured group
brainstorming among civil society and pressure groups, government stakeholders, and do-
main experts. Second, the diagram introduces an explicit feedback loop running from Phase
6 (planning for policy evaluation and improvement) back to Phase 3 (detailed policy de-
sign), which mirrors the iterative evaluation-and-redesign loops found in engineering design
but gives them a specific institutional location within the policy process: evaluation findings
are treated not as a terminal report but as an input that can reopen the detailed design phase.

4.Findings

Mapping Asimow’s seven-phase morphology onto the policy design process yields three
principal findings. First, there is a workable structural correspondence between the two do-
mains at the level of process architecture: both begin with a feasibility-type phase that tests
whether a genuine need exists, both pass through a preliminary stage in which multiple con-
cepts or alternatives are generated before narrowing to one, and both conclude with phases
devoted to monitoring the artefact in use and eventually retiring it. This correspondence is
strongest for the first three phases, where the core design decisions are made, and for the
final phase, where both engineering products and policies are understood to have a finite
useful life that ends in retirement, replacement, or repeal rather than indefinite continuation.

Second, the mapping foregrounds the role of structured stakeholder input in a way that is
consistent with, and gives added structure to, the collaborative turn identified in the policy
design literature (Bason, 2014). In the engineering analogue, “inputs for design” typically
come from market research, customer requirements, and technical standards; in the policy
analogue, the corresponding inputs come from civil society and pressure groups, govern-
ment stakeholders, and domain experts, brought together through group brainstorming at the
preliminary and detailed design phases. Locating this stakeholder engagement explicitly
within Phases 2 and 3, rather than treating consultation as a separate, free-floating activity,
gives policymakers a clearer sense of when in the process such engagement is likely to be
most consequential.

Third, the explicit feedback loop from the evaluation phase back to detailed design (Phase 6
to Phase 3) captures something that stage-based “policy cycle” models often state in princi-
ple but rarely diagram so directly: that policy evaluation is meant to feed back into redesign,
not simply to close out a project. This is structurally analogous to the iterative evaluation
loops built into engineering design morphology, in which a design outcome that fails to meet
the need triggers a return to an earlier phase rather than a linear progression to production
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regardless of the result. At the same time, the mapping also surfaces where the analogy is
thinner: engineering feasibility studies typically rely on measurable technical and market
criteria, whereas the equivalent policy phase must establish need against contested, value-
laden, and often incomplete evidence; and while an engineering “detailed design” culmi-
nates in a single, internally consistent specification, a “detailed policy design” must remain
politically negotiable up to and even after the drafting phase, since legislative and executive
processes can reopen decisions that would be considered closed in an engineering context.

5. Discussion

The findings suggest that Asimow’s morphology of engineering design can serve as a useful
heuristic scaffold for structuring the policy design process, provided it is used descriptively
and diagnostically rather than as a deterministic algorithm to be followed mechanically.
Used this way, the seven-phase framework offers policymakers and policy analysts a disci-
plined checklist: it asks, at each stage, whether the need has been evidenced, whether a suf-
ficiently wide set of alternatives has been generated and debated with the relevant stake-
holders, whether the chosen design has been elaborated into a workable specification,
whether drafting and implementation planning have been separated from design proper,
whether monitoring and evaluation mechanisms are built in from the start rather than added
as an afterthought, and whether the policy has a built-in mechanism for review, revision, or
eventual withdrawal. Several of these prompts — particularly the emphasis on evidencing
need before designing a solution, and on planning for evaluation and obsolescence as inte-
gral phases rather than optional extras — address recurring weaknesses that the policy de-
sign literature has identified in practice (Peters, 2018).

The discussion must, however, take seriously the limits identified by Rittel and Webber
(1973) and echoed by Peters (2018). Wicked policy problems lack a definitive formulation
and a clear stopping rule, and policy solutions are judged as better or worse rather than as
simply right or wrong; a morphology borrowed from engineering, where feasibility can of-
ten be assessed against relatively determinate technical and economic criteria, risks under-
stating the extent to which each phase of policy design is itself a site of political contesta-
tion. The “feasibility study” phase, for instance, cannot be reduced to a neutral technical
exercise in policy, because what counts as a legitimate “need” is itself frequently contested
among the very stakeholders — civil society groups, government actors, and domain experts
— who populate Phases 2 and 3 of the framework. Likewise, the “detailed design” phase in
policy remains open to renegotiation through the legislative and drafting process in ways
that a finished engineering specification typically is not. These are not reasons to discard the
morphological framework, but reasons to treat each phase as an arena for argumentation and
legitimation, not merely for technical elaboration.

This tension points toward a productive synthesis rather than a simple choice between the
engineering analogy and its critics. Zwicky’s general morphological analysis (Zwicky,
1969) was itself developed specifically to structure and investigate multi-dimensional, non-
quantifiable problem complexes, and it has already been extended into policy analysis and
futures studies for exactly the kind of contested, value-laden problem spaces that Rittel and
Webber describe as wicked (Ritchey, 2011). Where Asimow’s sequential morphology offers
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a life-cycle architecture for the policy process as a whole — the seven phases mapped in this
paper — Zwicky’s cross-sectional GMA offers a complementary tool for structuring the
option space within the preliminary and detailed design phases specifically, by systemati-
cally laying out the dimensions of a policy problem (target groups, instruments, funding
mechanisms, institutional arrangements, and so on) and examining which combinations of
options are internally consistent. Combining the two traditions of morphological thinking —
Asimow’s phase morphology for the overall process architecture, and Zwicky’s general
morphological analysis for structuring alternatives within the creative phases — offers a
more complete methodological toolkit than either tradition alone, and represents a promising
direction for future applied work, including empirical testing in specific policy domains and
institutional settings such as those found in India.

This synthesis also connects the seven-phase morphology to the more recent design-in-
policy literature. Van Buuren et al.’s (2023) distinction between design as optimisation, ex-
ploration, and co-creation maps reasonably well onto the framework proposed here: Phases
1 and 3 (feasibility and detailed design) correspond most closely to an optimisation logic,
Phase 2 (preliminary design, with its group brainstorming among civil society, government,
and domain experts) corresponds to exploration and co-creation, and the feedback loop from
Phase 6 back to Phase 3 institutionalises a further round of exploration once evaluation evi-
dence is available. Similarly, Virani et al.’s (2024) emphasis on procedural, as opposed to
purely substantive, policy tools suggests that Phases 4 and 5 of the morphology (planning
for drafting, and planning for implementation and monitoring) deserve as much explicit de-
sign attention as Phase 3, since it is often weaknesses in these procedural phases — rather
than in the substantive policy choice itself — that create the “fault lines” responsible for
implementation failure.

This study is subject to clear limitations. It is a conceptual mapping exercise based on a syn-
thesis of secondary literature rather than an empirical case study, so the framework proposed
here has not yet been tested against the record of an actual policy formulation process. It
also necessarily simplifies both the engineering design literature, which contains variants
and elaborations of Asimow’s original morphology, and the policy design literature, which
encompasses a far wider range of theoretical positions than can be represented in a single
seven-phase mapping. These limitations point directly to an agenda for future research: ap-
plying the proposed morphology retrospectively to documented cases of policy formulation,
and prospectively as a design aid in live policymaking processes, would allow the corre-
spondence and divergence identified here to be examined empirically rather than only con-
ceptually.

6. Conclusion

This paper has examined whether Morris Asimow’s seven-phase morphology of engineering
design can be systematically translated into a process model for public policy design. The
resulting mapping — running from need identification and feasibility study, through pre-
liminary and detailed policy design, to planning for drafting, implementation and monitor-
ing, evaluation and improvement, and eventual obsolescence or withdrawal — shows that
the analogy between engineering design and policy design is more than a loose metaphor: it
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identifies a coherent life-cycle architecture, gives explicit institutional location to stake-
holder engagement through structured brainstorming among civil society, government, and
domain experts, and formalises the feedback loop between evaluation and redesign that
much policy cycle literature invokes only informally. At the same time, the analysis con-
firms that policy problems differ from engineering problems in ways — contested notions of
need and function, ongoing political negotiability, and the absence of a clear stopping rule
— that were identified as early as Rittel and Webber’s (1973) account of wicked problems
and remain salient in the contemporary policy design literature (Peters, 2018). The appropri-
ate conclusion is therefore not that policies should be designed exactly as engineering prod-
ucts are, but that a morphological, phase-based way of thinking — used as a heuristic scaf-
fold and, where the problem is sufficiently non-quantifiable and multi-dimensional, com-
bined with Zwicky’s general morphological analysis — can help policymakers structure an
otherwise unwieldy process without pretending away its political and social character. Fu-
ture work should test this seven-phase framework against documented cases of policy for-
mulation, explore its applicability across different policy domains and levels of government,
and develop it further as a practical tool for policy design education and practice.
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