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CHAPTEH I 

THE PROCESS OF POLICY IMPLEMENTATION, 

AN INTRO])UC~PION 

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide a basis 

for conceptualizing the process of public policy. imple~enta-

tion. In surveying the case study literature ~oncerning policy 

implementation, two general perspectives are formulatedo Theso 

perspectives which describe how analysts have looked at the 

implementation process, differentiate the literature on the 

basis of characteristics of the implementation procoss, obsta-

cles to implementation and recommendations for improvement. 

The field investigat:Lon of a public progri;vn permits an 8.8se88-

ment of the applicability of one of the general perspectives 

for analyzing program implementation. 

Why is conceptualization important? The case study approach 

that characterizes the policy implementation literature is 

both its strength and weaJtnBss. Although covering in detail 

a range of factors affecting the implementation process, the 

case study literature provides no systematic and cumulative 

base of knowledge. It is assumed here, that a collection of 

case studies, if surveyed systematically, will provide a cumu-

lative base of information about the implementation process. 

In this chapter, the case study literature is surveyed and 

categorized. 

-1-
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The case study literature concerning the policy implemen-

tation process is not extensive. The progrC).ms surveyed here 

can be characterized as national programs, since they were 

created by federal statute and are often administered by 

federal agencies. It was assumed by the analyst that programs 

funded by the federal government but planned and implemented 

by the states and local communities may be implemented differ-
, 

ently from these national p~ogramG. The original field inve8-

tigation of a discretionary program is discussed in chapters 

two and threeo 

Conc~ptual models have been developed that direct atten-
i 

tion to the importance of several factors in explaining varia-

tions in the implementation process. The utility of a concep~ 

tual framework depends on its applicability in an empirical 

set.tingo However, no model of the implementation process has 

been testedo By identifying areas of agreement and disagree-

ment between different conceptualizations of the implementation 

process, it is believed that this study contributes to concep-

tualization. Chapter four addresses this topico 

Finally, the range of practical and theoretical reasons 

given for the study of policy implementation indicate the need 

to examine "what it is we are talldng about, loaldng at or 

looking for O'lerton, 1972:147)." 

It has been assumed that the failure to achieve policy 

objectives can be attributed at least in part to inefficient 

administration (Pressman and V/ildavsky, 1973: . Derthicl\., 1970: 

Levine, 1972). Williams discusses three perspectives which 
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can be explored. One can analyze whether the organization has 

the capabilities to accomplish specified objech.veso "Does 

the organization have sufficiently developed lines of comrnuni-

cation and administrative structure, and sufficient number of 

individuals \'lith the requisite administrative and technical 

skills (1971:145)1" Analysis could fOCUG on whether leaders 

possess the skill to motivate subordinates to act or on the 

developmen t of a,Pl1ro8.ches which are less scnsi.ti ve to the 

difficulties of administration. 

The study of implementation may also lead to the categori-

zation of public policy by examining variations in the imple­

mentation of different programs. This would contribute to the 

development of a theory of public policy (Froman, 1968)0 

Studying features of the policy process related to imple-

mentation can be useful to the discipline of political science 

as well as to policym~~ers. Ripley (1975) identifies several 

of these features: patterns of influence over implementation 

decisions, patterns of cooperation and/or conflict in reach-

ing implementation decisions, features inhibiting service 

delivery, patterns of change in processes and/or institutional 

arrangements. 

Finally, because the implementation of federal policy in-

valves other levels of government, study may contribute to the 

understanding of intergovernmental relations. In particular, 

the impact of different forms of federal grants-in-aid on the 

political and administrative capabilities of state and local 

governments may lead to the development of ne\'! forms of 

), 
I 
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technical 8.ssistance (PAn', 1975). lmalysis of the political 

implications of using different grant structures may lond to 

changes in the process of decisionr.lctiting (Pressman, 197LI-; 

Reagon, 1972). 

SURVEY OF THE J.JITERATURE 

Several questions have guided the survey of tho litera­

ture. li'irst, whD,t is the problem? The formulation of. the 

~esearch question provides a key to the way in which the 

implementution process is looked at. Some analysts emphasize 

tho problem of achieving compliance, others the politics of 

mu tual adjustmon t. Secondly , what are the ill1portcU1 t cho.racter­

istics of the implemontation process? Some analysts tend to 

stross the importance of administrative or technical processe8~ 

others, political conflict. Third, what suggestions arc made 

for improvement? Recommendations frequently reflect the por-

ceptj.on of the fedeI'D.l system and its potentio.l for cl1C\l1ge. 

The survey is organized around two original concepts, com­

pliance and collaboration, which seem to differentiate studies 

of the implementation process. Compliance implies a differon-

tiation of function between the upper and lower levels of the 

bureaucracy on the basis of responsibility for making or e):o-

cuting decisionso Collaboration refers to the sharing of 

authority among ptSlrtj.cipants at differel1t levels of Governmont 

in developing and implementing programs. These concepts are 

used to describe two perspectives of the implementation 
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process that differ in analyzing the cho,l'D.cteristics of i)!1ple­

mentation, obstacles to implementation and sug8estiono for 

changeo 

Each perspective is first summarized and then, the studies 

categorized under the perspectivG are described according to 

the criteria stated above. All are studies of intergovern­

mental relations that focus on the problems of implementing 

national programso Selection of stUdies for ~he survoy was 

difficult because of limited bibliographic seUroe~ on the poli-

qr inlJ?lementn.tiol'l proceeo. Pressman cmd W:Lldavsl-;:y (1973) 

state there a~e few books dealing with implementvtien, while 

Vt:m Hotel' and Van iIorn (19 fI4·) rely on three boelieG of litern-

tUre as a basis for developing u theoretical framework. The 

former provided insufficient material, the latter too much to 

handle udoqu&.tely. 

THE OOl'~PLIAlfCIy P.T~l~SPJWTlVE 

1].1ho studieo Grouped und.er the heading of 00l111)l:l..o.)1C0 asstUne 

that the pat~;ern of implornentution is dG torm:i.ned by ht.tionul 

standard.s. There io a division of function according to 

hierarchical structure which tends to coincide with ~he level 

of governmento It is the function of federal officials to 

determil10 the I3tal1daJ.~ds of admillistration and service, While 

program execution is the responsibility of state and local 

officia1s. 

A proG;ram is evttluated in terms of the acl'd.0vomen't of 

rwtional standD.rdso Tho standards, vlhich may be procedural or 

;. 
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substantive, are derived from the program. Success in achiev-

ing them depends on getting the lower level officials to con-

form to federal regulations and guidelines. Emphasis is 

placed on the formal mechanisms to achieve compliance, such 

as personnel standards, financial and technical assistance, 

reporting and accounting procedures, planning requirements 

and the withdrawal of funds. 

The primary obstacle to implementation, analysts imply, 

~s the federal system. The federal government does not have 
I 

the authority to command the obedience of state and local 

goverrunentso Successful implementation depends on the re-

sources and administrative devices which a federal agency has 

at its disposal.. Organizational structure and processes is a 

second obstacle to implementationo Studies identify the style 

of leadership, structure of authority, the communication net-

work and competence of staff as some of the factors affecting 

the implementation process o 

The separation of policy formulation and implementation 

seems to result in the de-emphasis of the political influences 

on policy implementatione Studies indicate that public and 

private interest groups and politiCians at different levels 

of government are not as important as the formal attributes 

(structure and processes) of the bureaucracy. There is no 

conflict of interests over the basic goals of the progrur.1, 

rather there are differences over the details of administra-

tion. ReGolution of these differences, analysts suggest, de-

pends on intergovernrtlental interaction among administrators. :.1 , 
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Characterj_st:J.:..~.§L. 0 f th2. .. ]nmlemen to. tion Process 

The type of standards used to assess implementation vary. 

Derthick (1970), in the l!lf1.uence of ,F'edero.l Grantl!" focuses 

on the success of federal efforts to achieve five administra-

tive goals of the public assistance program in the state of 

Massachusetts. These standards focus on procedures or acti-

vitj.es rather than the purpose of the Social Security l\ct, 
, 

which is to support persons who cannot support themselves. 

Oerthick notes that there are political constraints in the 

setting of substantive condition~: difficulty in arriving at 

a consensus on political issues, the necessity to induce the 

cooperation of state and local governments, the high priority 

attached to the attainment of administrative goals by adminis-

tl"ators. 

She concludes that "federal influence has had a profound 

effect on the l:lassachusetts public assistance program (1970: 

194) 0" Al though fedel~D.l ac tion is not shown to have causod 

the changes, it is stated that the changes took place faster 

than they would have in the absence of federal participation. 

In contrast, Wildavsl~y and Pressman (1973) focus on the 

substantive standards of the Public Works and Economic Develop-

ment Act of 1965. The substantive objective of the Act was 

to create jobs quickly for the black unemployedo There were 

procedural standards that could have been assessed, such as 

the employment plan which committed the employer receiving 

assistance to meJte an effort to recruit the ha.rd core unem-

ployed and the 0mployment review board which ruled on each 
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application for assistance. If evaluated according to these 

procedural standards, the program may have been evaluated as 

successful but against the substantive standard, it failed. 

According to the authors, adoption and initiation of the 

procedural conditions Vias pe,rt of policy formulation rather 

than implementatinno Policy formulation includes the passing 

of legislation, the commitment of funds, the initiation of 

projects and the development of administrqtive procedures • 
. 

Implementation refers to the "degree to which predicted con-

sequence tclws pl~:..ce after the initial conditions (policy) 

have been nwt (1973:XIV-XV).11 

Murphy and stoner both focus on Title I of the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act which was to provide financial 

assistance to local education agencies serving areas with 

concentration of youth from low income families. Stoner (1975) 

however distinguishes the stated and unstated goals of the poli-· 

cy. The unstated or symbolic goal was general aido Whether 

local administrators complied with the stated goal depended 

on the administrators' perception of the policy and their 

situation (Stoner, 1975)0 The unstated goal of the program 

was achieved by administrators who had frequent contact with 

federal administrators. Accomplishment of the stated goal 

occurred only in small tOVins Where administrators Vlere unaware 

of the unstated goalo Murphy basing his analysis on the 

stated objective of categorical assistance concludes that 

instead of reform, "the local districts are fa;irly free to 

meet their ovm priorities (1971:60).11 

.' 
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Obstacles to Implelllentation 

Although the standards vary, analysts assune th&t program 

failure or success is due to the administrative process rather 

than to the way the policy is forQulated or its substantive 

content. Therefore in discussing obstacles to implementation, 

emphasis is placed on organizational problems. 

WEJ.l ter \'lilliarrlG states that an "inquiry about implerrlOnte.­

tion capability seeks to determine whetheF an oiganization can 

~ring together men and Daterial in a cohesive organizational 

unit and motivate then in such a way as to carry out the or-

ganiz,ation' B ste.ted 0 bj ecti ves (1971: lL1-4) ." He il,lplies that 

success depends on manpower, resources, communication and 

leadershipo V/illia1:1s is referring to iraplementation wi thin an 

organization, not the federal system. The most important dis-

tinction is the absence of an hierarchical structure in the 

The studies grouped under the compliance perspective iden-

tify one or more deficiencies in the standards set by Williams. 

Problems which occur, arise from inadequacies in the 'organi­

zation'. The interaction of administrators at different levels 

of government is emphasizedo Other participants are recognized 

only when they affect or influence the actions of the adminis-

tering agencyo 

Derthick stated that localism and a decentralized adniniG-

trative structure were inconsistent with the federal ideal of 

state a~ninistration. The test of federal influence she states 

is provided when major change is required and when federal 

r 
L , 
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goals are incompatible with the prevailing features of state 

politics (1970:215)0 The goals of efficiency and profession-

alization provide the best test in Derthick's study. For in 

several instances, she admits that it is hard to state the 

federal role in the change. Because there was consensus on 

several of the standards there could be no test of federal 

influence. 

The federal government was less than ~uccessful in achiev-

ing efficiency. The decentralized structure led to problems 

of communication between levels of government which distorted 

the federal intent to extend the merit system requirement to 

all public assistance employeeso It hindered efforts to coor-

dinate the activities of the national regional and state agen-

cies to get a favorable bill through a recalcitrant state legis-

latureo The :federal governMent overcame a struggle to imple-

ment successfully the goal of professionalization. The state 

civil service system and many state legislators were opposed, 

but by cultivating a coalition of supporters including the 

governor's office and key legislators, compliance was achieved. 

The separation of policy from implementation was perceived 

by Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) as a major obstacle in imple-

menting the public works program in Oaldand. The Economic 

Development .ttdminist:c8.tion (EDf.-) emphasized the importance of 

program design in the public Vlor1-;:s progrnm. There VJas 011e 

federal agency and one local recipient. A special task force 

with direct access to the assistant secret<?,ry of comr:1erce was 

created to get the program started quickly. All participants 

agreed on the importance of creating jobs for the unemployed. 



r • ] 
ft.: ] I 

[ : ] 
[ • ] 
[ • ~ 
I[: ..1 
[ 1 
[ • ] 
[ • ] 

I 
[ 1 ] 
[ 1 ] 
[ 1 J 
[ 1 J 
[ 1 J 
[ 11 
[ J 
[ 11 
rl] 
rlJ 

11 

The pro blain was tha.t "'who. t seemed to be 0. simple progJ.'.o.m 

turned out to be a very complex one (Pressman and Wildo.vsky, 

1973: 9!l-)." The transforrnO,tion of a broo.d substan ti ve agreo·· 

ment into effective progrDl/1 implementation WD.S made difficult 

by tho number of participants holding diverse priorities and 

the number of separate decisions concerning technical mattors. 

Giv0n these circumstunces, the pOE..1sibilities for distlgreemel1.t 

and deJ.uy were numerous. 

B;y establishj.ng L,\ special tasl" force for o.dminiG'tration J 

EDA was confronted with problems such as intraorganizationnJ. 

conflict over the goals .:md procodures concorning tho OaklD.l1d 

project, ambiguity oval' tho role of the regional office and 

the short run 91'iento.tion of task force persorlnel which \'}o.S 

inconsisten t w:L tb a progrD.l11 desl.gn8d 1-0 have D permanent 

effect. Tho purpose of the bureaucracy, tho authors state, is 

to secure the predictability of p3rticipants Which is essential 

for Co\ reD..son{;.~ble prospec t of l)rogram implemell tation. '1'his Was 

lacking in the EDA Oo"kland progrD.,2(l. 

stoner statos that the differences in the administrative 

behavior of fifteen small towns which complied with the stated 

goal of Title I and that of two cities was due to face to face 

interaction and the administrative structure which determine 

with whom interaction occurred. The small town administrators 

interacted \'Iith one another. In discuGsing their situo.tion, 

they expressed fear of prosecu t.ion, illcorapetence to adtlinister 

the program and no knowledge of the symbolic goal of generD.l 

aido In contrast, the urban administrators visited Washingt.on 
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frequcm tly 0 

. 
They were ~wure of the symbolic goul, felt super-

:i..o1' to ·the state administ:co:tors a.nd expro£38ed no foal' of the 

'feds'o Their perception of the Bituation in terms of emo­

tion, cognii.:;ion e.nd (J.ll,xiety contrasted with that of the smull 

town &ilininistrator. 

Murphy provides u difforent emplunation. The lack of 

pol:Lticc.1.1 oupport wus the ft.wdumentt.1.l l)1'oblm;l in ncJlieving 

foderQl reform. The t.hrout of \'Iithholdin~ funds ''las not bo-

~ievablo since the funds were seen by the states us their 

rightful entitle~ent under tho law. Grants woro distributod 

according to a formulu~ The United StatoD Office of EdUcation 

(U/(..:01i)) ., 1 J. ,.t:> 1 10 1; tIt .P' ~ _ was UGC0881D 0 ~o prOSGure Iron CU 1n erODG, 1'1-

marily school officin18 who supported genoral o.id fOl' oduc.::~-

tion. Th0 poor \'/hol.1 tho program WLlS dosiglled to holl) \'Ie1"o 

unorgo.11iz,od and made no delncmds on the r.l.gency. Finally, US03 

ud~inistrators felt that if thoy were too aggreooivo, COIIGrOOG 

would repInco tlw catcGorica.1 proGre.ms \'lith general aid, roduc-

ing tho agoncy's influence. 

Hurphy notes that tho old guo.rd of tho USOE responsible 

for implementation, and oducation~l administrators o.nd associ-

ations dicagreed witll the reformers who developod and passed 

the Title I program. But he assumes that conflicts of intor-

est in policy formulution wore less important thun the absence 

of assertive lec.dorship by the USO:]!;. The problem of inplement-

ing federal educational reform, he states is a consequence of 

a \'l0D.k central administration and tho lack of political ::::up-

port. 

1 
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.IJilproving the Process, 

Can the implementation process be improved? The studies 

are positive but not without qualification. The structural 

features of the federal system are the major obstacle to 

implementation. Derthick states that although the grant 

structure is the ,system, by which fecleral influence is pri-

marily exercised, "its advantages and dJ.sadvantages are diffi-· 

cult to specify, for it is difficult to i?olate'its character-
" 

~stics from the more goneral features of the American political 

system (1970: 2LI·3) "II Congress canno t forr(lula te precise sta te-· 

ments of goals or attach stringent conditions because of di~erse 

interests and t~e necessity of state-local cooperation to 

achieve federal purposes. Although program objectives are 

inflated because of the separation of policy formulation from 

execution, inflation of goals i3 perhaps also a function of 

the President's need to express popular aspirations~ Adminis-

trative control is made difficult by intergovernmental division 

of authority but lack of success is also a consequence of try-

ing to control phenomena inherently uncontrollable (1970:243). 

Derthick makes no suggestions for improving the public 

assista.nce progre.m. However, she hypothesizes that there D.re 

fundamental obstD.cles in the 'way of federal efforts to promote 

the decentralization of decisionmaking. The strengthening of 

local and state administrative agencies increases the indepen-

dence of these agencies from the legislative bodies and thus 

their accountability to the people. The goal of efficiency, 

of having something to show, conflicts TIith the requirement 
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of citizen participi.i.tion in decisionmaldngo Finally, the 

grant system entails a "decline in the accessibility of 

governmental processes to popular scrutiny [md IJarticipation 

(1970: 21.,.2) • II Decisions concerning the alloca tiol} of funds, 

the specification of gr8.n t concli tions and the rosponse to 

federal requirements are arrived at through int~raction 

between gro.n t-gi vine; and grD.n t-recei ving administra ti va agen-

cies. 

Pressman and 'Nildavsl·r.y note that bureD:J.cr8.tic problems can 

be diminished by designing programs with more direct means for 

accomplioning objectives and the creation of organizational 

processes for execu·cion. Concerning the IJublic worh:s In'ogl'o.m 

in po.rticular, to insure that the t,8.rget group recei v'ed the 

jobs, the authors state that it is necessary to attract em­

ployers to the core c:L ty and induce them to hire unsldlled 

workerso A wage subsidy may provide this incentive~ 

Although Murphy suggests additional and botter trained man-

power and the creation of countervailing local forces to pras-

sure administrative officials for reform, he notes that the 

"federal system with its dispersion of power and control not 

only permits but encourages evasion and dilution of federal 

reform, making it nearly iJ:1possible for tho federal admini.stra-

tor to :l.mpose program priorities (1971:60)~tI 

THE COLLABORATIVE PEIWPECTIVE 

From the emphasis on organizational processes, compliance 

studies suggest that nothinG much can 'De clone about the 
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problems presented by the federal system. In contrast are 

studies which view the process of implementation from a col­

laborative perspective ~l~. 

Analysts suggest that the implementation of federal pro-

grams involves not only ac1,ministrative officials: but public 

and private interost groups and politicians~ All participants 

share in the planning, policymald.ng and administration. There 

is no division of responsibility D.ccordi~G t~ structure, be­

cause there is no persistent or constant pattern of relations 

betwoen levels of government. Intergovernmental relations is 

characterized by the mutual adjustment of participants' inter-

ests between and within levels of government. 

FederD.l progr8.n1s are not evaluated in terras of achieving 

national standards, rather the analyst most often supplies the 

cr-it.eria for eV[lluo:tiol1o. This explic:Lt linking of prescrilJtion 

and description is the result of the blending of policy formu-

lation with policy implementation. Some suggestions made for 

improving the process would require radical changos in the 

Gxecution of federal programs D.nd would alter the distribution 

of power and resources uithin the political system. 

Obstacles to implementation, analysts imply, are political 

rather than administro.tive. There are conflicts over the fo1'-

mulation of program goals between politicians, bureaucrats and 

the public 0 'rhe consequence occclsionally is twjor che.n6Gs in 

policy and prograr:1 standards that are impossible to implement 

without adaptation to the environmental setting, and to exist-

ing organizational and tec11l10logic2,1 capabilities., SOliletimes 
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the inability to reach a satisfactory agrGe~ent leads to delay 

or even failure to implement a program. In contrast to the 

internal bureaucratic disputes described under the compliance 

perspective, resolution of these conflicts seems to depend on 

bargaining which is not contained within the boundaries of the 

bureaucracY4l 

Characteristics of tho Implementation Process 
--....-- - ..• _----- -- -­, 

rEhe stUdies can be roughly clB.ssified acc'ording to the type 

of decision discu88ed~ Policy formulation encompasses inputo 

from the environment and the government, and the conversions 

process which transforms them into a statement of government 

intent to do something (Ripley 1973:9). Program initiation 1"0-

fers to tho effort in getting a program established (Pressman 

and Wildavsky, 1973). Program management concerns the daily 

operation of aGencies carrying out policy along functional 

lines (PAR, 1975:701)0 studies most illustrative of' the three 

types of decisions will be briefly summarized. 

£.o)icy, )?orm.£lationo Charles Jones, in GleDY Air: Th§. 

Policies oold Politics of Pollution Control (1975), focuses on ... . - _.----
the slw.ring of authority among levels of government in the 

development of air pollution policy. With the development of 

federal laVIs, he states that policy analysis cannot be limited 

to one level of government, it becomes necessary to study the 

intergovernmento.l impact of policy formulation on implorl1enta-

tion .. 

The foderal government became involved with the Clean Air 

Act of 1963 with the objective of increasing state and local 
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capabi1itieso Jones notes that as a consequence of legisla-

tion, almost every state government created an office to handlo 

air quality control problems, expanded staff, and increased 

state and local expenditureso The Air Quality Control Act of 

1967 created air quality control regions and processes for 

establishing and enforcing air quality standards. It changed 

the process of decisiol1)"cwJdng at the state and local levels 

which affected air pollution polic:>' develo1)m~nto Public hear­

ings required by tho act raised tho visibility of air pollu­

tion problems and resulted in more comprehensive and stringent, 

regulations at the state and local level. 'J1l1e previous C001)-

erative Emd solf regulatory relations bet~een government and 

industry became an adversl1ry relationship. 

At the national level, Jonos states ~ublic opinion demanded 

that Congress act to curb industrial effects on the environ~ 

ment. Instead of a majority having to be ostabliAhed for a 

policy, policy had to be constructed for a majority. Becauso 

the mandate was nonspecific, the policymakers were unsure 

about what would be acceptable 0 The consequence, he state.s, 

was speculative augmentation. Neither the technical nor the 

administrative cClpabilities were adequate to j','leet the needs 

of the 1970 amendment. 

studies categorized under program ini ticltion and nw.nage­

ment suggest that program objectives developed at the national 

level must adjust to the interests at the lower lovel if imple-

mentation is to be successful. Affecting the pattern of implo-

menting management decisions are the style of leadership within 
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an administrative agency as well as the vertical and horizon-

[" J t':J.I distribution of authority within the fedElral systEll:1_ 

Program initiation focusef:.> primarily on the interaction of 

[ ] participants at different levAls of eovernment. 

[ ] 
!1:.QL5,I'am Imtiat:Lo].l_ Derthick (1972.) focuses on the sur-

plus le,nds progrDJ11 Which was to create model new communities 

[ ] on federally owned land in metropolitan areas. The progr[un, 

she states, failed in each of seven projeqts that wore ini-

[ J tiatedc. In four C01:l1'.1ttni ties, the progrmn lackod Gufficie11t 

[ J 
local sUl)port to overcome 10CL'l1 opposition. In A tl[1,ll tc:.1. and 

Clinton Township, where there wao adequate local support, tecb~ 

[ ] nico.l problems involving coordination between levels of govcrn-

ment were responsible for delays in implementation. Secondly, 

[ ] inflated objectives were difficult to ~ccomplisho Because of 

the high visibility of the Fort Lincoln project in WaDhineton, 

[ ] D.C6, there was less willingness to compromise objoctives for 

[' .] 
Derthick st':'l.teG that the degree of federal dependence on 

the sru\:e 0 f ac t:Lon 0 

[ ] the local government varies with the dor.1Gstic functj.on, "com·· 

munity development, bGing Gxtremely vulnerable to the viciosi-

[ ~J tudes of local politics (1972: 95)." DeCD.use the progro.l:1 \'lnS 

[ J 
centrally concoived, local interests \'Jere not trown into 

account_ "Federal progrr,urts often \'lor};: at the loco.l level ••• 

[ J because there is adaptation by both levels of govermlel1t, with 

the result that domestic I)rogrD,ms arc !loi ther federal nor 

r J local, but a blend of the two (1972:97-98).11 

[ J 
[ "J I , 
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llQ.G.ral'il HqnD.~Ol:lOll t. . Berke and Kirst (1972) exc.lr~:,ine the 

p'!~tterns of .:..~llocatinl3 fedorc.l aid to education and tho pro-

C0SS0S of decisioilm.:..ur::Lng that determine ri8c.:;1.1 di€3tribution. 

The bulk of tho study focuses on the lattor issuo, relyinB on 

caso studios in six states. 

After examininG tho 1'010 of the Governor, leGislature, 

political IJ:.1rtios <:.UHt interost 6rouPS, the ~nlthor[] conclude 

that the stato education ~gency exorciood principle i.'l.uthOl~ity 

for allocution dcciGiol1o. lI~ehe r.m~\ opera.teB in nn environment 

tho. t porr:1i ts burouncrt'l.tic stnndnrd O}?Ortl tine IJroceduroG ~:~:nd 

routine Q.dministrnti vo proGl'runG to predomina to (19?2: GL:.) ." 

The stnto superintendent often influencod extonoivoly tho 

aeency's oriont<.:Lt:Lon and nclmjJ1istx'ativo polic:Los. In N:Lch:Lcnn, 

tho state educntion depRrtmont wao oriented toward innovative 

eclUcclt:Lon.:tl loc.dorohip to o.chieve eQuc\.liz,ed oduco.tiono.l oppor-

tUrlity. In Tox~'..s, tho L1Goncy clE)fel~red to loco.l autonoll1Y .. 

PattornG of distrib~~ing stato aid wore often ueeel to dio-

tribute federal aid. Only Title I of Es~t whore fundo wero 

allocated according to a formula, reflocted an equit~ble din-

tribution. IfNnny other fodernl l)rogro.mr:l o.ppeareel neutrD.l to 

such factors .:\nd a number of prognll:'1S freQUently \'Jox·kod to 

rflo.ke rich districts richor." 11. rGnson cited W&\S the "immenf:)o 

area for state discretion in tho ullocD.tion of most foderal 

p:rograr.1S (BerJ"o and Kirst, 19? 2: 400) • " 

A constraint on state administrativ& behavior was the 

political cul tUl'e. Froq1.wntly the nOl'li1 of localj.sm o.lloViod 

/ 
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the local education agenc'ies to have a major voice in deter-

mining the policy and operation of the schools. 

Obstacles to Ir;lJ?.lor:len ta tion e.nd .su;~fSesti.ons tOl: ImPTovemen t 

Why are fGderal programs distorted or resisted? The col-

laborative perspectives suggests that problems in implementa-

tion develop when federal standards do not respond to local 

conditions. When there is conflict over a program, federal 

incentives, positive and negative, are insufficient to induce 

compliance. It is frequently the case that federal money io 

used to satisfy state £',nd local priorities. Even when there 

is consensus on program goals, progl~am execution may result in 

changes because of conditions or interests which cannot be con-

trolled (Berke and Kirst, 1972; Bollinger and Vezner, 1974). 

Collaborative stUdies imply that the most important factor 

influencing implementation is the process of policymaking. 

The objectives formulated by the central government must be 

flexible onough to be implemented under a variety of condi-

tions. 

Connery and his associates (1968) indicate that the concept 

of community mental heath centers had serious implications for 

the successful implementation of the Community J~enta1 Health 

Act of 1963. They note that policy statements contained three 

contradictory conceptions of community: limited service popu-

lation, coordin8:.tion of community services and community in-

volvemento None of these conceptions TIere consistent with 

established administrative and political patterns. 

j 

.l 
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Similar to Derthick (1972), they recognize the effect of 

central decisionmaking on the inflation of objectives.. If In 

situations of low pressure public policy (characteristic of 

mental health), government officials have greater freedom in 

the decisionmaking process than in the usual pattern of inter-

est group-government relations. The consequence is that a 

program is li1';:ely to reflect p!'ofessione,l int~rests \'Ii thout 

being subject to practical compromises (CbnneFY et al., 1968: 

566),,11 

The authors state that successful implementation \'Iill re-

quire administrative flexibility and political adaptability. 

Although Connery et ale feel that the federal government should 

play the dominant role in implementation, they believe it can-

not rely solely on the provision of federal money as an incen-

tive. The federal government should revise the grant program 

to comr:li t more money and assure continuing support, encourage 

training programs, and use its discretionary power over award-

ing grants and approving plans to strengthen state mental 

health agencies. 

A policy beyond capability was formulated by federal­

state-local decisionm~{ers in 1969-70 in response to public 

concern about air pollution. Scientific, organizational and 

technological incapabilities were ignored. The result, Jones 

(1975) states, in the short run is the probability of effec-

tive implementation is reduced While emphasis is placed on 

increasing these capabilitieso Regulations will be revised 

or not stringently enforced because of a lack of knowledge to 
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support them, pressure f~om industry, decline in public sup­

port, and a public philosophy that stresses state and local 

responsibility. Jones suggests an incremental/cooperative 

approach to air pollution policy development and implementa­

tion, where a flexible polj,.cy would be based on existing lillOW­

ledge and a formal process ensured representation of all 

major interests. 

C1 tizen participation in decisionmal\:j.ng led' to an air 

pollution policy incongruent with the environment, but cen­

trally conceived programs like New rl'ovms in' Town and Community 

Mental Health had the same consequence. There does not appear 

to be a single solution to the centralization-decentralization 

issue. If policy formulation is too centralized, there are 

likely to be obstacles to implementation~ If a government's 

response to public pressure is given higher priority than 

existing capabilities, then effective implementation is beyond 

capabilityo Even at a later stage in the policy process, if a 

program is not responsive to public interests, implementation 

is not likely to be successful (Derthick, 1972). 

What the collaborative studies imply is that policy formu-

la"tion and policy implementation are interdependent processes. 

Changes in the process of decisionmaking affect implementation 

and obstacles to implementation often require changes in the 

program if it is to be effective. 

In contrast to the compliance studies, the implementation 

process is perceived to be dynamic. Program standards must be 

adaptable to the pattern of implementation, rather than being 
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the determinant of that pattern. The greatest obstacle to 

implementation is rigidity in the federal administration of 

programs 0 

SUHHARY 

The survey of the literature presents a general view of 

how analysts have described the implementation procBss. There 

was no attempt to discover a real definition ?f implementa­

tion, for that is the purpose of conceptual frameworkso The 

compliance and collaborative perspectives suggest that there 

are at least two different interpretations of policy implemen-

tationo Whether the differences outlined in earlier pages have 

an empirical basis is considered in chapter four. 

In Table 1 ... 1 the differences in the two perspectives are 

summarized. The compliance perspective perceives program im-

plementation as independent of policy formulation. It is pos-

sible to eVE..1.luate the implernenta tion process in terms of whether 

it achieved policy objectives. According to the collaborative 

perspective, policy formulation and implementation are inter­

dep(mdent, it is not possible to evaluate either separately. 

While compliance studies view organizational problems as a 

major obstacle to implementation, collaborative studies focus 

on conflict among parti~,ipan ts concerning program goals, and 

the environmental setting. The two perspectives differ in 

recommendations for improvement with compliance studies most 

often suggesting changes with the bureaucracy and collaborative 

studies recommending changes in the process of decisionmaking. 
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TABLE 1-1 

HIPLEHENTING li'JWERflL PROGBA}lS 

____ =_=_==.=.=.=.=========== __ ====r========'===-=·-===:===================== 
Complia.nce 
Perspective 

Collaborative 
Perspective 

__________ "'_·_L __ • ____________ OLooL~_~ ________________ ~ ______ . ____ ___ 

Characteristics 

Obstacles 

Recommendations 

Division of Functions .......-__ .. - _.. ot __ _ 

Federal Control 

Independence of 
Policymo.h:ing and 
Administration 

Evaluation of 
Implenlell ta b.on 

Communication 
Coordinab.on 
Capc:tbility 
Orient6\tion of 

Personnal 

Intorbureaucratic 
C'Ili1u1c'e . 

'l. 

strengthenine; 
Administrative 
Resources 

Orgt:mizC1. tional 
Processes for 
Program Administra­
tion 

Simplification of 
Hethods 

Sharing of. ll'uncti.ons 

Intergovernmontal 
Adjustment 

Interdependence of 
Policymc:ddng [md 
Jl.dministro.tiol1 

Evaluation of tho 
Policy Process 

Conflict -,. 

Environmental Setting 
Program Goo.ls 
Participants' 

Priorities 

.ill t~r £5ovc:rnmeniQ.}. 
.Q.lli'.na e. 

Flexibility in 
Gran t Administrcl­
tion 

State and Local 
Input in Policy 
Formulation 

Policy BO.sed on 
Knowledge 
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The perception of the federal system may be the most im-

portant distinction bet~ean the two perspectiveso Federalism 

as a legal concept stresses the "constitutional division of 

authority and functions between the national government and 

state governments (Heagan, 1972:3)." As a political concept, 

it refers to "the actual relationships between levels of govern­

ment as they share in the performance of expanding governmental 

functions (Reag[m, 1972:/+)." Legally, the federal structure 

is altered only b~l constitutional amendment, in practice, it 

is changed by court decisions, statutes, custom and technology. 

The legal definition of federalism seems applicable to the 

cortl.1?lir..tnce pGrspGctiveo Where there is a structurul division 

of authority and functions, the problem of implementing federul 

programs is how to get state and local governments to comply 

with federal directives, since the federal government l,:lclm 

the authority to command obedience. Given the political auto· .. 

nomy of the 10Der levels of government, successful implementa-

tion depends on administrative processes such as developing an 

alliance \'lith agencies receiving grants, etc. Since program 

implementation is prinwrily an interbureaucratic process, then 

characteristics of the bureaucracy become very important in 

explaining the process of implelllentation. 

The legal conception of federalism us reflected in the 

doctrine of dual federalism is inconsistent with the assumption 

of analysts using a compliance pel'spective o It is assumed that 

the federal government has the right to determine the objectives 

of all public programs. If there is a separation of responsi-

bilities and functions between the federal and state governments, 
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then the foderal government heG the authority to direct only 

a limited number of activities. 

The political definition of federalism seems applicable to 

the collaborative perspective, which omphasizes the interdepen­

dence of governments. Vhose priorities prevail may vary with 

the service delivered. In some progrruns such as education and 

c:ommuntty development, the federal govel'nmerlt may dG~'cr to the 

locali ties, in others, li1\.O J?ubli,c assistance" the fedoral 

government Qay dominate. ~here is no legal basis for deter-

mining the centralization or decentralization of policymaking 

or administration. 

A policy proposing to change the existing relation betweon 

governmentr:; however is not ]j..lwly to be successfully implemented 

without adjuotments. Political officials and interoot groups 

must be accomrtIodated as well as acim.lnistratoNl. Changos m.:.lY be 

made in the administrative process, in program design or both. 

\'/ith no set pattern of i.nteracb.on, the analogy to organiza-

tional processes is no longer useful. Political bargaining is 

the appropriate concept to explain conflicting relations betwCGll 

participants in a collaborative process. 



NOTES 

1. The concept was borrowed from Morton Grodzins (1966) 
rJha used it to describe the American federal system. 

-27-
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CfLtl.PTJTIH II 

ANALYSIS OF A DISCI~ETIONARY PROGRAH, 

THE YOUTH SERVICE BUHEAU 

The purposes of this chapter are to introduce the central 

thesis which gu.ided the field study; to aJ:laly/~e the concept of 

discretion v.,sed in the cen trD.l thesis; to sumw:l:rize the origin 

of the Youth Service Bureau (YSB) and its development in the 

state of Ohio; and to justify the analysis of prograrll perfor-

mance by outlining the limitations of several evaluations of 

YSBs. 

THE CEWfRhL rfHES IS 

The central thesis states that: the performance of a 

federally funded proe;ram permitting local discretion is asso­

ciated with the intraorganizational characteristics of tho 

program and the organizational contexto The thesis is based 

on three hypotheses t~ten from the literature of public policy. 

Several analysts have stated that the problems of imple­

mentation vary uith the policy type (Van Meter and Van Horn, 

1974; Smith, 1973; Jones, 1975). Distinguishing characteris-

tics have included the extent to which policy deviates from 

past policies, the degree of conflict or consensus over policy 

goals and objectives and the effect of public demands for 

action on policy formulations. It \'Jas asswlled by this analyst 

-28-
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that a progralu granting discretion to the 10c8.1 conmlUnity to 

develop progrmn objectives and functions would vary greatly in 

program operation from community to conl1nunit;~? 

Community characteristics may facilitate or inhibit fedoral 

attempts to build local support or to coordinate activities at 

the local level (Derthick, 1972; Sundquist, 1969; Bradford, 

1968; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973)0 By analyzing the intra-

organizational cl1e.rncteristics and the or'ganizational context, 

the field investigation provides a basis for hypotheses about 

which community characteristics affect the implementation pro-

cess. 

Derthick hypothesizes that the extent of federal irfluence 

on implementation may depend on the grant structuroo She states 

that "it is rea.sonable to suppose that federal influence ulti-

mately depends on the capacity of federal administrators to 

manipUlate funds--to give or withhold them depending on how 

closely state or local governnents conform to federal expecta-

tions (1970:217)." If so, then categori0al grants offer greater 

opportunity for federal influence than bloc grants. Categori-

cal grants are selectively distributed according to administra-

tive discretion, while bloc grants are distributed according to 

statutory formula. There is also a distinction in terms of 

program substance. 11. categorical grant is. ff'lr specifically 

defined purposes leaving little discretion to the recipient 
, . 

government as to the use of the grant. A bloc grant is broader 

in scope, although tied to clearly stated area~J .it does not spe-

cify the exact objects of permitted expenditure (Reagon, 1972:59). 



The Youth Service Bureau progrnm VIetS sEllected for study 

because of the possibility for local discretion. The program 

was not enacted by federal statute but by being included in 

the state's comprehensive plan, it is eligible for federal 

funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEhA). 

This fed.eral agency is responsible for the administro.tion of 

the Omnibus Crime Control and SafEl streets Act, a bloc grant 

program .. 

These hypotheses suggest that policy types, co~nunity char­

acteristics and the federal grant structure affect the process 

of implementation. The hypotheses are not tested in the field 

study, since only one program is eXo.l:lined.. In chapter fou.:) 

however J cor(lpliancG and collabora ti ve studies \'Ihich :lmply d:U~ ... 

ferences in the implementation procosB v/ill be examj.J1.0d fnl' 

variations in these factors~ 

A DISCREfJ.'IOHARY PHOGRAH 

Discretion is defined as the "delegation of decisiotlmaldng 

power to administrative agencies (Rourke, 1969: 54.) i> 11 'This 

delegation of pOTIer, granted by Congress thrOUGh st~tutuesJ 

may involve decisions on the means of administrD.tio~l D.nd deci-

sions on policy. Rourke states that the distinct~on between 

polit.ics D.nd administration is not valid siBee "all "0lU~C;3.U-

cratic decisions are recognized as having at le<.tst some ir~.2?li-

cations for policy (1969: 51) • II However :Ln this study, dsccn-

tralization of administration and policy are dit1cusGed separ-

ately. 

='"; '71,~. 
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31 
First, the scope of ~&ninistrative discretion permitted 

by statute and by LEilA guidelines, and the flexibility of the 

state planning agency's requirements are assessed. Then, the 

characteristics of the YSB program are describede The purpose 

is twofold: to provide bacli:Ground informo.tion on the YSB and 

to describe the decentralized nature of the YSB progrrun. 

The policy literature provides several guidelines for eva­

luating the extent of discretion. Concerning the statute, 

Derthick (1970) asks if federal requirements impose operative 

standards on conduct or if they focus on the process of ach:i.ov­

ing goalso Lo~i states that the most important sourcos of stan-

dards are definitions, list of examples J exc9,ptions J exclusj,ons, 

and prerequisitGs (1969:234). DOGS the federal agency have 

discretion in the use of federal money, can it give or withhold 

funds (DGrthiclt, 1970: 217)1 Do amendments to the statutG in-

crease or reduce a&l1inistrative discretion (I~eagan, 1972: 101) 1 

Concerning the exerciso of discretion by the administl"D.tive 

agency, Derthick asks if directives define the activities of 

the state at length or do they go little beyond the language 

of the law (1970:228)1 

ADHINISTRATlVE DISCHETION OF THE STATE PLANNInG AGENCY 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safo Streets Act 

of 1968, as al;lOnded by PL 91 .. 644 (1971), PL 98-83 (1973) and 

PL 93-413 (1974), established the Law EnforcemGnt Assistance 

Administration which has provided funding for four of the five 

bureaus analyzed in the following chctpter. The purpose of 
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Title I is to "assist the states and·loco.l governments in 

strenthening and improving law enforcement o.t every level by 

nationc:ll assistance (PL 90-315, 1968)." This is to be c:lccom­

plished by encouraging stc:ltes and units of local government to 

prepare and o.dopt comprehensive plans; authorizing grants to 

states and local governments to improve and strengthen la\'/ 

enforcement; and encouraging research and development directed 

towards improvement of law enforcement, development of new 

methods for the prevention and reduction of crime, and the 

detection and apprehension of criminals. The 1968 act did 

not indicate the inotitutions that were to achieve these ob-

jectives but in the amendments of 1971, the police, courts, 

corrections, probation or parole o.uthorities and programs re-

lating to the reduction of juvenile delinquency and narcotic 

additions were listed to carry out law enforcement activities. 

Title I authorized three types of grants: planning, Part 

B; law enforcement assistance, Part 0; and training, education 

and research, Part D. In 1971, gro.nts for correctional insti-

tutions and facilities were added, Part E. The first two 

types will be briefly discussed. The YSB in Ohio is funded by 

Part 0; Part E is limited to programs within the criminal jus­

tice system. 

Part B provides federal funds for establishing and operat­

ing state planning agencies (SPA). Responsible to the governor, 

their functions are to develop a comprehensive plan, establish 

priorities for the improvement of law enforcement, and to 

define, develop and correlate programs. state planning agencies 
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are required to be :representative of It.:tw enforcement and cri-

mina1 justice agencies, units of local government, and public 

agencies maintaining programs to reduce and control crime. 

Federal grants mo.y provide 90% of the cost of operating the 

SPA, with funds distributed to stCttGS in bloc grants of $200,000 

with the rGmainder allooatGd according ~o state population. 

Part a funds are dirGctGd at achieving the second objec­

tive of Title I: the improvement and strengthening of law 

enforcement. In order to receive funds under Pert a, the SPA 

mu,st have an acceptable plan. Some of tll(,J requirements foI' 

tho state plan which the statute specifics are: provides for 

the administration of gr.::1.nts, adequc;,\tely ta-ltes into account 

the noeds and requests aYr loca}. 60VGr~111lent, incorpo'1'c;d:es inno­

vations, contains a comprehensive outline of priorities for 

improvement of all aspects of laW enforcement~, includes pr,'),d-

sion for research and development~ fiscal control, p~ocedures 

for monitoring, auditing and npplj,catioll review and state 

technical assistnnceo It also must include a comprehensivQ 

program for the improvement of ,juvenile j',wtice dnd procedures 

for submission of comprehensive plan by units of local govern-

ment with a population over 250,000. 

Given these requirGlnents that the SPA must meet, in addi­

tion to the bloc grant upproD.ch for the distribution of funds, 

it appears that the intent of the Act was to give the state 

primary authority ruld responsibility for Title I. Eighty-five 

per cent of the funds of Part C are allocated in grants to the 

SPA in accordance \'lith state population, fifteen per CElP:t are 



~" ..... , --... , .... , ....... ---,.-------

I J • [ J 
('. ] 

[ • 1 
[ J 
[ ] 

[ 1 -
[ 1 

r,,~ 

[ 1 • -[ J 
[ "l \, • -[ l • ,-[ -] 

[ ] [ ·l • ,-
[ 1 [.; 
.~ 

[ ,] 

34 

allocated for programs at' the discretion of LEAA. In add:i.-

tion, the states were given priority over urban areas since no 

direct grants are provided local governments. This emphasis 

has continued in the amendments. The originul statute prc-

vided tho.t L~O per cent of the state planning funds hud to be 

made available to units of local government for participation 

in the planning process. But in 1971, LEAA WaS allowed to 

waive the requirement if it was inappropr~ate in view of tho 

"respective law enfol"cement and criminal justice planning 

responsibilities exercised by the state and local gov~rnments 

(section 203)." The SPA was required to a.sSUl'e that major 

cities and counties received planning funds to develop compre-

hensive plans. The original statute also provided that 75 per 

. cent of federal funds be passed through to units of local 

government 0 Beginning in FY 1973, the proportion of federal 

funds r'equired to be distributt ' to local units depended on 

the percentage of local law enforcement expenditures to the 

total state and local expendi tUl'tlS for law enforcement. Ho\'J-' 

ever the law required that the comprehensive plah must provide 

for the allocation of adequate assistance for area.8 charactcr-

izul by high crime incidence and high law enforcement activ:Lty. 

Federal funds for all activities under Part C could be made up 

to 90 per cent of the total cost of the program with the state 

required to fund one-half of the nonfederal funding. 

':Phe LEAA guideline manual for state Planning Agencies Vias 

consulted to determine the type of administrative regulations 

imposed on the SPA regard:i.ng adlI1inistrati.on, development of the 

[.] 
------------------------------------------.. 111.' .. " .. ______________________________________ _ 
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plan and evaluation of action programs. Here the statutes 

were least specific~ 

To those functions of the SPA; as stated in the statutes, 

the guidelines add: provide information to prospective aid 

recipients on procedures for grant application, encourage 

grant proposals from local units of government and project 

proposals from state law enforcement and criminal justice 

agencies$ The organization and structure' of' the SPA is left 

to state discr~tion, but it must be a definable a~E'ncy in the 

executive branch of state government. A supervisory board is 

required to be responsible for review) approval and general 

oversight of the plan and its implementation, administration 

and staff. It must have a balanced representation which is 

specified but flexibility is permitted in the composition of 

the boardo 

In the estCl-blishment and operation of the SPA, discretion 

is encouraged, as indicated by the inclucive list of functions 

and the method of awarding planning funds. Planning grants by 

statute are based on a formula and adv2,nce funds of up to 50 

per cent may be awarded on the basis of a single page applica-

tion. To receive the full planning grant, there are adminis­

trative requirements which need be submitted only if there has 

been a changeo 

Most of the guidelines for formulation of the comprehen­

sive plan paraphrase the statute. But there are definitions of 

concepts not provided in t.he law. LE1tA also provides a nethod 

for meeting the requirements of the plan as stated in sections 
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303(a)'5 and 303(c) which'pertain to :the comprehensi~e outline 

and statewide priorities for improvement and coordination of 

law enforcement and criminal justice. Neither statute or 

guidelines identify programs eligible for funding. It is the 

responsibility of the state planning agency to develop stan-

dards and programs to achieve them. 

Concerning program accountability, the guidelines discuss 

in some detail monitoring and evaluation procedUres which are 

referrod to in section 303(a)12 of the statute (PL 93-83, 1973). 

Monitoring and evaluation are distinguished; the former in-

voling description of the planned project results and compari-

son of these results with actual project achievement. Evalua~ 

tion involves intensive analysis to verify causality or that 

changes or achievements are attributable to project activities. 

The SPA is required to monitor every project it supports, but 

only selected projects must be evaluatedo 

Although LEAA approval of the comprehensive state plan is 

required before action grants are distributed, the,administra­

tions' funds for management and operation since 1972 have not 

totaled more than three per cent of the total program budget. 

(This includes budget estimates for 1974 and 1975. The number 

of permanent positions has increased approximately 37 per cent 

in the same period and appropriations 27 per cent.) 

However the requirements for the comprehensive plan have 

also increased. This perhaps reflects the concern of Congress 

about LEAA failure to exercise a leadership ro~e. A report of 

the Congressional committee on Government Operations (1972) 
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emphasized problems of program management. :tt cited th<l! <:"b-

sence of program standards, inadequat~ auditing procedures 

and recordkeeping and unethical political and financial deal-

ingso In 1973, Congress rejected a special revenue sharing 

proposal for law enforcement. 

Federal statute limits the discretion of LEAP. by providing 

for the distribution of 85 per cent of the action funds accord­

ing to formula. It gives the states primary au~hority and 

responsibili ty for administering '1'itle I" LEAP. guidelines 

allpw the states flexibility in meeting federal requirementc 

which have been formula ted. In addition, IJEAA '8 mEJ.nagement 

capability does not seem to be adequate for its responsibili­

ties. It has been criticized by Congress and by public inter­

est groups (National Urban Coalition, ~972) for inefficient 

program management. In brief, these factors are consistent in 

suggestint: that SPAs have discretion in administering the funds 

received from the Safe streets Acto 

LOCAL ADHINISTRATIVE DISCFLE'rrON 

In a report prepared by the Lawyers' Committee for Civil 

Rights under law (1972), it is stated that the Ohio .sPA is the 

most democratic and most decentralized of all the state sys-

terns. The Administration of Justice Division (AJD), the Ohio 

state planning agency, is located in the Department of Economic 

and Community Development. Besides AJD, the Department is com­

prised of three operating divisions: Community D8velopment~ 

Economic Development, and Human Resources. 



" . .. ,.,t . 

38 
, 

The local planning structure of AJD consists of six re-

gional planning units (RPUs), which serve metropolitan areas, 

and four administrative planning districts (APDs), for non­

reetropolitan regions. The RPUs, a joint city-county unit, 

follow the basic structural position of the SPA having an 

administration staff and a supervisory body with policymaJdng 

authority. The RPUs receive planning grants to develop a com-

prehensive plan. State approval of the plan entitles the RFU 

to receive Part C funds to implement its action projects. Re-

view and approval of individual project applications and all 

further grant administration are the responsibility of the BPU. 

Each RPU receives allocation of at least SIOOO,OOO in plannine 

funds with additional amounts distributed on the basis of popu-

lation. 

Each APD is served by a three member team composed of AJD 

field staff who work witb local official$ to develop and imple­

ment projectso All project related functions are conducted at 

the state level. . The distribution of Part C funds to RPUs and 

APDs is based on a crime-population formula, in which index 

crime is weighted twice as heavily as population (Dept. of 

Economic and Community Development, 1975). 

The Ohio Directives for developing program applications, 

the SPA monitoring and evaluation plan and forms for applica~ 

tion and program reports were reviewed as a means of deter­

mining if the SPA has developed standards for implementing 

prograros o Standards may concern the process of progr~m execu­

tion or goals which the program is to achieve. Standards of 
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the ffrst type are labeled process standards, the second, pro­

gram standards. The distinction between the two typeD is that 

process standards refer to program input; for example the number 

of personnel hired, qualifications of staff, the composition 

of policy boards, etc. Program standards refer to the purposes 

for which service is provided. Attention will focus first on 

process standards. 

All potential applicants must submit a pre-application, the 

initial form used by eligible subgrantees to ~ubmit proposals 

to AJD for funds to implement a project. Eligible subgrantecs 

are units of local government, RPUs, state agencies including 

state related universities and certain private organizationD. 

The manual describing the pre-application process is writte~ 

not as a set of rules to be followed but as suggestions on 

writing a successful proposal. For example in describing tho 

content of the preapplication, it states: pre-applications 

are r8quired to include, :'a dotctiled statement of the problem 

to be addressed by the project with specific statistics to 

document need, a full description of the project, an explana­

tion of how the proposed project will reduce crime and/or im­

prove operational efficiency and a completed budget (Dept. of 

Economic and Community Development, 1975:4)." Descriptions of 

fundable programs emphasize objectives but do not provide ex­

plicit criteria for writing the proposal. 

Pre-application forms, which may differ among RPUs pri­

marily provide topical headings which must be discussed. 
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These include standards and goals, project description, i.e., 

planned accomplishments of the project, project objectives in 

terms of methods and target groups, activities, personnel, 

the evaluation process, the proposed budget and plans for the 

assumption of costs. 

Instructions for preparing the formal application concern 

the organization of the information, identification of items 

which must be addressed and definitions. The'budget applica-

tion is most detailed with forms covering cost categories, and 

a budget summa.ry. A budget narrative explaining each cost :L tern 

is also required. Although there are also forms for the pro­

ject narrative, the instructions are less detailed. The nar­

rative must address the nature of the problem, present resources 

which bear upon the problem, nature of the proposed solutions, 

the proposed means of solution and evaluation. For continua-

tion projects, applications must also describe changes in the 

project. 

The proposed means of solution appears to require informa-

tion concerning process standards. However, these standards 

are not determined by AJD but by the applicant. AJD requires 

that methods to achieve goals be described, it does not pre­

scribe the content. Neither the procedures concerning the pre-

application or the formal application provide process stan­

dards. Requirements pertaining to the program as distinct 

from the budget are stated in a form allowing applicant flexi-

bility. Project controls listed in the Directives are mandated 
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by LEA A and most are not applicable to the YSB (Depto of Eco­

nomic and Community Development, 1975:118-121). 

\ The evaluation requirement however is applicable to the 
\ 

YSB and therefore the monitoring and evaluation system de-

veloped by AJD Was thought to provide standards. In 1973, 

AJD developed a project by project evaluation system which 

was in operation for approximately a year. Information re­

quested compared prQ~ram goals in terms of clients served to 

the actual number of participants served. Comparisons con-

eerned the number of males and females served and the types of 

services provided. There were also questions to be addressed 

in the narrative reports concerning changes in the goals or 

services of the project, the community crime problem t the 

response of the community to the project and project effective-

ness o 

The type of data requested focused on program input. The 

goals set were established by the applicant not AJD~ In 

response to the difficulties with the evaluation instrument 

system, a new evaluation/monitoring system has recently been 

developed. 

The syst$m which became operational in June, 1975, is 

characterized as more flexible and individualized while allow-

ing for comparison of similar projects. For the youth Service 

Bureau, required information includes client services provided 

by bureau and by referral sources; client training provided by 

the bureau and referral sources, client's involvement with the 

juvenile justice system and the age, sex, and race of client. 
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The data is recorded in terms of the number of participantse 

As before, the standards imposed are those developed by the 

applicante 

In summary, the organizational structure of AJD is decen-

tralized, federal funds are distributed to local units of 

government according to a formula, and neither the application 

process or evaluation requirements provide process standards 

for the Youth Service Bureau program. Progra'm staridards which 

will be discussed shortly have only recently been developed. 

THE YSB, A DECENTRALIZED PROGRAH 

The Youth Service Bureclli was proposed by the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Jus-

tice. It recommended that community agencies should deal with 

delinquents nonjudicially and close to where they live (1968: 

223)0 The Commission stated that community agencies have 

several advantages:- they avoid the stigma of processing youth 

by an official agency; are regarded by the public as an arm of 

crime control; are organizations better suited for redirecting 

conduct; heighten the community's awareness of the need for 

recreational, employment, tutoring and other youth development 

services; and engender a sense of public responsibility through 

involvement of local residents (President's Commission on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice: 1968:223-24). 

"The significant feature of the bureau's function would be 

its mandatory responsibility to develop and monitor a plan of 

service to a group now handled for the most part either 
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inappropriately or not at all, except in time of crisis (Task 

Force on Juvenile Justice, 1967:21)." Example~ of bureau 
I 

activities included group and individual counseling, place-

ment in group and foster homes, work and recreational programs, 

employment counseling and special education. Services would 

be under the bureau's direct control, either through purchase 

or voluntary agreement with community organizations. The Com-

mission felt that the key to the bureau's success wbu1d be 

voluntary participation by the juvenile and his family in work-

ing out and following a plan of service or rehabilitation. 

In eXamining the Commission's proposal for the establish-

ment of YSBs, J. Ao Seymour (1971) identified several issues 

which must be considered by those concerned with implementa-

tion. First, for what types of juveniles should the bureau 

provide services? liThe majority would fit Rosenhe:i.m's de.scrip-

tion of 'juvenile nuisances': those who commit minor offenses 

and those who come within the present jurisdiction of juvenile 

court because of noncriminal misbehavior (1971:5).11 Seymour 

expected that most of the referrals to the bureau would come 

from police and juvenile court intake staff. 

Should the bureau emphasize counseling or other services, 

and to what extent should it provide direct services? Rosenheim 

stated that the bureau should perform a 'brokerage service' in 

which the bureau arranges with existing programs £or the pro­

vision of service (Seymour, 1971:10). However, Seymour stated 

that a bureau might appropriately provide short term counseling 

with intensive long term counseling provided by outside sources. 
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44 
The emphasis placed on direct or indirect services, would vary 

with the area and depend on the nature of the service sought. 

To what extent is a bureau a local community based agency? 

"Will bureaus be local only to the extent that they are situ-

ated in communities which they serve, will the policy be set 

by local indigenous body, will staff be obtained from the sur-

rounding community? Seymour stated one way of achieving com-
, 

munity involvement is to involve local people at the management 

level (1971:16). 

Should the bureau emphasize coordination or innovation? 

"The Crime COllunission I s description of the YSB spells out a 

dual role: these agencies would act as central coordinators of 

all community services for young people and would also provide 

services lacking in the community (Seymour, 1971:18). Seymour 

emphasized the importance of maintaining a balance in these 

roles, overemphasis on coordination might obscure the fact 

that in many areas present services are inadequate. 

Seymour's purpose in the examination was to "lay a founda n 

tion for a discussion of the nature and role of these bureaus 

(1971:1)." He did not provide any specific recommendations • 

But his comments suggest that in implementing a YSB, there 

must be flexibility, particularly concerning the nature of the 

services provided. 

In 19'12, Sherwood Norman's book The youth Service Bureau" 

a Key to DelinQuency ~revention, was published. It furnishes 

basic principles and guidelines for esta.blishing and operating 

a YSB and has been a useful resource to many communities. 
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Since then, the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus-

tice Standards and Goals (NAC) appointed by LEAA and the 

Juvenile Delinquency Task Force of the Ohio Criminal Justice 

Supervisory Commission (OCJSC) have developed program standards 

for the YSB. 

None of these sources provide specific program goals. The 

NAC stated that priorities among goals and the selection of 

functions should be locally set and based on an.assessment of 

youth problems and needs in the community (1973:70-71). 

Norman who did not distinguish gonls and functions, idon··· 

tified three functions of YSBsc The goal of service brokerage 

is to bridge the gap between available services and the youth 

j.n need of them through referral and follow up. Some of the 

activities include an inventory of community resources, estab-

lishing cooperation with the court, police, schools and the 

public, and getting youth to accept the YSB staff through an 

outreach program. To carry out the resource development func-

tion, the YSB works with community organizations seeking to 

develop new resources where they are lacking, by arranging for 

existing agencies to extend their services; instituting new 

services within an existing agency; or developing a new pro-

gram (1972:95). The objective of systems modification is to 

change established social practices that affect children ad­

versely. Methods include working cooperatively with youth 

serving agencies to identify problems, and using existing 

resources to solve them; seminars and workshops to oxamine 
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problems and ~~.scuss alternative methods of intervention; and 

short community demonstration projects (1972:108). 

Norman did not outline how these functions are to be 

carried out nor did he provide standards for judging success~ 

It is difficult to distinguish functions in terms of activities. 

For example, a community invent.ory is o.ssociatod wi.th all three 

functions, as is the establis~nent of worldng relations with 

community agencies. 

The Ohio Criminal Justice Supervisory Commission stated 

that one goal of the YSB is to divert youth from the juvenile 

justice system. Diversion is defined in terms of the target 

group, It may t.al'i:e place any time up to the juvcm.ile court 

hearing and may be considered for youth offenders under 18, 

offenders with little previous contact w1th the system, and 

those who have not committed violent acts or acts which for 

an adult would be a crime (1975:35). The goal is to be achieved 

preferably by utilizing existing services for youth in the com­

munity. OCJSC also stated that the YSB should meot the needs 

of the community. It is unclear whether the goal of diversion 

is required of all YSBs or if it is used as an example of one 

strategy to be used in preventing delinquency, an ultimate 

goal. 

There were no examples of activities which would lead to 

the accomplishment of these goals. It is only stated that 

"the YSB should be considered as one of the means to divert 

youth from the juvenile justice systen (1975:35)." To an 
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analyst searching for specific program criteria, these sources 

are not helpful. 

The development of the YSB in Ohio has been characterized 

by a shifting of objectives. In the 1970 action plan when the 

YSB was first described, the objective was listed as counseling 

services and community treatment as an alternative to institu-

tionalization. Although it was stated that the YSB should 

coordinate government and private agency efforts in the provi-

sion of services, YSBs funded also provided direct service. 

In the 1972 action plan, the YSB was eligible for funding 

under two categories, juvenile delinquency prevention and com-

munity based treatment of delinquents. From 1973 to 1975s the 

objective of the YSB was defined as delinquency prevention 

with an emphasis on the early identification of ju·venj.le youth 

problems before delinquent acts were committed. In the direc­

tives for FY 1976, again YSBs are eli~ible for funding under 

two categories, delinquency prevention and juvenile diversion. 

There is no distinction by the SPA runong YSBs with differ-

ent objectives. In neither the state plan or directives are 

activi.ties of YSBs specified. The YSB is both nationa.lly and 

within the state of Ohio described in general terms. Goals 

are prescribed without stating methods of achieving them. 

This abstraction is believed to be characteristic of the YSB 

program rather than the fault of program planners. Because 

the YSB is a community agency, with the purpose of serving 

needs of the community, it is impossible to state in specific 

terms what a YSB should do, unless all community needs are the 
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same. Sherwood Norman stated "because communities differ 

widely in population density, ethnic composition, and youth 

mores, appropriate means of reaching youth in one neighbor­

hood or part of the country may be quite inappropriate in 

another (1972:4)." 

It is also possible that the lack of knowledge about de-

linquency prevention may result in the emphasis on experimen­

tation. This would require program design t'o b~ flexible. 

Whatever the reason, the YSB is a decentralized program, i.e., 

the decisions about program content are made by program imple­

mentors rather than the state planning agency. 

Given that the Ohio SPA allows the localities administra-

tive discretion, there is no basis to expect uniformity in the 

implementation of YSBs. But since standards have been deve ... 

loped, it is assumed that program reqUirements will eventually 

follow which will limit the administrative discretion of local 

communities. Analysis of the relation between community char­

acteristics and bureau performance will provide a basis for 

hypotheses about the implementation of state standards for YSBs. 

EVALUATIONS OF YSBs 

Evaluative studies generally do not attempt to explain why 

a program works or does not worl{. Those which do, Suchman 

categorizes as process evaluations. "l1aldng sense of the 

evaluative findings is the basic reason for adding a concern 

with process to the evaluation study. Otherwise one is left 

with the descriptive results of the evaluation but without any 

tl' I 
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explanation '(Suchman, 1969:66)." The brief summary of studies 

which have evaluated YSBs indicate the need for analysis of 

process. 

YOUTH SEL-NICE BUREAUS IN CALIFORNIA 

The Department of Youth Authority, the state of California, 

in compl:Lance with the Youth Service Bureau Act passed by the 

legiBl~ture in 1968, has submitted annual r~ports on the pro-

gress of Youth Service Bureau pilot projects. The January, 

1972, report covers the operation of nine bureaus during on 

eighteen month period from January, 1970, to June, 1971. 

The objectives of the evaluation were "to determine i.f the 

YBB can divert sigl'1.t;fican t numbers of youth from the juvenile 

justice system, if bureaus can utilize existing community re-

sources in a more coordinated manner, and if delinquency is 

reduced in selected project areas (Depto of Calif. Youth 

Authority, 1972b:8)." Attention centered on the first and last 
I' 

objective. Sources of information included monthly records on 

each youth at intalw, VJith infornlC),tion on age, sex, grade in 

school, ethnic group, reason and source of referral. Follow 

up reports on the type of service provided to each youth during 

a six month period, the number of bureau contacts with youth, 

number of contacts with the criminal justice system, in addi­

tion to interviews and target area delinquency statistics were 

also used. 

The number of juvenile arrests decreased in all target 

areas for which there was information in 1970. However this 'i 
. I 

I 
lJ 
~/ 
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did not always result in the reduction of juvenile delinquency 

as measured by the number of court reports on youth in the 

target area. In the first half of 1971, the data indicated 

that the number of juvenile arrests increased in four of the 

eight target areas where bureaus we:r'o locatede Reasons sug-

gested for particular cities included: an increase in target 

area youth population, lack of supervised volunteers to carry 

out the program, bureau goals not shared by 'community agencies, 

and planning by lay citizens without agency commitment of 

staff to the program. There was no attempt to generalize 

about program success or failure. 

Another measure of diversion Was reduced referral of 

juvenile arrests to probation after establishment of the 

bureaue Similar trends were found. Available data show that 

in 1970, referrals to probation declined in six bureaus, in 

1971, there was a decrease in the number of probation referrals 

for two of the bureause 

EVALUATION OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS: 
A STUDY OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE 

Assuming that the function of the YSB is coordination of 

services, Elliott hypothesized that the YSB must be influen­

tial in the community in order to be effective (Fromkin and 

Elliott, 1974). Three YSBs in Indiana were selected for ana­

lysis by a panel of six judges who were aslced to rate twenty­

two YSBs as high, moderate or law in effectiveness. It was 

desired that bureaus be located in similar communities to 
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minimize the possibility that results would be confounded by 

community differences. 

The two independent variables were YSB effectiveness in 

three similar communi t:ies and organizational subsystems, de­

fined as legal-criminal, social, and educatiorial. Dependent 

variables were Y8B characteristics, defined as the perceptions 

or expectations of co~nunity agencies; integration, the degree 

to which differentiated segments of the system work together; 

the enVironment, the way various organizations perceive each 

other; and differentiation, variation in goals and structure 

between organizational subsystems and the Y813 and among organ:L-

zationo.l sUbsystems. Ii. questionnaire was administered to 2lt.G 

personE.~ representj,ng the organj_zational subsystems, 10 Y813 

personnel o.nd 23 influential individuals identified by the 

general sample. 

Few significant differences betw~en ratings for the high 

and moderately effective YSBs were found on measures of effec-

tiveness, success in accomplishing objectives, helpfulness, 

reduction of conflict and influence, all characb:)ri,stics of 

the YSB. Elliott hypothesized that the panel of judges may 

have utilized different criteria of effectiveness and objec­

tive accomplishment, since they had information concerning the 

operational and performance discrepancies between YSBs. 

Regarding measures of integration, the degree of cross 

referral, personnel exchanged and contact between the YSB and 

cormnuni ty agencies, the high !J.nd moderately effective YSBs 

were rated higher than the low effective YSB. Because the 

-
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general sample perceived less interagency intel~CJ.ction in the 

community in which the moderately effective YSB was located, 

Elliott assumed that this bureau was more highly integrated 

with community agencies than the highly effective YSB. There 

were few differences in measures of environment end no differ-

ences among bureaus in differentiation. 

The role of the YSB as an integrating organization in a 

delinquency prevention system is not well suppo~ted. Elliott 

assumed that a function of the YSB was to influence members 

of the interorganizational system, i.e., organj.zations with 

resources useful to the prevention of juvenile delinquency, 

to work. together. However, there "/ere fe\,1 differences DnlOng 

organizational sUbsystems on the dependent variables in com-

munities with bureaus differing in perceived effectiveness. 

Recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the YSB 

focus on preventing the formation of negative attitudes toward 

the YSB. They emphasize communication with key agencies on 

the commonality of goals, motivation to reduce delinquency, 

accomplishment of objectives, prOVision of reliable informa­

tion, communication to organizational subsystems about the 

standardized nature of bureau programs, and awareness that 

self perceptions of competence may mfluence the perceptions 

of others. 

Although YSB effectiveness \'Ias relat.ed to comnunity per­

ceptions of YSB characteristics and integration, it is not 

explained how differences in perceptions developed. Why were 

the high and moderately effective YSBs rated similarly on 
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several factors? Elliott does not describe the criteria used 

by the panel of judges to rate bureaus. This information might 

have beCl'l useful in assessing the validity of different mea­

sures of YSB effectiveness, particularly psychological dispo-

sitions. Also, a further examination of community character-

istics seems warranted since Elliott states that differences 

among the communities in interagency integration affect YSB 

effectiveness as an integrating organization (19,71+:219-220). 

li'inally, Elliott does not examine the linkage between the 

perception of influence and behnvior. lTor example, is a YSB 

which is perceived CJ.S effectj'V'e more successful in service bl'o-

kerage or coordination of programs? The usefulness of Elliott's 

study seems to depend on the assumption that attitudes deter-

mine behavior. 

YOUTH SERVICE BURJ!.lAUS: fI. STATEvliDE fl.SSESSI·~NT . 
The purpose of evaluating twelve YSBs in the state of Ohio 

was to determine whether there Was a significant reduction in 

the number of contacts with the juvenile justice system for 

those youth who have been referred to the YSB (Dept. of Cri­

minal Justice, 1975). A significant reduction in contacts 

with the system was taken as a measure of diversion. 

Bureaus chosen for study were receiving funds from AJD. 

There were two sources of infcrmation: interviews with bureau 

directors and bureau records used solely to assess diversion. 

Only records of clients who received direct services from the 

bureau with only limited referral services were included. 
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On the basis of available data, nine YSBs were successful 

in diverting youth, 82 per cent of those referred had no fur­

ther contact with the juvenile justice system. There was no 

follow up of clients nor was it indicated how long bureaus 

collected data on closed cases. It was concluded that neither 

structure nor operating policy of the YSB prevented it from 

diverting significant nwnbers of youth from the juvenile jus-

tice system. 

Bureaus however differed in the extent of effectiveness. 

The proportion of youth who had no contact after referral to 

the YSB varied from 100 per cent at one bureau with 59 clients 

to 23 per cent at another with 13 clients. There is 1N explana­

tion for variation in the success of diversion. But there were 

differences in organizational structure and operational policy. 

Bureaus differed in size and composition of the policy 

board. Nine were characterized as being independent, two were 

under the auspices of 8n agency of the juvenile justice sys-

tern. The functions of staffs varied, with three directors 

required to do counseling. Three of the bureaus had associated 

directors. The goals of the YSBs varied with eleven citing 

diversion , eight, the provision of .services to youth J and 

five, service brokerage. The activities associated with ser-

vice brokerage tended to conflict with Norman's conception. 

Eleven of the twelve bureaus identified direct service as the 

first function of service brokerage and youth advocacy as the 

second function (1975:29-:30). The sources of referrals from 

law enforcement ranged from 0 per cent to 90 per cent; from 

I 
1\ 
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the court, 1 per cent to 50 per cent; from schools, 15 per 

cent to 66 per cent; and from family, 3 per cent to 25 per 

cent. There were few referrals from social agencies, al-

though all of the YSBs indicated they had established good 

working relationships with them (1975:37). 
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Recommendations focused on how to improve effectiveness 

and manpower allocation. It was suggested that all visual 

aspects of the juvenile justice system be removed fo present 

an image of an independent non-coercive agency. Standardized 

J.ntal~e forms were recommended to provide more efficient record-

keeping. It was suggested the YSB should not limit its case-

load to status offenders, i.e., youth who have comDitted non-

criminal acts o The data indicated that YSBs were most effec-

tive with delinquent youth with limited prior contacts. It 

was recommended that working relations with area residents and 

community agencies be cultivated since the survival of the 

bureau depends on the reputation made within the community as 

well as within the juvenile justice system. The YSB should 

evaluate existing services and provide direct services only 

where they are lacking or inadequate. Finally it was stated 

that the area of community planning and resource development 

was where the YSB provides a function not available elsewhere 

in the community. 

The assumption that because YSBs for which data was avail­

able, were effective in diversion, there was no need to develop 

a model for the YSB, is not reflected in the recommendations. 
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Most YSBs studied emphasized direct counseling, limited ser-

vices to status offenders, had not established relations with 

a large number of community agencies or engaged in resource 

development. The recommendations would alter the existing 

character of the bureaus. 

Since there was no attempt to explain the conditions under 

which a YSB was most successful or the effect of program attri-

butes OIL diversion, there is no basis for predicting the suc-. 
cess of adopting the recommendations. Some of them may not be 

easily adopted, if certain community characteristics or pro­

gram attributes inhibit the functioning of the YSB. 

SmfHARY 

This chapter provj_des the basis for the comparative ana­

lysis of five Youth Service Bureaus in the following chapter. 

The central thesis implies that the local community has dis-

cretion in designing and operating the YBB. Discretion was 

defined as the decentralization of administration and policy-

making. 

The federal statute, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

Streets Act, although limiting the influence of LEAA, gives 

primary responsibility to the SPA for designing and executing 

action programs, of which the YSB is one. LEAA guidelines 

allow the SPA fl<.xibili ty in carrying out their comprehensive 

plans. The Ohio SPA is decentralized in structure and in pro-

gram admini.str,8.tion. There are no state administrative stan-

dards for YSBs and the monitoring/evaluation system is descr:tbed 
\ 
I 
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as individualized. Each prciject is responsible for determining 

program content and is required to report quarterly its accom­

plishments to the SPA. 

Although the ultimate goal of the YSB is delinquency pre-

vention, the lit.erature is ambiguous about how to achieve it. 

The functions of service brokerage, systems modification and 

resource development, listed by Norman; are difficult to dis­

tinguish by activity. The Ohio standards define the YSB in 

terms of its target group not its activities. 

It is generally agreed that program activities should be 

determined by the local community, since the purpose of the 

YSB is to serve community needs. Furthermore, since there is 

little knowledge about delinquency prevention, flexibility in 

program design may be one moe.ns of discovering what. works. 

Evaluative studies of YSBs are not hellJful in ullderstC:ll1d· .. 

ing why a YSB works or does not, work. Reasons, if cited, are 

unique to a bureau or a particular city. 



r-·--···_······· 

r' 

I, 

1\ 

I 

CHAPTER III 

COHPARI\TIVE ANALYSIS OF FIVE 

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

This chapter focuses on the ir!,'nlementation of a community 

program, the Youth Service Bureau. In the precedine chc;~pter, 

it was stated that localities have discretion i~ designing and 

operating the program. The central thesis states that the 

exercise of this discretion is associated with intraorganiza-

tional characteristics of the program and the organiz,ational 

context. 

Analysis of the association of these internal and external 

factors to bureau performance will provide a basis for program 

recommendations. Second, it may further understanding of the 

policy implementation processo The YSB program, although eli­

gible for federal funds in the state of Ohio, is not a federal 

program. It is characteristic of the trend in intergovern­

mental relations toward greater local control 2Jl.d responsi­

bility for public programs. Analysis of the YSB progre.m may 

identify factors which are applica.ble to other programs givine; 

discretion to localities. However, without a standard for com-

parison, it is not possible to determine the appropriateness 

of the inferences made. 

-58-
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CONCEPTUAL'IZATION 

Five performance criteria are standards for evaluating the 

implementation of YSBs. Performance is the process or method 

used in accomplishing program objectives. It is distinguished 

from the evaluation of program effectiveness, which refers to 

"the determination of results attained by some activity designed 

to accomplish some valued. goal or objective (Suchman, 1967 :32)." 

While evaluation of program effectiveness requires identifica­

tion of program objectives, analysis of performance is not so 

constrained. The analyst may select standards, hopefully with 

adequate support from the literature and adrilinistrators. 

Chapter two summarized the unsuccessful efforts of the ana-

lyst to :identify program and process standards for the YSB pro-

gram in Ohio. No process standards were discovered tl.l1d program 

standards, just recently developed, are not aggressively en­

forced. The indicators used to measure performance were derived 

from the literature on YSBs (Seymour, 1971; Norman, 1972). 

Ideally, analysis of performance and effect should be ca1'-

ried out simultaneously. Analysis should explt:d.h why a program 

succeeded or failed. A statewide evaluation of ISBs conducted 

in 1975 concluded that bureaus were effective in diverting 

youth from the juvenile justice system. There was no attempt, 

however, to explain why bureaus varied in the degree of suc­

cess ~l~. It is hoped that this analysis of bureau perfor­

mance may contribute to explanation. However, the linkage 

between this analysis of performance and the prior evaluation 

of effect requires empirical investigation. 
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Evaluative research was believed inappropriate because 

YSBs in Ohio have already been evaluated by the state planning 

agency. It was felt that if the analyst was to gain bureau 

cooperation, the purpose of the research should be perceived 

as providing useful information LZJ. It was imposoible to 

obtain the results of the statewide evaluation for individual 

bureaw.':;. 

PERFORHANCE 

The six variables used in assessing perfol'lllo'!1ce B.re de-

fined below. 

I!:..direct/c])rect Serv-i e.e. 

The variables used to measure this criterion were the per-

centage of youth receiving direct service during a one year 

period, the average amount of time spent on a cuse estimated 

by bureau caseworkers, and the number of bureau activities 

classified as direct or indirect. Indirect services, ~110h 

included interagency relations, planning and coordination, 

B.nd family and community relations, refers to services not 

involving direct contact with youth. Bureaus' services were 

categorized as indirect when at least one-fourth of the cli­

ents were provided referral services, clients received direct 

service for less than three months and more activities were , 

classified as indirect. 

Case Coordination 

Case coordination refers to the exchange of referrals be­

tween the YSB and other agencies~ Only one aspect is measured: 
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the sources of referrals to 'the bureau over a one year period. 

Bureaus receiving more referrals from agencies than individuals 

were assumed to be more involved in coordinating referrals. 

Innovation ....... 
Innovation is defined as organizational change. Change 

in programs is measured by the number of reported changes in 

bureau objectives and services since the first full year of 

operation. Program reports and responses to' the questions: 

"Have the objectives of this bureau been changed due to local 

circumstances, since it began operation;" "Have the services 

been altered since the progrflm began;!! were the sources of 

information. 

Innovative methods is measured by staff reports of change 

in rules or techniques by which services are delivered to 

clients. 

Judgments of innovativeness in programs and methods were 

made through comparison of bureauso 

Program Emphasis 

A descriptive rather than an evaluative criterion, progrDll1 

emphasis is measured by the largest proportion of clients re-

ceiving a service over a period of one year. Services are 

classified according to the extensiveness of staff involvement 

with clients. An ordinal ranking is achieved on the basis of 

an ass'U.l11ption that psychological counseling requires a great 

deal of interaction TIith a client over a period of time, in-

struction requires moderate involvement and individual advocacy 

requires the least involvement with the client L3J. .--
.~ ________________ [~ .•• _~~J_-____________ __ 
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Bureau Res1J.Q.nsiveness to the rr.arg,~t ...:!,l.re£ 

Using the pGrformance criteria outlined above, bureaus 

located in the same city but with different tC.'l,:'g~t areas \'Iere 

compared. If bureaus differed in performance criteria asso-

ciated with the environment, bureaus were judged responsive. 

INTRAOl~GANIZATIONAI, CH1LRACTEIUSTICS 
AND ORGAtnZN1'IOHAL COl·TTEXrr 

It is assumed that if the local community ii primarily 

responsible for program itnl)lel:18ntation, characteristics of 

the cOllll:nmity, env:Lronment and organizational structure, will 

affect the implementation process. The focus on these parti-

culm~ va.riables was influenced by an analytic model of the 

implementation process, summarized in chapter four (Van Meter 

and Van Horn, 1975). The indicators used to measure those 

variables were derived from the literature analyzing organiza-

tional structure (Pugh et al., 1963; Hage and Aiken, 1967; 

n' 1 ~ 1 19r2 ) .l'.lp oy e I" a '" (:;. The variables and their operationnl 

definitions are given below. 

In trao,rganiza tio:nl ChO.l:O.C teris tics 

Intraorganizational characteristics refer to the internal 

structure of the YSB. Properties assumed to define structure 

are tho centralization of decisionmGking, specialization of 

function, age, turnover of personnel, and standardization of 

procedures. IntervieTIs TIith the personnel of the YSBs pro­

vided information on these organizational properties. 
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Centralization of decisionmald.ng is measured by the number 

of levels of organizational structure involved in decisions 

concerning the bureau. Three types of decisions were identi­

fied: general policy, program planning, and program manage-

mento Only the first two were used in measuring participation 

in decisionmaldng, since they affect the entire IJrogram.. The 

more levels of structure involved in decisionmaking, the greater 

decentralization of decisionmaking. 

Specialization of function refers to the distribution of 

professional duties among the number of job positions 'within 

a bureau. The higher the number of job positions, the greater 

specialization of functions .. 

Age is ~easured by the number of years a bureau has been 

j.n operation, as o}JPosed to the time of the grant award. 

Turnover of personnel is measured by two indicators, the 

rate at which staff have left the bureau since its inception, 

and the rate at which directors have been replaced. Bureau 

personnel were asked to estimate if turnover for staff had 

been large; names and the length of appointment of previous 

directors viera requested of ctdministrators. 

Standardization of procedures refers to the specification 

of rules for inta.1-i:e, which is the initial interview wit.h cli-

ents, and for rejection of youth for services. If rules are 

specified for both, the bureau is characterized as having 

standardized procedures. 
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Organizational context 

The organizational context refers to characteristics of 

the setting in which the YSB is located. Variables hypothe­

sized to define the setting were autonomy, community involv~­

ment, the size of the city, occupational and industrial struc-

ture of the city, economy, racial composition, and government 

fragmentation. Data for measuring autonomy and community 1n-

volvement was provided by interviews with bureau p~rsonnel. 

The 1970 U. S. census and the 1972 census of govern~ents were 

the sources of information for the remaining variables. The 

variables and their operational definitions are stated below. 

Autonomy refers to the relationship of the YSB to other 

organizations in its environment. Bureau control over two 

resources, hiring of staff and budget development, was one 

indicator of autonomy. Each measure was weighted equally. rrhe 

second indicator was the frequency which the bureau was required 

to submit reportso It was assumed that bureau submitting weekly 

reports had less autonomy than bureaus submitting monthly 

reports. A bureau's autonomy was the sum of these indicators. 

Community involvement refers to participation of citizens 

and agencies in the initiation and operation of the YSB pro­

gram. The degree of community involvement Was measured by the 

presence or absence of the following characteristics: exis­

tence of a policy board and method of selection, initiation 

of the program by organizations or individuals, support of 

influential citizens and organizations for the YSB progrrun. 
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A policy board appointed by government was given more weight 

as was the initiation of the YSB program by a community organi-

z8.tion. 

The size of the community is measured by the populati.on of 

the city. The literature on the YSB does not define the con­

cept of a community, i.e., whether it refers to a geographj.cal 

area) the perception of belonging, or the service areas from 

which the bureau receives most of its client~. The latter two 

would have been difficult to measure, therefore, it was decided 

to define community in terms 0 f geographical &\rea. 

Occupational structure refers to the proportion of employed 

persons sixteen years and older having white collar occupationso 

The economic status of the city is measured by the propor­

tion of poor families with children under 18 of all families 

with children under 18, and the number of unemployed persons 

in the civilian labour force. 

The racial composition is measured by the percentage of 

blacks living in the city. Government fragmentation is mea-

sured by the number of local governments in the county per 

100,000 population. 

HETHOD 

Selltiz' definition of an exploratory study is descriptive 

of this comparative analysis of YSBs. The purpose of nn ex­

ploratory study is lito gain familiarity with a phenomenon or 

to achieve new insights into it, often in order to formulate 

a more precise research problem or to develop hypotheses 
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(1959:50)." A number of variables were examined because of 

uncertainty about what aspects would be iDportant. The conse-

quence is that there is no indepth study of any variables. 

As mentioned earlier, a survey instrument was the primary 

source of information for many variables. It contained appro-

ximately one hundred fixed alternative and open-ended qUBS-

tions. It was the basis for interviews with bureau directors, 

assistant directors and at least two members 'of the program 

staff. In torvio\'1s with adminiBtrativo personnol focused pri-

marily on the overall operation of the bureau and were C:-lppro-

ximatoly ono hour in lengtho Interviews \'lith progrc:un staff 

stressed their activities and were approximately thirty minutes 

long. All interviews were conducted at the bureaus during a 

two 1'110n th period, Nay and June, 19?5. The criteria used in 

selecting bureaus for investigation were funding source, 

region, variation in organizational structure and the size of 

the city. 

Bureau records \'Iere the second source of data. Becauso 

records kept on clients differed in each bureau i.e., the types 

of information kept and the frequency in which it was recorded, 

there was difficulty in comparing bureaus. Therefore there 

was greater reliance on the survey instrument, in addition to 

program reports than \'Ias desired. 

It is possible to rank bureaus in terms of the orgnniza-

tional and contextual characteristics, but not in terms of most 

of the performance criteria, which are measured at the nominal 
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level for either presence or absence of the attribute. Ini-

tially, it WQS eX~Gcted that bureau records would be used 

entirely as indicators of performance, however, the desired 

data Was not available. The interview schedule primarily 

focused on organizational and COlltextual factors 1 therefore 

more information is available for 1;1na.lysis. The questions 

primarily addressed facts rather than pel."ceptions. Through 

comparison of replies of several staff members Of a bureau, it 

is felt that SODe degree of accuracy ~a6 attained. All res-

ponses were categorized by the analyst. 

To iden tify asso cia tions be t\')een organ:Lz.3. tional, and con-

textual variables and performance criteria, the data Was rnanu-

ally tabulated. When several variables were associated with 

performance criteria, cross tabulations of subcategories were 

done. ~Phis technique permitted control of a third factor in 

order to determine if each variable was independently associ-.. 
ated with performanceo The shmll number of C0-8es hovJever 

limited the number of cross tabulations possible. Finally, 

qualitative analysis of bureaus which were consistently evalu­

ated as either having or not having a particular attribute was 

carried out. The purpose was to discover other factors which 

may be related to the other factors identified earlier. The 

analysis ends with the development of hypotheses for further 

more extensive investigatione Given the s~all number of cases 

studied, the associations from which hypotheses are inferred 

are extremely susceptible to error. However since one of the 
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purposes of analysis is to provide policy recommendations, it 

is felt that generalization was essential. 

It may be logically argued that comparative analysis is 

not possible, since the YSB program is characterized by a 

great deal of local discretion.. It may be that there are five 

different prograr!1s rather than one. ~jost of the bureaus, how-

ever, had several characteristics in common. Four were funded 

by the state planning agency under the same progpam category, 

all are labeled YSBs and located in the same geographical area. 

In a national survey of YSBs, it was stated that bureaus 10-

cated in the same state tended to have similarities (Department 

of California Youth Authority, 1972a:146). Finally four of 

the bureaus have in common the recently developed state stan-

dards for YSBs. 

ANALYSIS 

Differences in the performance of the five bureaus is shown 

in Table 3-1. There was no attempt to rank thf' · .... 'formance 

criteria, i.e., to decide if innovation is a more important 

activity than coordination. Two of the performance criteria 

are dynrunic; innovative programs and methods.. The remaining 

criteria characterized the progrruas as in the spring of 1975. 

Program emphasts unlil:e the other attributes is not evaluative. 

It describes the type of service delivered to clients, not the 

quality of service. One bureau, number (5), was perceived as 

having all of the evaluative attributes, while bureau (2) had 

none of them. Bureaus differed most in provision of indirect 
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TABLE 3-1 

BUREAU PERFORHANCEa 

Performance J. 2 3 4 5 

-------,-_.'---------_._------, 
Innovative Progrruns + 

Innovative Methods + + 

Indirect Service - ••• + 

Case Coordination + . . " + 

High Involvement + + 

Moderate Involvement + 

Low Involvement - + + 

--------,~---~~---.--------------------.-------------------------

aThe plus (+) sign indicates presence of the attribute, 
the minus (-) sign, the absence of the attribute. 

service and case coordination. One bureau was not evaluated 

on these attributes because it is funded to provide a particu-

la.r servie,e. ,Bureaus differed least in the development of 

innovatj.ve 1?ro,grams, with only one bureau described 8.S having 

program change o 

Responsiveness of bureaus to the target area is measured 

only by comparison of bureaus loca.ted in the same city, and 

thus it Was not possible to evaluate bureaus separately. 

In discussing each criterion, similaritiec and differences 

in bureaUS' performance are, compared to intraorganizational 

characteristics and the orgal1izational context. 
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INNOVA rIVE PHOGR~HS 

Table 3-2 illustrates that more intraorganizational char-

acteristics are associated with innovative programs than the 

other performance criteria. Comparing each of these charac-

teristics with performance, it is seen that three of the 

bureaus lacking innovative programs had centralized decision-

maldng, and standardized procedures, but lac}"eo. specialization 

of function and maturity. Two bureaus had high staff turnover 

(see Table 3-3)0 The bureau which was characterized as having 

innovative programs had specialized functions, and had been in 

operation longer than three years. All of the other character-

istics, it lacked. There was one noninnovative bureau which 

also had specialized functions, and had been in operation more 

than three years. 

TllBLE 3-2 
... 

BUREAU PERFORH.ANCE IN HELATIOl'T TO THE 
NUHBER OF IWE~AORGArrIZATlmIP.L AND 

COWPEX2.'UAL CHAR'\CT}~RISTICS 

:====================================~========:::---------------.. ~---------------
Performance Organizational Contextual 

Innovative Progr\~ms 5 2 

Innovative Hethods 2 0 

Indirect Servj.ce 0 1 

Case Coordination 0 1 

Program Emphasis I 1 

[ 
...• ] 

_' ... '1 .. '" _______________ ~ 
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TABLE 3-3 

INNOVATIVE PROGRJ:J1S BY INTRAORGANIZATIONAL 
CHAR~ C TER ISfl' I CS 

Central- Standard- New 
Bureaus ized ized Bureau 

With Inno-
vative 
Programs 0 0 0 

With Non-
innovative 

3a Programs 3 3 

aD2,ta missing for one bureau 0 

High 
Staff 

Turnover 

0 

2 

No 
Special- Total 
ization Number 

'0 1 

3 4 

When Table 3-3 is compared with Table 3-4, it is observed 

that the associat.ion between noninnovative progral1\s, centrali-

zation of decisionmaldng and stcmdardiza.tion of procedures de-
~ 

creased when looking at bureaus described as not having spe-

cialized functions. There \'/as no change in the relation of 

noninnovative progrEJ"llS, age of the bureau and staff turnover. 

Centralization and standardization were independently associ-

e.ted with noninnova.tive programs. It could not be determined 

if noninnovative programs were independently associated with 

high staff turnover or age of the bureau. 

It seems as if bureaus which had more bureaucratic char-

abteristics were less innovative. Centralization, standardi­

zation and specialization are all characteristics of bureau­

cracy (Pugh et alG, 1963) but while specialization was positively 
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TABLE 3-4 

INNOVATIVE PROGRAtliS BY AGE, TURNOVER. STANDARDIZATIOn, 
AND CEHTRALIZATION. CONTROLLED Fon ABSENCE 

OF SPECIALIZATIon 

No Specialization 

High 
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Central- Standard- New Staff Total 
Bureaus 

With Inno­
vative 
Pl~ograms 

With Non­
innovative 
Programs 

ized ized Bure?u 

o o o 

3 

D.Data missing for one bureau. 

Turnover Number 

o o 

2 3 

associated with innovation, the other two characteristics were 

not. Table 3-5 indicated that the least "bureaucratic" bureau 

was the one characterized as having innovative programs. 

Two contextual variables were associated with innovative 

programs, autonomy and the size of the city (see Table 3-6). 

All of the noninnovative bureaus were located in large cities, 

over 250,000, while the innovative bureau was located in a 

small city, under 100,000 in population. Three of the bureaus 

lacking innovative IJrograms also lacked autonomy, \'Ihile the 

bureau with innovative programs was characterized as having 

autonomyo 



Bureaus 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

RELATION Oli' IlEWVATIVE PROGR;\1,1S AND 
BUREAUCRN.~IC C1iARAC'11EHISTICS 

Innovative Centro.li- S tandru. ... di-
Program zation zation 

Yes low 10\'1 

No low . " . 
No hie;h moderate 

No high moderC).te 

No high high 

TABLE 3-6 

7.3 

Speciali-
zD-tion 

high 

moderate 

low 

moderate 

high 

INNOVATIVE PROG~\NS BY CONT}~XTUAL CHI1RACTEnrSTICS 

Bureaus No Autonomy Large C:k-ty Total Humber 

VJith Innovo.tive 
Programs 0 0 1 

With Noninnova-
tive Programs 3 4 4 

Because it wC\s not possible to rank bureaus in terms of the 

degree of innoVation, the importance of specialization, age, 

staff turnover, autonomy and the size of the city to innova­

tion could not be determined. However if bureaus with non-

innovative programs are compared in terms of the potential for 
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innovation as measured by t~e number of proposalG for change, 

it appears that autonomy is more important. Two bureaus 10-

catcd in the same city differed in autonomy blut were similar 

in having high staff turnover, lacking specialization and tho 

number of years in operation. The autonomous bureau had the 

greatest potential for innovation. Two other bureaus located 

in another city VJere f:1imilar in lacking autonomy but did not 

differ in the potential for innovC1,tion. They d:t,ffered in the 

number of years in Ol)eration and sp0ciali~~o.tion.' 

Since there ,'las no direc t question concerning proposo.ls 

for change, the information obtained depended on the openness 

of bureau pel~SOl1nel to the interviewero Because bureaus varied 

in responsivenoss to the interviewer, !alowledgc of proposals 

probably came from more open bureaus. 

Several hypotheses were formul~ted on the basis of the 

associatiol1so 

H: 1. The more bure;J,ltcrutic the organ:i~o.tion£:\l structure 
of a bureau, the less innovative are its programs. 

H:2. A bureau characterized by s~ecializntion of func­
tion and decentralized decisionmo.king, reqaires a 
stable staff for the development of innovative 
ideas. -

H:3. The more autonomous a. bureau, the greater number 
of program changes., 

H:4. In a smaller city, because the need for services 
is: greater. there is r.lOre cor.ununi ty sup,port for 
the bureau. 

H:5. 1,'1:Lth community support, the probability of success­
ful program implemcntcttion is higher. 
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INNOVATIVE HETHODS 

There were two characteristics associated with innovative 

methods, specialization and age (see Table 3-7). Both of the 

bureaus which had been in operation more than three years 

were characterized as having innovative methods, ~hile newer 

bureaus were noto Age and specialization appear to be highly 

related. Given the small number of cases, i~ \'las not possible 

to hypothesize about the independent associaioll of these 

characteristics to innovative methodso 

There were no contextual variables associated with innova-

tive methods (see Table' 3-2). It was the onl~,r perfOl'J:lance 

criterion not associated with contextual characteristics. In 

contrast to innovative programs, the development of ne\'l methods 

of delivering service is entirely depended on the expertise of 

bureau staff, which seems to be a consequence of specialization 

of function and time. 

Two hypothe~es are formulated on the basis of associations • 

H:6. The longer a bureau continues to operate, the more 
likely are changes in the environment to occur~ 
which reqUire a response. 

H:7. As the staff becomes more specialized, new methods 
of delivering services are likely to be developed. 

INDIRECT' SE}~VICE 

Only one variable was associated with the provision of in­

direct services, community involvement, a contextual charac-

teristic 0 Only four bureaus VJere classified because one is a 

specialized project. Of these four bureaus, the two bur~aus 
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TJ\.BLE 3-7 

INNOVATIVE HETHODS BY AGE AND SPECIALIZATION 

Bureaus 3 years or over Specialized Total Number 

V/ith Innovative 
Hethods 2 2 2 

With Noninnova-
tive l·'lethocls 0 0 3 

described as providing indirect service had high community 

involvement, the two which emphasized direct services had low 

community involvement (see Table 3-8). 

TABLE 3-8 

INDIRECT SERVICE. CP.SE COORDINATION. AND PROGR4.J'.1 EI"jPHASIS BY 
COH1,WNITY IHVOLVENI~NT AND STANDArmIZATIOi~ 



77 

Looking at the proportion of clients referred by each of 

the bureaus categorized as providing indirect servic3, the 

bureau with the highest community invol vemen t, re ferred more' 

clients. The difference in community involvement was the 

existence of a policy board. Having a policy board was given 

more weight primarily because interviews with the staffs indi­

cated that it was important. 

Reasons given for the importance of the poli,cy board were: 

increases community support, gives the YSB more flexibility 

in program development, and insures responsiveness to the com­

munity. The only negative perceptions of policy boards were 

given by two persons working in bureaus without a policy board. 

Both of the bureaus providing indirect services were initiatod 

by influential community organizations while bureaus providing 

direct services were initiated by individualso 

Neither autonomy or size was associated with the provision 

of indirect serviceso It may be that a neighborhood YSB is 

not affocted by the size of the cit yo The provision of in­

direct services may tend to limit the autonomy of the bureau, 

since effectiveness depends on the bureau's relation with 

other organizations. However a longitudinal study would be 

needed to discover a relationship. 

H:8. The more a community is involved in the YSB 
program, the more likely the bureau is to 
stress indirect services. 

H:9o Involvement of community agencies in the plan­
ning of the bureau program facilitates the pro­
vision of indirect services. 
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CASE COORDINATION 

Community involvement was the only variable associated 

with this performance criterion. Here only three bureaus 

were considered because of the lack of data for the fourth 

bureau on coordinating activities. The remaining bureau 

had the specialized program. 

The two bureaus which were perceived as emphas1zing case 

coordination had community involvement in YSB p~ograms, while 

the bureau not stressing case coordinution did not (see Table 

3-8). Similar to the provision of indirect servicos, the 

bureau which was most involved in coordinating activities as 

measured by the sources of referral to the burenu, also had 

the highest community involvement. 

It was assumed that referrals from agencies reflected more 

coordinating effort than referrals from individuals. Differ-

ences in organiZational structure seem to~present problems in 

achieving coordination. An Indiana study observed that there 

were differences between the YSB and the legal-criminal, 

social,. ~nd educational systems in the number of hierarchical 

levels and in the use of standardized procedures. It was 

hypothesized that the feeling of status incongruity may be 

created for persons Itunable to concretely identify thestntus 

due a YSB representative (Fromkin and Elliott, 197/+: 197-198)." 

The authors hypothesized that structural differentiation 

affected the YSB in ter2,ction with community agencies. 
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In the statewide assessment of YSBs in Ohio, most of the 

bureD.us reported good working relationships with social ser­

vice agencies, educational resources, religious groups and 

independent professional resources. Neither the police or 

courts, which Fromldn and. Elliott stated have the highest 

number of hierarchical levels, were mentioned (Dept. of Cri-

minal Justice, 1975:37). 

Another factor which may affect interagency relations is 
" 

differentiation of goals. The YSB goal is to divert youth 

from coming in contact with the juvenile justice system. The 

role of the police is to prevent crime and arrcst offenders. 

Given the potential conflict of valucs, it may be more diffi­

cult for the YSB to establish good relationships w1th the 

police. 

Records on referral sources for the two bureaus categorized 

as providing case coordination for a one year period were corn-

pared with county records on the sources of referrals for un­

ruly offenses in 1973 (Department of Mental Health and RetardD.­

tion, 1973). Large discrepancies in the records were considered 

to indicate a lack of bureau effort or limited success in 

achieving coordination. 

One bureau received few referrals from law enforcement, 

while the juvenile court received most of its referrals from 

policee, When this date. was compared \'Jith staff perception of 

relations with the law, courts and schools, there was consis-

tency in the staff perceptions that relations with courts were 

excellent, while VJtth schools .,.nd the police they were good. 



80 
\ 

The staff of the other bureau perceived the YSB's relations 

with the court and the police as excellent and with the 

schools as good. However, less than 10 per cent of its re-

ferrals came from courts and police. 

It may be that positive perception of interagency relations 

may lead to more efforts to coordinate caseworko Given the 

crudeness of the indicators, there was no attempt to measure 

th' relationship between perceivod relationship and source of 

referrals to the bureau. 

H:IO. The ease of establishing intoragency relations 
depends on structural differences between the 
YSB and other community agencies. 

PRO Gl1J\rJ EivlPHASIS 

One contextual and one organizational variall1e were as so-

ciated with program empha.sis. The two bureaus descri11ed as 

having high involvement with clients had low community involve-

mente The two bureaus which were ranked low on involvement 

with clients had high community involvement. The bureaus with 

high client involvement had standardized procedures, while one 

of the bureaus with low involvement did not (see Table 3-8). 

The direct services provided by the two bureaus with high 

client, involvement were highly differentiated. The services 

which the client received depended very much on the intake 

interview. Given the importance of this initial interview, 

specification of rules for carrying it out is understandable. 

In contrast the bureau with no standardized procedures did not 

highly differentiate' direct services provided to clients. 
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When the two bureaus with high client involvement were 

compared with the bureaus with low client involvement, com­

munity involvement appeared more important than standardiza­

tion. None of the bureaus with high community involvement hCld 

high client invol vemen t but ono of these burec.\Us did have some 

standardized procedures. 

Program emphasis was associated \'Ii th the method of l)rovid-

ing services to clients. Bureaus categorized £lS providing 

direct services had programs stressing high involvement with 

clients while bureaus providing indirect service, did not 

emphasize high client involvement. 

It is reasoned that by ebphasizing extensive involvement 

with clients, there is loss time or need for interaction with 

other agencies, which is essential to a bureau emphasizing 

indirect serviceso Greater com~unity involvement may require 

a bpreau to serve l,wny varying needs which Inay result in 
. 

1) services to all clients being limited; and 2) provision of 

indirect services. 

In one of the bureaus described us having high client in-

volvement, the method of service delivery Was changing. With 

increased caseloads, there haS been a greater reliance on 

volunteers and group counseling. In 1975, there were plans 

to implement a procedure reducing the time which the staff 

spends on a case to one montll, with a focus on a particular 

problem. This supports the assumption that as a community 

requires more of bureaus there is less involveMent with clients. 
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H:ll. Community involv~ment affects progran emphasis 
more th~>-11 the structnI'e of the organization. 

H:12. Greater involvement with clients leads to a 
need for standardized procedures. 

H:13. The more a community seeks the services of 
the YSB the less emphasis placed on extensive 
involvement with clients. 

RESPONSIVENESS TO THE TARGET AREA 
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Responsiveness to the target area is assessed by comparing 

the performance of bureaus located in the s~ne city but with 

different target areas. Table 3-9 shows that bureaus described 

as not responsive differed only in the presence of innovative 

methods. This criterion was associated only with organization 

characteristics (see Table 3-7). The nonresponsive bureaus 

were similar in administrative autonomy and community involve-

ment, and differed only in two organizational characteristics, 

specialization and age. 

No data was collected on the target areas, however program 

descriptions provided some information. One bureau serves a 

rapidly changing neighborhood with a high rate of unemploy-

ment, overcrowded housing, limited social services and recrea-

tional facilities ~nd a high rate of dslinquency. The other 

nonresponsive bureau which serves the rest of the city, is 

located in a neighborhood with similar characteristics. The 

city however has a low unemployment rate and the county a lower 

rate of delinquent cases per 1,000 youths than corresponding 

data for other communities in which bureaus in. the field study 
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Bureaus not 
Responsive 

Bureaus 
Responsive 

TABLE 3-9 

RESPONSIVENESS OF BUREAUS TO THE TARGET AREA BY CONTEXTUAL 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Interbureau Differences Int~rcity Differences 

Organization Context Perfoy-mance Organization Context 

speciali- none innovative low turnover low community 
zation methods of staff involvement 
age 

centrali- autonomy program high turn- high comrnu-
zation, emphasis over of nity in-
turnover of .- staff volvement 
directors 
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were located. Although bureaus differ in target areas, it was 

not reflected by the performance criteria. 

In contrast, the responsive bureaus differed in a perfor-

mance criterion, program emphasis, associated with a contex-

tual variable (see Table 3-8). Program applications did not 

provide information on the target areas. However, the analyst 

in visiting the areas observed differences in the quality of 

housing and in the YSB offices. Racial compositioh of bureau 

staff probably reflected differences in racial characteristics 

of the target area. 

The re~~onsive bureaus differed in centralization and turn­

over of directors. In contextual variables, they were similar 

in community involvement but differed in autonomy (see Table 

3-9) 0 

Although these bureaus did not differ in innovative pro­

grams hypothesized to be affected by autonomy, there were 

indications that constraints in autonomy read to greater simi-

larity in bureaus, particularly in program emphasis. When 

bureau records for 1974 and 1975 were compared, the trend was 

toward greater similarity in program emphasis and client char­

acteristics (see Table 3-10). The percentage difference in 

clients provided educational services by the bureaus was 69 

per cent in December, 1974, at the end of July, 1975, it had 

declined to 20 per cent. The number of male clients served by 

the bureaus differn~ by 32 per cent in December, 1974, in July, 

1975, the percentage difference was 10 per cent. 



Clients 
Provided 

TABLE 3-10 

CHANGE IN PROGRAN EHPHASIS AND CLIENT 
CHARACTERISTICS FOR BUREAUS WITH 

THE SAME MONITORING AGENCY 

12/74 4-7/75 

Per Cent Number Per Cent 

Educational 
Services 6 282 20 

75 306 40 

12/74 1-7/75 

Per Cent Number Per Cent 

Male Clients 
Served 47 367 60 

15 307 70 
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Number 

7"1;0 
157 

Number 

220 
230 

Source: Community Youth Service Bureau, The Citizens' Com­
mittee on Youth. 

The director of one of these bureaus mentioned that the 

first year proposal for funds was developed by the bureau, 

while the second year proposal was prepared through consulta­

tion with the monitoring agency. In addition, the bureaus 

have filled out the srune report forms. It is assumed that the 

longer bureaus are subjected to the same reporting system, the 

more similar will bureau programs become. 

This assumption receives some support fro~·the unrespon­

sive bureaus, which were similar in program emphasis. The 

reports to the implementing agency C4J were similar, although 



86 

no standard form was used. ~he staff of these bureaus also 

regularly interacted and some of the services were jointly 

provided. This may also account for similarity in programs. 

Although bot!: responsive bureaus had experienced high 

turnover of staff, one has had several administrators, thus 

increasing its instability. It is h~pothesized that this 

bureau is less likely to be innovative because of this organi­

zational characteristic as well as the lack 0f autbnomy. 

What did responsive bureaus have in common which non­

responsive bureaus did not? It was community involvement and 

high turnover of staff (see Table 3-9). Responsive bureaus 

had community involvement and high turnover of staff while the 

unresponsive bureaus did not. 

How are these characteristics related to responsiveness? 

Without input from the community, a bureau may not be aware 

of community needs. Community involvement may give the bureau 
. ... the base needed to carry out programs wh1ch are dependent on 

relations with other organizations and groups. By publicly 

stating its support of the bureau, citizen involvement adds 

credibility to the program. All of the bureaus were able to 

list some influential agencies supportive of the bureau, but 

a policy board was perceived as providing the most influence. 

Intercity differences in turnover in staff probably is 

related to salaries. Information on one bureau in each city 

indicated that salaries in the bureau with a high rate of 

turnover were approximately 30 per cent lower than in the 

bureau with low turnover. If staff is continually being 
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recruited and trained, awareness of community needs is likely 

to be limited, unless the staff is indigenous to the area. 

H:14. Bureaus held accountable to the same agency tend 
to develop similar programs. 

H:15. The more interaction between bureaus, the 
greater similarity in the programs. 

H: 16. Bureaus having the St:une iml)lemen ting agency 
tend to be similar in performance. 

H: 17. The more unstable a bur..eau, the less likely 
it is to develop new programs. 

H:18. Community involvement, low turnover of staff 
and administrative autonomy increase a 
bureau's responsiveness to its environment. 

REFINING THE CENTRP.L THESIS 

The following statements summarize briefly the analysis of 

five YSBs. 

(1) Contextual variables are more often associated with 

variation in bureau performance than are organizational 

variableso 

(2) When both contextual and organizational variables are 

associated with performance, contextual variables appear 

to be more important. 

(3) Activities which can be accomplished by the bureau alone 

are primarily associated with organizational character-

istics. 

(4) Activities which depend greatly on the cooperation of 

other agencies, are primarily affected by contextual 

characteristics. 
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(5) Some activities seem to facilitate the jmplementation of 

others. 

Given the association of two contextual variables, communi-

ty involvement and administrative autonomy with five of the 

performance attributes, a more qualitative examination of the 

field interviews seemed in order. The objective was to iden-

tify factors or conditions that may affect these variables or 

bureau performanceG Especially important was'the bureau which 

was positively evaluated on all applicable criteria and the 

two bureaus which were negatively evaluated on three of these. 

C,ommunity Involvement 

It is assumed that the extent of community involvement in 

the YSB program depends on environmental conditions. In order 

to determine if environmental characteristics were related to 

differences in the performance of bureaus located in the same 

city, data for target areas is needed. This was not collected. 

But one of the bureaus studied had a branch office located in 

a city very similar in environmental characteristics to the 

city in which the main office was situated. Bureau staff 

however had no difficulty in differentiating these cities. 

Differences in history, culture, the number and interdependence 

of youth serving agencies and the power structure were noted. 

From interviews with staff members, the following summary was 

constructed. 

Competition between the two cities is seen to derive in 

part from the location of the county seat in one of the cities. 
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This city receives all of the benefits resulting from being 

the county seat, such as receiving more public services, but 

provides less of the county's revenue than the other city, 

which also receives less state aid per capita. 

The cities differ in the openness of the power structure 

which was perceived to affect the implementation of the YSB 

program. While t~e power structure in which the main YSB is 

located was accessible to YSB influence and strongly supported 

the program, the other city 'was initially hostile to the YSB 

staff and some citizens openly opposed a YSB program. One 

explanation was that the city was hostile to all agencies that 

have main offices located in the county seat. Another was that 

the community is less sensitive to the problems of youth. The 

county seat with more agencies providing services to youth and 

better interagency relations facilitated the provision of in-

direct serviceso The YSB branch office provides more direct 

services beccmse there VJere fewer agencies to refer clients to 

and because interagency relations were more difficult to estab-

lish. Clien~s served by the YSB and its branch office also 

differed in age and social class. Although the class distinc­

tion was probably a consequence of city economy, the age dif­

ference was perceived to be a function of different criteria 

used to refer youth to the bureau. 

Most of the differencEs identified by the YSB staff are 

not reflected in the environmental characteristics opera-

tionalized in terms of census data. However, discussions with 

the staff of another bureau indicated that socioeconomic status 
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of the target area did affect the degree of citizen partici-

pation in bureau's programs. After unsuccessful efforts to 

get citizens involved in a YSB program, a small stipend was 

used as an incentive. 

Another factor which may affect community involvement and 

bureau performance is whether the YSB is acceptable to the 

dominant communityo If the race of YSB personnel differs 

from that of the dominant community, it may h~ve ~ negative 

effect on community involvement, and persons needing services 

may be hesitant to seek ito Earlier it was mentioned that 

differences in organizational structure and goals may make 

interagency relations difficult. Any factor which differen­

tiates the YSB from dominant community is hypothesized to 

negatively affect community involvement in bureau programs. 

It would be difficult to find comparable data for the 

number and types of agencies providing services to youth, 

although this seems to be an important factor in the provision 

of indirect services. Other factors such as the community 

power structure, culture and interagency relations which seem 

to affect the degree of community involvement, a bureau's 

coordination effort and the success of program implementation 

generally would require intensive analysis. 

~:i.nistrative Autonom;L 

One factor which appears to affect autonomy is bureau 

auspices. Bureaus with implementing agencies were described 

as lacking autonomy. The implementing agencies were respon-

sible for hiring staff and developing the YSB budget. 
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Bureau personnel were asked if they thought public ad­

ministration would limit the effectiveness of the YSBe The 

bureaus without implementing agencies and privately operated 

expressed negative feelings toward public administration 

while the staff of bureaus that were publicly administered 

had mixed feelings. 

In one of these bureaus, a staff member mentioned that 
, 

publi~ administration limited the flexibility of .the bureaue 

There were a number of regulations which affected structure, 

i.e., establishment of a policy board, the recruitment of 

staff, programming, the expenditure of funds and the develop­

ment of a budgeto These regulations were seen as limiting 

the bureau's responsiveness to the community and the develop­

ment of new programs. In contrast, another staff member felt 

that public administration had little effect on program opera-

tion. 

When asked what was unique about the YSB program, staff 

members of both of the publicly administered bureaus responded 

that the YSB eliminated the frustrations of the bureaucracy 

by being small, located in the community and capable of de­

veloping close relations with you~ 

This discrepancy in responses ~bout public administration 

may be explained when a distinction is made between whether a 

bureau has the autonomy to make agency wide decisions, and the 

autonomy to determine methods of delivering services. While 

all bureaus seemed to possess the latter, only bureaus without 
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implementing agencies made agency wide decisions. Further­

more, in comparison to other agencies serving youth, such as 

schools and the welfare department, even the publicly ad-

ministered bureaus would be perceived as less bureaucratic. 

In one privately administered bureau, it was felt that 

public administration would limit flexibility of staff and 

the YSB's responsiveness to the community. In addition, the 

YSB could become involved in partisan issues and government 

might be pressured to constrain the YSB program when it was 

not acceptable to community influentialso 

The question of public funding was distinguished from 

public administration. Public funding was perceived as bene-

ficial by the staff of all bureaus. Reasons given were that 

it provided stability for the program and increased local 

commitment to the YSB. None of the respondents felt that 

public funding would limit autonomy, while some felt that 

public administration would. 

There were two bureaus implemented by a public agency 

which received most of their funds from outside the local com-

munity. These bureaus were evaluated as not having innovative 

programs. The locally funded and publicly administered bureau 

was also categorized as having no innovative programs. It 

seems that public administration affected both organization 

and performance, contrary to the perceptions of some respon­

dentso 

Another contextual factor which has the potential to 

limit the autonomy of some YSBs is the regional planning unit. 
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The RPU determines which applications within its jurisdiction 

are to be funded and is responsible for grant administration. 

This authority could be used to regulate a bureau's activities. 

There is no evidence however that RPUs have exercised their 

influence in this way. The YSBs submit reports quarterly 

to RPUs. Without independent sources of information such as 

frequent visits and evaluations, there is no way to check on 

the accuracy of the feedback from the bureaus~ 

Summary 

Many of the contextual factors identified as having an 

impact on bureau performance are not susceptible to manipula-

tiona There is little that a YSB can do about culture, per-

ceptions, the community power structure or the number of youth 

serving agencieso The YSB therefore must adjust to these cir-

cumstanceso This can be facilitated by program standards 

which are flexible enough to allow for variation in community 

characteristics. 

Administrative autonomy is a variable which can be mani-

pulated. Although there may be overbearing reasons why a YSB 

should be publicly administered, the YSB should be allowed 

discretion in programming. Community involvement, particularly 

a policy board, would seem to give the bureau an independent 

base of support. Attention should also focus on inflexible 

regulations which.·~ere not formulated for YSBs but which the 

YSB must fol10VJ as a public agency. Nany of these such as the 

reporting system may constrain bureau responsiveness to its 

environment. 
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IHPLICA'rIONS OF ANALYSIS 

DEVELOPING A PROGRAH HODEL FOR YSBs 

Before the field investigation was oonducted, it was 

assumed that tho organizational context and the structure of 

decisionmaldng were adequate bases for fornlulating a typology 

of YSBs. Although the structure of decisionmaking was asso­

ciated with innovative proe;rams, it vms initinlly.hypothesized 

to affect the other performance criteria. The importance of 

the organizational context depends on the type of services 

which a bureau provides. If a bureau provides direct service, 

the organizational context may not be very important in clas-

sifying its program~ 

Establishing indicators of bureau performance was the most 

difficult task of the field study. There were no criteria 

presently used to describe the functions of YSBs which were 

1) easily operationalizedj and could 2) discriminate bureau 

programs o 

In a national study of YSBs, there was an attempt to group 

programs by emphasis on direct or indirect service (Department 

of California Youth Authority, 1972a). Five categories were 

formulated with an ordinal ranking of activiti€'ls as more or " 

less direct. Approximately 70 per cent of the programs (n=58) 

were categorized as providing both direct and indirect services 

with over 70 per cent of these (n~41) emphasizing direct ser-

vices. Differentiating bureau performance according to this 
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classification system was not very useful. Until a suitable 

method of categorizing program content is formulated, a pro­

gram model for YSBs will not be developed. 

IHPLEHENTING THE OHIO STANDARDS 
FOR YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Using th& standards for the YSB developed by the Ohio 

Criminal Justice Supervisory Commission (1975) and the recom­

mendations from the statewide evaluation of YSBs ~Department 

of Criminal Justice, 1975) as goals for the YSB, recommenda-

tions and comments are made. The recommendations are stated 

as hypotheses to stress the exploratory rather than the ex­

planatory nature of the field study. Recommendations supported 

by hypotheses are underlined. 

YSB - Functions and Go~ 

10 "YSBs should avoid providing direct services except 

short term demonstration projects whenever possible (OCJSC, 

1975:33)." 

"YSBs should make use of whatever resources are available 

and only provide direct services for those resources not 

existing within the community, ••• the YSB was developed ••• to 

institute a coordinating effort to refer clients to available 

services (Dept. of Criminal Justice, 1975:56)." 

a. If indirect service is the approach used, public 

operation should be considered, particularly in a large 

city. 
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b. If there are several branches of a YSB in a city, 

service brokerage should be coordinated by a central 

bureau. 

c. If there is an integrating organization in the 
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community, such as a council of social service agencies, 

participation of the YSB may assist in the performance 

of the service brokerage function. 

It is not clear whether the Supervisory Commission intended 

indirect service as a goal or a. method. Diversion and preven-

tion are two goals specifically mentioned. Each is defined in 

terms of the target group: diversion refers to youth who have 

had formal contact with police or juvenile court; prevention to 

youth who have not had such contact. The Youngstown evaluation 

concluded that all of the bureaus studied were effective in 

diversion, most of them emphasized direct services. 

All of the bureaus studied in the comparative analysis 

provide direct services, only two were classified as providing 

indirect serviceo This was hypothesized to be a function of 

the extent of community involvement in the planning and opera-

tion of the YSB program. Factors which may affect community 

involvement are socioeconomic status of the target area, the 

size of the community, differentiation in goals and structure 

between the YSB and the dominant community, community norms 

and power structure. 

Because the size of the community may affect the develop-

ment of community support, it is suggested that bureaus in 

large cities be public~,y operated. Associati.on with government 
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will not only lend visibility to the YSB but may facilitate 

the cooperation of public institutions such as the police 

and schools. The field study indicated that it was particu­

larly difficult for the YSB to establish good relations with 

these institutions. 

Although government fragmentation may hinder interorgani­

zational relations, it was observed that a bureau located in 

a city with the greatest governmental fragmentati?n had been 

able to develop strong interagency relations. Two contributing 

factors may have been the smallness of the city and the exis-

tence of an integrating organization. 

Evaluation 

2. "Unless these goals (of the bureau) are behaviorally 

stated, proper measurement toward them cannot be accomplished 

(Dept. of Criminal Justice, 1975:65)0" 

a6 If a bureau has goals other than diversion, it may be 

difficult to provide objective measures of effectiveness. 

b. If a bureau is to be perceived as effective, it is 

essential that it carry out public relations programs 

to increase community awareness. 

Although Youngstown recognized that there may be other 

goals of the YSB, its recommendations assume that diversion 

is the principle goal of the YSB. In terms of recorill~eeping, 

Youngsto\'ln recommended that bureaus develop a standardized 

intake form, including the referral source, reason for re­

ferral, and contacts prior to referral. These records provide 
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information useful in assessing diversion but not systems 

modification. Evaluation of effectiveness would depend on 

whether the system had become more responsive to the needs of 

youth. While diversion focuses on changes in the client's 

behavior, systems modification emphasizes change in the insti­

tutions dealing with youth. This goal is not easily subject 

to objective evaluation; neither is the goal of prevention. 

Without knowledge of the causes of delinquency. or the char­

acteristics of predelinquent youth, it would be difficult to 

develop indicators of success. Even Youngstown stating thnt 

communi ty planning and resource development were C',reas "that 

YSBs have made th~ir great impact in diversion and prevention" 

mentioned the difficulty of measurement and relied on quali­

tative data for their judgment (Dept. of Criminal Justice, 

1975:65). 

The bureau which was perceived by AJD staff as most effec­

tive, before the evaluation, was involved in activities which 

increased awareness of the program. The bureau has partici-

pated in community organizations, received recognition from 

the government and conducted training programs and workshops. 

An Indiana study of YSBs suggested that community agencies's 

perception of YSB effectiveness depended on interagency com­

munication, innovative youth services and the level of contact 

that the agencies had with the YSB, particularly the Director 

(Fromkin and Elliott, 1974:223-24). 

It may be that perception of effectiveness is more 

important than objective measures of effectiveness, especially 
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for building communit.y sUl)port. Perception mo..y influence 

progrfun oper<''l.tion, particulnrly the function of coordination. 

In addition, Youngstown stated that community feedback is a 

valid form of evaluation. 

3. I'The YSB should be orgDnized as an indol)endent, 

locally opel"ated C',gency that involVE~S the widest number of 

people of the community in the solution of youth problems 

(OCJSC, 1975;.37).,11 

0.0 If, jJl}3_J",sP" .is_io po~~forr.L~_P9.x:v.ic§--l2r:p}·;:..§£.~:l...q £U11C;­

llin-,: th.E~n .. i t sho~15Ll1tli[o .. R. p,oltQY bOJl!::.sl. 

b. If the. XSB, j~.§ _to bq_l:ndo"lJ011dGn~ ,in t,8rL'10 of l:g:~~1J:.2G 

d. If a bureau is located in a low sociooconooic area, 

it may be necessary to provide incentives for participa-

tion in programs by the community. 

e. In a lai"ge city, the independence of the neighborhood 

bureau may be best achieved by having two boards, a central 

board responsible for interagency rele-tions p .•. nd [J. neighbor­

hood board to insure responsiveness to COMmunity needs. 
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The Community Prevention Report of the National Advisory 

Commission stl1 tes tblJ.t "a btu'eau wi til high .priori ty on coor-

dination requiring some control over resources, may more 

appropriately be publicly operated ••• a bureau with high pri­

ority on systems modification may more appropriately be pri­

vately operated (NAC, 1973:72-73)." Public operation in the 

field study referred to the existence and status of the imple-

menting agencyo Three bureaus v}ere CD.toBorized as publicly . -
operated, one provided indirect service. This bureau, with an 

advisory board representative of the neighborhood, interacted 

primarily with neighborhood agencies. The othGlr two bureaus 

did not have a policy or advisory board. It Was hypothesized 

that the more a community iB involved in the YSB program p tho 

more Itltoly the YSB is to stress indirect services. A policy 

board was perceived by the staff of bureaus as important, both 

because it insures reSl)onsivenoss 'GO the C01Tll';lUnity and provider.:; 

a base of support needed for the development of a wider range 

of programs. 

If community wide coordination is desired, perhaps a 

·central board with agoncy representatives in the mo.jority is 

needed. A California report indicated that lay composition 

increased community participation, but might produce a differ­

ent type of bureau. It was hypothesized that a board built 

around an indigenous community might focus on IIgeneralized 

delinquency prevention mnong self referrals rather than diver-

sion among referr'als fror:1 the established juvenile justice 

system (Dept. of California youth Authority, 1972b:21)." 

~-- ---~ 
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If the YSB is to be responsive to its environment, then 

neighborhood branches of the YSn should h~vo a separate board 

composed of persons residing in the target aroa. 

Although bureau effectiveness wa.s not analyzed, it may be 

that tho composition of the decioion structure determines the 

source of referrals to the bureau which may influence the 

achievement of the divdrsion function. The composition of one 

bureau's board changed from having a majority of' ,profossionals 

to lay citizens. In the first year of operation, more than 

90 per cent of tho referrals were from agencies, however in 

tho l)ust year, ono-third of' the re fo1"rals CUnie f1'01:1 individuals. 

The SU1)ol"visory Commission \'/o.t:; no t clcH1r on the l:loaninc; of 

tho terms 'Iindcl)ondont" t:tnd "locally operated." It stated that 

a bureau should not be under the control of the juvonile jus-

tice system, but stl-'essed tlwt "it must have recoSnil7.Jod 

authority to handle youth probloms (1975:37).11 This secnts to 

require pUblic oper~tion of the bureau or the delegation of 

authority by govornment to a privately operated bureau. 

Public operation limits a bureau's discretion, heC~GSary for 

1'espon8i veness to the cor:1l':1Uni ty and innova ti ve proGrm:1s. How-

ever a bureau having a policy board with authority for progr~a 

development rnay provide autonomy, even though the bureau is 

publicly operated. 

Of the bureaus with noninnovative programs, the Yf3B \,lith 

the greatest potential for innovation had a policy board. How­

ever constraints on autonomy see~Dd to be a factor preventing 

the implementation of innovative ideas that were developed. 
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The socioeconomic characteristics of the community should 

be considered in mobilizing community support for the bureau. 

One bureau located in a poor neighborhood had to alter a pro­

gram because of difficulty in getting citizens involved. 

staff of another bureau noted that there were problems in 

getting the poor to participate, however persons of middle 

class status were active in the programo Approaching organized 

groups may be one way of getting greater repr~sentation of the 

poor on the YSB board. In a community action program, this 

approach achieved greater representation than either holding 

of elections or apl)ointl~lent by government (Greenstone and 

Peterson, 1973:179)0 

staffing ---
Lto "StB.ff \'Iho will work directly with youth should be 

hired on the basis of ability to relate to youth in a helping 

role 0 The focus of staffing should not be to hire only via 

traditional educational and experience requirements (OCJSC, 

1975: L~O) 0 II 

a. a bureau .. .. ; s },lUb}ic ly 0 PQ.fP.t.e.d, then there \'Lill be 

less flexibj);ty in selection of stn!f who will Drobably 

have to neet, the standards of tbe ad]:!; niste:r:,ing a.c;,ency. 

b. 1.£ staff is recruited and hir.e..s!.. by the adr:lini.s.t~§·~:.in.8 

agenc.l1 the ..E.,iscretion o,f the bllteCJ.u in deve10ning '01"0-

grams is limite~. 

A characteristic of publicly administered bureaus is the 

hiring of staff by the implementing agency. This occurred in 
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three bureauso They all lacked administrative autonomy, be­

cause they did not control hiring or program and budget deve­

lormlent. They differed in the stability of staff, only one 

had high turnover, a function of difference in salaries. All 

were categorized as lacking innovative programs. It is assumed 

that the bureau director is very important in determining pro-

gram operation, especially in bureas with centralized decision-

maldng, which was also a characteristic of these ·YSBs. How-

ever, if the director does not have the authority to controJ. 

the staff, his objectives may not get implementede 

In all of the bureaus, staff tended to differ from ad-

ministrators in the perception of bureau objectives, with staff 

emphasizing objectives most directly related to youtho They 

had a less systemic view of the program, probably due in part 

to their involvement in providing counseling services. Where 

the director exercises control over staff, there may be great-

er cOl1si.stency in staff behavior cU1d thus in the provision 0 f 

services. 

There was greater consistency in staff descriptions of 

responsibilities in bureaus which had a program supervisor who' 

directed staff activitieso While a director may be occupied 

with administration, a program supervisor can greatly affect 

staff behavior. One of these bureaus was publicly adminis-

teredo It is assumed that although the YSB may be limited in 

selecting staff when publicly operated, it may gain some con­

trol over staff through a progra1:1 supervisor •. 

... ---------------------~, .. ~, ..... " ... - ...... 
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[t1nding 

5. IIpublic funds should be appropriated on an ongoing 

basis to support youth services bureaus because the total 

community has a concern for youth and their problems (OC~TSC, 

1975:41)." 

tend to discoura~e innovationo I _~ __ • _ 

b o If the reporting syste~ is inflexibl~, it may con-

strain program operation. 

Associated with public funding is the r~quirements of 

public accountability: that the money be spent efficiently and 

effectively. The reporting system for demonstrating accounta-

bility can become a form of control over the bure,m's programs. 

If all bureaus are required to fill out the sane reports, goals 

may be distorted in order to satisfy monitoring requirements 

(Derthick, 1970:156)0 Bureaus studied did not provide an 

example of this. r.rhe reporting syste!ilS have been changed fre-

quentlyo Secondly, it was impossible to separate the report­

ing system from the other effects of administrative dependence. 

It was hypothesized that bureaus held accountable to the 

same agency tend to develop similar programs. Over a period 

of one year, records for two bureaus accountable to the same 

agency showed a trend toward greater similarity in the clients 

served and the extensiveness of staff involvement with clients. 

This may be a function of the reporting system, and the same 

source of funding. It may reflect changes in the target 
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population or a deliberate effort of staff to serve ~ certain 

type of client. 

The influence of public funding on program operation may 

not be limited to overt acts, but may also be reflected in the 

bureau's anticipation of what its sponsors will approve 

(Reagan, 1972:104)~ It was observed in the field study that 

where it was necessary to get the approval of the implementing 

agency for progreJIl expenditures , innovative programs were not 

developed. Dependency on public funding may lead to the pre-

servation of the status quo rather than the innovative role 

for the YSB as envisioned by the President's Commission. 

Public administration even when separated from the sources 

of funding seems to affect bureau performance. All of the YSBs 

implemented by a public agency regardless of the source of 

funding lacked innovative progrCJl£lso 

INFERENCES TO OTHER COl·Jl·'!UNITY-BASED PROGRAI·1S 

The trend in intergovernmental relations seems to be 

toward greater decentralization of planning and implementation 

of public programs. Since this also characterizes the YSB 

program, it is felt that the comparative analysis may be rele-

vant to the study of similar programso Three factors seem to 

distinguish these programs from those implemented directly by 

the federal government: the difficulty of specifying progra~ 

objectives, the importaJ1Ce of relations between government and 

the service deliverers and the impact of citizen participation 

on program operation. 
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When progrru11 goals are to be established by the local 

community, the a.nalyst is confronted with the problem of 

identifying goals and determining their comparability from 

eomll1uni ty to communi tyo Nost adJllinistra ti ve agencies however 

are more likely to specify program activities than was the 

case with the YSB. 

The data provided on the forms submitted to the adminis­

tering agency may be taken a8 reflecting program goals. How-

ever as lllent:Loned. earlier, the type of information provided 

focuses on progrD.m inl)uts ruther than the o.ccomplishment of 

objectiven. Btcl'ce monitoring forms for YSBs emphaoize the 

setting of targets for the number of clients trained and servedo 

This may have nothing to do with the achievement of diversion 

or prevention. The meaningfulness of performance targets de-

pends on evalut:lting the linko.ge between performance and effect. 

Presently, the SPA is measurinG the amount of work not the 

effectiveness of that worko 

In studying cOl:1muni ty-based progr2,n1S, the analyst \'J:LII 

often he.ve to rely on less objecti.ve data until the informa­

tion collected by the government is appropria'ce for the mea­

surement of effectiveness. 

The field study indicates that the relationshil) between the 

government wld the service delivery agencies may have an impor-

taut effect on program operation. Although government delivery 

of services may be most efficient by eliminating the problem 

of coordination, it may be ineffective as a means of providing 
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discretionary non routine services, such as counseling, out-

reach, referral and advocacy. 

YSBs rD.l1 by government were l)erceived as less ros}Jol1sivo 

and innovative than bure.:1us which wore privately operated or 

which had a contractual relationship with tIle public a~encyo 

other programs which stress tbe importance of individualizod 

servico may havo greater success in pro graD iDplementation if 

services are provided by private agencios through,a contrac-

tual arrD.ngemento 

Fin&lly, citizon participati~n is froquently required by 

the l1cmer federal l)rogl~o.ms 0 However the extent to which ci ti­

zens actuctlly have influence over the progrmn depends on the 

COJ;1position of the docisionmaldng body, the method of selocting 

relJresentativos and tho .:lutborj.ty wllich it pOSSefJSeS vis a vis 

the impl~menting agency. 

In two YSBs, the implemen tine; agoncy was seen as increo,sin£!;-

ly infringing tho authority of the deci,sionr.1aking body with the 

rosult that services were becoming loss individualized. Effec-

tive citizen participation may insure public responsiveness, 

but when ineffective, citizen participation may lead to more 

public apathy. 

The question which focused the analysis of the YSB progrrun 

was what effect does local discretion have on program opera-

tion. The central thesis whicl1 guided analysis stated that 
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the performance of a federally funded program permitting local 

discretion is associated with the intraorganizational charac-

teristics of the program cmd the organizational context. 

A standardized interview schedule containing both fixed 

alternative and open-ended questions was used to interview 

personnel of five Youth Service Bureaus in the state of Ohio. 

BureD.u directors, ussistunt directors, and at lea,st two caso-

workers were interviewed at each bureau. The cri~eria used 

in selecting bureaus for study were the major funding source, 

region, sizG. and variation in organizational structure. 

In the comparative analysis of the YSB, it was ob~erved 

that contextual variables were more often associated with 

varii..1tions in bureau performance than orl3'anizational vari,:;,bl.es. 

Of the contextual variables, it was hypothesized that community 

involvement and adminiGtrative autonomy were the most importnnto 

The performance attributes studied could be classified according 

to the degree which implementation depended on the cooperation 

of other agencies. The more activities required interag0ncy 

relations, the more contextual factors, many which wore not 

manipulable, affected. performance. 

The central thesis was not refuted but refined through 

for~ulation of several hypotheses. The field study was the 

basis for recommendations on implementing the Ohio standards 

for Y83s, comment.s on developing a program model for the YSB 

and suggestions about studying other community-busod programs. 



NOTES 

10 In chapter t\'IO of th:Ls study, sevGral eve.luations of 
Youth ServicG Bureaus are GUlTIl:larized .. 

20 In the appendix to this study, problems in implementing 
the field survey are discussedo 

3" Indi vidua.l advocacy NOrlTlcUl (1972) states requires the 
identification of problems, establishing a rapport 01th the 
youth, developinG a plan of action, referrt:i.l to i..1.110thel' agency 
and follow-up to see that the client receives adequate ser­
vices. 

40 An implementing agency is defined 0.8 "any pernon or 
body recognized and authorized by the subgro.ntGe to perform a 
service within a select crime area (Depto of Economic and 
Communi t,), Development, 197Lf-: 2) 011 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCEPTUAJJ RELEVANCE OF THE CmfJPLIAHCE 

AND COLLABORATIVE PERSPECTIVES 

In this final chapter, the objective is to link descrip­

tion to conceptualizatiollc First, the utility of the compli-

ance perspective for analyzing the YBB program is assessed. 

Second, several issues are considered in formulating hypothe-

ses concerning differences in the compliance and collaborative 

lJerspectivesQ Finally, by means of analogy, the two general 

perspectives are used to assess the applicability of a con-

ceptual framework of the implementation process in an empirical 

setting. 

'EHE FIELD STUDY Ai'TD THE COJ.iPLIANCE PERSPECTIVE 

It was initially assumed that because the YSB program is 

discretionary, it could not be analyzed using.a compliance 

perspective 0 The field study supported that assumption. It 

is inferred that programs similar to the YSB cannot be analyzed 

using this perspectiveo However, since the field investigation 

covered only one program, there is no data to confirm or dis-

confirm the appropriateness of the inference. 

A compliance perspective reqUires standards for evaluation, 

either procedural or SUbstantive. If they are not developed 

by program administrators or by statute, then they must be 

-110-



------

I'J 

r- • 1 L 
~J- • 'I 
~ 

1 f 

Y 

I - ]', ,~ 

l • !""'" ] 

• ~ ] , -
I , 
I 

] 
I 

] 
I ~- ] 

• ] • ] I, 

• ] 
I ] 
I ]' 
I 

]~ 
I ] ... 

I ] 
I, J, 

~ 

I} 
, " x 

Ih 1 

III 

created by the analyst. The YSB program was not creQted by 

statute, therefore program descriptions, administrative regu-

lations and report forms were examined as possi'ble sources of 

YSB standards 0 11here were no administrative requirew:m ts 

that could be used as process standards for the bureaus. A 

decentralized progrrun, there were no standardized criteria 

for evaluating success or failure. 

The primary purpose of the YSB is that it should serve the 

needs of the community (NAC, 1973:70). In describing the 

bureau, the literature e~phasizes the different forms it may 

ta1s:.e, rather than similarities. In addition, functions of 

the YSB, as defined by Norman in chapter tTIO, are not associ-

ated with discrete ac tivities 0 1!"or example, acti vi ties asso-

ciated with the function of service brol~erage include: direct 

services, community inventory, coordination, referral, youth 

advocacy and follo\,l-Up. Some of the same services may be asso-

ciated with other functions, such as resource development or 

systems modification. 110st important would be the reason why 

a particuln:t' activity is carried out. This Gould vary with 

bureaus and thUG cannot be considered a basis for comparative 

analysis .. 

The compliance persppctive assumes a hierarchical differ-

entiation of authority for policy forr.1ulation and implementa­

tion. Policy formulators establish the standards which deter-

mine the desired pattern of implementation. These functions 

were not separated hierarchically by level of government in 

- -- ------~ ------
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the YSB program. Each YSB project is responsible for deter-

mining its program goals and executing them. 

Because there was no reason to expect that the pattern of 

implementing YSBs in the state of Ohio would be uniform, the 

analyst had the problem of determining standards for compara-

tive analysiso 

Howard Froml-dn has developed a hierarchical model of ob-

jectives for evaluating YSBs. A major assumption underlying 

the model is that lithe degree of achievement of lower order 

objectives is an iml"Jortant determinant of the degree of 

achievement of higher order objective,s (Fromkin and Elliott, 

197'+:LI-)." Secondly, it is hypothesized that certain activi-

ties lead to the accomplis~nent of YBB objectives. A bureau 

which has been in operation for a short period of time would 

be expected to be involved in activities directed at a lower 

level than a bureau in operation for a longer period of timeo 

Without assuming that a hierarchical modol was a priori 

useful, some of the objectives associated with immediate, 

intermediate and ultil;}ate objectives of YSBs were selected. 

Bureau staff were asked to state those which were applicable 

to their progrc:..ln and. rank them according to importance. It is 

felt that bureau staffs were unable or di<;l not rank YSB goals 

because of the complexity of the program. The analyst there­

fore did not believe it was possible to accurately develop 

meaningful standards for the YSB when practitioners did not. 

In order to evaluate the implementation process, the com­

pliance perspective implies that performance must be measurable. 
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It suggests that indicators are provided by the program, even 

if ambiguity makes this tasl\: difficult. Concerning the YSB 

program bocause there were no procedural stLl.ndards, the rocord­

keeping s~n:;telil vnried with the bureau. However, the attempt 

was made to collect and compare available information 011 the 

characteriotics of the clients served and the tY1JB of tervice 

provided. 

The utility of the information was low, not only because 

the bureaus didn't l;:eep all the information vlantocl, but also 

the lIindopendentlf variables could not "explainll variation 

CIJ. Host of the bureaus practice outreach, i.e., meeting 

youth in their own setting, developing rapport with them and 

encouraging those in need of services to seek it (Norman, 1972: 

222)0 This probably affected the type of client served, but 

it is 0.100 affected by the characteristics of tho tarGet area~ 

Environmental variables observed, the size of the population, 

et11l1ici ty and socioeconomic status, were not amenable to idon-

tification of the behavior of youtho A factor affecting the 

type of clients served is the sources of referrals. This de-

pends on the bureau's relation with the juvenile justice 

system and with the community as a whole. 

The C0n11)liance perspective stresses the i),!lportance of 

organizational structure and processes j.n explaining the imple­

mentation process. The interview schedule, which was the 

primary source of data on bureaus, contained questions focusing 

on the hierarchical structure of the YSB and i.ts effect on 

the pattern of decisionmaking and the structuring of staff 
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activities. However the contextual variables which received 

less emphasis in tho interview schedule woro more often asso­

ciated with variation in bureau performance thun organizational 

variables. When both contextual and orGcmizational variables 

were associated with performance, contextual variables seemod 

to be more important. 

The concept of compliance implies conflict between lovels 

of the hiero.rchy v1hic11 requires mechanisms of control to insuro 

implomentatioll of 1Jrogro..111 objectives. The state planning 

agency requires quarterly reports of the YSB projects. How-

ever there is one person on the evaluation staff Who must 

moni tor all of tho LJi.lAA funded projects in the state. 

~rhe size of t.he evaluation staff ir,llJlies that the SPA is 

not aggressively seeking to control its programs. Second, as 

stated in chapter two, the standards for Y813s in Ohio are not 

being enforcedo Rather it appears that the technique of per-

suasion is being used, since projects Which I!demonstrate they 

are worldng to implemon t the Oh:Lo Standard" are given priority 

in funding (Dept. of Economic and Community DevelolJlnent, 1975: 

10) • 

There is the potEmtial for conflict between the local im­

plementing agency and the YS13 project, but this is at the snme 

level of govern~ent. Some of the personnel of bureaus with 

implel~enting agencieG indicated they \'Jere less thun satisfied 

with the implementing agencies' administrative and program 

requirements. In addition, bureaus moro closely monitored by 

implementing agencies, having less autonomy, were described 
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as less responsive to their target areas. This may result in 

the inability of the YSB to serve the needs of the community 

and thus conflict with a basic objective of the YSB progro.m. 

~rhe YSB progl'am was not amenable to a cOL'1pliance perspec-

tive. Organization of the program, especially the Inc1\: of 

administrative standards, as well as characteristics of the 

ln~ogrCtl11, such as indi vicl.ualized service to cliel''1 ts, o.nd pro­

grm'll content designed aDd ;Unplelilent0d by the local cor,lJnuni ty, 

did not perh1i t analysis of l)X'ogr£1.m implemon to.tiol1 uning D, 

complio.nce perspective. 

A compliance perspective was attempted becausD of grouter 

familiarity vii th studies cateGorized under this ho'.'l,dinG. J.i'ot' 

example, the Pr0,se;r,n:m and Wildavsh:y bool;:, en ti tIed T1np,ler;lGjl t,':t­

.ii2.D. (1973) \'10.8 doscribed as usinG a complic .. nco l)orspective. 

Second, the or~anization literature provides operational bea-

Bures of characteristics of organizational structure, SODO 

which have been testedo rrhe ffinin problem :Ls to select a 

classification systom appropriate to the study of social agen-

cies. 

The collaborative perspective has no theoretical base. 

There is no identj.fied body of. er.lpirical research on political 

bargaining which characterizes interorganizutional or inter-

governmental conflict. There are no guidelines about wh:.tt to 

investisate, i.e., how to determine \'/110 are participants in 

the implementation process, sinc,a the bureaucracy does not 

bound implementing activities. A collaborative Gtudy would 

require an histo:rical perspective; a focus on the development 
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of the program through til:1e is neceSS8.ry if the process of 

mutual adjustment is to be identi£ied. Finally, most of the 

data collected would be qualitative because of the importance 

of values to understanding conflict and c001Jeration 0 

The collaborative perspective, however, seems prima facie 

more amenable to analysis of the YSB program. Standards for 

evaluation are supplied by the analyst3 There is no hie1'ar-

chical differentiation of function, nor is it assumed that 

the pattern of implementation is determined by policy formula-

torso Rather than trying to anSl'ler the question "did it Vlork, II 

the analyst is concerned with IIwhat halJpened. II 

STUDY OF 'rHE INPLEHEnTATIOH PROCIGSS 

In chapJcer one, the compliance and collaborative perspec-

tives were introduced as a means of categorizing the case 

study literature concerning the process of implementation. 

Delineation of differences in the two perspectives was based 

on studies of federal programs. In this section, the litera-

ture is reviewed abstractly_ The purpose is to hypothesize 

about empirical differences in the perspectiveso 

Dale l-Iarshall (1974) in a review of federal poverty and 

welfare policy identified three central issues in the study of 

impler.1entatiol1. These are evaluation of the impacts of public 

policy, characteristics of the implementation process, cmd e}:-

planation of variations in implementation. In discussing ee.cll 

of Ivlarshall's issues, attention \'Jil1 focus on whether the two 

perspectives are distinguished, and if these differences have 

empirical relevanceo 
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EVALUATION 

Harshall observed that "studies often disagree less about 

what the results (of implementing a policy) are, than about 

the appropriate standard to use in evaluating the results." 

Analyst using strict standards, involving major change, 

judge implementation a failure, while those with loose stan-

dards, conclude it is a success (1974:153). 

The literature survey identified two distinctions in pro-

gram evaluation. Analysts using a compliance perspective 

tended to derive standards from the program, those using a 

collaborative p~rspective supplied their own, if the program 

was evaluatedo V/ildc9.vsky (1973) and l'1urphy (1971) utilizing 

substantive standards judged the program a failure, while 

Derthick (1970) using procedural standards stated that federal 

influence was successfully exercised in the public assistance 

program 0 

Jones in evaluating air pollution policy relied on "theo­

retical concepts about how policy should be made in a good 

society (19'15:295)." Berke and Kirst, although stressing how 

allocation decisions were made, used the standard of fiscal 

equity to ranJ~ states in the expenditure of federal funds for 

education. 

Although it was shown that the perspectives differed in 

the source of standards, it is not believed that they differ 

in program evaluation. Compliance studies imply that evalua-

tion by a policy analyst is a scientific endeavour, i.e., 



standards are supplied by the program, the analyst is not 

concerned with ultimate judgments of valueo 
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An ultimate judgnent of value asserts that a certain state 

of affairs (or a policy objective) is good in itself (Ranney, 

1968:16). Ranney states that the empirical political scien-

tist is not professionally equipped to dl3al wi tIl ultimate 

judgments of value, but the methods and standards of empirical 

political Bcience (1968:17) are appropriate t~ deal with in-

strumental judgments of value, which state that a particular 

action is good for the attainment of a specified goal. 

It has been stated that policy objectives may be Overy 

murky, diffuse and implicit-(Ripley, 19.75:3), that the evalua­

tor may have to tease the objectives out of a variety of 

documents and statements of policymal"erso" In some cases, 

lithe policy's standards and objectives will have to be deduced 

by the individual researcher (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1974: 

17)." In deciding the appropriateness of the standard for a 

program, whether the policy is ambiguous or clear, the ana­

lyst is mal-;:ing an evaluative judgment. On what basis does the 

ana.lyst justify that program regulations, statute or any other 

docU!:lent contain program objectives? Only with an ultimate 

judgment of value can it be asserted that these sources bon-

tain standards for evaluation. 

CHA1<ACTERISTICS OF THE IHPLEI,mNTATION PROCESS 

In describing characteristics of the implementation pro-

cess, Marshall noted that some social scientists view it as a 
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technical processo It has been characterized by the number o£ 

decisions to be made, central administration of rules, and 

structural constraints on coordination. Others view it as a 

political process involving "basic differences in preferences 

about outcomes and in beliefs about how to achieve desired 

outcomes (1974:154)." 

The compliance and collaborative studies differ in empha-

sis given to technical and political factors. Cor.lpliance 

studies focus on structure and administrative processes. 

Derthick (1970) emphasized the effect of structure on achieving 

coordination between the state agency and the'federal adminis-

tration; Murphy (1971) on the lack of assertive leadership by 

the federal administrative agency, and stoner (1975) on face 

to face interaction among administrators. 

Collaborative studies emphasize internction among partici­

pants in implementation. Jones (1975) described how relations 

among industry, government and the public changed from a coop­

erative to an adversary relationshipo Derthick (1972) stressed 

the difficulties of local official~ in gaining public support 

for the program and Berke and Kirst (1972) the dominance of 

the state educational agency in the allocation of federal aid. 

Although the perspectives differ in the emphasis placed on 

political and technical aspects of implementation, a more use­

ful distinction may be in terms of the pattern of decision­

making and the degree of authority exercised by the federal 

administration. Schultz (1968) compared two approaches 

,: 
I, 
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characterizing decisionmaking, the problem solving or analytic 

approach, and the political bargaining or muddling through 

approach. 

The problem solving approach requires that program objec­

tives be identified and ranl\ed. Alternatives to achieve the 

goals and their probable consequences are surveyed and the 

alternative which is most effective and efficient selected. 

Methods used in analysis and evaluation are scientific such 

as PPB. Its aims o..1'e "evaluation of program output as it 

relates to objectivGs, measurement of total system costs, 

multiyear program planning and integration of program with 

the budgetary process (.Schul tze, 1968: 19-20)." 

The political bargaining approach assUmes that in the con-

text of conflicting values, it is best not to focus on speci-

f1cation of goals. Process rather than substance is stressed o 

Recognizing man's limited intellectual capacity, incrementalism 

is recommended. Analysis is restricted to a small number of 

alternatives not drastically different from current programs, 

while l}olicy is considered serially, rather than holisticD.lly. 

As defined by Schultze, the problem solving approach empha-

sizes technique or method in policy analysis, while the poli­

tical bargaining approach focuses on achieving cooperation 

wnong partisans. 

In the literature survey, it was noted that compliance 

studies distingUish 1'olicymah:ers from implemen tors, thus im­

plying a hierarchical structure; collaborative studies do not. 
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The federal structure cannot be doscribed legally as an hier-

archical structure, but the executive branch of the federal 

government can be perceived as dominctting in policymaking and 

administration. 

With this assumption, it is possible that concern shifts 

to technical problems, getting the state and local governments 

to comply with federal standards. In contrast, when the 

federal system is l)ercei veel as noncen tralized, i. E;)", II consti-

tutiollal coexistence of a genero.1 government and governments 

with more particulo.rized authority, which share governmental 

power (glo.zar et 0.1., 1969: 19) ,If problerl'ls of implementation 

involve bargaining and negotiation. Host of the mechanisms of 

control available to organizations are absent in a noncentral-

ized federal system. It is hypothesized that the charact0r of 

the implementation process is related to the po.ttern of decision-

making and the decree of authority exercised bjr fedeT'al adminis-

trators .. 

EXPLAN1V.rION OIl' f.VBE INPLEi'lEWI'ATION Pl~OCESS 

The third issue which Marshall discussed is how differences 

in the pattern of implementation are explained. Factors which 

have been hypothesized to explain vo.riation in the way differ­

ent cities respond to fed\3ral policy include socioeconomic 

characteristics, group demands, city government structure, and 

attitudes of decisionmakers (1975:154). 

In chapter two, it was stated that the central thesis was 

based on three hypotheses tal::en from the literature of public 
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policy. These hypotheses suggest that policy types, community 

characteristics and the federal grant structure affect th0 

process of implementation. Below, discussion will focus on 
~ 

whether these factors differentiate the C0)111)liance and c01-

laborative perspectives of the irnple·lneni~a.tion process. 

Policy Tynes 

Policies analyzed by the collo.bora ti ve "md compliance 

perspectives differed in several respects: the specificity of 

objectives, the number of programmatic str:Lnc;s tied to the grunt 

and the ease of standa~dizing activities. The objectives of 

programs categorized under the collaborutivG perSl)8ctivG \'ler8 

general. ]'or example, Cl. Co mnlltl1i ty Eeal th Center was de fined 

as II a f[;\cili ty offering comprehensive men tt.l,l hec.11 th services 

for persons residing in a particular co~munity (Connery et 0.1., 

1968: 491) • Hei ther the cOncel)t of men tal health nor the com-

munity was defined. Because there was no target 6rouP speci­

fied in the statute, it was impossible to evaluate if services 

were being delivered. In contrast, Title I of the Elementary 

and Secondary l~ducation Act identified by formula those schools 

which were eligible for financial assistance and thus provided 

a standard for evaluation: comparability of funds received by 

Ti tle I and non-~J.1i tIe I schools. 

It may be that program objectives aren't clenr because 

there isn't sufficient knowledge of whut can be done or how. 

When this is the case, often authority to develop standards 

is delegated to administrators. lTones (1975) noted that this 
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characterized air pollution policy in 1963. It was not until 

1970 that standards were formulated and written into law, 

and then the program exceeded technological capabilities to 

implement. 

The lack of standards allows for greater variation in 

program implementationo Derthick (1968) stated that centrali-

zation of rulemaking in the Hassachusetts public assistance 
, 

program limited intercity differences in administi"ation. Only 

in a program that was locally controlled, general relief, were 

administrative d.ifferences among cities noted. Similarly, 

Connery et ale predicted that the implementation of the Com-

munity Mental Health program might vary substantially given 

the ambiguity of.program conceptso 

Certain activities however may be difficult to standardize 0 

In the public assistance program, service giving was a discre-

tionary function which varied \'li th the social worker in eacll 

case. Activities associated with YSB functions varied with 

the bureau and sometimes among a bureaufts staff. 

Differences in the formulation of polic~Y may influence both 

program characteristics and the implementation process. Where 

public policy lacks public visibility, government officials 

have greater freedom in decisionmeJdng. The program adopted 

is lil:ely to reflect professi.onal values' without being sub-

jected to practical compromise (Connery et al., 1968:566). 

Derthick observed that "the typical proposal is submitted to 

Congress where local interests have the opportunity to m~te 

their positions known ••• and the formulation of administrative 
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guidelines is likely to follow consultation with local offi­

cials (1972:96)." By allowing for adjustment to local inter-

est, the program's success is enhanced~ 

Both the field study and the survey of the literature 

indicate the importance of policy type on the implementation 

process. It is hypothesized that the extent of information 

and knowledg~ about a problem will determine the type of policy 

formulated. Concrete policies are developed \'I118n there is in-

formation about what to do and of how to do it. In implement-

ing the program, the achievoment of compliance is likely to be 

a major concern. General policies are likely to change as the 

program is implemented; standards, if created, are not enforced 

or perhaps are uneforceable. 

Community Char,a.cterist; cs 

Collaborative studies gave more weight to environmental 

conditions than compliance studies. Environment refers to 

socioeconomic characteristics, culture, and precedents. 

Compliance studies implied that structural characteristics 

were more impol~tant than the setting. V/ildavsky and. Pressrt1an 

n~ted that government fragmentation and the lack of political 

interest groups was a difficult problem for implementation 

but the core of the book focused on the problems of achieving 

coordination and cooperation among a variety of participants. 

Although recognizing that the ethos of localism influenced 

r~lations between that state agency and the local units, 

Derthick emphasized conflict between the decentralized state 
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administration and the federal goal of full state administra-

tion of public assistance. 

Subjective environmental conditions were identified VB 

more important by collaborative studies than objective fact.ors 

such as SEA. Berke and Kirst concluded that the state poli-

tical culture and the SEA environment, which referred to the 

activities and strength of interest groups and government, 

and the partisan image of the SEA were the most si.gnificcmt 

influences on the state administrative process. In the study 

of YSBs, several fnctors were eXel.mined: the size of the popu-

lation, racial composition, degree of urbanism, occupational 

structure, employment cmd juvenile crime re.tes. Only size 

and racial composi tion differentiated cOffih11.1l1i ties 0 Other 

variables such as co@nunity culture, availability of youth 

services and interagency relations were felt to affect bureau 

performnnce as much as the size of the community. 

When collaborative and compliance studies are compared in 

terms of the level of government primarily responsible for pro-

gram administration, the local level is indicated for all of 

the collaborative studies, nl though Jones che.racterized the 

1970 amendments to the Clean Air Act as reflecting centrally 

directed sharing. Two of'the three progr~ls, EDA and Public 

Assistc:'"lllCe categorized under the compliance perspective, 

emphasized the role of the federal government in administra-

tion. This may ~xplain the greater recognition of environmental 

i~ctors by collnborative studies. If the federal system defines 

the setting, then there can be no analysis of environmental 

conditions. 
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The environment is hypothesized to affect the implementa-

~ion process when the program is characterized by local respon­

sibility for program planning and implementation. In the case 

of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 

analyzed using a compliance perspective, local education agon-

cies were described as having the greatest say in the alloca-

tion of funds. One of the factors hypothesized to favor local 
, 

interests over state and federal was the "historical commitment 

in Massachusetts to local control of schools and the resultant 

concentration of power at the local level (lvlurphy, 1971:591)." 

Another factor was the size of the community. stoner noted 

that administrators in small towns complied with the stated 

goal of Title I) while urban administrators did not. Secondly, 

it is assumed that the definition of the environment should 

encompass variables such as culture, precedents, community 

interest in politics, as well as socioeconomic statu8w All 

of the studies which discussed environment recognized these 

variables as affecting the process of implementation. 

Grant structure 

Both compliance and collaborative categories contained 

programs that allocated funds by categorical and formula grants. 

Therefore it is assumed that the grant structure does not sig­

nificantly affect the process of implementation. Although a 

formula grant limits federal influence, it is important to 

examine the distribution of influence at the sUbstate level. 

For example, the organization of the state planning agency 
.. '., 
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responsible for distributing LEAA funds in Ohio may affect 

the amount of discretion which the local project has in the 

development and implementation of the program. It may be that 

because the criminal justice plan for metropolitan areas is 

developed by the regional planning unit, the autonomy of local 

projects is limited. 

Although the literature did not provide a basis for dif­

ferentiating the perspectives, it is felt that th~ perception 

of intergovernmental relations expressed in a public philosophy 

may affect the implementation process. Lowi defines a public 

philosophy as a "set of principles and criteria above and be-

yond the reach of government and statesmen by which decisions 

of government are guided and justified (1967:5)." 

Intergovernmental relations has been characterized by a 

history of public ideologies (Reagan, 1972). For example, 

President Johnson's Groat Society Programs such as community 

action, and federal aid to education, were justified by the 

doctrine of Creative Federalism~ It emphasized federal initi­

ative in deciding national social goals, yet assume'd that an 

increase in federal government power would not diminish the 

power of any other group (Elazar et a1., 1969:620). Because 

the consequence of Creative Federalism was perceived to be 

overly centralized administration, the New Federalism was pro­

posed to redirect program initiative to the state and local 

governments. 

An a.pproach labeled national localisr.l was created in which 

the federal government is responsible for setting nationa.l 
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goals, but the state and local governments deterr.line how to 

achieve them, taking account of local needs. The responsi-

bility for implementation shifts to tho local government, 

although federal financial and technical assistance is provided 

to increase state and local capabilities to deliver services 

(Publius, 1972). The concept of the New Federalism has been 

applied to a wide range of government actions including the 

replacement of federal categorical programs with general and 

special revenue sharing (Grosenick, 1973). 

Although new programs developed when a public philosophy 

is dominant are the best example of the doctrine's effect on 

a government program, two studies in the survey of the litera­

ture indicate that a federal doctrine may also affect prograllls 

already in existence. 

Creative Federalism, Derthick stated, "stressed the ration-

alization of the grant system through consolidation and coor-

dination of programs and administration, and the importance of 

enhancing the scope and capacity for action of the recipients 

of federal grants (1970:221-222)." Reform of the Public Assis-

tance program, which was regarded as the model of what ought to 

be avoided, resulted in a more permissive, decentralized pro-

gram. 

Jones stated that "the Nixon philosophy, the New Federalism, 

set the context for implementing the 1970 federal air pollution 

law (1975:253)." Although the 1970 amendments allocated a 

gre~t deal';f authority to the federal government for air pol­

lution regulation, the New Federalism determined the use of 
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tha.t authority. Jones stated that the state imp1ernentation­

plan regulations incorporated much of the new doctrine (1975: 

253) • 

CONOEPTUALIZING THE IHPLE1"lENTATION PROOESB 

In the previous section, several hypotheses about the pro­

cess of implementation were developed, based on studies of the 

implementation process. These hypotheses suggest'that the pro-

cess varies with the pattern of decisionmaking, the extent of 

information and knowledge on which the policy is based, the 

perception of intergovernmental relations and environmental 

condi tions. The hypothesef:;l are restated below. 

(1) The character of the implementation process is related 

to the pattern of decisionm~ting and the degree of authority 

exercised by the federal administrators. 

(2) The extent of information and knowledge about a 

problem determines the type of policy formulated and imple-

mented. 

(3) Environmental conditions affect the implementation 

process when the local government is primarily responsible for 

program administration. 

(4) The perception of intergovernmental relations as 
. 

expressed in the dominant public philosophy affects policy 

formulation and implementation. 

Although the compliance and collaborative perspectives were 

not completely differe?tiated on these factors, compliance 

programs tended to be centrally administered, concrete, and 
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les3 affected by environmental conditions. In contrast, state 

and local governments shared in the development and adminis­

tration of collaborative programs. Goals changed as the pro­

gram was implemented and adjustments were made to environ-

mental conditions5 

Although the compliance and collaborative perspectives 

described how the implementation pr0cess has been'looked at, 
, 

rather than the implementation process, these perSFectives have 

suggested. several hypotheses. Empirical import of these hypo­

theses depends on operationalization of the concepts. This 

is a task for future research. Through the field. investiga­

tion, however, it was possible to evaluate 'the utility of the 

compliance perspective for analyzing progr~l implementation. 

It was concluded that this perspective was not appropriate 

for analysis of the YSB programo 

A conceptual framework of the policy implementation process 

has been developed by Van Meter and Van Horn (1975). By com-

paring areas of agreement and disagreement between this con-

ceptual model and the two perspectives, it is possible to 

assess the scope of the framework. 

Van Meter ruld Van Horn stated that three bodies of litera-

ture guided the development of their theoretical framework: 

"work in the area of organizational change and control; the 

impact of public policy and selected studies of intergovern­

mental relations (1975).11 Primary attention was given to 

organizational literature, specifically, the forces conducive 
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to organizational change and the processes through which or­

ganizational control is exercised by superiors and subordi­

nates in a complex organization. The conceptual model they 

stated "can be used to analyze policy implementation, both 

where it involves actors within a single organization and 

across organizational boundaries (197)." 

Six independent components were hypothesized to ,determine 

the performance of policy, "the degree to. which aJi.tj.cipated 

services are actually delivered (1975)." These were policy 

standards, policy resources, interorganizational communication 

and enforcement activities, characteristics of implementing 

agencies, ec6nomi~,~ociai, and political conditions and the 

disposition of implementors. 

The authors state that the evaluatioij of performance re-

qUires that policy goals and objectives be identified and 

measured. Implementation is judged to be successful when 

standards and objectives are realized. Implementation may 

fail because "implementors refuse to do what they are supposed 

to do (1975)." The term implementors may refer to subordinates 

in an organization or to state and local officials. Factors 

hypothesized to affect the disposition of implementors were 

their perception and interpretation of policy objectives, 

their response to policy (acceptance, neutrality, rejection), 

and the intensity of the response. The five remainin~ com­

ponents directly and indirectly influence the disposition of 

implementors. 
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Van Meter and Van Horn hypothesized that the probability 

of effective implementation will "depend--in part--on the 

type of policy being considered and that specific factors 

contributing to the realization or nonrealization of program 

objectives will vary from one policy type to another (1975)~" 

The two dimensions of policy assumed to affect the implemen­

tation process were the amount of change involved an.d the 
" goal consensus among participants in the implemenfation pro-

cess. If only marginal change is required ana goal consensus 

among implementors is high, the authors hypothesized that 

implementation will be most successful. Goal consensus is 

perceived to have the greater effect on the implementation 

process. 

The conceptual model emphasizes the importance of adminis-

trati ve processes to progre,m performance. The authors I reli-

ance on organizational literature, particularly "studies of 

the process by which com,pliance is obtained or avoided (1975);" 

the analogy of the relationship between superiors and sub-

ordinates within an organization to intergovernmental rela­

tions and the discussion of the relevance of the communibatiQn 

process and an organization's capability to effective imple­

mentation indicate this. 

Policy formulation is distinguished from policy implemen­

tation. In a ~odel of the policy delivery system, the imple­

mentation process is not identified. It is defined as the link 

between two components: policy, "the formal goals, intentions 
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or statements of government officials, (1975)" and performance. 

The implementation phase of the policy delivEiry system "does 

not commence until goals and objectives have been established 

, (197lt:3)." All of the hypothesized linkages between compo­

nents of the model indicate that the flow of action is from 

the top, policymc:tkers (superiors), to implementors (subordi­

nates). The implementors are not perceived to, hc:tve a role in 
. 

deciding policy standards and objectives. Implementation is 

successful ~hen policym~{ers have the influence and resources 

and the organizc:ttional capability to get im~lementors to "do 

what they are supposed to do (1975)." 

COI"1PARISON OF THE CONCEPTU.l\.L FRAf'iE'>.'IOHK 
TO THE PERE;PECTIVJ~S 

It was stated in chapter one that no conceptual model of 

the implementation process has been tested. However, by ana-

logy, it can be stated that the Van Meter and Van Horn model 

of the policy implementation process, which is most consistent 

with the compliance perspective, is not comprehensive enough 

to analyze all public programs. Although there is no data for 

support, it is hypothesized that proerams consistent with the 

philosophy of the New Federalism may not be analyzed using a 

compliance perspective. ' Programs such as special revenue 

sharing have fewer federal strings and provide greater oppor­

tunity for the recipient to exercise policy and administrative 

discretion (Steinbel'g and \'/c-:,lker, 1976). These characteris­

tics are similar to the YSB program. 
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Areas of agreement between the compliance perspective and 

the frameworl\: are noted below. 

(1) Influence exercised by Federal officials. 

The framework assumed that successful implementation 

often requires "enforcenl'en t ac ti vi ties" by federal officials. 

Methods include technical advice and assistance, grants, the 

development of an alliance with state and local officials, 

plans, program evaluations and reviews. The complIance pers-

pective assumes it is the function of the federal government 

to direct the activities of state and local officials. 

(2) Policy standards decided by the Federal 50vernment. 

Because federal officials were described as using methods 

of enforcement to enhance the succeSD of implementation, it was 

implied that the federal government also est8.blishes the 0'0-

jectives which this method is used to achieve. Implementors 

did not participate in the decisionmaking process. The com-

pliance perspective assumes it is the function of the federal 

government to formulate policy. 

(3) Policy Analyst evaluates government performance. 

In order to evaluate performance, it is necessary that 

policy objectives and standards be identified and measured. 

This implies that it is possible to "deduce" objective stan­

dards from some source. It would be easier for the analyst 

to deduce standards from concrete programs associated with 

the compliance perspective than from the more general progrruJls 

of the collaborative perspective. In addition, the compliance 
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perspective does not describe goals as ch<'l.neing during the 

implementation process, which would present problems for 

evaluative research. 

(4) The Implementation Process is an Organizational 

Process. 

In the survey of relevant literature, in the conceptuali-

zation of the implementation process and in their discussion 

of explanation for unsuccessful implementation, Va'n Heter and 

Van Horn relied extensively on organization literature. The 

compliance perspective assumes that the primary obstacle to 

implementation is organizational processes. Important func-

tions include communication, coordination and management 

capability. 

(5) Environmental conditions are less importc:'lnt than 

Organizational activities. 

Although environmental conditions were a component of the 

conceptual model, these were not given as much attention as 

most of the other five components. The environment was des-

cribed as directly influencing the delivery of public services, 

the disposition of implementors and the capacity of a juris­

diction to support a well developed bureaucratic structure 

(1974:27). Although the environmental oetting was recognized 

as a factor affecting implementation, the compliance perspec­

tive emphasizes organizational structure and urocesses. 

(6) Intergoverncental Relations is similar to Intra-

organizational relations. 
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The authors asswned by analogy and in the conceptual model 

that the implementation process within the federal system is 

similar to the implementation process within an organization. 

The compliance perspective assumes there is a hierarchical 

differentiation of c:futhori ty for policy formulation and policy 

implementation, within the fede~al system. 

There are no points of agreement between the conceptual 

model and the collaborative perspective, although the authors 

cite two studies categorized under that heading, Derthick 

(1972) and Berke and Kirst (1972)0 In summarizing the litera-

ture of intergovernmental relations, Van Meter and Van Horn 

stated that it "points to the interdependence of public offi .• 

cials at all levels of government, ando •• gives emphasis to 

the autonomy of subordinates both in intra- and inter-organiza­

tional affairs (1974:17)." Yet, the conceptual model has an 

organizational or co~pliance perspective. The authors in 

developing their theoretical framework felt that lithe litera-

ture on organizational change and control" had "the greatest 

theoretical contribution to mal{.e (1974:8)." 

It is concluded that the scope of the conceptual framework 

of the policy implementation process is too limitedo It does 

not allow for the possibility of decentralized administration, 

changing of program goals as the implementation process con­

tinues, participation of state and local officials in the 

development of policy, or the mutual adjustment of partici­

pants' interests. The model does recognize that conflict may 

affect the process of implementation but it is conflict between 
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federal officials and implementors. The collaborative pers­

pective describes conflict as occurring not among administra­

tors but between professionals, bureaucrats and interest 

groups, between different branches of government and between 

public organizations at the srune level of government. 

The conceptual model however does have several strengths. 

It focuses on factors which can be manipulated to improve the 

delivery of public services. Although enviro~mental condi­

tions may have a significant effect on program implementation, 

there may be little that a public official can do to alter the 

environmental setting. Van l1eter and Van Horn assumed that 

the purpose of studying implementation is to provide relevant 

advice to policymakers about "variables that can be manipu­

lated to improve the delivery of public services (1975)." 

Public officials are probably most capable of changing organi-

zational processes. 

Secondly the authors have contributed to understanding of 

the policy process. Specifically, they suggested that the 

implementation process, the licit between policy and the deli­

very of services, was a meaningful and relevant topic for 

empirical research. The conceptual model is the best attempt 

at providing a theoretical perspective for the study of imple­

mentation. It is the only model that is sufficiently con­

ceptualized to permit criticism (Bunker, 1972; Smith, 1973). 

It suggests several hypotheses for further investigation and 

may serve as a guide for ru1alyzing some types of programs, 
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i.e., those having characteristics consistent with the com-

pliance perspective. 

Finally, the authors demonstrated that several bodi~s of 

literature contribute to understanding of the implementation 

process. Although they overestimated the importance of or­

ganizational theory for explaining implementation within the 

federal system, they suggested that theorists in several dis­

ciplines, sociology, public admi.nistration, sociaJ. psychology 

as well as p0litical science have a base of knowledge for 

doing implementation research. 

IHPLICATIONS OF PERSPECTIVES FOR CONCEPTUALIZATION 

Reconccptualization is beyond the scope of this study. 

However one alternative is to consider the factors which were 

hypothesized to differentiate the compliance and collaborative 

perspectives. These were the pattern of decisionmaking, the 

extent of information and knowledge on which the policy is 

based, and environmental conditions. 

Another alternative is to operationalize the collaborative 

perspective. The compliance perspective assumes a monocratic 

structure, with the organization becoming the unit of analysis. 

The collaborative perspective implies a pluralistic structure, 

where participants are not limited to the occupants of formal 

positions. 

The survey of the literature provides some support for con­

sidering a policy typology and the perception of intergovern­

mental relations in reconceptualization. 
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Policy Typolog,r 

There has been little progress in developing an empirical 

policy typology. Froman states that policy categories that 

hold the greatest theoretical promise also present methodo­

logical problems (1968). Van Heter and Van I-Iorn assumed that 

the extent to which there is consensus among participants in 

the implementation process was the primary characteristic of 

a policy affecting implementation. 

Case studies of federalism indicate that the relation 

between administrators at different levels of government are 

more likely to be cooperative rather than conflicting. Edward 

Weidner concluded on the basis of survey data from a Minnesota 

study of federalism that the "main clash of values occurs 

within a ~nit of government, rather than between units (1969: 

277)." lIe observed that professional interest groups tended 

to behave similarly, regardless of the formal organization of 

the interest group or the level of government. This he stated 

was a consequence of sharing the same valueso 

Carroll in a survey of administrators at each level of 

government observed that level by level differences within a 

given type of program Vlere smaller than program by program 

differences within a government level (1969:293). Working in 

a given type of program, he found was more important in estab­

lishing attitudes than working at one level of government. 

In comparing ratings of types of formal intergovernmental 

interaction, respondents rated nondirective interaction as 
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most important. "Practically' no official of any level thinks 

government orders the most important type of contact (1969: 

308),." This fact, Carroll stated, suggests that intergovern­

mental relations are generally friendly. If they were char­

acterized "by conflict and tension, recourse would doubtless 

be hqd to orders (1969:308)." 

These case studies conflict with a major thesis of the 

Van Heter and Van Horn conceptual model, which is, that im-

plementation fails because of the negative disposition of 

implementors. Secondly, Van Heter and Van Horn's stress on 

enforcement activities may be unnecessary and possibly aggra-

vate existing intergovernmental relations. 

Substantive studies of the implementation process suggest 

other characteristics of policy which affact policy. Th'ese 

are: specificity of objectives (Connery et al., 1968); the 

adequacy of information on which the policy is based (Jones, 

1975); the flexibility of administrative conditions and the 

process of policy formulation (Connery et al., 1968; Derthick, 

1970, 1972; and Jones, 1975); and the ease of standardizing 

activities (Derthick, 1970). 

Perception of Intergovern~ental Relations 

In chapter one, it was noted that the perception of the 

federal system may be the most important distinction between 

the compliance and collaborative perspectives. In separating 

policymaldng and implementation, analysts using the compliance 

perspective had no difficulty in characterizin~ the bureaucracy 
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as a hierarchical structure of authority. It Was assLUTIed that 

the scope of power decreased as one descended the federal 

structure, federal administrators having more Quthority than 

their counterparts at the state and local levels. 

Elazar has stated that hierarchical thinlting may affect 

the existing system of government. Hierarchical thinking 

"sees the federal system as a pyramid with the federal govern­

ment on top, states in the middle o.nd the localities below 

them, all connected by a neat chain of command in which the 

right to make policy rests with the top of the pyramid, leaving 

program execution to the 'lower levels' (1972:223)." Elazar 

is referring to the policymaking process but his cOf.'unents seem 

appropriate in a study of implementation sincs it is not Qccep-

ted that policy formulation and implementation are always 

separate functions. 

He predicted a change in the existing noncentrr.:tlized govern­

mento Decisionmaking within the present system Eliazar stated 

is a time-consuming process requiring bargaining and negotia­

tion, but it has barriers to check those who Vlould tyrraniZ6 

over the interests of others. Jacobin democracy, which he 

apparently saw as a likely replacement, was defined as rule 

by a simple majority. It allows for immediate action on domes­

tic issues but it also removes the barriers designed to pro­

tect minorities (1972:225-226). Elazar stressed the importance 

of the structure of the federal system which he saw as appli­

cable to the bureaucracy as well as to intergovernmental rela­

tions. 
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However federalism is perceived, it seems to affect the 

implementation process and thus should be addressed in a 

theoretical framework. 

CONCLUSION 

Pressman and Vlildavsky stated that the process of imple­

mentation should not be divorced from policy. "Heans and ends 

can be brought into somewhat closer corresponclenc,e only by 

malting each dependent on the other (1973: 143)." According to 

these authors, policy should not be designed without consider­

ing the methods which are used to execute it. 

The field study indicated that in some programs, policy 

formulation and implementation are not sep.::trate functions. It 

was hypothesized that if the YBB progrnm was characterized by 

autonomYt bureau services were responsive to the target com­

munity. In these instances, flexibility of means allowed for 

the achievement of a major objective of the YSB, as a community 

agency. 

It is suggested that in integrating policy and implementa­

tion in other programs, goals should be more important than 

technique. If public programs are to be responsive to the 

public, then the local government must be involved in deter­

mining those goals. 
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NOTES 

1. Performance indicators used in the comparative analy­
sis were discussed in chapter three. 
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APPENDIX 

THE FIELD SURVEY 

Although the literature on survey research was helpful, 

some of the information was inappropriate for a small compara-

tive case study. Cases were selected not by means of a 

sampling plan, but on the basis of variation in the organiza­

tion of YSBs, location, and the willingness of the bureaus to 

cooperate. Second, because of the exploratory nature of the 

study, there was greater use of open-ended questions than is 

generally recommended in survey research. 

Reviewing the field experience, there were some things 

which should have been done differently, yet there were others, 

where the investigator just happened to do the "right" thing. 

Describing the most important of these might be useful to 

other novices in field research. 

The investigator had no problems in gaining cooperation 

of YSBs. The Ohio Youth Service Bureau ~ssociation was very 

receptive especially since about the same time, YSBs were 

being evaluated by the state pl~nning agency. The association 

was promised a copy of the study and YSBs analyzed were pro­

mised anonymity. 

The original research problem which was formulated was 

both too complex and too imprecise to be very useful in de­

signing the questionnaire. There were too many variables, 
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requiring different forms of the questionnaire to be adminis­

tered to too ~any people. It was not realized until after the 

. pretest that all of the hypotheses originally formulated could 

not be examined, by just interviewing bureau staff. The more 

precise the problem, the easier it is to develop the question-

naire and to analyze data. 

Nore time should have been spent on hypothesizing about 

relationships between variables and deciding "/hat. type of 

information would be needed. This is probably the most diffi-

cult task, but it is well worth the effort. Not all the data 

needed can be obtained through a survey, nor should it be when 

there are other sources of information. Because there is 

usually a time constraint on the availability of respondents, 

interviews must be well focused. The large number of variables 

c6vered limited investigation of them. The interview schedule 

only tapped the surface in most areas where a smaller n1lmber 

of variables would have permitted more probing. 

An area which was appropriately emph~sized was the survey 

of the literature, other questionnaires on the same subject, 

program descriptions and reports and discussions with persons 

familiar with the program. This, it is felt, was very impor­

tant since some of the respondents indicated that the quickest 

turnoff was irrelevant questions. Most felt that the interview 

schedule was interesting and appropriate to analysis of the 

program. 

Respondents were most receptive to open-ended questions 

about progre~ activities. Most of the YSB personnel were 
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genuinely interested in their work and enjoyed talking about 

it. It is believed that if more fixed alternative questions 

had been asked, the reception would not have been as positive. 

Some of the respondents indicated they felt the program was 

unique, highly structured questions and responses would have 

implied that the interviewer thought differently. Open-ended 

questions are another reason to limit the number of variableso 

Establishing criteria for categorization of re~po~ses is a 

complex and time-consuming tasl{. 

The content of the questionnaire should be addressed to 

the audience. For example, some of the questions asked of 

anministrators were not asked of field staff, since it was 

felt they did not have the experience to answer them. The 

pretest was useful in determining the appropriateness of ques­

tions for respondents. It was also useful in detecting prob­

lems in the administration of the questionnaire. It is essen­

tial that the interviewer be completely familiar with questions 

since reading the qu,estions and long lapses in time break 

rapport with the respondent. Responses to open-ended questions 

are difficult to record by hand. It may be useful to try a 

tape recorder in the pretest to see if it makes any difference 

in responses. It would definitely be an aid to the interviewer. 

The use of response cards should be limited. They are 

useful when there are several alternative responses to a ques­

tion. But too many tend to annoy the respondent and are dif­

ficult to keep track of. If a number of response cards are 

needed, the questions are probably too complex. 
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Probably the most important factor affecting the success 

of a field survey is flexibility. The interviewer must adapt 

to different personalities and settings. Again the investi­

gator was fortunate in that the YSBs were very receptive. 

However there were a couple of instances; mostly with older 

persons, when a different approach might have resulted in a 

better interview. In one instance, a respondent was quite 

hostile to the questionnaire, making it a very,tense'situation 

for both persons. However, the respondent was quite willing to 

talk to the interviewer after the formal questioning. It might 

have been better if the questions had been asl,-ed informally 

and the responses remembered for recording later. In general, 

however, it is best to stick to the interview schedule, since 

any questions omitted result in "missing data. 1I 

The interviewer should be open about the purposes of the 

research and willing to answer any questions. Each respondent 

should be informed of the purposes of the research, since the 

director may not have informed them. It is believed that 

because the investigator was a graduate student, interested 

in learning about the program, the YSBs were "more receptive. 

This was reflected not only in the investigator's attitude 

but in the type of questions asked. Every opportunity to learn 

about the program should be used. Often informal conversations 

provide insights into the program which the questionnaire 

doesn't address • 
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Finally, the investigator should remember tnat the respon­

dents are helping by cooperating. Therefore the investigator 

should not ask more of them than their time. For example, 

this investigator sought to obtain data which the YSBs did 

not have or in some cases not in the desired form. This was 

not an issue in the interview situation, since the two were 

kept separate. 

In formulating the research problem, the fnve~tigator 

should be aware of the availability of data. Often what appears 

to exist, doesn't. This is probably especially true of less 

structured programso The investigator can expect to receive 

only what is readily available and must make the possible use 

of it. 
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