P mrcrgtiche was produced from documents recewved fol

aciusier o the MOJRS data hase Tince NCIRS canmgt exercise
cirtradogyer the physical cenditien of the documents submitted
die oadividual trame guabily will vary  The resoiution ghart on

fuon breme may b ogsed fo oevsluate the ducument quabity

r«mm"::m:r@, L SN e e S e e
3

O AN

S T T
l O

= =
i

Fleotatdnung precedures used ta create this fiche compiv wilh

the standards sel ferth :p 4TCFR 10111 504

Pgmnts of view or eprmons stated 1 this documens are
those of the authoris: and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U S Department of Justice.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

e

Vol

e |

I

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov. _

<
Rt
/
-~ 7
i ;-
s




CONCEPTUAL &ND EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF THE
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

DISSERTATION
Presented in Paritial TFulfillment of the Requirements for
he Graduate

.

, School of The Ohio State University

the Degree Doctor of Philosophy in

BY

Jessica Clay Cannon, B.h., M.he.

¥ ¥ ¥ X i

The Ohilo State University

1976
Reading Comnittee Approved By
Randall B. Ripley .

"7
*

John R Chauplin C//@/"’"Q {?@ &; _ Q ('_}'/,N_L .

Lage Reo Clausen .
William B elson, Jre

Advisor

Deparitment of Political
Science




sy

-

- -

™™

. Copyright by

Jessica Clay Cannon

= - -

- -

-~ -

™
¥ S 3 P R

"Reproductions by the U. S. Government in whole or in part
is permitted for any purpose.!

als




€l

F £ ¥y
- -
i

T om F a3
s o
I 4 ; 1

I e | r—"%
' [ Y

L

B o ,“<
|~

|

3 if
8 £t
I

1

T

.’ ] |
[ 3
i

1

L

-' ] )
r o

3 13 o
§ F S i

1

To the memory of
ny grandmother, lMrs. Jessie D. Vinegar,

who taught me the value of persistence

g s




i

o Bl

|

. o » o

S

* o

Y

)

i

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

"The material in this project was prepared under Grant Ho.
76NI~99-0003 from the Law Enforcement Assistunce Administra-
tion, U« S. Department of Justice. Researchers undertaling
such projects under Government sponsorship are encouraged to
express freely their professional judgment. Therefore, points
df view or opinions stated in this document do not necessarily
represent the official position or policy of the U. S. Depart-
ment of Justice.!

I thank Professors Nelson, Clausen and Champlin for read=-
ing drafts of this dissertation. A special thank you is ex=-
tended to Professor Randall B. Ripley, my advisor, whose subtle
direction encouraged me to think.

Without the cooperation of the Ohio Youth Service Bureau
Association, and the capable performance of my typist, kKs.
Bonnie Villiams, and my grant administrator, Mrs. Elizabeth
Snider, this dissertation would not have been inplemented.

Finally, my parents are recognized for their continuing

support in whatever I decide to dos Thanks Mom and Dad.

iii

e et 4 ono,



- mm

— -
N E E N NN

P g e g g e e
N B E Pl EEEEEnsE

-

VITA

June 18, 1947, « . . Born - Lexington, Kentucky

1969 o o o o 0 0 v BeA., Michigen State University,
Bast Lansing, Michigan. Graduated

with Honor

1972 ¢ o 6 6 6 o o liehey, University of Kentucky,
Lexington, Kentucly

1972-1975 « « o . University Fellow, The Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio

1975 v o 6 6 0 6 s e Independent Teaching Associate,
Department of Political Science,
The Ohio State University,
Columbug, Ohio

1975-1976 o o o o Graduate Rescarch Fellow, U. $.

Department of Justice, Loaw IEnforce-
ment Acsistance Adminiutration

FIELDS Of STUDY

Major Field: American Politics

Policy fnalysis and Policy Processes. Professor Randall
B. Ripley

Major Field: Political Theory
Bxplanation. Professor Theodore Y. Meckstroth

Political Concepts. Professor John R. Champlin

iv




_— -
mOE E EEEEEEEEEEEEEEDES

1

f— =

Y P— o T—— I pe— i‘w

¥
{ W

TABLE OF CONTENTS

J)EDIG-{AL‘:[:‘]:O}T ° ° L] L] L ] L] L J * ° L ] @ [ . ® L4 L] * L ] . ]

4C
VI
LI

Ch

I{NO\\VIIEDGM ‘.;N(.:‘\S ® & e o o o ® e ¢ 6 © & 0 ©. .6 o »
TA-oo’ooocoooooooooooooooo

ST OI“ TABII]‘)S L] . L] [ (3 . L] . [ L] . L] . ° @ LI ) .
apter

To  THE PROCESS OF FOLICY IMPLEMESTATION,
AI\.!{ II‘}TRODUCTIO:I L] ° . L o L ®© ° L ] ° ] >

Survey of the Literature o o ¢ o o &
The Compliance Perspective o o o o
The Collaborative Perspective o o .

SWAMALY o o o o e s ¢ o o o o o » o o

IT. ANALYSIS OF & DICCRETIONARY PROGRAM,
T}{E YOUTI}. .E;?VICE BU}?:E..‘ZU ¢« o e e o o

The Central THesis o o o o o o o o o
A Discretilion.ry Progrill « o o o o o o
Ltdminilgtrative Discretion of
the Stute Planning AZONCY o o o
Local Adninistretive Dimceretion . .
The Y98, @ Decentralized Program .
Bvaluation of YSBS o o o o o o o o o
Youth Service HBuresus in California
Bvalustion of Youth Service
Bureaus: A Study of Inter-
organizational Influecnce o+ o o o
Youth Service Bureaus:
a Statewide Assesoment o o o o
SLU':IT;I{II‘y . * [ ° . . e [ ° . . . . [ .

III. COHPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF I'IVD YOUTH
SERVIC:‘: BURE:AUS ¢ o s e 8 & © o e e e o »

Conceptualiccbtion « o o o o o o o o @
Performance o o o« o« o o ¢ o o o o @
Intraorgoenizational Chorscteristics

and Organizational Context o+ o

v

Page
ii
lid
iv

vii



B B e Bl

IV,

APPENDIX

THE

BIBLIOGRAPHY

M@thOd ¢ 0 @ e & © 6 6 e © o ® o0 e e
Analysis o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o
Innovaltive Prograns o o e o o o o
Innovative methods e o o o o e 5
Indirect ServicC o o o o o o o » o
Case Coordination e o ¢ o o o o o

Program Emphasis « o o o o a
Responsiveness to the iwrget Area
Refining the Central Thes o o o »

Implicotions of fnalysis « « o
Developing a Progfam Model for YS“s
Implementing the Ohio Standards

for Youth Service Burcaus .« o .
Inferences to QOther Community=-

Based Prosrams ¢ o e ¢ & © ¢ .8 8

summcll"y ¢ 6 e 6 6 0 ©® ¢ o e o6 & o »

CONCEPTUAL RELZVANCE OF THE COMPLIANCE
LND COLLABORATIVE PERSPIECTIVES o o o o o

The Field Study and the
Compliance Perspective « o o o o o
Stuay of the Implementation Process
lu{.lo.ﬂ.ooo © © ©° e ® o o &

Characteristics of the Implementation

Process e © e o 6 e ° o e o o o
Explanation of the Implementation
PrOCOSS ¢ ©6 & ©o & 6 & o 6 & & »
Conceptualizing the Implementation
Process o+ o o o e o

COMDdrloOH of tho Concovtual Framo-

work the Perspectives o « o
Imblicatﬁon of Perspectives

for Conceptualization «+ ¢ « o
CO]lCluSlon e o o e © © 6 ¢ o ® ®

}:{1 [LLD S LI.‘?VT“ Y o L] ° [ ] * L] L] L [ e OI [ ] o L4

4 - e L [ L] 9 L] ° o © o ® o L] I . °

v

°

110
116
117
118
121
129
133

138
142

145
149




v

LIST OF TABLE

= = S . y ’ L s T -
Ill IHI ill - : - 5 - ) . -
3 " -7 < - '\
2, " N
|

Absence of Specialization . ¢ e e e o o o

Page
- 1-1, Implementing Federal Programs « o o v o o o . . el
- 3e=l, Bureau Performance . ., * e s e o e e s o s o o 69
y 3 3=2. Bureau Performance in Relation to the
3 Number of Intraorganizational and
Contextual Characteristics . . ¢, e ¢ e o o 00
‘f 53 Innovative Programs by Intraorganizational
‘ - Cheracteristics o o o o o o o o . . )
Ei ] Bl Innovative Programs by Age, Turnover,
: . Standardization, Controlled for

. 55 Relation of Innovative Programs ang )
‘ Bureaucratic Characteristics . v o o e e s 73

l: 36, Innovative Programs by Contextual )
Characteristics ® % ©° e 5 0 & e o6 0o & e o o 7_§
[ 3«7 Innovative Methods by Age and )
. - Specj.aliz'f..tion ® ° 9 & e e 0o 6 6 o o0 e o o ?6
oo 3=8, Indirect Service, Case Coordination,
lj . and Programn Bumphasis by Cormmunity
' = Involvement and Standurdization . o e e o o 76
l: T : 3=9, Responsiveness of Bureaus to the Target
- - . -Area by Contextual and Organiza- )
tional Characteristics . . . . ¢ o s s s o B3%
[: R 3=10, Change in Progranm Emphasis and Client
Characteristics for Bureaus with )
lj — , the Sane Monltoring Agency . o . . o o-s o -85
l: 3 vii
[~




% i : i ] N a ) a g - i

~ LS -

CHAPTER I
THE PROCESS OF POLICY IMPLEMENTATION,
AN INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide a basis
for conceptualizing the process of public policy implementa-
tion. In surveying the case study literature ‘concerning policy
implementation, two general perspectives are formulated. These
perspectives which describe how analysts ha&e looked at the
implementation process, differentiate the literature on the
basis of characteristics of the implementation process, obsta-
cles to implementation and recommendations for improvement.
The field investigation of a public program permits an assess-
ment of the applicability of one of the general perspectives
for anslyzing program implementation.

Why is conceptualization important? The case study approach
that characterizes the policy implementation literature is
both its strength and weakness. Although covering in deteil
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 csse study literature is surveyed and

categorized.
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The case study literature concerning the policy implemen-
tation process is not extensive. The programs surveyed here
can be characterived 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 programs. The driginal field inves-
tigation of & discretionary program is discussed in chapters
two and three,

Conceptusl models have been developed that direct atten=-
tion to %he 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
setting. IHowever, no model of the implementation process has
been testédo 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 topic,

Finally, the range of practical and theoretical reasons
given for the study of policy implementation indicate the need
to exomine "“"what it is we are talking about, lodking at or
looking for (Merton, 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 Wildavsky, 1973: -Derthick, 1970:

Levine, 1972). Williams discusses three perspectives which
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can ve explored. One can analyze whether the organization has
the capabilities to accomplish specified objectives. '"Does
the organization have sufficiently developed lines of communi-
cation and administrative structure, and sufficient number of
individuals with the requisite administrative and technical
skills (1971:145)2" Analysis could focus on whether leaders
possess the skill to motivate subordinates to act or on the
development of approsches which are less sénsitiﬁe to the
difficulties of administratione.

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).

Studying features of the policy process related to imple-
mentation can be useful to the discipline of political science
as vell as to policymalers. 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=
volves other levels of government, study may contribute to the
understanding of intergovernmentzal relations. In particular,
the impact of different forms of federal grants~in-aid on the
political and administrative capabilities of state and local

governments nay lead to the development of new forms of
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techniéal assistance (PAﬁ, 1975). Analysis of the political
implications of using different grant structures may lead to
changes in the process of decisionmaking (Pressman, 1974;

Reagon, 1972).
SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

Several questions have guided the survey of the litera~
ture. First, what is the problem? The formulation of the
research question provides a key to the way in which the
implementation process is looked at. Some analysts emphasize
the problem of achieving compliance, others the politics of
mutual adjustment. Secondly, what are the important character-
istics of the implementation process? Some analysts tend to
stress the importance of administrative or technical processes,
others, political conflict. Third, what suggestions are made
for improvement? Recommendations frequently reflect the per-
ception of the federal system and its potential for change.

The survey is organized around two original concepts, come
pliance and collaboration, which seem to differentiate studies
of the implementation process. Compliance implies a differcn=-
tiation of function between the upper and lower levels of the
bureaucracy on the basis of responsibility for making or ecic-
cuting decisions. Collaboration refers to the sharing of
authority among participants at different levels of goverament
in developing and implementing programs. These concepts are

used to describe two perspectives of the implementation
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process that differ in anﬁlyzing the characteristics of imple~
mentation, obstacles to implementation and suggestions for
change.

Bach perspective is first summarized and then, the studies
categorized under the perspective are described according to
the criteria stated above. AlL are studies of intergovern~
mental relations that focus on the problems of implementing
nationsl programs. Selection of studics for thé SUXVEY was
difficult because of Llimited bibliographic sources on the poli-
cy implementation process. Pressman ond Wildavsky (197%)
state there are few books dealing with implementetion, while
Van Meter and Van iforn (1974) rely on three bodics of litera-
ture as a basis for developing a theoretical framework. The
former provided insufficient material, the latter too much to

handle adoquately.
THE COWMPLIANCE PERSPECTIVE

The studies grouped under the heading of compliance assume
that the pathern of implementation is determined by national
standards. There is a division of function according to
hierarchical structure which tends to c¢ocincide with the level
of government. It is the function of Tederal officials to
determine the standards of administration and service, while
program execution is the responsibility of state and local
officialse.

A program is evalusted in terms of the achievement of

national standards. The standards, which may be procedural or
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substanéive, are derived from the programe. Success in achiev=
ing them depends on getting the lower level officials to con-
form to federal regulations and guidelines. Emphasis is
vlaced on the formal mechanisms to achieve compliance, such
as personnel standards, financilal and technical assistance,
reporting and accounting procedures, planning requirements
and the withdrawal of funds,.

The primary obstacle to implementation, analysts imply,
is the federal system., The federal governmentidoes not have
the authority to command the obedienc% of state and local
governments. Successful lmplementation depends on the re-=
sources and administrative devices which a federal agency has
at its dispossle. Orgenizational structure and processes is a
second obstacle to implementation. 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,

The separation of policy formulation and implementation
seems to result in the de-emphasis of the political influences
on policy implementation. 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 program,
rather there are differences over the details of administra-
vione. Repolution of these differences, analysts suggest, de-

pends on intergovernmental interaction among administrators.

I
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Characteristics of the Implementation Process
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The type of standards used to assess implementation vary.

Derthick (1970), in the Influence of Federal Grants, 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-

- = . e e

1

vities rather than the purpose of the Social Security Act,

which is to support persons who cannot suppori themselves.

! »
it

Derthick notes that there are political constraints in the

setting of substantive conditionz: difficulty in arriving at

s
L)

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~

4
:ﬁ tratorss.
]

o

She concludes that "federal influence has had a profound

-

effect on the Massachusetts public assistance program (1970:
- 194) . Although federal action is not shown to have caused

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

than they would have in the absence of federal participation. |
In contrast, Wildavsky and Pressman (1973) focus on the

o 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 unemployed. There were

e e etk s B e

procedural standards that could have been assessed, such as
the employment plan which committed the employer receiving
- assistance to make an effort to recruit the hard core unem=-

ployed and the employment review board which ruled on each

EmEEEEEREEREEEER
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applica%ion 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 was part of policy formulation rather
than implementation. Policy formulation includes the passing
of legislation, the commitment of funds, the initiation of
projects and the development of administrative procedures.
Implementation refers to the "degree to which"predicted cone
sequence takes place after the initial conditions (policy)
have been met (1973:XIV-~XV) M

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-
cye. The unstated or symbolic goal was general aid., Whether
local administrators complied with the stated goal depended
on the administrators! perception of the policy and their
situation (Stoner, 1975). 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 towns where administrators were unaware
of the unstated goal. Murphy basing his analysis on the
stated objective of categoricel assistance concludes that
instead of retform, 'the local districts are fairly free to

meet their own priorities (1971:60)."
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Obstacles to Implementation

Although the standards vary, analysts assune that program
failure or success is due to the administrative process rather
than to the way the policy is formulated or its substantive
content. Therefore in discussing obhstacles to implementation,
emphasis 1s placed on organizational problens.

Wallter Williams states that an "inquiry about implementao-
tion capebility seeks to determine whether an organization can
bring together men and materisl in a cohesive organizational
unit and motivate thenm in such a way as to carry out the or-
ganization's stated objectives (1971:144)." He inplies that
success depends on manpower, resources, communication and
leadership. VWilliams 1s referring to implementation within an
organization, not the federal system. The most important dis-
tinction is the absence of an hierarchical structure in the
latters.

The studies grouped under the compliance perspective ilden~
tify one or more deficiencies in the standards set by Williams.
Problems which occur, arise from inadequacies in the 'orgeni=-
zation's The interaction of administirators at different levels
of government is emphasized. Other participants are recognized
only when they affect or influence the actions of the adminis-
tering agencye.

Derthick stated that localism and a decentralized adminise-
trative structure were inconsistent with the federal ideal of
state administration. The test of federal influence she states

is provided when major change is required and when federal

i
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goale are incompatible with the prevailing features of state
politics (1970:215). The goals of efficliency and profession-
alization provide the best test in Derthick's study. TFor 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 Sucqeséful in achiev=
ing efficiency. The decentralized structure led to problens
of communication betveen levels of government which distorted
the federal intent to extend the merit system requirement to
all public assistance employees. 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-
lature. The federal government overcame a struggle to imple-
ment successfully the goal of professionalization. The state
civil service system and many state legislators werc 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 inple=
menting the public works program in Qalkland. The Economic
Development Administration (EDA) emphasized the importance of
program design in the public works program. There was one
federal agency and one local recipient. A special task force
with direct access to the assistant secretary of commerce was
created to get the program started quicklye. 411 particivants

agreed on tne importance of creating jobs for the unenmployed.
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The problem was that "what seemed to be a simple progran
turned out to be a very complex one (Pressman and Wildavsky,
1973:9%) o' The transformation of a broad substantive agrece-
ment into effective program implementation was made difficult
by the number of participants holding diverse priorities and
the number of separate decisions concerning technical matterse.
Given these clrcumstances, the possibilities for disagreement
and delay were numerous.

By establishing a special task force for &dministration,
BDA was confronted with problems such as intraorganizational
conflict over the goals and procedures concerning the Oakland
project, ambiguity over the role of the regional office and
the short run eorientation of task force personnel which was
inconsgistent with a »rogram designed vo have & permanent
effect.s The purpose of the bureaucracy, the authors state, is
to secure the predictability of participants which is essential
for a reasonable prospect of program implementation. This was
lacking in the BDA Qakland progran.

Stoner states 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 duc to face to face
interaction and the administrative structurc which detecrmine
with whom interaction oécurred. The small town administrators
interacted with one another. In discussing their situation,
they expressed fear of prosecution, incompetence to administer
the program and no knowledge of the symbolic goal of general

aide In contrast, the urban administrators visited Washington

S s e e
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frequehtlyo They were avware of the symbolic goal, felt super-
ior to the state administrators and expressed no fear of the
'feds's Their perception of the gituation in terms of emo=
tion, cognition and anxiety contrasted with that of the small
town adminigtrotor.

Murphy provides a different emplanstion. The lack of
political support was the fundamental problem in achicving
federal reform. The threat of wuithholding funds was not bhe=
lievable since the funds were seen by the states as their
rightful entitlement under the law. Grants werce distributed
according to a formula. The United Statcs O0ffice of Iducation
(USOE) was accessible to presgure from local interests, pri-
marily school officials who supported gencral aid for educa=
tion. The pooxr whom the program was designed to help were
unorganized and made no demands on the agency. Finally, USOH
adninistrators felt that if they were too aggressive, Congresas
would replace the categorical progrems with general aild, reduc-
ing the agency's influence.

Murphy notcs that the old guard of the USOE responsible
for implementation, and cducational administrators and associ=-
ations disagreed with the reformers who developed and passed
the Title I programe. But he assumes that conflicts of inter=-
est in poiicy formulatioﬁ were less important than the absence
of assertive leadership by the USOE. The problem of implement-
ing federal educational reform, he states is a consequence of
a wealk central administration and the lack of political sup=~

porte.
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Inproving the Process

Cen the implementation process be improved? The studies
are positive but not without qualificatione. The structural
features of the federal system are the major obstacle to
implementatione Derthick states that aithough the grant
structure is the system by which federal influence is pri-
marily exercised, "its advantages and disadvantages are diffi-
cult to specify, for it is difficult to isolate-its character=
istics from the more general features of the American political
system (1970:243)." Congress cannot formulate precise state-
ments of goals or attach stringent conditions because of diverse
interests and the necessity of state~local cooperation to
achieve federal purposes. Although program objectives are
inflated bhecause 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. Adminise-
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
assistance program. However, she hypothesizes that there are
fundamental obstecles in the way of federal efforts to promote
the decentralization of‘decisionmaking. The strengthening of
locel 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 with the requirenent
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of citizen participation in decisionmaking. Finally, the
grant system entails a '"decline in the accessibility of
governmental processes to popular scrutiny and participation

(1970:242) "' Decisions concerning the allocation of funds,

]

the specification of grent conditions and the response to
federal requirements are arvived at through interaction

between grant-giving and gront-receiving administrative agen-

T

ciese.

Pressman end Wildavsky note that bureaucratic problenms can
be diminished by designing programs with more direct means for
accomplishing objectives and the creation of organizational
processes for execution. Concerning the public works progranm
in particuvlar, to insure that the target group recelived the
jobs, the authors state that it is necessary to attract em=
ployers to the core city and induce them to hire unskilled
workers., A wage subsidy may provide this incentive.

Although Murphy suggests additional and better trained man-
power and the creztion of counterveiling local forces to pres-
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, meking it nearly impossible for the federal administra-

tor to impose program priorities (1971:80).%
THE COLLABORATIVE PERSPECTIVE

From the emphasis on orgenizational processes, compliance

studies suggest that nothing much can be done about the
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problems presented by the federal systeme In contrast are
studies which view the process of implementation from a cole-
laborative perspective £ 1_/o

Analysts suggest that the implementation of federal pro=-
grans involves not only administrative officials, but public
and private intérest groups and politicians. A1l participants
share in the planning, policymaking and administration. There
is no division of responsibility according to étructure, he=
cause there is no persistent or constant pattern of relations
between levels of govermment., Intergovernmental relations is
characterized by the mutual adjustment of participants' inter-
ests between and within levels of governmente.

Federal programs are not evaluated in terms of achieving
national standards, rather the analyst wmost often supplies the
criteria for evaluation. This explicit linking of prescription
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 changes in the
execution of federal programs and would alter the distribution
of power and resources within the political system.

Obstacles to implementation, analysts imply, are political
rather than administrative. There are conflicts over the for-
mulation of program goals between politicians, burcaucrats and
the publice. The consequence occasionally is major chenges in
policy and progran standards that are impossible to implement
without adaptation to the environmentsl setting, and to exist-

ing organizational and technological capabilities. Sometines
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the inability to reach a satisfactory agrecement leads to delay

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

d beod led

internal bureaucratic disputes described under the compliance

perspective, resolution of these conflicts seens to depend on

bargaining which is not contained within the boundaries of the

bureaucracys

Characteristics of the Implementation Process

The studies can be roughly classified according to the type

of decision discussed. Policy formulation encompasses inputs

from the environment and the governwment, and the conversions

beed

process which transforms them into a statement of government

R
f

intent to do something (Ripley 1973:9). Program initiation rc-

=

fers to the effort in getting a program established (Pressman

p—

“‘._é‘&‘é‘.‘
Azees

and Wildavsky, 1973). Program management concerns the daily

operation of agencles carrying out policy along functional

lines (P4R, 1975:701). Studies most illustrative of the three

‘kﬂJ
i T

types of decisions will be briefly summarized.

Policy IPormuletion. Charles Jones, in Clear &ir: The

Policies and Politics of Pollution Control (1875), focuses on

]

the sheriang of authority among levels of government in the

developuent of air pollution policy. With the development of

i

= federal laws, he states that policy analysis cannot be limited §
j

;g to one level of government, 1t becomes necessary to study the E

intergovernmental impact of policy formulation on implementa-

o

tion.

G S T

The federal government became involved with the Clean Air

{
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o Lct of 1963 with the objective of increasing state and local
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capabilities° Jones notes that as a conscquence of legisla-
tion, almost every state government created an office to handle
alr quality control problems, expanded staff, and increased
state and local expenditures. The Air Quality Control fct of
1967 created air quality control regions and processecs for
establishing and enforcing air guality stendards. It changed
the process of decisionmaking at the state and local levels
which affected air pollution policy deveIopmqnﬁo Public hear-
ings required by the act raised the visibility of air pollu-
tion problems and resulited in more comprehensive and stringent
regulations at the state and local level., The previous coop-
erative and self regulatory relations between government and
industry became an adversary relationship.

At the national level, Jones states public opinion demanded
that Congress act to curb industrial effeclts on the environ-
ment. Instead of a majority having to be established for a
policy, policy had to be constructed for a majority. Becausc
the mandate was nonspecific, the policymaliers were unsure
about what would be acceptable. The consequence, he states,
vas speculative augmentaltion. Neither the technicel nor the
administrative capabilities were adequate to meet the needs
of the 1970 amendmente.

Studies categorized under program initiation and manage-
nent suggest that program objectives developed at the national
level must adjust to the interests at the lower level if imple-
mentation is to be successful., Affecting the pattern of imple-

menting management decisions are the style of leadership within
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an administrative agency as well as the vertical and horizon-
tal distribution of authority within the federal systen.
Program initiation focuses primarily on the interaction of
particivants at different levels of government.

Progrom Initiation. Derthick (1972) focuses on the sur-

plus lands program which was to create model new communities

on federally ovwned land in metropolitan areas. The progran,
she states, falled in each of seven projects that were ini-
tiated., In four communitices, the program lacked sufficient
local support to overcome local opposition. In Atlanta and
Clinton Township, where there was adequate local support, toche
nical problems involving coordination between levels of govern-
ment were responsible for delays in implementation. Secondly,
inflated objectives were difficult to accomplishe. Because of
the high visibility of the Fort Lincoln project in Washington,
D.C., there was less willingness to coumpronise objectives for
the sake of action.

Derthiclk states that the degrec of federal dependence on
the local government varies with the domestic function, "com-
munity development, being extremely vullerable to the vicissi~-
tudes of local volitics (1972:95)." DBecause the programn vas
centrally conceived, local interests were not taken into
account., '"Federal programs often work at the local levele...
because there is adawptation by both levels of government, with
the result that domestic programs are neither federal nor

local, but a blend of the two (1972:97-98)."
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Progran Manaseoment. ‘Berke and Kirst (1972) exomine the

patterns of allocating federal aid to education and the pro-

Ity

cesses 0

621

decisionmaking that determine [iscal distribution.
The bulk of the study focuses on the latter issue, relying on
case studies in six states.

After examining the role of the governor, legislabure,
political parties and interest groups, the authors conclude
that the state ecducation agency exercised principle authority
for allocation decisions. "Phe 3BA operates in an cenvironment
that permits bureaucratic standard operating procedurcs and
routine administrative prograns to predominate (L972:064).0
The state superintendent often influenced extensively the
agency's orientation and administrative policiles. In Michigan,
the state education department was oriented toward innovative
educational leadership to achieve equalized educuational oppor-
tunity. In Texas, the agency deferred to local autonomy.

Patterng of distributing state aid were often uped to dip-
tribute federal aid. Only Title I of BSHEA where funds were
allocated according to a formula, reflected an equituble dis=-
tribution. '"Many other federal programs appearced neutral to
such factors and a number of programs frequently vorked to
make rich districts richer." A reason cited was the "immense
area for state discretidn in the allocation of most federal
prograns (Berke and Kirst, 1972:400)."

4 constraint on state administrative behavior was the

political culture. Frequently the norm of localism allowed
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the local education agencies to have a major voice in deter=-

mining the policy and operation of the schoolss

.

Obstacles to Inuvlementation and Suggzestlons for Improvement

Why are federal programs distorted or resisted? The col=~
laborative perspectives suggests that problems in implementa-~
tion develop when federsl standards do not respond to local
conditions. When there is conflict over a program, federal
incentives, positive and negative, are inéufficient to induce
compliance., It is frequently the case that federal money ig
used to satisfy state and local priorities. Even when there
is congensus on program goals, program execution may result in
changes because of conditions or interests which cannot be cone
trolled (Berke and Kirst, 1972; Bollinger and Vezner, 1974).

Collaborative studies imply thet the most important factor
influencing implementation is the process of policymaking.

The objectives formulated by the central government must be
flexible enough 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 implemenéation of the Community lental Health
Act of 1963%. They note that policy statements contained three
contradictory conceptions of community: 1imited service popu-
lation, coordinqtion of community services and community ine
volvement. None of these conceptions were consistent with

established administrative and political patterns.
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Similar to Derthick (1972), they recognize the effect of
central decisionmaking on the inflation of objectives. "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~goverﬁment relations. The consequence is that a
program is likely to reflect professional interests without
being subject to practical compromises (Cbnnepy“et ale, 1968:
566) "

The authors state that successful implementation will re-
guire administrative flexibility and political adaptabpility.
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 incenw
tive. The federal goverament should revise the grant program
to comnmit more money and assure continuing support, encourage
training programs, and use its discretilonary power over awarde-
ing grants and approving plans to strengthen state mental
health agencies.

A policy beyond capability was formulated by federal-
state=local decisionmalers 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 capabilities. Regulations will be revised

or not stringently enforced because of a lack of knowledge to
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suppoft them, pressure from 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 policy wonuld be based on existing know=
ledge and a formal process ensured representation of all
major interestse

Citizen participation in decisionmaking led to an air
pollution policy incongruent with the environment, but cen=-
trally conceived programs like New Towns 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

ikely to be obstacles to implementation. If a governmentis
response to public pressure is given higher priority than
existing capabilities, then effective implementation is beyond
capability. ZEven 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).

Vhat the collaborative studies imply is that policy formu=-
lation and policy implementation are interdependent processes.
Changes in the process of decisionmaking affect implementation
and obstacles to implemehtation 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 ﬁattern. The greatest obstacle to

:1
,..I |=<

implementation is rigidity in the federal administration of

progranmnss
SUMMARY

The survey of the literature presents a general view of

how analysts have described the implementation process. There

was no attempt to discover a real definition of implementa=

tion, for that is the purpose of conceptual frameworks. The

compliance and collaborative perspectives suggest that there

poi
bl

are at least two different interpretations of policy implemen-
tation., Vhether 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 evaluate the implementation process in terms of whether
it achieved policy objectivese. According to the collaborative
B perspective, policy formulation and implementation are inter-

— dependent, it is not possible to evaluate either separately.

While compliance studies view organizatilonal problems as a

J

major obstacle to dimplementation, collaborative studies focus

it

on conflict among partiecipants concerning program goals, and

T T B e T e B e B Bl
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the environmental setting. The two perspectives differ in

it

_ recommendations for improvement with compliance studies most

i

often suggesting changes with the bureaucracy and collaborative

studies recommending changes in the process of decisionmakings.

i

!

-
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TABLE l-1
IMPLEMENTING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Compliance Collaborative
Perspective Perspective
Characteristics Division of Functions Sharing of Functions
Federal Control . Intergovermmental
Adjustnent
Independence of Interdependence of
Policymaking and Policymaking and
Administration Administration
Evaluation of Evaluation of the
Implementation Policy Process
Obstacles Orpganization Conflict
Communication Environmental Setting
Coordination Program Goals
Capability Participants!
Orientation of Priorities
Personnel
Recommendations Interbureaucratic Intergovernmnental
Change Change
Strengthening Flexibility in
Administrative Grant Administra-
Resources tion
Organizational State and Local
Processes for Input in Policy
Progran Administra- Formulation
tion Policy Based on
Simplification of Knowledge
Methods
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The perception of the federal system may be the most im=-
portant distinction between the two perspectives. TFederalism
as a legal concept stresses the "constitutional division of
authority and functions between the national government and
state governments (Reagan, 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 (Reagan, 1972:4)." Legally, the federal structure
is altered only by constitutional amendment, in practice, it
is changed by court decisions, statutes, custom and technology.

The legal definitilon of federalism scems applicable to the
conpliance perspective. Where there is a structural division
of authority and funcitions, the problem of implementing fcderal
programs is how to get state and local governments to comply
with federal directives, since the federal government lacks
the authority to command obedience. Given the political autow
nony of the lower levels of government, successful implementa~
tion depends on administrative processes such as developing an
alliance with agencies receiving gronts, etc. Since program
implementation is primarily an interbureaucratic process, then
characteristics of the bureaucracy become very important in
explaining the process of implementation.

The legal conception of federalism as reflected in the
doctrine of dual federalism is inconsistent with the assumption
of analysts using a compliance perspective., 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 éhe federal governmént has the authority to direct only
a limited number of activities.

The political definition of federalism seems applicable to
the colloborative perspective, which emphasizes the intecrdepen-
dence of governments. Vhose priorities prevail may vary with
the service delivered. In some programs such as educatiocn and
community development, the federal governnent may defer to the
localities, in others, like public assistance, the federal
government may dominate, Therc is no legal basis for deter-
mining the centralization or decentralization of policymaking
or administration.

A policy proposing to change the existing relation between
governments however is not likely to be successfully implemented
without adjustments. Political officials and interest groups
must be accommodated as well as administrators. Changes may be
made in the administrative process, in program design or both.
Viith no set pattern of interaction, the analogy to organiza~
tional processes is no longer useful. Political bargaining is
the appropriate concept to explain conflicting relations between

participants in a collaborative process.
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The purposes of this chapter are to introduce the central
thesis which guided the field study; to analyze the concept of
discretion used in the central thesis; totsummarize the crigin
of the Youth Service Bureau (YSB) and its development in the
state of Ohio; and to justify the analysis of program perfore

mance by outlining the limitations of several evaluations of

The central thesis states that: the performance of a
federally funded program permitting local discretion is asso=-
- ciated with the intraorganizational characteristics of the
_ programn and the organizational context. The thesis is based
on three hypotheses taken from the literature of public policy.

Several analysts have stated that the problems of imple=-
nentation vary with 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 was assumed by this analyst
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that é program granting discretion to the local community to
develop program objectives and functions would vary greatly in
program operation from community to community.

Community characteristics may facilitate or inhibit federal
attenpts to build local support or to coordinate activities at
the local leveli(Derthick, 1972; Sundquist, 1969; Bradford,
1968; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). By analyzing the intra-
organizational cheracteristics and the organ%zétional context,
the field investigation provides a basis for hypotheses about
which community characteristics affect the implementation pro-
CeSSe

Derthicls hypothesizes that the extent of federal irfluence
on implementation may depend on the grant structure. She states
that "“it is reasonable 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 categorical grants offer greater
opportunity for federal influence than bloc grantse. 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. A categorical grant is. for specifically
defined purposes leaving little digcretion to the recipient
government as to the use of the grant. A bloc grant is broader
in scope, élthough tied to clearly stated areas,‘iﬁ does not spe=

cify the exact objects of permitted expenditure (Reagon, 1972:59).
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Thé Youth Service Bureau program was selected 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 (LE&A).

This federal agency is responsible for the administration of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, a bloc grant

program, l

-

These hypotheses suggest that policy types, community chor-

acteristics and the federal grant structure affect the pracess
of implementation. The hypotheses are not tested in the field
study, since only one program is exomined. In chapter four,

however, compliance and collaborative studies which imply dif-
ferences in the implementation process will be examined f{ar

o

variations in these factors,
A DISCRETIOHNARY PROGRAM

Discretion is defined as the “delegation of decisiomualing
power to administrative agencies (Rourke, 1969:54)." This
delegation of power, granted by Congress through stotutues,
may involve decisions on the means of administratiocn and deci=-
sions on policy. Rourke states that the distinciion between

politics and administration is not wvalid since "all Lurecayue

cratic decisions are recognized as having at leust some impli=

Ll

cations for policy (1969:51)." However in this study, decen-

tralization of administration and policy are discussed sevar-

" ately.
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- First, the scope of administrative discretion permitted
[ ) by statute and by LBAA guidelines, and the flexibility of the
: state plenning agency's requirements are assessed. Then, the
[ _j characteristics of the YSB program are described. The purpose
- — is twofold: to provide background information on the ¥8B and
[ . - to describe the ldecentralized nature of the YSB program.
i | 3 The policy literature provides several guidelines for eva-
’ .{ luating the extent of discretion. Concerning the statute,
[_ . E Derthick (1970) asks if federal requirements ‘impose operative
ﬁ - standards on conduct or if they focus on the process of achicye-
[’ - E ing goals. Lovi states that the most important sources of stane-
[ ‘ j dards are definitions, list of examples, exceptions, exclusions,
. | and prerequisites (1969:234). Does the federal agency have
[ E discretion in the use of federal money, can it give or withhold
, . “ funds (Derthick, 1970:217)? Do amendments to the statute ine~
[ :g crease or reduce administrative discretion (Reagan, 1972:101)%
[ B Concerning the exercisc of discretion by the administrative
| . - agency, Derthicl asks if directives define the activities of
[ : the state at length or do they go little beyond the language
, . _ of the law (1970:228)%
L.
v ADMINISTRATIVE DISCRETION OF THE STATE PLANNING AGEICY
[' b ) | . -
o - Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
E v : of 1968, as amended by PL 91-644 (1971), PL 98=8% (1973) and
. _ : PL 93-413 (1974), established the Law Enforcement Assistance
[ et Administration which has provided funding for four of the five
[ . T bureaus analyzed in the following chaptere The purpose of
, -

e
L
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Title‘I is to M"assist the states and local governments in
strenthening and improving law enforcement at every level by
national assistance (PL 90-315, 1968).'" This is to be accom=
plished by encouraging states and units of local government to
prepare and adopt comprehensive plans; authorizing grants to
states and local governments to improve and strengthen law

enforcement; and encouraging research and development directed

ed Ld Ld bd Ld L

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 diad

not indicate the institutions that were to achieve these ob=

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

corrections, probation or parole authorities 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

By law enforcement assistance, Part C; and training, educztion

b

and research, Part D¢ In 1971, grants for correctional insti-

tutions and facilities were added, Part B. The first two
types will be briefly discussed. The YSB in Ohio is funded by
Part C; Part B is limited to programs within the criminal jus=-
tice system.

Part B provides federal funds for establishing and operate-

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 programse. State planning agencies

T I
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are reduired to be representative of law enforcement and cri-
minal Jjustice agencies, units of local government, and public
agencies maintaining programs to reduce and control crime.
Federal grants may provide 909 of the cost of operating the
SPA, with funds distributed to states in bloc grants of {200,000
with the remainder allocated according 1o state population.

Part C funds are directed at achieving the second objec=~
tive of Title I: the improvement and strengthening of law
enforcements In order to receive funds under‘Part C, the SPA
must have an acceptable plan. Some of the requirements for
the state plan which the stabute specifios are: provides for
the administration of grants, adequately takes into account
the neecds and requests ¢f local goverament, incorporvatles inno-
vations, contains a comprehensive outline of priorities for
improvement of all aspects of law enforcement, includes provie
sion for research and development,; fiscal sontrol, procedures
for monitoring, aunditing and appiication review and state
technical assistance. It also must include a comprehensive
program for the improvement of juvenile justice and procedures
for submission of conprehensive plan by units of local govern-
ment with a population over 250,000.

Given these requirsments that the SPA must meet, in addi-
tion to the blec grant approach for the distribution of funds,
it appears that the intent of the Act was to give the state
primary authority and responsibility for Title I. Eighty-five
rer cent of the funds of Part C are allocated in grants to the

SPA in accordance with state population, fifteen per cent are
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allocated for programs at- the discretion of LEAA. In addi-
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 original statute pro-
vided that 40 per cent of the state planning funds had 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 inappropriate in view of the
“respective law enforcement and criminal justice planning
responsibilities exercised by the state and local governments
(section 203)." The SPA was required to assure that major
cities and countiles 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. Beginning in FY 1973, the proportion of federal
funds required to be distributc - to local units depended on
the percentage of local law enforcement expenditures to the
total state and local expenditurgs for law enforcement. Hove
ever the law required that the comprehensive plan must provide
for the allocation of adequate assistance for areas character-
ized by kigh crime incidence and high law enforcement activitye.
Federal funds for all activities under Part C could be made up
to 90 per cent of the total cost of the progran with the state
required to fund one-half of the nonfederal funding.

The LEAA guideline manual for State Planning Agencies was
consulted to determine the type of administrative regulations

imposed on the SPA regarding administration, development of the
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plan ;nd evaluation of_aétion programs. Here the statutes
were least specifice.

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‘ofﬁthé SPA is left
to state discretion, but it must be a definable agency in the
execﬁtive 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
énd staffe It nmust have a balanced representation which is
specified but flexibility is permitted in the composition of
the board.

In the establishment and operation of the SPA, discretion
is encouraged, as indicated by the inclusive list of functions
and the method of awarding planning funds. Planning érants by
statute are based on a formula and advance funds of up to 50
per cent may be eswarded 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 change.

Most of the guidelines for formulation of the comprehen=
sive plan paraphrase the statute. But there are definitions of
concepts not provided in the law. LEAA also provides a nethod

for meeting the requirements of the plan as stated in sections
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203%(2)5 and 303(c) which'pertain to the comprehensive 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 detall monitoring and evaluation procedures which are
referred to in section 303(a)l2 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 tha£
changes or achievements are attributable to project activities.
The SPA is required to monitor every project it supports, but
only selected projects must be evaluated.

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 increasede. This perhaps reflects the concern of Congress
about LEAA failure to exercise a leadership role. A report of

the Congressional committee on Government Operations (1972)
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emphaﬁized problems of program management. Lt cited the abe
sence of program standards, inadequate auditing procedures

and recordkeeping and unethical political and financial dealw~
ings., In 1973, Congress rejected a special revenue sharing
proposal for law enforcement.

Federal staﬁute limits the discretion of LEAA by providing
for the distribution of 85 per cent of the action funds accorde-
ing to formula; It gives the states primary authority and
responsibility'for administering Title I, LEAA guidelines
allow the states flexibility in meeting federal requirementg
which have been formulated. 1In addiﬁion, LEAAYs management
capability does not seem to be adequate for its‘r&sponsibilim
ties. It has been criticized by Congress and by public inter-
est groups (National Urban Coalition, 1972) for inefficient
program management. In brief, these factors are consistent in
suggesting that SPAs have discretion in administering the funds

received from the Safe Streets Act.

LOCAL ADMINISTRATIVE DISCHETION

In & report prepared by the Lawyers! Committee for Civil
Rights under law (1972), it is stated that the Ohio 3PA is the
most democratic and most decentralized of all the state sys-
tems. The Administration of Justice Division (AJD), the Ohio
state planning agency, is located in the Department of Economic
and Community Development. Besides AJD, the Departrent is com=
prised of three operating divisions: Community Development,

Leonomic Development, and Human Resourcese
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The local planning structure of AJD consisis of six re-
gional planning units (RPUs), which serve metropolitan areas,
and four administrative planning districts (APDs), for non-
metropolitan regions., The RPUs, a joint city-county unit,
follow the basic structural position of the SPA having an
administration staff and a supervisory bod& with policymaking
authority. The RPUs receive planning grants to develop a com=
prehensive plan. State approval of the plan entitles the RPU
to receive Part C funds to implement its actibn projects. Re=-
view and approval of individual project applications and all
further grant administration are the responsibility of the RPU.
Each RPU receives allocation of at least $1000,000 in planning
funds.with additional amountsdistributed on the basis of popu~
lation.

Each APD is served by a three member team composed of AJD
field staff who work with local officials to develop and imple-
ment projects. 411 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 abplican
tion and program reports were reviewed as a means of deter-
mining if the SPA has developed standards for implementing
programs., Standards may concern the process of program execu=-

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

gram standards. The distinction between the two types is that
process standards refer to program input; for example the number

of personnel hired, qualifications of staff, the composition

e e b

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 bre-application, the

J

initial form used by eligible subgrantees to submit proposals

|

- to AJD for funds to implement a project. Eligible subgrantecs
o are units of local government, RPUs, state agencies including

state related universities and certain private organizations.
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The manual describing the pre-application process is written
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7 :

!

not as a set of rules to be followed but as suggestions on
writing a successful proposal. For example in describing the
— content of the preapplication, it states: pre-applications

— . are required to include, 'a detailed statement of the problenm

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-
- pbrove operational efficiency and a completed budget (Dept. of

— Econcmic and Community Development, 1975:4) " Descriptions of

fundable programs emphasize objectives but do not provide ex-

i

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 éoals, project description, i.e.,
planned accomplishments of the projéct, 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 formel application concern
the organization of the information, identification of items
which must be addressed and definitions. The*bu@ge% applica=
tion is most detailed with forms covering cost categories, and
a budget summary. A budget narrative explaining each cost item
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 formai 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 LEAA and most are not appiicable to the YSB (Dept. of Eco=-
nomic and Community Development, 1975:118=-121).

The evaluation requirement howeyer 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 spproximately a year. Information re-
quested compared progranm goals in terms of clienys(served to
the actual number of participants served. Comparisons con-
cerned 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, the
response of the community to the project and project effective-
ness.

The type of data requested focused on program input. The
goals sel 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 system 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 involvament 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 participants.
As before, the standards imposed are those developed by the
applicant, )

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. Program standards which

will be discussed shortly have only recently been developed.
THE YSB, A DECENTRALIZED PROGRAM

The Youth Service Bureau 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%)e 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).

WThe significant feature of the bureau's function would be
its mandatory responsibility to develop and monitor a plen of

service to a group now handled for the most part either
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inappropriétely or not at all, except in time of crisis (Task
Force on Juvenile Justice, 1967:21)." Examples of bureau
activities included group and individual couné%ling, place=
ment in group and foster homes, work and recreational programs,
employment counseling and special educatione. 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 bureauts success would be
voluntary participation by the juvenile and his fémily in worke
ing out and following a plan of service or rehabilitation.

In examining the Commlssion's proposal for the establish=-
ment of YSBs, J. A. 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? YThe majority would fit Rosenheim's descrip=-
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)." 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 for 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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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 indigeﬁous body, will staff be obtained from the sur-
rounding community? Seymour stated one way of achleving con-
munity involvement is to involve local peopie at £he management
level (1971:16).

Should the bureau emphasize coordination or innovation?
“The Crime Commission'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 purpvose in the examination was to "lay a founda-
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 1972, Sherwood Norman's book The Youth Service Bureau,

a Key to Delinquency Prevention, was published. It furnishes

basic principles and guidelines for establishing and operating

a YSB and has been a useful resource to many communities.
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Since then, the Natiocnal Advisory Commission on Criminal Juse
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 priorifties 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 goals and functions, idene
tified three functions of ¥YSBs. The goal of service brokerage
is to bridge the gap between available services and the youth
in 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 programe. To carry out the resource development func-
tion, the YSB works with community orgenizations 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 examine
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problems and discuss 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 activitiese.
For example, a community inventory is associated with all three
functions, as is the establishment of worlidng relations with
community agencies.

The Ohio Crinminal Justice Supervisory Commission stated
that one goal of the YSB is to divert youth from the juvenile
justice system. Diversionh is defined in terms of the target
group, It may take place any time up to the juvenile court
hearing and may be considered for youth offenders under 18,
offenders with little previous contact with 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 alsc stated that the YSB should meet 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 onec
strategy to be used in preventing delinquency, an ultimate
goale

There were no examples of activities which would lead to
the accomplishment of these goalse. It is only stated that
"the YSB should be considered as one of the means to divert

youth from the juvenile justice system (1975:35)." To an

e
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analyst searching for speci}ic 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-
sién of services, YSBs funded also provided direct service.

In the 1972 action plan, the YSB was eligible for funding
under two categories, Jjuvenile delinquency prevention and com=-
munity based treatment of delinquents. From 1973 to 1975, the
objective of the YSB was defined as delinquency prevention
with an emphasis on the early identification of juvenile youth
problens before delinquent acts were committed. In the direc-
tives for FY 1976, again YSBs are elifible for funding under
two categories, delinquency prevention and juvenile diversion.

There is no distinction by the SPA among YSBs with differ-
ent objectives. In neither the state plan or directives are
activities of YSBs specified. The YSB is both nationally and
within the state of Ohio described in general terms. Goals
are prescribed without stating methods of achieving then.

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




ﬂ
i

e T o e B L
EEEENE

¥

¥ ¥

Ly L

+

.

48

same., Sherwood Norman stat;d "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 inappropriéte 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 to be flexible.
Whatever the reason, the YSB is a decentralized program, iee.,
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 Y¥SBs. But since standards have been deve-
loped, it is assumed that program requirements will eventually
follow which will 1imit 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 hot work. Those which do, Suchman
categorizes as process evaluations. '"Making 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
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explanation (Suchman, 1965:66)." The brief summary of studies
which have evaluated YSBs indicate the need for analysis of

processe.
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS IN CALIFORNIA

The Departmént of Youth Authority, the state of California,
in compliance with the Youth Service Bureau Act passed by the
legislature in 1968, has submitted annual réportsbon the pro=
gress of Youth Service Bureau pilot projectse. The January,
1972, report covers the operation of nine bureaus during an
eighteen month period from January, 1970, to June, 1971,

The objéctives of the evaluation were "to determine if the
YSB can divert significant numbers of youth from the juvenile
justice system, if bureaus can utilize existing community re=
sources in a nmore coordinated manner, and if delinquency is
reduced in selected project areas (Dept. of Calif. Youth
Authority, 1972b:8)." Attention centered on the first and last
objectivé. Soufces ofwinformation included monthly records on
each youth at intake, with information 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,
nunber 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
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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 were located. Reasons suge-
gested for particular cities included: an increase in target
area youth vopulation, lack of supervised volunteers to carry
out the program, bureau goals not shared by‘commuﬂity 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 réduced referral of
juvenlle arrests to probation after establishment of the
bureav. 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 asked to rate twenty-
two Y¥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 communities and organizational subsystems, de-
fined as legal=-criminal, social, and educational. Dependent
variables vere YSB characteristics, defined as the perceptions
or expectations of community agencies; integration, the degree
to which differentiated segments of the sysfem work together;
the environment, the way various organizations perceive each
other; and differentistion, variation in goals and structure
between organizational subsystens and the YSB and among organie-
zational subsystens. A& questionnaire was administered to 246
bersons representing the organizational subsystems, 10 YSB
personnel and 23 influential individuals identified by the
general sample.

Few significant differences betwsen 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 characteristics 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
community agencies, the high and moderately effective YSBs

were rated higher than the low effective YSB. Because the
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general sample perceived leés interagency interaction 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 YSBe. There
were few differences in measures of environment and no differ-
ences among bureaus in differentiation.

The role of the YSB as an integrating organization in a
delinquency prevention system is not well suppoyted. Elliott
assumed that a function of the YSB was to influence members
of the interorganizational system, i.e., organizations with
resources useful to the prevention of juvenile delinquency,
to work together. However, there were few differences anong
organizational subsystems on the dependent variables in con=
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, communicaotion to organizational subsystems about the
standardized nature of bureau programs, and awareness that
self perceptions of competence may influence the perceptions
of others.

Although YSB effectiveness was related to community per-
ceptions of YSB characteristics and integration, it is not
explained how differences in perceptions developed. VWhy were

the high and noderately effective YSBs rated similarly on
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several factors? Elliott does not describe the criteria used
by the panel of judges tc rate bureause. This information might
have beeil useful in assessing the validity of different meaw
sures of YSB effectiveness, particularly psychological dispo=-
sitions. Also, a further examination of community characterw
istics seems wafranted since Elliott states that differences
among the communities in interagency integration affect ¥YSB
effectiveness as an integrating organization (1974:219-220).
Finally, Elliott does not examine the linkage between the
perception of influence and behavior. For example, is a YSB
which is perceived as effective more successful in service bro-
kerage or coordination of programs? The usefulness of Blliott's
study seems to depend on the assumption that attitudes deter-

nine behavior.
YOUTH SERVICE BURBAUS: A STATEWIDE ASSESSHENT

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 (Depte 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 infermation: dnterviews 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 thé basis of available data, nine YSBs were successful
in diverting youth, 82 per cent of those referred had no fur-
ther contact with the Jjuvenile 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 opérating policy of the YSB prevented it from
diverting significant numbers of youth from the juvenile juse-
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 no 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 cheracterized as being independent, two were
under the auspices of an agency of the juvenile justice sys-
tem. 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, and
five, service brokerage. The activities associated with ser-
vice brokerage tended to conflict with Norman's conceptione
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 O per cent to 90 per cent; from
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the court; 1 per cent to 50 ber cent; from schools, 15 per
cent to 66 per cent; and from family, 3 per cent to 25 per
cente There were few referrals from social agencies, al=-

though all of the ¥YSBs indicated they had established good
working relationships with them (1975:37).

Rec0mmendations focused on how to improve effectiveness
and manpower allocation. It was suggested that all visual
aspects of the juvenile Jjustice system be remove@ to present
an image of an independent none-coercive agency. Standardized
intake forms were recommended to provide nmore efficient record-
keeping. It was suggested the YSB should not limit its case-
load to status offenders, i.e., youth who have comnmitted non-
criminal acts. 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 thereiwas no attempt to explain the conditions under
which a YSB was most successful or the effect of program attri-
butes on diversion, there is no basis for predicpiﬁg the suc-
cess of adopting the recommendationse. Some of them may not be
easily adopted, if certain community characteristics or pro-

gram attributes inhibit the functioning of the YSRB.
SUMMARY

This chapter provides 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 Y¥SB. 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 LEALA, gives
primar& responsibility to the SPA for designing and executing
action programs, of which the YSB is one. LEAA guidelines
allow the SPA flvxibility in carrying out their comprehensive
plans. The Ohio SPA is decentralized in structure and in Pro=
gram administratione. There are no state administrative stan-

dards for YSBs and the monitoring/evaluation system is described
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as individualized. BEach project is responsible for determining

prbgram 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 literature is ambiguous about how to achieve it.
The Ffunctions of service brokerage, systems modificaticn and
resource development, listed by Worman, 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
progrem design may be cne means of discovering what works.

Evaluative studies of ¥SBs are not helpful in understand.
ing why a YSB works or does not worke Reasons, if cited, are

unique to a bureau or a particular city.
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CHAPTER III
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF FIVE
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

This chapter focuses on the irvlementation of a community
program, the Youth Service Bureau. In the preceding chapter,
it was stated that localities have discretion in.désigning and
operating the programe. The central thesis states that the
exercise of this discretion is associated with intraorganiza-
tional characteristics of the program and the organizational
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 process. The YSB program, although eli=-
gible for federal funds in the state of Ohio, is not a federal
programe It is characteristic of the trend in intergovern=
nental relations toward greater local control and responsi-
bility for public programs. Analysis of the YSE program may
identify factors which are applicable to other programs giving
discretion to localities. However, without a standard for com=
parison, it is not poszsible to determine the appropriateness

of the inferences made.
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CONCEPTUALIZATION

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 iiterature and administrators.

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 and 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).

Tdeally, analysis of performance and effect should be car-
ried out simultaneously. Analysis should explain why a programn
succeeded or falled. & statewide evaluation of ¥SBs 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 £ 1_7/. 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 L2 7. It was impossible to
obtain the results of the statewide evaluation for individual

bureaus.
PERTORMANCE ’

The six variables used in assessing performance are dce
fined below.

Indirect/direct Service

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 case estimated
by bureau caseworkers, and the number of bureau activities
clossified as direct or indirect. Indirect services, which
included interagency relations, planning and coordination,
and family and comnunity relations, refers to services not
involving direct contact with youths Bureaus' services were
categorized as indirect when at least one-fourth of the clie
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 bee-

tween the ¥SB and other agencies. Only one aspect is measured:
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the sourcés of referrals to the bureau over a one year period.
Bureaus receiving more referrals from agencies than individuals
viere assumed to be more involved in coordinating referrals.

Innovation

3

Innovation is defined as organizational change. Change
in programs 1is 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 program 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
clientse

Judgments of innovativeness in programs and methods were
made through comparison of bureaus.

Program Bmphasis

A descriptive rather than an evaluative criterion, program
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 ordinai ranking is achieved on the basis of
an assumption that psychological counseling requires a great
deal of interaction with a client over a period of time, in-
struction requires moderate involvement and individual advocacy

requires the least involvement with the client‘é-3_7.




i
1
¢

[
]
1
1
L
1
1
[
L
L
L
L
L
[
.
L
L
[
L

{

i,

62

~

L3

Bureau Resvonsiveness to the Target Area

Using the performance criteria outlined above, bureaus
located in the same city dbut with different target areas vere
compared. If bureaus differed in performance criteria asso=
ciated with the environment, bureaus were Jjudged responsive,

INTRAORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEZXT

x

It is assumed that if the local community is primarily
responsible for program implementation, characteristics of
the community, environment and organizational structure, will
affect the implementation process. The focus on these parti-
cular variables was influenced by an analytic model of the
implementation process, summarized in chapter four (Van leter

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

variables were derived from the literature analyzing organiza-

tional structure (Pugh et al., 1963; Hage and Aiken, 1967;
Ripley et al., 1973). The varisobles and their operational
definitions are given below.

Intraorganizational Characteristics

Intraorganizational characteristics refer to the internal
structure of the YSBe Properties assumed to define structure
are the centralization of decisionmaking, specialization of
function, age, turnover of personnel, and standardization of
procedures. Interviews with the personnel of the YSBs pro=-

vided information on these organizational properties.
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Centralization of decisionmaking is measured by the number
of levels of organizational structure invelved in decisions
concerning the bureau. Three types of decisions were identi-
fied: general policy, program planning, and program manages
mente. Only the first two were used in measuring participation
in decisionmaking, since they affect the entire program. The
more levels of structure involved in decisionmaking, the greater
decentralization of decisionmaeking. ; )

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 measured by the number of years a bureau has been
in operation, as opposed 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 aslked to estimate if turnover for staff had
been large; names and the length of appointment of previous
directors viere requested of administrators.

Standardization of procedures refers to the specification
of rules for intake, which is the initial interview with 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 involve-
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 in-
volvement was provided by interviews with bureau personnel, é
The 1970 U. Se census and the 1972 census of governnents were %
the sources of information for the remaining variables. The |
variables and thelr 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 budgel development, was one
indicator of autonomy. Bach measure was weighted equally. The
second indicator wvas the frequency which the bureau was required
to submit reportse 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-
grame. The degree of community involvement was measured by the
presence or absence of tﬁe 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 programe.
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A policy voard appointed by éovernment vas given more weight
as was the initiation of the YSB program by a community organi-
zation.

The size of the community is measured by the population of
the citye. The literature on the YSB does not define the con=-
cept of a community, il.e., whether it refers to a geographical
area, the perception of belonging, or the service areas from
which the bureau receives most of its clients. The latter tuwo
would have been difficult to measure, therefore, it was decided
to define community in terms of geographical area.

Occupational structure refers to the provortion of employed
persons sixteen years and older having white collar occupatiionse.

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 conmposition 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,
METHOD

Selltiz' definition of an exploratory study is descriptive
of this comparative analysis of YSBs. The purpose of an exe
ploratory study is "“to gain familiarity with & 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 important. 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 ques=
tions. It was the basis for interviews with bureau directors,
assistant directors and at least two members:of ?hé progran
staff, Interviews with administrative personnel focused pri-
marily on the overall operation of the bureau and were appro=-
ximately one hour in length. Interviews with program staff
stressed their activities and vere approximately thirty minutes
long. All interviews were conducted at the bureaus during a
two month period, May and June, 1975, The criteria used in
selecting bureaus for investigation were funding source,
region, variation in organizational structure and the size of
the citye

Bureau records were the second source of data. Because
records kept on c¢lients 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 was desired.,

It is possible to rank bureaus in terms of the organiza=
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 atiribute. Ini=
tially, it wos exypected that bureau records would be used
entirely as indicators of performance, however, the desired
data was not available. The interwview schedule vrimarily
focused on organizational and contextual factors, therefore
more information is available for analysis. The questions
primarily addressed facts rather than perceptions. Through
comparison of replies of several staff members of é bureauw, it
is felt that some degree of accuracy vas attained. All res-
ponses were categorized by the analyste.

To identify associations betwveen organizational, and cone
textual variables and performance criteria, the data was manu-
ally tabulated. Vhen several variables were associated with
performance criteria, cross tabulations of subcategories were
done. This technique permitted control of a third facter in
order to determine if each variable was independently associ-
ated with performance. The small number of cases however
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 sttribute was
carried out. The purpose was to discover other factors which
nay be related to the other factors identified earlier. The
analysis ends with the development of hypotheses for further
more extensive investigation. Given the swmall 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 ﬁrovide 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 progréms rather than one. Most of the bureaus, hoﬂ-
ever, had several characteristics in common. Four were funded
by the state planning agency under the same progpaﬁ category,
all are labeled ¥YSBs and located in the same geographical area.
In a national survey of YSBs, it was stated that bureaus lo=
cated in the same state tended to have similarities (Department
of California Youth futhority, 1972a:146)e 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~l., There was nho attempt to rank the ~formance
criteria; i.e., to decide if innovation is a more important
activity than coordination. Two of the performance criteria
are dynamic; innovative programs and methods. The remaining
criteria characterized the programs as in the spring of 1975.
Program emphasis unlike 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 (g) had

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

E BUREAU PERFORMANCE

:% Performance 1 2 3 L 5
:g Innovative Progfams - - - - +
tg Innovative Methods + - - - +
| Indirect Service - - o .o +
:% Case Coordination - - + sec +
- Program Emphasis

:g High Involvement + + - - -
:% Moderate Involvement - - - + -
- Low Involvement - - + - +

%1rhe plus (+) sign indicates presence of the attribute,
the minus (~) sign, the absence of the attribute.

-

service and case coordination. One bureau was not evaluated

b Ll

on these attributes because it is funded to provide a particu=-
lar service. Bureaus differed least in the development of

innovative programs, with only one bureau described as having

d L

progranm changeo

Responsiveness of bureaus to the target area is measured

e

only by comparison of bureaus located in the same city, and
thus it was not possible to evaluate bureaus separately.

In discussing each criterion, similarities and differences
in bureaus! performance are compared to intraorganizational

characteristics and the organizational context.

-
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INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS

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=-
meking, and standardized procedures, but lacked spgcialization
of function and maturity. Two buresus had high staff turnover
(see Table 3-3). 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 yearse

TABLE 3-2

BUREAU PERFORMANCE IN RELATION TO THE
NUMBER OF INTRAORGANIZATIONAL AND
CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS

Performance Organizational Contextual

Innovative Programs

5 2
Innovative lethods 2 0
Indirect Service 0 1
Case Coordination 0 1
Program Emphasis 1 1
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. I - TABLE 3-3
- jﬂ INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS BY INTRAORGANIZATIONAL
. l CHARACTERISTICS
i . High No
- ' Central= Standard= New Staff Special= Total .
L 4|I ‘ig Bureaus ized izegd Bureau Turnover ization Number
. jg With Inno=-
vative .
- t§ Programs 0 0] 0 0 "0 1
- ' With Non-
B innovative a
Programs 3 3 3 2 2 n

%Data missing for one bureau,.

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

that the association between noninnovative programs, centrali-

e bd Ll L

zation of decisionmaking and standardization of procedures de=

b

creased when looking at bureaus described as not having spe=-

cialized functionse There was no change in the relation of

noninnovative programs, age of the bureau and staff turnover.
Centralization and standardization were independently associ=-

ated with noninnovative programs. It could not be determined

d L

if noninnovative programs were independently associated with

high staif turnover or age of the burean.

It seens as if bureaus which had more bureaucratic char-

acteristics were less innovative. Centralization, standardi-

= ;

zation and specialization are 21l characteristics of bureau=-

cracy (Pugh et al., 1963) but while specialization was positively

-
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TABLE 3=l

INNOVATIVE PROGRLMS BY AGE, TURNOVER, STANDARDIZATIOHN,
AND CENTRALIZATION, CONTROLLED FOR ABSENCE
OF SPECIALIZATION ‘

No Specialization

High

Central-~ Standarde New Staff Total
Bureaus ized lzed Bureau Turnover Number
With Inno=
vative
Programs 0 0 0 0 0
With None
innovative a
Programs 2 2 3 2 3

pata nissing for one bureau.

associated with innovation, the other two characteristics were
v

not. Table 3«5 indicated that the least Ybureaucratic!" bureau

was the one characterized as having innovative prograns.

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 programs also lacked autonomy, while the

bureau with innovative programs was characterized as having

autonomye.



b b b b b b e d

Lo T s T s T O e B e B

’.

73
TADLE 3=5
RELATION OF INWOVATIVE PROGRAMS AND
BUREAUCRATIC CHARACTERISTICS
Bureaus Innovative Centrali=~  Standardi=~  Speciali-
Program zation zation zation
5 Yes low Llow high
4 No Llow ecs  moderate
3 No high nmoderate low
2 o high moderate moderate
1 No high high high
TABLE 3~6
INNOVATIVE FPROGRAMS BY CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Bureaus No Autonomy Large City Total iHumber

Viith Innovative
Programs 0 0 1l

With Honinnova-
tive Programs 3 L L

Because it was 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

e
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innovation as measured by the number of vroposals for change,
it appears that autonomy is more important. Two bureaué lo=

cated in the sane c¢ity differed in autonony but were similar

in having high staff turnover, lacking spec¢ilalization and the
nunber of years in operation. The autonomous bureau had the

greatest potential for innovation. Two other bureaus located
in another city were similar in lacking autonomy but did not

differ in the potential for innovation. They differed in the
nunber of years in operation and specilalization.’

Since there was no direct question concerning proposals

for change, the information obtained depended on the openness

of bureau personnel to the interviewer. Because burcaus varied

in responsivencss to the interviewer, knowledge of proposals
probably came from nore open bureauss

Several hypotheses were formulated on the basis of the

associations,

H:l. The wore bureaucratic the organizational structure
of a bureau, the less innovative are its prograns,.

H:2s A bureau characterized by svecialization of func=
tion and decentralized decilsionmaking, requires a
stable staff for the development of innovative
ideas.

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

Hite In a smaller city, because the need for services
is greater, there is nore community support for
the bureau,

H:5s Vith community support, the probability of success=-
ful program implementation is higher.
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INNOVATIVE METHODS

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, while newer
bureaus were not. Age and specialization appear to be highly

related. Given the small number of cases, it was not ossible
. , t

to hypothesize about the independent associlaion of these

e Ld L L

w

characteristics to innovative nethods.

There were no contextual variables associated with innova=

tive nmethods (see Table 3=2)s It was the only performance

criterion not associated with contextual characteristics. In

contrast to innovative programs, the development of new methods

of aelivering service is entirely depended on the expertise of

bureau staff, which seems to be a consequence of specialization

- of function and time. e
9 I e Two hypotheses are formulated on the basis of associations.
- - - - HiGe The longer a bureau continues to operate, the more
: B likely are changes in the environment to occur,
) I whilch require a responsec. '

H:7. As the staff becomes more specialized, new methods

= l._- of delivering services are likely to be developed.
. [,__ INDIRECT SERVICE

_; Only one variable was associated with the vprovision of ine-
- i;._ direct services, community involvement, a contextual charac-
« [:- teristic. Only four bureaus were classified beczause one is a
- = specialized project. OFf these four bureaus, the two bureaus
s i Y
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TABLE 3=7
INNOVATIVE METHODS BY AGE AND SPECIALIZATION
Bureaus 3 years or over Speclalized Total Number

With Innovative
Methods 2 2 2

With Noninnova=-
tive Methods 0 0 ‘ : 3

described as providing indirect service had high community
involvement, the two which emphesized direct services had low

community involvement (see Teble 3=8).

TABLE 3-8

INDIRECT SERVICE, CASE COORDINATION, AND PROGRAM EMPHASIS BY
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND STANDARDIZATION

Low High
Bureau . Community -Conmmunity Standard- Total
Performance Involvement Involvement ized Number
Casse Coordina-
tion 0 2 - 2
Indirect Service 0 2 1 2
Direct Service 2 0 2 2
Low Client In-
volvenent 0 2 1 2
High Client
Involvement 2 0 2 P24
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Looking at the proportién of clients referred by each of
the bureaus categorized as providing indirect servicz, the
bureau with the highest community involvement, referred 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 polipy“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 initiated
by influential community organizations while bureaus providing
direct services were initiated by individuals.

Neither autonomy or size was associated with the provision

v
of indirect services. It may be that a neighborhood YSB is
not affected by the size of the city. The provision of ine
direct services may tend to limit the autonomy of the bureauw,
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 servicese.

Hi9., Involvement of community agencies in the plan=-

nlng ¢f the bureau progran fa01lltateu 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 specielized programe.

The two bureaus which were perceived as emphasizing case
coordination had community involvement in YSB programs, while
the bureau not stressing case coordination did not (see Table
3=-8)« Similar to the provision of indirect services, the
buresu which wes most involved in coordinating activities as
measured by the sources of referral to the bureau, 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

wvere differences between the YSB and the legal-criminel,
social, and 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 "unable to concretely identify the status
due a YSB represeﬂtatiﬁe (Fromkin and BElliott, 1974:197=198)."
The authors hypothesized that structural differentiation

affected the YSB interaction with community agencies.
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In the statewide assessmént of YSBs in Ohio, most of the
bureaus reported good working relationships with social ser=-
vice agencies, educational resources, religious groups and
independent professional resources. Neither the police or
courts, which Fromkin and Elliott stated have the highest
nunber of hierarchical levels, were mentioned (Dept. of Cri-

minal Justice, 1975:37).

Another fastor which may affect interagency’;eiations 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 arrest offenderse.
Given the potential conflict of values, it may be nore diffi-
cult for the YSB to establish good relationships with the

police.

Records on referral sources for the two bureaus categorized

as providing case coordination for a one year period were com=

pared with county records on the sources of referrals for un-

ruly offenses in 1973 (Department of Mental Health and Retarda=-

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
rolice., \Vhen this data was compared with 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 with schools and the police they were good.
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The staff of the other bureﬁu perceived the YSR's relations
with the court and the police as excellent and with the
scnools 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
nmay lead to more efiforts to coordinate casevork. Given the
crudeness of the indicators, there was no attempt to measure
th~ relationship between perceived relationship Fnd source of
referrals to the bureau.

H:1l0. The ecase of establishing interagency relations

depends on structural differences between the
YSB and other community agencies.

PROGRAM EMPHASIS

One contextual and one organizational variable were asso-
ciated with program emphasis. The two bureaus described as
having high involvement with clients had low comnunity involve-
ment. The two bureaus which were ranked iow on involvement
with clients had high community involvement. The bureaus with
high client involvement had standardized procedures, while one
of the burcaus 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
interviewis Given the importance of this initial interview,
specificatioh 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.

T T—
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When the two bureaus with high client involvement were
conmpared with the bureaus with low client involvement, com-
munity involvement appeared more important than standardiza-
tion. ©None of the burcaus with high community involvement had
high client involvement but onc of these bureaus did have some
standardized procedures.

Program eumphasis was associated with the method of provid-
ing services to clients. Bureaus categorized as 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 emphasizing extensive involvement
with clients, there is less time or need for interaction with
other agencies, which is essential to a bureau emphasizing
indirect services. Greater community involvement may require
a bureauw to serve uany varying needs which may result in
1) services to all clients being limited;vand 2) provision of
indirect services.

In one of the bureaus described as having high client in-
volvenent, the method of service delivery was changing. WVWith
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 wmonth, with a focus on a particular
problems, This supports the assumption that as a comnmunity

requires more of bureaus there is less involvenent with clients. .




=

d

=1 rm

i

B
E.“
é‘
El“
.
II ]
El:
|

R T O I L R O T

[

82

H:ll. Community involvement affects program emphasis
nore than the structure of the organization.

H:1l2. Greater involvenent with clients leads to a
need for standardized procedurese.

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

'RESPONSIVENESS TO THE TARGET AREA

Responsiveness to the target area is assessed by comparing
the performance of bureaus located in the same city but with
different target areas. Table 3=~9 shows that bureaus described
as not responsive differed only in the presence of innovative‘
methodse This criterion was assoclated 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 afeas, however program
descrivptions provided some information. One bureau serves a
rapidly changing neighborhood with a high rate of unemploy=-
ment, overcrowded housing, limited social services and recreé-
tional facilities und a high rate of delinquency. 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




TABLE 3-9

RESPONSIVENESS OF BUREAUS TO THE TARGET AREA BY CONTEXTUAL

AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Interbureau Differences

Intercity Differences

Organization Context Performance Organization Context

Bureaus not

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

Bureaus

Responsive centrali- autonomy progran high turn- high comnu-
zation, empnasis over of nity in-
turnover of ° staff volvement
directors ' ;

¢8
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were 1oca£ed. Although buréaus 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 responsive bureaus differed in centralization and turn-
over of directors. 1In contextual variables, they were similar
in community involvement but differed in autonomy (seé Table
3=9).

Although these bureaus did not differ in innovative proe-
grams hypothesized to be affected by autonomy, there were
indications that constraints in autonomy Tead 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

acteristics (see Table 3=10).

chare-
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 differed by 32 per cent in December, 1974, in July,

1975, the percentage difference was 10 per cent.,
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TABLE 3-10
CHANGE IN PROGRAM EMPHASIS AND CLIENT

CHARACTERISTICS FOR BUREAUS WITH
THE SAME MONITORING AGENCY

12/74 L=7/75
Per Cent Number Per Cent Number
Clients
Provided
Educational \ N
Services 6 282 20 730
75 306 Lo 157
12/74 1-7/75
Per Cent Number Per Cent Number
Male Clients ‘
Served L7 367 60 220
15 307 70 2350

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 same 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 scme support from the unrespon=-
sive bureaus, which were similar in program emphasis. The

reports to the implementing agency / 4_/ were similar, although
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no standaéd form was used. The staff of these bureaus also
regularly interacted and some of the services were jointly
provided. This may also account for similarity in programs.

Although both responsive bureaus had experienced high
turnover of staff, one has had several administrators, thus
increasing its instability. It is hypothesized that this
bureau is less likely to be innovative because of fhis organi-
zational characteristic as well as the lack of autonomy.

What did responsive bureaus have in common wﬁich 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 stéff 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 which 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:l4. DBureaus held accountable to the same agency tend

to develop similar programs.

H:l5. The more interaction between bureaus, the

greater similarity in the programs.

H:16. Bureaus having the same implementing agency

tend to be similar in performance.

H:l7. The more unstable a bureau, the less llkely

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 CENTRAL THESIS

The following statements summarize briefly the analysis of

five YSBs.,.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Contextual variables are more often associated with
variation in bureau performance than are organizational
variables., v

When both contextual and organizational variables are
assoclated with performance, contextual variables appear
to be more important.

Activities which can be accomplished by the bureau alone
are primarily associated with organizational character-
istics.

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 }acilitate the implementation of
others.

Given the association of two contextual variables, communi-
ty involvement and administrative autonomy with five of the
performance attributes, a nmore 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 performance. Especially important was‘the“bﬁreau which
was positively evaluated on all applicable criteria and the

two bureaus which were negatively evaluated on three of these.

Community 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

F=
o

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

Fzﬁ

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

=3
i

which also receives less state aid per capita.

The cities differ in the openness of the power structure

L

which was perceived to affect the implementation of the YSB

program. While the power structure in which the main YSB is

i
! ;
“ﬁg- <<~g'

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

==

‘ i
i L

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

i

sy

county seat with more agencies providing services to youth and

better interagency relations facilitated the provision of in-

] direct services. The YSB branch office provides more direct

services because there were fewer agencies to refer clients to

and because interagency relations were more difficult to estab-

lish. Clienvs served by the YSB and its branch office also

H

differed in age and social class. Although the class distinc-

L tion was probably =z consequence of city economy, the age dif=-

— ference was perceived to be a function of different criteria

E;Z:::ﬁ!

used to refer youth to the bureau.

Most of the differences identified by the YSB staff are

not reflected in the environmental characteristics opera-

B tionalized in terms of census data. However, discussions with

i] the staff of another bureau indicated that socioecononic status

i | ] 3
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of the target area did affect the degree of citizen partici-
pation in bureau's programse. After unsuccessful efforts to
get citizens invclved 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 community. If thé race of YSB personnel differs
from that of the dominant community, it may have a ﬁegative
effect on community involvement, and persons needing services
may be hesitant to seek it. ZEarlier 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 stfucture, 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.

Administrative Autonomy

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 ¥YSB. 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 mentiongd that
public administration limited the flexibility‘ofnthe bureau.
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 budget. 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 YSE program, staff
menbers 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 about 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

e d

schools and the welfare department, even the publicly ad=-

L

ministered bureaus would be perceived as less bureaucratic.

In one privately administered bureau, it was felt that

:E public administration would limit flexibility of staff and
:} the YSB's responsiveness to the community. In addition, the
YSB could become involved in partisazn issues and goﬁernment
ji night be pressured to constrain the YSB program when it was
a not acceptable to community influentialse.
- 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
B ‘: 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 vere two bureaus implemented by a public agency
which received most of their funds from outside the local com=
nunity. 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-

dents,

Another contextual factor which has the potential to

+

} T

t} 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=-
tion. There is little that a YSB can do about culture, per-
ceptions, the community power structure or the number of youth
serving agencies. The YSB therefore must adjust to these cir-
cumstances. 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 whighw@ere not formulated for YSBs but which the
YSB must follow as a public agency. lMany of these such as the
reporting system may constrain bureau responsiveness to its

environment.
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IMPLICATIONS OF ANALYSIS
DEVELOPING A PROGRAM MODEL FOR YSBs

Before the field investigation was conducted, it was
assumed that the organizational context and the structure of
decisionmaking were adequate bases for formulating a typology
of YSBs. Although the structure of decisionmaking was asso=
ciated with innovative programs, it was initiélly.h&pothesized
to affect the other performance criteriae. The importance of
the organizational gontext 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 operationalized; and could 2) discriminate bureau
programs,

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 activities as more or
less direct. Approximately 70 per cent of the programs (n=5%)
vere 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.
IMPLEMENTING THE OHIO STANDARDS
FOR YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Using the standards for the YSB developed by the Ohio
Criminal Justice Supervisory Commission (1975) aid the recom-
mendations from the statewide evaluation of YSBs kDepartment
of Criminal Justice, 197%) 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 Goals

1. "YSBs should avoid providing direct services except
short term demonstration projects whenever possible (0CJSC,
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 developedeesto
institute a coordinating effort to refer clients to available
services (Depte. of Criminal Justice, 1975:56)."

as If indirect service is the approach used, public

operation should be considered, particularly in a large

citye.
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be If there are several branches of a ¥SB in a city,

service brokerage should be coordinated by a central

bureau.

ce If there is an integrating organization in the

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. Tach 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 contacte

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 service. This was hypothesized to be a function of

the extent of community iuvolvement

in the planning and opera=

tion of the YSB programe. 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 publicly operated.

Assocliation with government




it B |

=
B B B N .

3 -1

1
"
L

-

\

]

| 97
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 fragmentatipn‘had been
able to develov strong interagency relations. Two contributing
factors may have been the smallness of the city and the exis-

tence of an integrating organization.

BEvaluation

2e "Unless these goals (of the bureau) are behaviorally
stated, proper measurement toward them cannot be accomplished
(Dept. of Criminal Justice, 1975:65)."

a. If 2 bureau has goals other than diversion, it may be

difficult to provide objective measures of effectiveness.

be If a bureau is to be perceived as effective, it is

essential that it carry out public relations programs

to increase comnunity 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 recordkeeping,
Youngstown 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 assessiﬁg diversion bui 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 predelinqguent youth, it would be difficult to
develop indicators of success. IEven Youngstown stating that
community planning and resource developnent were areas '"“that
YSBs have made their 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 yéuth services and the level of contact
that the agencies had with the ¥S3, 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 community supporﬁ. Perception may influence
program operation, particularly the function of coordination.,
In addition, Youngstown stated that community feedback is a

valid form of evaluation.

Decision Structure

%« "The YSB should be organized as an independent,
locally operated agency that involves the widest number of
people of the community in the solution of yoﬁth problems
(0CISC, 1975:37) .4

as If the YSB is to perform the service brokerasc funce

tion, then it should have a policy board.

be If the ¥YSKR is to be independent in teras of procedurces

and programs, then it is immortant that the burceau have

the administrative avtonomy to hire staff and awpnrove

programs and budget.

Coe If a burcawn is publicly adwinintered, a policy boerd

would promote comaunity involvement which facilitates the

performance of the service brolkerage function and would

increase the burcau's responsiveness to its environment.

de If a bureau is located in a low socioecononic area,

it may be necessary to provide incentives for participa=-
tion in programs by the community.

e. In a large city, the independence of the neighborhood
bureau may be best achieved by having two boards, a central
board responsible for interagency relations and a neighbor-

hood board to insure responsiveness to community needs.
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The Community Prevention Report of the National Advisory
Commission states that Ya bureau with high priority on coor-
dination requiring some control over resources, may nore
appropriately be publicly operatedesecsa buresu 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 agency. Three bureaus vere categorized asg publicly
operated, one provided indirect service. This bureau, with an
advisory board representative of the neighborhood, interacted
primarily with neighborhood agencies. The other two burecaus
did not have a policy or advisory board. It was hypothesized
that the more a community is involved in the YSB program, the
more likely the YSB is to stress indirect services. A policy
board was perceived by the staff of burcaus as important, both
because it insures responsiveness to the community and provides
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 agency representatives in the majority is

needed. A Californie report indicated that lay composition
increased community participation, but might produce a differ=
ent type of burecau. It vas hypothesized that a board built
around an indigenous community might focus on Ugeneralized
delinquency prevention among self referrals rather than diver-
sion among referrals from 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 YSB should have a separate board
composed of persons residing in the target area.

Although bureau effectiveness was not analyzed, it may be
that the composition of the decision structure determines the
source of referrals to the burcau which nay influence the
achievenent of the diversion function. The composition of one
bureau's board changed from having a majority‘of‘prbfessionals
to lay citizens. In the first year of operation, more than
90 per cent of the referrals were from agencies, however in
the past year, onc-third of the referrals came fron individuals.

The Supervisory Commission was not clear on the neaning of
the terms 'independent! and "locally operated." It stated that
a burecau should not be under the control of the juvenile jus-
tice system, but stressed that "it must have recognized
authority to handle youth problems (1975:37)." This scems to
require public operation of the bureau or the delegation of
authority by government to a privately operated bureau.

Public operation limits a bureau's discretion, necessary for
responsiveness to the community and innovative prograns. low=
ever a bureau having a policy board with authority for program
development may provide autonomy, even though the bureau is
publicly operated.

0f the bureaus with noninnovative programs, the YS8B with
the greatest potential for innovation had a policy board. Howvi-
evér constraints on autonomy seemud to be a factor preventing

the implementation of innovative ideas that were developed.
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"he socioeconomic characteristics of the community should

i

be considered in mobilizing community support for the bureaue.

L

One bureau located in a poor neighborhood had to alter a pro-
“] gram because of difficulty in getting citizens involved.
“1 Staff of another bureau noted that there were problems in

getting the poor to participate, however persons of niddle

class status were active in the program. Approaching organized

groups may be one way of getting greater représenﬁaiion of the
. poor on the YSB board. In a community action program, this

approach achieved greater represgentation than either holding

of elections or appointment by goverament (Greenstone and

Peterson, 1973:179).

Lo "YStaff who will work directly with youth should be
hired on the basis of ability to relate to youth in a helping
role. The focus of staffing should not be to hire only via
traditional educational and experience requirements (0CJSC,
1975:40) M

— ae If a bureav is publicly operated, then there will be

1 m—

less flexibility in selection of staff who will orobably

have to meet the standards of the administering agencye

]
1

be If staff is recruited and hired by the administersing

|
|

agency, the discretion of the bureau in develoning pro-

L. - gramns is limited.

A cheracteristic of publicly administered bureaus is the

hiring of staff by the implementing agency. This occurred in

1
- o .
|
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three bureaus. They all lacked administrative autonony, bhe=
cause they did not control hiring or program and budget deve-
lopment. 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 assuned
that the bureau director is very important in determining pro=-
gram operacion, especially in bureas with centraliged decision=~
making, which was also a characteristic of tHese»YSBs. How=
ever, if the director does not have the authority to control
the staff, his objectives may not get implemented.

In all of the bureaus, staff tended to differ from ad-
ninistrators in the perception of bureau objectives, with staff
emphasizing objectives most directly related to youth. 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 consistency in staff behavior and thus in the provision of
services.

There was greater consistency in staff descriptions of

‘responsibilities in bureaus which had a program supervisor who -

directed staff activities. While a director may be occupied
with administration, a program supervisbr can greatly affect
staff behavior. One of these bureaus was publicly adminis-

tereds It is assumed that although the YSB may be limited in
selecting staff when publicly operated, it may gain some cone~

trol over staff through a brogram supervisors.
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5S¢ "Public funds should be appropriated on an ongoing
basis to support youth services bureaus because the total
community has & concern for youth and their problems (OCJSC,

1975:41) .1

2., Local government administration of the program may

tend to discourage innovation.

be If the reporting system is inflexible, it ﬁay con-

strain program operation.

Associated with public funding is the requirements of
public accountabllity: that the money be spent efficiently and
effectively. The reporting system for demonstrating accounta-
bility can become a form of control over the bureau's programs.
If all bureaus are required to fill out the same reports, goals
may be distorted in order to satisfy monitoring requirements
(Derthick, 1970:156). Bureaus studied did not provide an
exomple of thise The reporting systewms have been changed fre=-
quently. Secondly, it was impossible to separate the report-
ing system from the other effecls 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 involvenent with clients.
This may be a function of the reporting system, and the same

source of funding. It may reflect changes in the target




fereors

i

. 105

population or a deliberate effort of staff to serve o certain

[

type of client.

el

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 program expenditures, innovative pgograms were not
developed., Dependency on public funding may lead to the pre-

servation of the status quo rather than the innovative role

for the YSE as envisioned by the President's Commission.

o

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 programs,

INFERENCES TO OTHER COMMUNITY~BASED PROGRANMS

Ih The trend in intergovernmental relations seems to be

toward greater decentralization of planning and implementation

J |

of public programs. Since this also characterizes the YSB

program, it is felt that the comparative analysis may be rele=-

——
151 4
)

vant to the study of similar programs. Three factors seem to

_——
P
]

distinguish these programs from those implemented directly by

the federal government: the difficulty of svecifying progran

———
I

objectives, the importance of relations between government and

the service deliverers and the impact of citizen participation

j] on program operation.
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When program goals are to be established by the local
community, the analyst is confronted with the problem of
identifying goals and determining their comparability from
community to community. Most administrative agencies however
are nmore 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 as reflecting progfam goals. How=
ever as mentioned earlier, the type of information provided
focuses on program inputs rather than the accomplishment of
objectives. State monitoring forms for YSBs emphasize the
setting of targets for the number of clients trained and served;
This may have nothing to do with the achievement of diversion
or prevention. The meaningfulness of performance targets de-
pends on evaluating the linkage between performance and effecte.
Presently, the SPA is measuring the amount of work not the
effectiveness of that worke.

In studying community-based programs, the analyst will
often have to rely on less objective data until the informa-
tion collected by the government ils appropriate for the mea-
surement of effectiveness,

The field study indicates that the relationship betwecen the
government ond the servibe delivery agencies may have an impor=-
tant 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 nonroutine services, such as counseling, out-
reach, referral and advocacy.

YSBs ran by government were perceived as less responsive
and innovative than bureanus which were privately operated or
which had a contractual relationship with the public agency.
Other programs which stress the importance of individualized
service may have greater success in progran inplementation if
services are provided by private agenciles through,aVcontrao-
tual arrangement.

Finelly, citizen participatiqn is frequently required by
the newer federal progroms. However the extent to which citi=-
zens actually have influence over the program depends on the
composition of the decisilonmaking body, the method of selecting
representatives and the authority which it possesses vis a vis
the inplementing agencye.

In two ¥YSBs, the implementing agency was seen as increasing=
ly infringing the authority of the decisionmaking body with the
result that services were becoming less individualized. Rffec-
tive citizen participation may insure public responsiveness,
but when ineffective, citizen participation may lead to more

public apathy.
SUMMARY

The question which focused the analysis of the YSB program
was what effect does local discretion have on program opera-

tion. The central thesis which guided analysis stated that
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the performance of a federaliy funded program permitting local
discretion is associated with the intraorganizational charac~
teristics of the program and 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.
Bureau directors, assistant directors, and at least two case-
workers were interviewed at each bureau. The‘criﬁefia used
in selecting bureaus for study were the major funding source,
region, size; and variation in organizational structure.

In the comparative analysis of the Y8B, it was observed
that contextual variables were more often associated with
variations in bureau performance than organizational variables.
Of the contextual variables, it was hypothesized that community
involvement and administrative autonomy were the most important.
The performance attributes studied could be classified according
to the degree which implementation depended on the cooperation
of other agencies. The more activities required interagency
relations, the more contextual factors, many which were not
manipulavle, affected performance.

The central thesis was not refuted but refined through
formulation of several hypotheses. The field study was the
basis for recommendations on implementing the Ohio standards
for YSBs, comments on developing a program model for the YSB

and suggestions about studying other community-based programs.
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NOTES

l. In chapter two of this study, several evaluations of
Youth Service Bureaus are sumarized.

2e In the eppendix to this study, problems in implementing
the field survey are discussed.,

3o Individual advocacy Norman (1972) states requires the
identification of problems, establishing a rapport with the
youth, developing a plan of action, referrsl to amnother agency
and follovw-up to see that the client rcceives adequate ser-
vices,

Lo An implementing agency is defined as '"any person or
body recognized and authorized by the subgrantee to perform a
service within a select crime area (Dept. of Iconomic and
Community Development, 197L:2),."

=~109=




CHAPTER IV
CONCEPTUAL RELEVANCE OF THE COMPLIANCE
AND COLLABORATIVE PERSPECTIVES

In this final chapter, the objective is to link descrip=-
tion to conceptualization. Iirst, the utility of the conmpli-
ance perspective for analyzing the YSB program is‘assessed.
Second, several issues are considered in formulating hypothe-
ses concerning differences in the compliance and collaborative
perspectives. 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.
THE FIELD STUDY AND THE COMPLIANCE PERSPECTIVEL

It was initially assumed that because the YSB program is
discretionary, it could not be analyzed using.a compliance
perspective. The field study supported that assumption. It
is inferred that programs similar to the YSB cannot be analyzed
using this perspective., 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~
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created by the analyst. The YSB program was not created by

statute, therefore program descriptions, administrative regu-

lations and report forms were examined as possible sources of

Y3B standards. There were no administrative requirements

that could be used as process standards for the bureaus. A

w—t

decentralized program, there were no standardized criteria

for evaluating success or failure.

The primary purpose of the YSB is that 3t should serve the

needs of the community (MAC, 1973:70). In describing the

bureau, the literature emphasizes the different forms it may

take, rather than similarities., In addition, functions of

the Y8B, as defined by Norman in chapter two, are not associ-
ated with discrete activities. For exaﬁple, activities asso=
ciated with the function of service brokerage include: direct
services, community inventory, coordination, referral, youth
advocacy and follow-up. Some of the same services may be asso~
cliated with other fuanctions, such as resource development or
systems modification. lost important would be the reason why

a particuler activity is carried out. This could vary with

bureaus and thus cannot be considered a basis for comparative

analysise.

The compliance perspective assunes a hierarchical differ=-

entiation of authority for policy formulation and implementa-

i
|4
¥

tion. Policy formulators establish the standards which deter=-

R

mine the desired pattern of implementation. These functions

were not separated hierarchically by level of government in

t
i
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the YSB programe. Ilach 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 analysise.

Howard Fromkin has developed a hierarchical model of ob=-
jectives for evaluating VYSBs. A major assumpfion underlying
the model is that Ythe degree of achievement of lower order
objectives is an important determinant of the degree of
achievement of higher order objectives (Fromkin and Elliott,
1974 :4)." Secondly, it is hypothesized that certain activie
ties lead to the accomplishment of YSB 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 time.

Without assuming that a hierarchical model was a priori
useful, some of the objectives associated with immediate,
intermediate and ultimate objectives of YSBs were sclected.
Bureau staff were asked to state those which were applicable
to their program and rank them according to importance. It is
felt that bureau staffs were unable or did 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 task difficult. Concerning the YSB
program becausc there were no procedural standords, the record-
keeping system varied with the bureau. However, the attempt
wvas mnade to collect and compare available informqtion on the
characteristics of the clients served and the type of service
provided.

The utility of the information was low, ﬂot only becausec
the bureaus didn't keep all the information wanted, but also
the "independent! variables could not “explain' variation
1_1_7. Most of the bureaus practice outrcacl, il.e., mneeting
youth in their own setting, develoving rapport with them and
encouraging those in need of services to scek it (Norman, 1972:
222). This probably affected the type of client served, but
it is also affected by the characteristics of the target area.
Environmental variables observed, the size of the population,
ethnicity and socioeconomic status, were not amenable to iden=
tification of the behavior of youth. 4 factor affecting the
type of clients served is the sources of referrals. This dew
pends on the bureau'ls relation with the juvenile justice
system and with the community as a whole.

The compliance perspective stresses the importance of
organizational structure and processes in 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 its effect on

the pattern of decisionmaking and the structuring of staff
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activities. However the contextual variables which received
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less emphasis in the interview schedule wvere more often asso-

If ciated with variation in bureau performance than organizational

"

variablese. When both contextual and organizational variables

were associated with performance, contextual variables seemod

e

to be more important.

The concept of compliance implies conflict between levels

of the hierarchy which requires mechanisms of control to insure

-l

implementation of program objectives. The state planning

agency requires quarterly reports of the ¥SB projects. How~

L

ever there is one person on the evaluation stoff who must

1 H
_—
i

monitor all of the LEAA funded projects in the state.

The size of the evaluation staff inplies that the SPA is
not aggressively seeking'to control its programs. Second, as
stated in chapter two, the standards for YSBs in Ohio are not
being enforced. Rather it appears that the technique of per-

suasion is being used, since projects which "demonstrate they

are working to implement the Ohilo Standard" are given priority

L

in funding (Dept. of Economic and Community Development, 1975:

b
1 |

10).

{“' L —
Lo There is the potential for conflict between the local im=-
. l o plementing agency and the YSB project, but this is at the same
I o
- l@*“ level of government. Some of the personnel of bureaus with

- . o= . . . . . . .
r' * inmplenmenting agencies indicated they were less than satisfied

I with the implementing agencies'! administrative and program
Jo— 2
“] requirementse. In addition, bureaus more closely monitored by

i {
¥ H
| )

@] inplementing agencies, having less autonony, were described
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as less responsive to their target arcase. 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 program.
The YSB program was not amenable to a compliance perspec-

tive. Organization of the program, especilelly the lack of

administrative standards, as well as characteristics of the

program, such as individualized service to clients, and vro=-

R [ S —

gram content designed and implemented by the local community,

did not permit analysis of program implementation using a
compliance perspective.

- A compliance perspective was attenpted because of greater
familiarity with studies categorized under this heading. For

exanple, the Presgman and Vildavsky boolr, entitled Imvlementa-

tion (1973) vas described as using a combpliance perspective.

- Second, the organization literature provides operational nea-

A

sures of characteristics of organizational structure, sonc
which have bLeen tested. The main problem is to selecct a
classification system appropriate to the study of social agene
cies,

The collaborative perspective has no theoretical base.

There is no identified body of empirical research on political

5
o

bargaining which characterizes interorganizational or inter-

governmental conflicte There are no guildelines about what to

investigate, i.e., how to determine who are participants in

D

the implementation process, since the burcaucracy does not

bound implementing activities. A collaborative study would

Pl
| N

require an historical perspective; a focus on the development

I
3
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of the program through time is necessary if the process of

“ﬁ . nutual adjustment is to be identified. Finally, most of the

¥ :
==
" i

data collected would be qualitative because of the importance

of values to understanding conflict and cooperation.

o ’

-

The collaborative perspective, however, seems prima facie

more amenable to analysis of the YSB program. Standards for

[] .
¢ 1

evaluation are supplied by the analyst, There is no hierar-
chical differentiation of function, nor is it&assumed that

the pattern of implementation is determined by policy formula-
tors. Rather than trying to answer the question "did it worlk,"

the analyst is concerned with "what happened."”
STUDY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

In chapter one, the compliance and collaborative perspec-

tives were introduced as a means of categorizing the case

l

Delineation of differences in the two perspectives was based
on studies of federal programse. In this section, the litera=-
ture is reviewed abstractly. The purpose is to hypothesize
about empirical differences in the perspectives.

Dale Marshall (1974) in a review of federal poverty and

LT

welfare policy identified three central issues in the study of
implementation., These are evaluation of the impacts of public
policy, characteristics of the implementation process, and ex-

planation of variations in implementation. In discussing each

:] , study literature concerning the process of implementation.

of Marshall's issues, attention will focus on whether the two

‘.] perspectives are distinguished, and if these differences have

empirical relevance.

|
o
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EVALUATION

Marshall observed that "studies often disagree less about
what the results (of implementing a policy) are, than about
the appropriate standard to use in evaluvating the results.!
Analyst using strict standards, involving major change,
judge implementation a failure, while those with loose stan-
dards, conclude it 1s 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 prcgram; those using a
collaborative perspective supplied their own, 1f the progran
was evaluated., Wildavsky (1973) and Murphy (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,

Jones in evaluating ailr pollution policy relied on '"theo-
retical concepts about how policy should be made in a good
society (1975:295)." Berke and Kirst, although stressing how
allocation decisions were made, used the standard of fiscal
equity to rank 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 evaluaticne. Compliance studies imply that evalua-

tion by a policy analyst is a scientific endeavour, i.e.,
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standards are supplied by the program, the analyst is not
concerned with ultimate judgments of value,

An ultimate judgment 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 deal with ultimate
judgments of value, but the methods and standards of empirical
political science (1968:17) are appropriate to 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 ''very
murky, diffuse end implicit-(Ripley, 1975:3), that the evalua-
tor may have to tease the objectives out of a variety of
documents and statements of policymakers.' In some cases,
"the policy's standards and objectives will have to be deduced
by the individual researcher (Ven Meter and Van Horn, 1974:
17)." 1In deciding.the appropriateness of the standard for a
program, whether the policy is ambiguous or clear, the ana-
lyst is making an evaluative judgment. On what basis does the
analyst justify that program regulations, statute or any other
document contein program objectives? Only with an ultimate
Jjudgment of value can it be asserted that these sources con-

tain standards for evaluztion.
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

In describing characteristics of the implementation pro=-

cess, lMarshall noted that some social scientists view it as a
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technical process. It has been characterized by the number of
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 achleve desired
outcomes (1974:154) "

The compliance and collaborative studies differ in empha-
sis given to technical and political factors. 'Compliance
studies focus on structure and administrative processes.
Derthick (1970) emphasized the effect of structure on achioving
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 interaction among partici-
pants in implementation. Jones (1975) described how relations
among industry, government and the public changed from a coop-
erative to an adversary relationship. Derthick (1972) stressed
the difficulties of local officials 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
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characterizing decisionmaking, the problem solving or analytic
approach, and the political bargaining or muddling through
approache

The problem solving approach requires that program objec-
tives be identified and ranked. 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 scienﬁific such
as PPBe Its aims are "evaluation of program output as it
relates to objectives, measurement of total system costs,
nultiyear program planning and integration of program with
the budgetary process (Schultze, 1963:19-20)."

The political bargaining approach assumes that in the con=
text of conflicting values, it is best not to focus on speci=~
fication of goals. Process rather than substance is stressed.
Recognizing nan's limited intellectual capacity, incrementalism
is recommended. Analysis is restricted to a small number of
alternatives not drastically different from current prograns,
while policy is considered serially, rather than holistically.
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
among partisans. ‘

In the literature survey, it was noted that compliance
studies distinguish policymakers from implementors, thus ime

plying a hierarchical structure; collaborative studies do not.
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The federal structure cannot be described legally as an hier-
archical structure, but the executive branch of the federal
government can be perceived as dominating 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 perceived as noncentralized, i.e., “"consti-
tutional coexistence of a general government and governments
with more particularized authority, which share governmental
power (Elazar et al., 1969:19)," problems of implementation
involve bargaining and negotiation. Most of the mechanisms of
control available to organizations are absent in a noncentral-
ized federal system. It is hypothesized that the character of
the implementation process is related to the pattern of decision-
malking and the degree of authority exerciscd by federal adminise-

trators.
EXPLANATION O THE IMPLEHMENTATION PROCESS

The third issue which Marshall discussed is how differences
in the pattern of implementation are explained. Factors which
have been hypothesized to explain variation in the way differ=~
ent cities respond to federal policy include socioecononic
characteristics, group demands, city government structure, and
attitudes of decisionmakers (1975:15L).

In chapter two, it was stated that the central thesis was

based on three hypotheses taken from the literature of public
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policye These hypotheses suggest that policy types, community
characteristics and the federal grant structure affect the
process of implementation. Below, discussion will focus on
whether those factors differentiate the compliance and col=-

laborative perspectives of the implementation processe.

Policy Tynes

Policies analyzed by the collaborative and compliance
perspectives differed in several respects: the séecificity of
objectives, the number of programmatic strings tied to the grant
and the ease of standardizing activities. The objectives of
programs categorized under the collaborative perspective were
general, For example, a Community Health Center was defined
as Y'a facility offering comprehensive mental health services
for persons residing in a particular community (Connery et al.,
1968:491). ileither the concept of mental health nor the con-
munity was defined. DBecause there was no target group specie
fied in the statute, it was impossible to evaluate if services
were being delivered. In contrast, Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Bducation Act identified by formula those schools
which were eligible for financial assistance and thus provided
a standard for evaluation: comparability of funds received by
Title I and non=Title I schools.

It nmay be that program objectives aren't clear because
there isn't sufficient knowledge of what can be done or howe.
When this is the case, often authority to develop standards

is delegated to administrators. Jones (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 tnen the program exceeded technological capabilities to
implement.

The lack of standards allows for greater variation in
program implementation. Derthick (1968) stated that centrali-
zation of rulemaking in the Massachusetts public as§istance
program limited intercity differences in admiﬁistration. Only
in a program that was locally controlled, general relief, were
adiministrative differences among cities noted. Similarly,
Connery et al. predicted that the implementation of the Com=-
nmunity Mental Health program might vary substantially given
the ambiguity of.program concepts.

Certain activities however may be difficult to standardize.
In the public assistance program, service giving was a discre=-
tionary function which varied with the social worker in each“
caée. Activities associlated with YSB functions varied with
the bureau and sometimes among a bureau's staff.

Differences in the formulation of policy may influence both'
program characteristics and the implementation process. Where
public policy lacks public visibility, government officials
have greater freedom in decisionmakinge. The program adopted
is likely to reflect professional values without being sub~-

Jected to practical conpromise (Connery et al., 1968:566).

Derthick observed that "the typical proposal is submitted to

Congress where local interests have the opportunity to make

their positions knowne.eand the formulation of administrative
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guidelines is likely to follow ccnsultation 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 knowledge about a problem will deternine the type of policy
formulated. Concrete policies are developed ﬁhenatﬁere is in-
formation about what to do and of how to do it. In implement=
ing the program, the achievement of compliance is likely to be
a major concern. General policles are likely to change as the
prograem is implemented; standards, if created, are not enforced

or perhaps are uneforceable,

Community Characteristics

Coliaborative studies gave more weight to environnental
conditions than compliance studies. Tnvironment refers to
socloeconomic characteristics, culture, and precedents.
Compliance studies implied that structural characteristics
were more important than the setting. Vildavsky and Pressman
noted that government fragmentation and the lack of political
interest groups was a difficult probvlem 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
relations 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 o

i i

more important by collaborative studies than objective factors

11

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 s%gnificant
influences on the state administrative process. In the study
of YSBs, several factors were examined: the size of the popu-
lation, racial composition, degree of urbanism, occupational
structure, emnployment and juvenile crime rates. Only size

and racial composition differentiated communities. Other

variables such as community culture, availlability of youth

[y

services and interagency relations were felt to affect bureau
performance as much as the size of the communitye.

When collaborative and compliance studies are compared in

terms of the level of government primarily responsible for pro-

11
B B B

gram administration, the local level is indicated for all of

the collaborative studies, although Jones characterized the

!
o=

1970 amendments to the Clean Air Act as reflecting centrally

I

directed sharing. Two of “the three programs, EDA and Public

Assistance categorized under the compliance perspective,

|
.

emphasized the role of the federal government in administra-

Y

—
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tion. This may explein the greater recognition of environmental
1ectors by collavorative 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-
tion process when the progran is characterized by local respon=-
sibility for program planning and implementation. In the case
of Title I of the Blementary and Secondary Education Act,
analyzed using a compliance perspective, local education agen=-
cies were describved 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 “hisﬁorical commitnment
in Massachusetts to local control of schools and the resultant
concentration of power at the local level (Murphy, 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 status. 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 sige
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
developnent 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 thé 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 hy a
history of public ideologies (Reagan, 1972). For example,
President Johnson's Great 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 assumed that an
increase in federal government power would not diminish the
power of any other group (Elazar et al., 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
governmentse.

An apbroach labeled national localism was created in which

the federal government is responsible for setting national
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goals, but the state and locai governments determine how to
achieve them, taking account of local needs. The responsi-
bility for implementation shifts to the 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 geﬁeral 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 programs
already in existence.

Creative IFederaliem, 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-
gran.

Jones stated that "fhe Nixon philosophy, the New Federalism,
set the context for implementing the 1970 federal air pollution
law (1975:253)." Although the 1970 amendments allocated a
greéﬁ deal of authority to the federal government for air pol;

lution regulation, the New Federalism determined the use of
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that authority. Jones stated that the state implementation=-

plan regulations incorporated much of the new doctrine (1975:

253)
CONCEPTUALIZING THE IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

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
conditions. The hypotheses are restated below.

(1) The character of the implementation process is related
to the pattern of decisionmaking 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 impl

Qe

mented,

(3) Environmental conditions affect the implementation

process when the local government is primarily responsible for

brogram administration.

(4) The berception of intergovernmental relations as

expressed in the dominant public philosophy affects policy

formulation and implementation.

Although the compliance and collaborative perspectives were

not completely differeptiated on these factors, compliance

programs tended to Ee centrally administered, concrete, and
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less affected by environmental conditions. 1In contrast, state
and local governments shared in the development and adminise
tration of collaborative programs. Goals changed as the pro-
gram was implemented and adjustments were made to environ-
mental conditions., |

Although the compliance and collaborative verspectives
described how the implementation prucess has been looked at,
rather than the implementation process, these berspectives have
suggesteé 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 progranm implementation.

It was concluded that this perspective was not appropriate
for analysis of the YSB program.

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 yerspectives, it is possible to
assess the scope of the framework.

Van Meter wud 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)." 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 hypothesi;ed to .determine
the performance of policy, “the degree to.which aiticipated
services are actually delivered (1§75).”“ These weré”poiicy
standards, policy rescurces, interorganizational communication
and enforcement activities, characteristics of impleménting
agencies, economic; social, and political conditions and the
disposition of implementors.

The authors state that the evaluation of performance re=-
guires that policy goals and objectives be identified and
measured. Implementation is judged to be successful when
standards and objectives are realized., Implementation nay
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 remaininz 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 involyed and the
goal consenéué among participants in the implementation pro-
cesse. 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 implemeniation
Process. ‘

The conceptual model emphasizes the imporfance of adminis-
trative processes to program performance. The authors! reli-
ance on organizational literature, particularly "studies of
the process by which compliance 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 communication
process and an organizétion's capability to effective imple=~
nentation indicate this.

Policy formulation is distinguished from policy imbdlemen-
tation. In a nodel of the policy delivery systeh, the imple-
mentation process is not identified. It is defined as the 1link

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 delivery system 'does

not commence until goals and objectives have been established

(1974:3) " All of the hypothesized linkages between compo=

nents of the model indicate that the flow of action is from
the top, policymakers (superiors), to implementors (subordi-
nates). The implementors are not perceived to have a role in
deciding policy standards and objectives. Impleméntation is
successfu; when policymalkers have the influence and resources
and the organizational canability to get implementors té "do
what they are supposed to do (1975)."
COMPARISON OF THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
TO THE PERSPECTIVES

It was stated in chapter one that no conceptual model of
the implementation process has been tested. However, by anae
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 conprehensive enough
to analyze all public programs. Although there is no data for
support, it is hypothesized that programs 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 (Steinbei'g and Vlalker, 1975). These characteris-

tics are similar to the YSB program.
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Areas of agreement between the compliance perspective and

the framework are noted below.

.;.

(1) 1Influence exercised by Federal officilals.

The framework assumed that successful implementation

[] L} H
M . i
{ q

often requires 'enforcement activities" 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 government.
Because federal officials were described as using methods

of enforcement to enhance the success of implementation, it was

implied that the federal government also establishes the ob-

jectives which this method is used to achieve. Implementors

T:Nwl

did not participate in the decisionmaking process. The conm=-

pliance perspective assumes it is the function of the federal

L

government to formulate policy.

b=}

(3) Policy Analyst evaluates government performance.

»'?'T?T?‘l

_In order to evaluate verformance, it is necessary that

==

7'.

policy objectives and standards be identified and measured.

l“

This implies that it is possible to '"deduce'" objective stan=-

]

i i

dards from some source. It would be easier for the analyst

o

to deduce standards from concrete programs associated with

,;
-

the compliance perspective than from the more general programs

of the collaborative perspective. In addition, the compliance

-1
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perspective does not describe goals as changing during the
implementation process, which would present problems for
evaluative researche.

(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, Van Meter and
Van Horn relied extensively on organization literature. The
compliance persvective assumes that the primary obstacle to
implementation is organizational processes. Important func-
tions include communication, coordination and management
capability.

(5) Environmental conditions are less important 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 inplementors and the capacity of a juris-
diction to support a well developed bureaucratic structure
(1974:27)s Although the environmental setting was recognized
as a factor affecting implementation, the compliance verspvec=
tive emphasizes organizational structure and processes.

(6) Intergovernmental Relations is similar to Intra=-

organizational relations.
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The authors assumed by aﬁalogy 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 authority for policy formulation and policy
implementation, within the federal system.

There are no points of agreement between the conceptual
model and the collaborative perspective, althéugh the authors
cite two studies categorized under that heading, Derthick
(1972) and Berke and Kirst (1972). In summarizing the literaw
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, and...gives emphasis to
the autonomy of subordinates both in intra=- and inter-organiza=-
tional affairs (1974:17) .Y Yet, the conceptual model has an
organizational or compliancé perspective. The authors in
developing their theoretical framework felt that “the litera-
ture on organizational change and control" had “the greatest
theoretical contribution to make (1974:8).m

It is concluded that the scope of the conceptual framewérk
of the policy implementation process is too limited. It does
not allow for the possibility of decentralized administration,
changing of prdgram 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 nmay

affect the process of implementation but it is conflict between
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federal officials and implementors. The collaborative perse

-
b-!

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 same 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 environmental condi=

tions may have a significant effect on program implementation,

there may be little that a public official can do to alter the

od

environmental setting. Van Meter and Van Horn assumed that

the purpose of studying implementation is to provide relevant

advice to policymakers about "variables that can be manipu-

:E lated to improve the delivery of public services (1975)."

Public officials are probably most capable of changing organi-

. :g zational processes.

. Secondly the authors have contributed to understanding of

"

the policy process. Specifically, they suggested that the

_——

implementation process, the link between policy and the delie

-

very of services, was a meaningful and relevant topic for

empirical researche. 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-

i ‘.
.!; . I“I

ceptualized to permit criticism (Bunker, 1972; Smith, 1973).

|
-

It suggests several hypotheses for further investigation and

may serve as a guide for analyzing some types of programs,
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i.e., those having characterigtics consistent with the com=
pliance perspectivee.

Finally, the authors demonstrated that several bodivs 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 administration, socilal ﬁsychology
as well as pulitical science have a base of knowledge for

doing implementation research.
IMPLICATIONS OF PERSPECTIVES FOR CONCEPTUALIZATION

Reconceptualization is beyond the scope of this studye.
However one alternative is to consider the féctors 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 reconceptualizatione
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Policy Typology

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 (19568). Van Meter and Van Horn assuwmed 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 }elation
between administrators at different levels of government are
more likely to be cooperative rather than conflictings Edward
Weidner concluded on the basis of survey data from a Minnesota
study of federalism that the "main clash of values occurs
within a unit of government, rather than between units (1969:
277) % le 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 values

Carroll in a survey of administrators at each level of
government observed that level by level differences within a
given type of program were smaller than program by progran
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 imporéant. "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 had to orders (1969:308)."

These case studies conflict with a major thesis of the
Van Meter and Van Horn conceptual model, which is, that im=
plementation fails because of the negative dispoéﬁtion of
implementors. Secondly, Van Meter 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 affect policye. These
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 Intergovernmental 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

policymaking and implementation, analysts using the compliance

verspective had no difficulty in characteriziné the bureaucracy

St
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as a hierarchical structure of authority. It was assumed that
the scope of power decreased as one descended the federal
structure, federal administrators having more authority than
their counterparts at the state and local levels.

Elazar has stated that hierarchical thinking 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 and the locélitieé 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
brogram execution to the 'lower levels! (1972:223) " Tlazar
is referring to the policymaking process but his comments seem
appropriate in a study of implementation since it is not accep=-
ted that policy formulation and implementation are always
separate functions.

He predicted a change in the existing noncentralized govern=
ment. Decisionmaking within the present system Eliazar stated
is a time=consuming Irocess requiring bargaining and negotio-
tion, but it has barriers to check those who would tyrranize
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 domege-
tic issues but it also removes the barriers designed to pPro=
tect minorities (1972:225-226). FElazar stressed the importance
of the structure of the federal system which he =aw as applie-

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 VWildavsky stated that the process of imple-
mentation should not be divorced from policy. "Means and ends
can be brought into somewhat closer correspondence only by
making each dependent on the other (1973:143)." According to

these authors, policy should not he 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 separate functions. It
was hypothesized that if the YSB program was characterized by
autonomy, 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
agencye

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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l. Performance indicators used in the
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 Association was very
receptive especially since about the same time, YSBs were
being evaluated by the state planning 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
bbth 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 khe questionnaire to be adminis-

tered to too many 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.

More time should have been spent on hypothesizing about
relationships between variables and deciding what 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

covered limited investigation of them. The interview schedule

only tapped the surface in most areas vhere a smaller number

of variables would have permitted more probing.

An area which was appropriately emphasized was the survey
of the literature, other questionnaires on the same subject,

brogram descriptions and reports and discussions with persons

familiar with the brograme. 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 program activities. Most of the YSB personnel were
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genuinely interested in their work and enjoyed talking about

ite 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 variables,
Establishing criteria for categorization of rebponsés is @
complex and time=consuming taske.

The content of the questionnaire should be addressed to

the audience. For example, some of the questions asked of

i

administrators 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=-

i !
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tial that the interviewer be completely familiar with questions

since reading the questions and long lapses in time break

,F’: T l E
jid b d :

rapport with the respondent. Responses to open-ended questions

are difficult to record by handes It may be useful to try a

tape recorder in the pretest to see if it makes any difference

} ¢
R
)

in responses. It would definitely be an aid to the interviewer.
> o The use of response cards should be limitede. They are
—d Em:: useful when there are several alternative responses to a ques-
:_, lL;__ tion. But too many tend to annoy the respondent and are dif=-
FT— ficult to keep track of. If a number of response cards are
L

f} needed, the questions are probably too complex.
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Probably the most importan% 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 qui&e willing to
talk to the interviewer after the formal questioning. It might
have been better if the questions had been asked informally
and the responses remembered for recording later. 1In general,
however, it is best to stick to the interview schedule, since
any questions omitted result in Ymissing data."

The interviewer should be open about the purposes of the
research and willing to answer any questions. Xach 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 useds Often informal conversations

provide insights into the program which the questionnaire

doesn't address.,
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Finally, the investigator‘snould 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 ¥SBs 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 invegtigator
should be aware of the availability of data. Often what appears
to exist, doesn't. This is probably especially true of less
structured programs. The investigator can expect to receive

only what is readily available and must make the possible use

of it.
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