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Toes o tions is genernlly actording to fanetion, at L
timed soch onticies foge pmalwaa requizing the - :
2 : Zerourcas OF arousing the interest of more than
. onz ergandzaticnal cooposent. There are -rx;z&nti‘tlly
_ thres poosible stz:a.tcgiss for dealing with such
. .- olevations. One is Yo assign full responsibility
B " 7 ta an existing organdzationazl unit, which could ba
et ~given pouer o sugeohle the resourcas of other . |
.+ oo ddvisions withont regard to-the existing structure.
L - of authority.  Altesmatively, a conmittos struge-
T ture cowpld b= gstablished within shich @)l tho zub-
units f{nvolved would communicste and collcoutively
formulata. @ progran for dealing with the problen.
St e Tha thisd rption iz te reovasnize so ag to bring
B .. 4 .. the oversll divzsion of labmt inta hamony \n.lt.“l thc
S .. BEW pzoblomi

e le: mdn advantaue of the stron g central
sl model 3s that the decision~
mung procesz ig enlikely o bmobstrvc..ed
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", . ponents whose interests ¢iffer. Responai~ .
R bilicy iz clearly defined ard duplication- T
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- a-careful one with input from a variety of =
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- hend, it avoids all the prodlems of co~ e

‘ "::rdinxmg sub-units with varying imtsrests, - . 3

o oand is btotally unlhespered by structures. S

=~ - of authoxity which vwere deslgn"d fcvr other
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B In daaling with an’ setual [roblem that cuts —_—
* acrosa the existing division of labor, a - - . .. .-
- stratogy cholce mest be predicataed on the
- multitude of vardiables assoclated with the S
‘particular sitvation. “hease include such
iszuss as the urcency of the problem, the et S
state of knowledge in the program area, the S
resources available .for addrassing the ’ o
prxoblem, and legal constraints. All of
) thege should be conzidered in the vontent
B “:ﬂf: .. of ‘the. genexal zuitabllity of each model. :
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2@ HY haa frsquently made use of intradnparmnnntal
ccomatd tteas vhen confronbing problem areas in
which more than one agency. han responsibalaty.
The Depaxtment’ & success in guch ventuwes has . :
‘varied.. One oY the first opportunities to form . . x,_
. S0y, Lo an intradﬂpartaantil committee under the naw o
D o ,‘- “Operntional Planning System® (0OPS) prasented itvhlf
: . -in 1973 when the Dapartment decided to formulate .
S ‘a program to address the problem of child abuse. : o
Siqnificantlj; child abuze later was selected as :
oL an TY 1974 ohjectiVQ to be monito:ed by taa
LR Sﬂcletary. o o L
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B .. - .0 wap gstimulated by & legislative initiative foecucirg
L 75<,,.y‘,,”~on child abuse problews, ' Although the Deparceent

Lo ot o opposed that initiative, dts spokesmen were unable |
- A e demonatrate to concerned Cengressional committee
[ ‘members thit HEW wag slreécdy responding to the prob—
lem zdeguataly. Indeed, it wes not until the - Lo
> Congre=ssy had alrcady begun to farmulate leg*slatian 2
.. that HEW took L"tion. U . R
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E & Onaa the decision.to es tablish such a program had :
. “been made, there was no effort to formulate an -
. ovarall departmental strateqy for child zbuse
. Ratheyr, oach HEW agenecy ideatified ite child abusn
cactivities. These activitiss were then aggregated,
all duplication eliminated, and the regulting com-
R . .pilation was termed an “intradepaxtmental effort.”
%) * . - This plecemeal approach wag a najor weakness in the
i HEW chila abuse program developvent process.
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Lo s of polivieal uxgency was coupled with a relatively - . -«

i s '*‘gAv‘amall amount of knewloedge and technology available ! ;
: .- in the program area. From & prlitical standpoint,

: - the main objective appears to have been the mobiliza

3 . o tlon of pome highly visible action. The decision to
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S8 s U well fouaded. No relationshipg botweer agenciag ™
S e T xw::m strained by ehifts in authority, nor were. d ey
LT o here starttup costs to contend with, Bach agepoy * G
: "7 was given the opportunity of deciding what effort e T
: [ 71t should wake, within veasonsble 1imits, and: at
Lor v Lt the game time the "depa::tmant“ objecf'ive was. .
) G , aasembled expc.ditiounl_{.
B ', e.‘s - tha vast m-zjor,.ty of cazes in which a problm
s Coee Lo cuts across agency lines, the intradeparitmental
: [TV j ‘committos 38 likely to be the chosen :vcrategy.
3 S It ig conseguently of importance to make the -
Sl strategy  operate 25 efficiently as possible.
o - Toward this end, it ig recommendad that greater
- - =+ v emphasis be placed on accountability, and that
e - gteps bg taken to assure adequate access to the s A
5 : .. -~ knowledge and viewpoints of outsidﬂ es‘pe"ts and- L S
o R constx(.x_cncies. S . ‘ T e
o s::m form of ngorous evaluation of the policy Gt e ¥
Ll - wakiney procesa should be institutionalized to St
S Tl A ensuva that any given intradepartmental committes 3
Y dr mntrde s e tbs e, 2ok TUC Moot o
T should ba linked with Soms procedure for assagg-~ . . U
2 Tw o ang lte sctual effectivanses, and the ohisctives -3
S #: .. themselvea should be evaluated bv come well-a Lo ol
Vet xnformed outside partv. L e SERTRRA TS
ey A forsal mechandom of co\.munzcucion hetwae'x a.h& st

experts and tho policy makers should be inotltu~ :
tionalized, perhsps modeled aftor the Dtructure
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In this papoer an effort is made to assess the effectivenass(”
of LifW's intradepartmental committee on child abuge and to

B AL

studying the comaitbee's progress, the need for a ccherent
methodological fyamework with which to evaluate public program
development became apparxent., Accordingly, Chapter I of this
papar iz devoted to a discusaion of the general lssues
involved. 3In Chapter II the case of child abuse is dicussed
in gome detail, and in Chapter III the conclusiong -and
recommendationg wnich this study produced are prepesuated.
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CHAPTER I
ALTERNRATIVE APPROACHES TO PUBLIC PROGRAM DEVELOPHENT

Problems of Methodoloqy

There is no methodology consensus among researchers in public
administration. In placa of a distinct body of theory, there
are a few preliminary efforts to supply a conceptual frame-
work, and these vary widely in their basic assumptions.*

One appreach which has gained wide acceptance begins with the
assumption that public administration is essentially similar
to industrial management. This view, perhaps best exemplified
by the work of Herbert A. Simon, empha51zes the concept of
effzcxeggx in de"lsion—making, and aims at a method of
gcientific. analysis of administrative behavior. In. his book
Administrative Behavior,X/ Simon dismisses previous admin-
istrative theory as a superficial set of proverbs, and
proposes a vocabulary for describing ‘he process. of decxsion~
making which, he suggests, might lead .o a rigorous science
of administraticn. He begins by stating a fundamental
prineciple which defines the task of administrative science
in terms of preseribing "correct" administrative hahavior:
"maximization is the aim of administrative activity, and
administrative theory must disclose under what conditinne
wié flaxiiilzation takes place. "4/

Recognizing that cfficiency is the goal of administration,

but not necessarily the reality, Simor indicates that theory
should concern itself alco with the limits on the ability of
the administrator to achieve this goal. However, the vocabulary
he proposes does not describe these limits, restricting itself
to the definition of an analytic framework for what is clearly
an ideal rather tHan a real process of decision-making. This
ig a serious limitation of Simon's framework, but his method
is nevertheless quite useful in evaluating decision-making
situations and in suggesting possible alternatives. In this
paper extensive use will be made of one of the fundamental
concepts Simon introduces, the idea of a gtrategy.

At each moment the behaving subject, or
the organization composed of numbers of
such individuals, is confronted with a
large number of alternative behaviors,
some of which are present in conscious-
ness and some of which are not. Decision,

*These remarks about the thuory of public administration are
based on a relatively superficial knowledge of the vast
literature in this {ield, and are not intended to be com~
prehensive hut meresy to define the orxentatlon of the
author.
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or choice, as the term is used here, is

the provess by which one of these alterna-
tives for each moment's behavior is selected
to be carried out. The series of such
decirlons which determines behavior over
some stretch of tine may ke called a
strategy.

If any one of the possible strategies is
chosen and followed out, certain cca- e
sequences will result. The task of
rational decision is to select that cne
of the strategies which is followed by
the preferred set of consequences. I
should be emphasized that all the con-
sequences that follow from the chosen
strateqy are relevant to the evaluation
of its correctness, not simply those con-
sequences that were anticipaced.d

In his discussion of the limits of rationality, Siron reasons

that it is the decision-maker's psychological enviropment

whish dptasminas £he Lo 10 LLIGH sinAsidbialion I posyipLE,
Therefore, he suo;ests an organ'zation should provide its

members with an "environment that will adapt their decisions

to the organization objectives, and will provide them with -
the information needed to make decisions correctly.*4/ This

leads to amplification of the concept of a stratejy from the

level of an isolated decision-maker to that of the individual

who functions as part of a social group - an organization.

When choice takes place in group situations,
the consequeénces of a course of action bacome
dependent not only upon th2 individual's
selection ©f a particular alternative, but
upon the selections of the other members of
the group as well. Only when the behaviors
of the others are taken as "constants®” --
that is, when expectations are furmed regard-
ing their behaviors ~- does. the problem of
choice take on a determinate form. When
such expectations have been formad, the

only remaining independent varxablc is the
individual's own choice, and the problem of
decision reduces to the former case.

Hence, the set of alternatives available

to . the group must be ca:efully dzstlngulshed

from the set of alternatives available to 0
the individual. The latter is only a sub-~ -
set of the former, a different subset for

each given s2u of bechaviors of the other

members of the group.  The alternative
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that the individual actually selects for
his own behavior may be guite distinct
from the alternative that he would select
if he could determinc the behaviors of
all the other group membors.3/

Thus it is important to understand the structure of authority
relationshipa within the organization,

Some scholars of adninistrative theory have been critical of
Simon's behavioristic approach. They argue that, while it
way Be sufficient for understanding industrial managenent

and other areas in which the orxganization's objectives can

be described in quantitative terms, his methodoloyy is by no
means adequate for analyzing public administration, the aims
of which are much more complex than maximization of financial
profits, Robert A. Dahl, one exponent of this view, suggests
that Simon's idea of & science of public adrinistration is
premature; and that his analysis of the hierarchy of relation-
ships within organizations fails to come to terms with the
imgcrtant role played by "normative assumptions" and moral
values.

What is efficiency? Belsen and Dachau were
"efficient" by one scale of values. And in
any case, why is efficiency the ultimate
test? According to what and whose scale of
values is efficlency placed on the highest
pedestal? Is not the worship of efficiency
itself a particular expression of a special
value judgment? Does it not stem from a
mode of thinking and special moral hypothesis
of resting on a sharp distincticn batween
means and ends?

The basic problems of public administration
as a discipline and as & potential science
are much wider than the problems of mere
administration. The necessarily wider
preoccupation of 1 study of public admin-
istratiun, as contrasted with private
administration, inevitably enmeshes the
problems of public administration in the
tolils of ethical considerations.$

This criticism is especially relevant to the public administra-
tion of social programs, as the norms and values involved there
are more controversial than those which figure in other areas
of public policy. Since the decision-making situation under
gcrutiny in this study is one involving social policy, as do

many other HEW programg, Dahl's argument iust be taken seriously.

Therefore, the procedure followed in this analysis will he to
proceed from an initial consideraticn of alternative strategies,
which draws on Simon‘'s method, to a wore speculative examina-
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tion of the variables and constraints which introduce uncer—
tainties into the situation.

The Changing Division of Labor

Although the division of labor in complex organizations is
generally according to function, at times they face problems
requiring the resources or arousing the interest of more than
one organizational conponent. There are essentiaily three
possible strategies for dealing with such situations. One is
to assign full responsibility to an existing organizational
unit, which could be given power to assemble the resources
of other divisions without regard to the existing structure
of authority. Alternatively, a comnmittee structure could be
established within which all the sub-units involved would
communicate and collectively formulate a program for deal-
ing with the probiem. .The third option is to reorganize so
as to bring the overall division of labor into harmony with
the new problem.

While there dre innumerable variations possible within each
of these schemes, the three comprise a broad set of alterna-
tive strategies fzom which the administrator must choose.
Each option car:le with it general advantages and dig~-
LAVanbiges Rrdlh shiwuld Uk wedgned 1n Mdsifiy tne Qecision,
althnugh the choice will depend to a large extent on the

nature of the particular problem being dealt with. It is .

helpful to project those generalizations which can be safely
made onto models of each alternative strategy before con-
sidering the variables which enter into any actual choice.

Model I: Strong Central Authority

The first strategy establishes a strong central authority
within one organizational unit to coordinate the efforts

of several units. Primary responsibility for the deci..or=
making processes involved in formulating a program is i\ this
case assumed by the coordinating compopent. Similaxly,
review of and corment on the progress of the program is
essentially limited to this group.

In order for this model to function adequately, the organiza- -
tich member responsible for coordination must be someane
knowledyecable about the general structure of authority within
the organization as a whole. This person would, as a result,
probably be someone occupying a relatively high-level

position in the hierarchy. Depending on the size of the
problenm, it may be necessary to appoint a new high-level
program manager in some cases.
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& The main advantage of this strategy is that the decision-

making progress is unlikely to be hampered by conflicts
between organizational components whose interests differ.
Responsibility is clearly defined and duplication of effort
minimal. However, adopting this medel involves certain
risks as well. Those participating units that are placed
in a subordinate position relative to the lead unit may
not be as cooperative as they would be if they exerted more
P control over the program. In addition, it is likely that
limiting the input into program formulation to one organiza-
tional entity would result in a loss of perspective which
could detract significantly from program effectiveness.

The fact that the program manager would have to be at a fairly
high level within the existing organizational hierarchy for
this strategy to succeed introduces another element of risk.
& In any public administration situation, there is an omni~
present potential that political considerations will take
precedence over substantive ones. This is particularly
likely to occur when the program administrator is largely
ignorant of the “technical" aspects of the problem being
dealt with. The strong central authority model offers no
check on this inherent tendency of the political dimension

o dominate The acrhetankivn AmnARARE Af manmoas Errme ot o
& could casily be delegated to subordinates - and promptly
forgotten,

Still another problem which must be confronted if this model
is selected is the tendency of each organizational wuiit to
become complete. There is a natural tendency for any crganiza-
tional entity with only partial program responsibility to

. develop programs in related areas. For exanple, a unit with

® responsibility for service delivery will be inclined to under-
take related résearch projects. This can result in substantial
duplication of effort. It is especially likely to occur under
the strong central authority model, since many units would
lack a full appreciation of the overall program plan. It may
be helpful to consider an example of this model in operation:
the White House's Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Frewvan-
tion (SAODAP).

When drug abuse incidence grew to epidemic proportions in

the late 60's, Federal laws were enacted and various community
treatment programs were funded. Several Pederal agancies
developed programs to deal with different aspects of drug
abuse {(legal, educational, health), each looking at the
problem from its own viewpoint. Thus, the Federal response

to the drug abuse problem was energetic but uncoordinated.
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In 1970, SRODAP was created to coordinate Federal efforts in s
the prevention area and to take the lead in policy making. .
The various programs continued their efforts, but SAODAP
examined their budgets and evaluated their policies,
ultimately establishing specific goals for each agency and

a contro) system to oversze their efforts. Without destroy-
ing the agencies' autonomy, this centralization of authority
has provided leadership and enforced some division of labor
amonyg them. ‘While, as might be expected, some duplication
of effort persists, responsibility is clearly defined and
the modest goal of coordlnatxon has to a large extent been
achleved. ;

Model II: The Intraorganizational Committee

The second strategy for dealing with problems which cut across

' the existing division of labor establishes a cooperative A
committee structure within which program responsibility is
shared by all participating organizational units. In contrast
to the strong central authority model, this procedure is
likely to ensure a careful decision with input from a variety
of perspectives, and is therefore more likely than the first
model to result in a program reflectlng substantive knowledge.
Of enurge. this wunmid a+ the asme imn make $ho Sraswee =) oe..
nlng process relatively cumbersome, for organlzatlon members
with many different perspectives must reach a common level

of understanding before any decision can be made.

o
-

A major advantage of the committee model is the egalitarian
distribution of roles and functions. Involviny all the

x . organizatjonal memhers who will implement the program in

M the formulation process is likely to enhance their cooperation

: and maximize their internal motivation to accomplish the I

program objectives. BAlso, the task of commnunicating the ’

overxrall scheme of action is much easier if many people are

involved in initially formulating it. On the other hand, if .

the emphasis on participation is carried too far, the con-

tinuity of leadership and self-conscious pollcy making may

be jeopardized.

: Unlike the strong central authorlty model, this one does not s
E require the participation of high-level personnel to function

! properly. A study by Harold Guetzkow?/ of interagency com-

mittees in the governmental bureaucracy found no statistically
significant relationship between the rank of individuals

comprising a committee and its effectiveness, contrary to

popular belief.  The only formal characteristics which the

study identified as significant were length and frequency

of meeting, the degree of precision of the agenda, and.the £
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% availability of secretarial resources for purposes of communica- '

tion. = Indeed, these would probably be important factcrs in
all three alternative strategies. But the insignificance
of rank seens unique to the committee model, and 1s clearly
one of its positive features.

The establishment in 1347 of the National Security Council was
based on a choice of the committee strategy, and is illustra-
tive of beoth its advantages and its disadvantages - although
the insignificance of rank is not exemplified. Clearly, in
the area of national defense, it is crucizl that policy decis-
jons be based on a maximum of substahtive information. The
need for a unified structure of command is also paramount,
however. The NSC has relied on voluntary coordination among
the various interests represented ocn it, and, as might be
expected, a great deal of competition has developed among those
interests for influence over policy.  The status of its members
as highly responsible policy operators in diverse areas of
national security has precipitated conflicts.

In addition to these demonstrated weaknesses, the NSC approach
has the potential wisadvaniage that, in some instances, in
puxsu1ng their own concerns rather than the overall program
vuellives, ageucha Way Lind 1L eapwilénc w WiLhhULG el Llnciic
information from the Council. On the other hand, had the com-
mittee been designed instead as an information exchange body
with a purely advisory membership, loyalty conflicts would
have been avoided, but it would lack the authority that comes
with responsibility. Thus, while this strategy choice appeared
to be the opt.nal one, it has presented serious practical
difficulties.8/

‘Model III: The Superagency

The third sption is a total reorganization of the division of
labor within the organization as a whole so that all functions
related to the new problem are centralized in one new component.
Clearly this strategy involves not only the establishment of a
new and powerful unit, but also a refinement of the role of all
existing units which would otherwise participate in the program.

This model has some obwvious disadwantages. It inevitably en=-
tails high start-up costs, and does not fully utilize existing
organizational experience or resources. Leglslatlve constraings
and related factors often prevent its use in government. On
the other hand, it avoids all the problems of coordinating sub-
units with varying interests, and is totally unencumbercd by
structures of authority which were designed for other problems.
it also sarves as a revitaiizing force, shaking down the entire
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organization. (This may be less desirable if it occurs
frequently, however,)

The superagency model is in many ways the simplest, if not
always the most economical, alternative -~ although this

of course depends upon the nature of the problem. A new
agency will not escape the usual internal problems which
face any administrative organization, of course.

The recently created Federal Energy Administration (FEA)

is an excellent examplz of a case in which the creation of
superagency was approrriate. The problems to be addressed
included the need to conserve scarce supplies as wvell as to
ensure a fair distribution orf energy. Another major need

was implementation of a wide~-ranging program to evaluate
Anerica's growing dependance on foreign sources of energy,

and to develop strategies to reduce the nation's vulnerability
to future il cut-~offs and price increases.

Given both the public concern and the realization by members
of both the Legislative and Executive Branches that a
massive focused effort was required, the choice of a super-
agency approach was clearly warranted. In this case a strong
contxol authority was rreated, in the Fyemmriva Offices nf tho
President to handle the immediate problems associated with
the recent "energy crisis." This temporary authority, known
as the Federal Energy Office, also planned the transition to
the superagency - the Federal Energy Administration - and in
fact became the top hierarchy of that new, more permanent

entity.

Choosing a Strategy

Any wise strategy choice must proceed frem a careful balanc-
ing of all the alternatives., As Simon points out, it is crucial
that no one criterion be permitted to dominate.

Much administrative analysis proceeds by
selecting a single criterion, and applying
it to. an administrative situation to reach
. a recommendation; wihile the fact that

equally valid, but contradictory, criteria
exist which could be applied with:equal
reason, but with a different result, is
conveniently ignored. A valid approach

to the study of administration reguires
that all the relevant diagnostic criteria
be identified; that each administrative

A
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situation be analyzed in terms of the
entire set of eriteria; and that research
be instituted to determine how weights can
be assigned to the several criteria when
they are, as they usually will be, mutually
incompatible.3/
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In bandling an actual problem that cuts across the existing

e division of labor, a strategy choice must be predicated on
consideration of a multitude of variables associated with the
particvlar situation. These include such issues as the urgency
of the »oroblen, the state of knowledge in the program area, ;
the resources available for dealing with the problem, and H
legal constraints. ALl of thesr should be considered in the
context of the geéneral models.

T

RS G PR ISR

The urgency of the problem being dealt with is certainly an
important factor. Epidemics, war emergencies, and other
situations that demand immediate action may not allow time
for the slow progress of committee work or for planning a
smooth reorganization. There are other situations where
urgency is not a substantive factcr but political con-
sideration) make immediate action Aesirahle. T4 manms olooe
that emergency situations initially call for exercise of the
& strong central authority model, but the  choice is morzs flexible
in cases of politically determined “urgency.®™ It may be desir~
able to demonstrate to the public that some immediate action is
being initiated, but at the same time it may not be necessary +
‘to actually implement a service program.

CRTETTI
o

SR A

Another important variable to consider is the state of know=

ledge in the program arca. If the p.oblem being addressed is
® poorly understood and more research is necessary before any

large-scale action is undertaken, the committee model may
be the best option, provzdzng as it does for input from a
wide varlety of perspectives. Of course, if an emergency
situation is also one about which very little is known,
these two variables must be weighted somehow in order to
make a good decision. In practice this is likely to be a
highly arbitrary process, and one in which norms and values
are likely to play an important role.

T YR T e A e i
T S T P L T I R R

Closely related to the knowledge variable is the state of

technology in the program area. If the relevant facts in

a given situation are agreed upon by experts in the field

but their applications have not been fully developed, there

may be no need for the perspective provided by the committee

strategy. In such cases, a more focused approach to program

development is indicated, and this ig best secured by means .
of reorganization.
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The complexity and magnitude of the problem being dealt with o

are also significant variables. If it is so large or complicated

that the other functions of the oryanization seem dwarfed by
comparison, it is probably wiser to reorganize than to risk

taxing the existing struclure beyond its resources. On the

other hand, if the problem is minor or relatively straight~ .
forward in nature, the Strong central authority model would

protably be most appropriate, as the problem of resistance

to a plan imposed from without would be negligible. “

The resources availahle for combatting thHe problem are anocther
important constraint. If the organization has allotted abundant
financial resources and personnel to the development of a
program, it might be worthwhile to reorganize. On the other
hand, if the problem must be faced with limited resources,
thes would probably be impractical bhecause of the start-up
costs which would be incurred. Another resource which should
be considerad is the amount of time the organization expects
to remain involved with the probhlem. <Clearly, if it is
anticipated that the program will last for only a week, it
would be foolizh to undertake a reorganization effort.

Pinally, there may be legal constraints within which the

decision must be made. It may not be possible o reorganize

the division of labor if the existing structure of the N
nvsaninniion I palecsilLid Ly iaw. CoUiversesy, tue legisia-

tion for a program may specify a strategy without regard to

the variables enumerated above.

While consideration of tha different variables is often use-
ful, inevitably different considerations will indicate mutually

‘incompatible strategies. The process of weighting the

different criteria will determine the choice, but it is at
this juncture that the smooth course of "scientific management”
is interrupted. As no decision is "vaiue~free," the process of
judgment will of necessity be influencad by the biasass of the
rganization as a whole and, in particalar, those of the
decision-mzaker. Thus, organizational 71orms and values will
inevitably figure in the decision-making process, and it
follows that any organization striving.for efficient admin-
istration should make an effort to articulate and znalyze
this aspect of decision-making. While “he values of the
individual decision-maker are harder to pin down, they too
should be analyzed as thoroughly as possible.

TlLe Role of Evaluation

It is evident that any administrative decision will necessarily
be based upon a degree of uncertainty. One important component
of progran management which helps to compensate for this is
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evaluation., A program can be evaluated at the planning stage,
during early implementation, after full implementation, or at
all of these points.

TRV Y

At the planning stage, the major role of evaluation is to assess
the feasibility of the projected program. An administrative
checklist should be enmployed to evaluate the planning document,
making sure that proper provision has been made for program
administration guidelines, cost guidelines, training specifica=-
tions, and the like. The evaluator should insist upofn .a clear
statement of program objectives and a structure which will
facilitate cvaluation of the program at later stages. Addi-
tionally, outside experts should be consulted to assess the
technical feasibility of the overall program plan.

The next step is to evaluate the program in actual operation.
The best way to assess the plan at this stage is to set up
small demonstration programs and appropriate control groups.
This ig essentially an empirical effort similar in scope to

the earlier (theoretical) feasibility study. - Of course, if

the situation the program is designed to address is one
requiring immediate action, this phase of the evaluation

would probably have to be omitted, and the planning evalua-
tion would likewise be compressed. However, when circumstances
dU permiv the =mployrnent of fhese preliminary PLogram evaiuva-
tions, they are well worth the relatively small expense involved.
Their use may permit early correction of errers which might be
quite expensive to remedy once the program has been fully
implemented.

The next stage of program evaluation, which follows full
implementation, should be an effort to determine the actual
impact of randomly selected projects within the program.

These projects can be analyzed ‘in much the same way as the
demonstration programs.  This kind of evaluation serves to
accumulate some data relating to the program, and is likely

to have some payoff in terms of overall efficiency simply
because program participants will be alerted to the pogsibility
of evaluation. Project evaliation of this type can take any
one of several forms, depending upon the degree of precision
desired. The quickest and le&st expensive method is to analyze
the efficiency of program management without attempting to
asgess actual effectiveness. . This involves a delivery systems
enalysis based on a management audit of the projects selected,
checking such items as record keeping and staff qualifications.
A somewhat move precise evaluztion can be obtained by con-
sulting an outside expert for a critical analysis of a
particular project. And the best {but also the most expensive)
evaluative method that can be implemented at this stage is an
ovarall project impact analysis, which does make an effort to
agsess effectiveness by ¢onducting extensive client follow-up
or cther direct impact studies.
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Finally, an assessment of overall program impact can be made
bv applying the methods used in project analysis to a sample
celected according to appropriate statistical techniques.
This form of evaluation is the most expensive of all, but
also the most precise. ’

When a program cuts across the established division of labor,
the process of evaluation can be performed in accordance with
any of the three organizational models described. Moreover,
the selection of an organizational appreach to evaluation can
be made independently of the overall program strategy choice.
For example, there is no reason why a program formulated within
an intraorganizational committee could not be evaluated by a
strong central authority.

Indeed, the most effective evaluation approach in most cases
that cut across the established division of labor appears to
be the superagency model. Evaluation desks could be stationed
within all participating organizational units for purposes of
data collection, but the evaluation prucess would encounter
minimal conflicts of interest if there officials reperted to

a central evaluation authority close ta the top of.the
organizational hierarchy. Such an authority might be a
permanent component of the organization responsible for
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CHAPTER II ‘

THE CASE OF HEW'S INTRADEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE ON CHILD ABUSE

Background

The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare recently
adopted a new managemrent tool, the Operational Planning System
(OPS), as part of an effort to increase the Department's
efficiency and effectiveness in administering its programs.
This tool was developed in responsé to the Federal govern-
ment's "Management by Objectives™ policy, which emphasizes

the importance of clear statements of all program objectives
and’' the need for careful monitoring of progress in achieving
those objectives. It is an effort to facilitate the evalua-
tion process by ensuring that expected results are established
before a program is implemented. It is designed to expose
disagreement on basic goals Ly requiring clear statements of
those goals.

OPS is the primary tool used by HEW to implement this theory
of management. It requires that measurable, short~term,
results-oriented objectives be defined. For each objective,
the program manager is required to develop detailed operating
Prans, ihuiCating steciiyze miiestones necesgary to achieve
the objectives and the expected completion date for each
step. 1In addition, an explicit statement of the resources
needed to accomplish each objective is required. Through
managenent conferences, the Office of the Secretary then
monitors the progress of various Department programs in
accomplishing their objectives.  This monitoring process
serves as a model for ranagers at lower levels in HEW to

use in charting the progress of efforts to accomplish other
OPS objectives.

Over the years, HEW has frequently made use of intra-
departmental committees when confronting problems which cut
across agency responsibilities. This approach has met with
varying degrees of success. One of the first opportunities
to form an.intradepartmental committee under the new
management system ardse in 1973, wher the Department decided
to formulate a program to adiress the problem of child abuse.
This chapter will be devoted to a detailed discussion and
critical analysis of the progress of the intradepartmental
committee assembled for that purpose, and will draw upon the
framework developed in Chapter I.
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The Mondale Bill: An Incentive for Action

HEW hai been responding to the child abuse problem in a

limited way for some time prior to 1973. Various aspects

of the problem has been attended to by a number of HEW

agencies in thd general context of child welfare, but there was
had been no attempt beforeé this time to attack the particular
phenomenon of child abuse in any comprehensive way. There was
minimal interagcncy communication regarding what little was
being done in the area, and much of the time, "involvement"
consisted simply of supplying states with funding to combat

the problem in any way they chose.

These conditions might well have continued indefinitely (for
child abuse is by no means a new social problem), but for a
legislative initiative on the part of Senator Mondale in
early 1973. This action prompted HEW to formulate a sub-
stantive program to study the problem and help the victims.
The Administration opposed the Mondale Bill - the Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act - because it covered a
problem HEW already had the authority to address. Despite
this fact, however, this authority was not used extensxvely
until the legislative process began.

Hearings on the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act

were held before the Senatz Subcommittee on Children and

Youth of tha Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in March
and April 1973 and before the House Select Subcommittee on
Education of the Committee on Education and Labor in October and
November 1973.10/ as might be expected, there was substantial
duplication between the House amd Senate hearings. Together,
they covered eight days, ard included sessions held in
Congressional chambers and in hospitals in Denver, New York
Ccity and .the District of Columbia, which have initiated
experimental child abuse {reatment programs.

Testimony was presented by sociologists, medical researchers,
and legal experts knowledgeable about various aspects of

the problem of child abuse, and also by social workers,
doctors, and lawyers participating in the programs at the
hospitals visited. There were other witnesses without any
official expertise but with extensive experience in privately
supported prevention and treatment efforts, such as Ms. Jolly K.,
£ounder of a self-help group called Parents Anonymous and a
former child abusexr herself. In addition, representatives of
the Executive Branch articulated that branch's opposition to
the proposed statute.

The testimony ranged in tone from sensationalistic to scholarly.
Slidés of battered children, journalistic accounts of extreme
cases of abuse, and medical case histories were presented;
together with more temperate analyses of the causes and effects
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of child abuse. Existing treatment and prevention programs
and the history of state legislative efforts to handle the
problem were also examined.

The underlying theoretical issue that recurred during the
discussion, and which is the key to understanding the various
practical alternatives considered during the hearings, is a
broad question involved in many areas of social policy

‘making. Implicit or explicit in the statements of the

various witnesses was one of two assumptions: Child abuse

(or, for that matter, crime, drug abuse, or any other social
problem) was viewed either as a symptom of individual pathology
or as a socially determined phenomenon over which the abuser
has little personal control.

Proponents of the former view emphasized the incidence of
child abuse in all socioeconomic strata. In general, they
tended to focus ,on those characteristi~s of abusers dis~-
covered by research which appear to be static. For instance,
members of this group repeatedly stressed the finding of

Dr. C. Henxy Kempe, Director of the National Center for
Prevention of Child Abuse in Denver and one of the foremost
mediral recaarchara in thig Field fhat frecnontly 23nTén whn
batter children were themselves abused or neglected as
children. They also emphasized the fact that abusers often
have unreasonable expectations of their children, sometimes
even to the point of a role-reversal, In these cases,
parents look to their children as a source of emotional
support and personal gratification rather than pexceiving
their own role as one of supplying care and support.

Dr. Brandt Steele, the Denver Center's chief psychiatrist,
found that, as one might expect, abusers tend to have

strong ideas about the need for strict discipline. He
observed that they generally lack self-control and simply
take out their personal frustrations on their children.
Indeed, many male perpetrators of child abuse are also

wife batterers, as Dr. Annette Heiser, a member of the Child
Abuse Team of Children's Hospital in the District of Columbia,
pointed out., It was freguently emphasized by those who view
child abuse as a symptom of individual pathology that abusers
seem generally insecure and lacking in self-confidence.

Ms. Jolly K. described a recurring phenomenon called
"scapegoating” - the abusa of one child in a family in

which the other siblings are well cared for. This behavior
seems to occur when a parent sees a resemblance to herself
or himself in the victim and projects her or his own feelings
of worthlessness onto the child.
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In general, those who view child abuse as an individual
pathology consider all of these characteristics to be person-
ality problems of a psychological nature. The opposing
point of view recognizes all of these findings but places
them in a societzl context, interpreting the abuser's
insecurity not as a personal characteristic but rather as

a function of her or his position within an unhealthy social
order. Dr. Kempe is one of the primary exponents of this
view (although some of his research has been used as a

basis for the other position). 1In his testimony, he was
quick to point out that while many of the well-publicized,
sensationalistie incidents of child abuse are probably
psychopathic, such cases account for only about 10 per cent
of reported incidents. The other 90 per cent are of lesser
intensity, he explained, and are usually salvagable situa~
tions. Since cases of low intensity are less likely to he
reported, this figure is probably higher than 90 per cent

in actuality. Moreover, Dr. Kempe suggested, the psycho-
pathic cases are but. exaggerated versions of the others,

and are likely to stem from the same basic causes.

Dr. David Gil, a.professor of Social Policy at Brandeis
Uriversity, who has conducted jimportant sociological research
on child abuse, was onc of the most articulate proponents of

this viewpoint. 1In his testimony, he emphasized the pre-

: : y. ‘ el
valence nf arhifysve anbkhasitr ond 1llciuce da wud Culcuie,

and the general acceptance of corporal punishment in child-
rearing as causes of child abuse, pointing out alsp that

the ccmbative expectations of society and the decline of the
extended family have been important in fostering social isola-
tion erd, as a consequence, perseonal insecurity. Public
fortis i abuse and neglect, especially in schools, have their
roots in the same cultural factors, according to Dr. Gil.

He views children born into poverty as victims of the most
devastating public abuse of all: malnutrition and hunger,
substandard living conditions, poor medical care, and
inadequate education. Their parents, moreover, losers in

a social order which extols upward mobility, are more
vulnerabhle than the rest of the population to feelings of
perscnal insecurity. 1Indeed, while child abuse occurs in

all socioceconomic strata, Dr. Gil suggests that poor people
prohably account for a disproportionate percentage of
incidence.

This theoretical controversy providzs a framework for under-
standing the various practical alternatives proposed during
the hearings for treating the problem of child abuse. Each
set of assumptions pointg toward a corresponding set of
social policies.
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The view that child abuse is pathological behavior is
reflected in the proposal that profiles be developed of

the "high-risk" parent, based on the personality traits
judged as determinative. Vincent De Franeis, Director

of the Children's Division of the American Humane Association,
argued in the hearings that this would facilitate the screen-
ing of prospective parents in an effort to spot probable
abusers before they amtually have children. Treatment
methods that emphasize punishing child abusers and relocating
the victims in foster homes embody the same basic approach

to the problem.

In contrast, the view that child abuse is a problem rooted
in society rather than the individual suggests preventive
policies such as a law against corporal punishment. This
measure, supported by Dr. Kempe, among others, would give
children the same protection against physical assaulk as
adults, both in the family and other socializing institu-
tions. FProm this perspective, as Dr, leiser emphasized,
punishment is seen as essentially reinforcing the abuser's
insecurity, and thus is by no means a satisfactory form of
treatment.

Thu basic glicloavpiy ol Ciwes wilh vhis Viewpuint 15 uiat
effcrts ought to focus on the rehabilitation of the affected
family, a process which necessarily involves the reshaping
of other social institutions in such a way as to provide
real support systems for family members. This might includo
such steps as improving family planning education or establish-
ing 2nough day care facilities for families of all income
qroups. This would afford parents some telief from the
burden of child~rearing as well as ap opportunity to over-
come their isolation by interacting with other adults.

Dr. Kempe suggested that in order to combat the problem

of child abuse, society must have access to children before
they reach school age, perhaps through a health visitor who
would call regularly on each young family to ascertain that
stmall children were receiving their basic health rights.
Finally, as Dr. Gil emphasized, this approacnh would require
a commitment to providing decent living conditions for all
Americans and their families.

While consideration of these policies and the theoretical
ideas they reflect was a primary focus of the hearings,

none of these issues was resolved in the final version of
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. There was agree-
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went on some items, and the bill provides that to be eliglble
for Yvechnical assistance™ (direct subsidy of existing
programs) from the Federal goverpment, states must meet a
series of reguirements. They must have:

. a child abuse reporting law with immunity
provisions;

. procedures for investigating reported cases to
subsecantiate their accuracy;

. a multi-disciplinary approach to treatment;

. provisions for a guardian ad litem for any
abused child involved in a court case; and

. systematic dissemination of information about
the problem to the public.

Another clausé, reflectirg Congress' uncertainty about the
more ccabroversial issues, regquirzes that states demonstrate
their ability to “deal effectivaly” with chiid abuse and
neglect cases to be eligible for technical asszstance.

The ocetual prosess of decision-paking that determined the
shape Cf the Zinal version of the bill is not explicit in
Ahoo trilidcalees ul e waiinys, but a humbey Or Yractors
seem clear. While at times the Congressmen present at the
hearings indicated their sympathy for the theoretical
approach calling for a prograr of broad social change, they
decided againgt incorporating this perspsaective into the
statute itself because they feared such a bill might not
be signed. Together with this strategic consideration, it
appears that the general feeling was that child abuse was
not yet understocd well enough by either side in the
controversy to justify taking a firm position.

This question was itself hotly debated during the hearings.

All the participants agreed that the incidence statistics

are of limited value because of incomplete reporting and

record keeping, and the majority of the witnesses agreed that

most existing programs are ineffective, not only because

they are inadeguately funded but also because of methodo-

logical deficiencies. HKowever, nany witnesses pointed out

that on the basis of what is already known it is clear that

there is an urgent need for service to victims of abuse

and their families. The bill responds to this appeal with

the “technical assistance” provision outlined above, ear- :
marking 20 per cent of the authorized funds for this purpose. 1)
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The bulk of the funding is to be used for grants to demon-
stration programs which may or may not involve actual
service. Their main purpose is to test alternative programs
and to investigate futher the causes of child abuse,

There is a specific provision encouraging these programs t
to explore the relationship between drug abuse and child H
abuse, for example. :

v b s a9

The bill also creates an advisory board comprised of represen-~
tatives of all Federal agencies involved in programs relating
to child abuse and neglect for purposes of facilitating inter-
agency cooperation. This replaced the provision in earlier
versions of the bill for a study by a commission of outside
experts. The revision is in accordance with the current
trend away from such panels of experts because past experience
has demonstrated that they frequently accomplish little.
However, in this case such-a panel might actually have proven
quite useful in coordinating the research efforts around the
country from a position of technical expertise rather than
from the vanf:age point of a group of administrators.

In testifying before the House and Senate subcommittees on the
proposed legislation HEW spokesman tcok the posit‘on that child
abuse can be handled adeguately, and, indeed, this is already
hp\nq apnﬂmn11qbn¢4 Iin oama gEabka~ - 4‘-'-—\"" '--~~-_-_1 “:--i»’-w'- - -
When HEW's Assistant Secretary for Leglslatlon, Stephen
Kurzman, explained this position at the Senate hearings, it
was met with impatience; particularly when it becam> clear
that Mr., Kurzman had almost no information about the state
programg HEW said it was supporting. Moudale subcommittee
members expressed.even more skepticism about the sincerity

of the Executive Branch's commitment to the whole problem

of child abuse when they learned that there was not one

person in any government department warking full-time in

this area. When HEW's Assistant Secretary for Human
Development, Stanley Thomas, testified at the House hear-

ings some months later, he seemed as poorly informed as

Mr, Kurzman had been about the details of HEW's connection
with state efforts.

Thus, the Executive Branch's testimony posed no threat to
the prcposed legislation., It was consistently ridiculed,
and at one point, the Administration was threatened that

any effort to interfere with the bill's passage in the House
would be countered by showing slides of battered children on
the floor.
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The Evolution of HEW's Child Abuse Pr~. ram

Within HEW, there was an immediate reaction to Senator
Mondale's legislative initiative. On April 3, 1973, a
week after Assistant Secretary Kurzman testified at the
Senate hearings, the Assistant Secretary for Human Develop-
ment, Stanley Thomas, receéived a memorandum from the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Management Planning and Technology,

Thomas S. McFee, suggesting that the Office of Human Develop- L

ment formulate a high-priority OPS objective in the child
abuse area. The memorandum. expressed concern over the poor
impression made by Kurzman's testimony, and suggested, that
the Administration’s position might be improved by the
development of such an objective. It further suggested
that the effort be led by the Office of Child Development
{(a branch of the Office of Human Development),; but that it

reflect a Department-wide perspective. o

On April 4, the next day, Secrctary Weinberger requested a
draft of such an objective and on April &, Assistant
Secretvary Thomas held a meeting with the Assxstunt Secratary
for Health, Dr. Charles Edwards, ard the head of the 0fZice
of Child Development {ocD) to discuss the problem and possible
departmental action. Thelr dialogue resulted in a memorandun
to the Secretary, dated April 16, 1973, expressing concern
over the fragmented state of the Department's child abuse
programs, . This document, signed by boih Thomas and Edwards,
mads cefoolade o the Dondale hwadingy, bocling hat husstidu
had indicated there that OCD would lead HEW's effort. In

the memorandum, the Assistant Secretaries recommended that

an intradepartmental committee chaired by OCD be established
to analyze the problem and prepare an OPS plan. The memorandum
also described departmental activities related to child abuse
to beé undertaken pendiag the formation of a committee,
including NIMH support for a conference on child abuse in
June 1973, at the D.C. Children's Hospital, and studies of
various aspects of the problem by OCD and SRS (Social and
Reharilitative Services). Attached to this document was a
memorandum for the Secretary's signature, directing the
Department to form the recommended intradepartmental committee.

More than two months later, on June 22, 1973, the Secretary
issued a memovandum nearly identical to that drafted by
Assistant Secretaries Thomas and Edwards. The only major
addition was the specification that the Doapartment allocate
a total of $4 million to the problem in fiscal year 1974, to
be shared by various agencies within HEW. fThe Secretary's
memcorandum also stipulated that the intradepartmental
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N committee be assembled by June 25. The new intradepartmental
E hd committee held its first meeting on July 16, 1973, at which
¢ current agency efforts in child abuse were identified. 1In
A
k

addition, a preliminary set of specific agency task assign- :
ments was discussed togethex with a preliminary form of the

OPS objective, which OCD had drafted in anticipation of the
Secretary's action.

® The Committee enjoyed high-level attention from the beginning.
Its progress was discussed at the meetings of the Human
Development (HD) Management Conference, which the Secretary
attended, and recommendations made at these meetings were
regularly relayed to the committee., A July 17, 1973
memorandum from the Assistant Secretary for Administration
and Managemnr :int to the Secretary, briefing him for the HD
Management Conference of July 19, sumnmarized the preliminary

& child abuse objective and described the first committee
meeting. The mémorandum noted that the objective was
expected to be put into final form by mid-Auqust. The
memorandum also pointzd out that “One major issue critical
to meeting this deadline is thue irmediate determination of
the exact monies to be contributed by the respective

LR FTY R,
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2 ggencies toward the effort.” The Secretary had already

b indicated that the Department would spend $4 million in

e the child abuse area, but nc decision had been made on
. hid bos much coch pofticipoting agonoy chould sam-is

: The Secretary's immediate reaction to this memorandum was

3 one of concern over the slow progress being made. In a

o remorandum dated August 7, 1973, Deputy Assistant Secretary

; KcFee described the HD Management Conference discussicn of
. the child abuse effort as follows.

= :

A The Secretary expressed his concern that

the child abuse ericrt was not yet finalized.

He said that, while HEW is opposing Congres-

gsional efforts in this area, no alternative

. approaches nor activities seem to be

generated by the Department. He said it is

vital that the public be better informed of

Wy HEW activities in the arca and asked that OPA

(The Office of Public Affairs) participate in

the planning and implementation efforts of the

intradepartmental committee as well. Mr. Tromas

indicated that hé felt it was possible for the

comaittee to produce a creditable interagency

objective on child abusae by August 15.
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Mr. Caldwell remarked that by waiting until
August 15 to announce a major child abuse
effort we might well be accused by the
Coniress of sandbayging . . »

Clearly this concern on the part of high-level administrators
with Senator Mondale's legislative initiative played an
important role in shaplng the child zbuse program formula-
tion process.

Meanwhile, the intradepartmental committee continued to meet.
On August 2, 1973, the agency sub~objectives drafted by 0CD,
SRS, and the Office of Education (CE) were presented and
discussed, and by the August 13 meeting the remaining
agencies had drawn up their sub-ob]ectlves. This later
meeting alse included discussion of the problem of agency
contributions to funding the program, an issue ultimately
resolved by means of intervention from above. (A memorandum
dated August 23 from the Departmént Controller to all the
Assistant Secretaries dictated a breakdown of the Depart-
mant's $4 million commitment among the agencies.)

The key action steps formulated independently by each agency
were assembled into a set of departmental objectives by 0OCD,
which ‘also composed an overall objective statement, justifica-
tion, and approach, and grouped the agency sub-objectives into
four activity arens: demonghratina: weenarahs infopmatiog
collection and utilization; and standard setting and guide~
line development The key action steps of the various
agencles were Simply arranged in chronological ordexr by 0OCD;
in cases where more than one agency had identified a particular
subobjective, their efforts were simply merged. There was

no effort to formulate an overall departmental strategy for
child abuse; rather, each agency undertook whatever action

it deemed appropriate; communication channels were established
among pattxclpatlng agencies; arnd the sum of these individual
activities was then styled an “intradepartmental” effort.

This "cut and paste" approach was a major weakness of the
process. The package of agency sub-objectives together with
the OCD statement of overall objectives was submitted to

the Secretary on August 17.

In a memorandum dated September 11, 1973, Roberxt H. Marik,
the Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management,

offerad some specific criticisms of this set of suh-chiectives:
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We were looking for efforts which would
involve the utilization of DHEW systems
currently in place, as systems, to respond

to and impact on chilé abuse, e.g., school
systems, Head Start Centers, welfare

systems, Mental Health Centers, Alcohol
Treatment Centers, ete., in addition to

longer term strategies . . . Could we, fcr
instance, direct LPSDT efforts to specifically
screen the incidence of child abuse . . .
Currently there is the appearance that the
proposed activities weren't developed

against a gpecific, well-defined strategy

but submitted piecemeal without regard to

an integrated goal and wesulty. I now

urge you to restructure the objective

around areas of major outcome and results . . .

I also urge that any subsequent reorganiza-
tion of the objective alse simplify it and
reduce its volume,

Although these seem to be valid criticisms of the way the
objective was formulated, OCD'e formal response to thes.. recom-
mendations in the revised objective submitted on Septemker 21,
1973, did not contain the “gpecific, well-defined strategy"
songht by the ASSlStant Secretary Desplte thls, after some
C3ZCabtlially supenficiul wrovialvng, i vu_,\.v&.-n. OO LUbucees v
and recommended for approval by the Secretary in an October 12,
1973 memorandum from Assistant Secretary Marik. This docu- .
ment also included some laudatory remarks about the conduct of ’
the intradepartmwental committee in developing the "joint"

cbjective, listing the following “ingredieats® as having

been "critical to the success cf this effert":

. clear communication from the Secretary to
agency heads with respect to his expectations;

. designation of a leader for the effort and
clear indication of this selection to the
Department;

. Assignment of committed, competent, and tena-
cious personnel to the planning committee -~
personnel who were given authorization to speak
for and had access to their agency head and his
repregentatives; and
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the insistence cf the lead agency that the
planners meet on a regular basia and plan as
an integrated unit, rather than splitting into
smaller planning groups, until tha objective
was broadly develcoped, and agreed to.

.

used to measure the ®success” of an intradepartmental com-

mittee,

Certainly there was cormunication between the Secretary and
agency heads, but it was in no way "clear . . . with respect
Pe did make clear his concern that
the Department do sopetihing in the arvea of child abusge, but
at all specific. As for the last criterion, that
that also did

to his expectations.*®

was not

the committee plan as an integrated unit,

this cne cannot he judged entirely successful.

not oce¢ur. Instead, each agency reported its own plans to

the group, and OCD supplied an elemant oi

the resulting compilation of objectives.

organization to

g

Nevertheless, the Secretary approved tha revised dbjective on

October

19, 1973.  On October S, Assistant Secretary Thomas
had testified before the House Committee hearings on the

pending child abuse legislation, and kis statement emphasized
the new initiative, praising In particular the success of the

intradepartmental approach.

representative at the Senate hearings, that the Department

fed previovsly suppuiced Stale eltoflls co cviwat Ciasd abuse,
an assertion questioned by some of the legislators.

The

He alse emphasized, as had HEW's

majority of the Cormittea members apoearsd to be of the opinion
that the new BEW initiative in the area of child abuse had

arisen in respoase to the legislative initiative, and not
out af any broader recognition of the importance of the
Representative John Brademas of Indiana, articula-~
ting the sentiments of the Committee, made this comment.

problem.

S ittt e a ad * N .
FRNGIP X R FSTRIVES VAL R ISREPPE T RS N R e i et

While I do want to cbgerve that I am
sonewhat impressed by the response of
the Executive Branch, I thirk that you
should appreciate the valus of us as
legislators. We intrcduce theia
programs, and the Executive Brawch
quiteé erroneously, without foundation,
says: "We have the authority to do
something about it." But wou lock
and you find out that they are not ’
doing anything about iz.

I, therefore, would want to express
a certain degree of apprehension
abdout the continued cosmitment of
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e, the Executive Branch of coping with the

hd problem of child abuse absent of some
Federal legislation in this regard. I
appreciate your goodwill, and that of
your associates, but I just observe that
in too many instances this kind of con-
cern can vary from upper levels of the
Executive Branch.ll/

[ P e

i

The Congressmen also criticized HEW'S new initiative on the
basis that it was overly oriented toward research and develop-
ment at the expense of actual service. However, the final
version of the bill developed by the Committee had the same
weakness. In fact, HEW's initiative clousely resembled what
the statute authorized. The Administration's contention

that no further legislation was necegsary for the Department
" to deal with child abuse thus proved true; however, at the
same time, the evidence suggests that HEW's initiative would
not have occurred when it did but for the introduction of

this technically superfluous legislatio:., i

o <~u-—f¢h‘ -
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Once the bureaucratic machineiriy' was set in motion and the
objectives were explicitly formulated, it was a matter of
carrying mut the plan. The intradepartmerital committee
~ continued o meet regularly to review progress on the . :
obiectivi, and progress reports were sphmirted reanlariv i
to the Secretary. There were some prohlems, mainly i
related to timing; in many instances, activities took :
longer than had been anticipated. But generally things
went smoothly. The legislation was enacted on January 31, .
1874, by which time considerable progress taoward achieving
the objectives had already been made. However, as is pointed
) out in.a December l2th wmemorandum from Deputy Assistant
Secretary McFee to Secretary Weinbetder, summarizZing the
discussion of the child abuse objective at the HD Management
Conference of December 4, 1973,

Y T B T I R AR AL R

Although newly proposed bills on child
abuse will be a goad to the committee's
efforts, there is nothing in them tc
\ . O date to indicate DHEW should reorganize

its current efforts.
And in fact they did not. The committee effort proceeded
smoothly despite some minor delays.
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In April 1974, the Secretary rejuested an assessment of the

efficacy of the intradepartmenzial committee as a vehicle for L
cross-cutting initiatives. In responsa, Assistant Secretary

Thomas wrote a memorandum in early June 1974, in which he

described the history and procedures of the committee as a

working group. ,

His assessment was quite favorable. He described the
Secretary's personal interest in and support of the child
abuse initiative as "the single most important element in
the success of the program," pointing out that it was the
Secretary's memorandum of June 22, 1973, which established
the comdittee, and also underlining the importance pof the
August 23 memorandum that established each agency's fiscal
contribution to the effort. "These two directives set the
early framework within which the committee could begin its
substantive efforts."

Assistant Secretary Thomas then assessed the performance of
the committee subsequent to these events that led to its
establishment.

The necd to work together in a coordinated
manner prevented duplication of =ffort and
allowed the various agencies to cooxdinate
thair sfforts apd Aecide whn chnild #1717 in
identified gaps. . . The Committee from its
inception has met regularly and frequently.
Initially it met weekly or bi-weekly. As
the Committee moved towards the implementa-
tion of the objectives it met on a regular
monthly basis. OCD, as the lead agency,
.was in frequent contact with individual
agencies between meetings, either
personally or by telephone, in order to
discuss progress, problems, issues and or
questions., Monthly program reports through
the OPS system were prepared for my review
and action, and this served as a means of
charting programs, identifying slippages
and problems, and taking appropriate action
to minimize and resolve the slippage and
problemns.

{U\i

There is no doubt that the intradepart-
mental committee served as a souna and
constructive mechanism in the coordinaticn
of cross-cutting initiatives. There are
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still problems with respect to coordina-

tion and communication. However, these

have diminished as members of the Committee
have gained experience with each other. It
is. ¢lear that issues of communication are

of extreme importance in any effort involv-
ing an IPC mechanism. . . There is no doubt
in the minds af Committee members that the
experierice has been henaficial and construc~
tive. The working relationships that have
been established as a result of the Committee
mechanism will no doubt have benefits beyond
the area of child abuge and neglect, since. the
Comnmittee personnel have come to know one
another and have established constructive
professional relationships.
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CHAPTER III
THE EFFECTIVFNESS OF THE INTRADEPARTMENTAL
COMMITTER ON CHILD ABUSE

If the performance of the intradepartmental committee on child
abuse is judged according to its own standards, it measures up
reasonably well. In the original statement of the objective,
the effort as a whole was characterized as follows.

The focal point of our national esfort in
child abuse’'should be to impact on these
various (state and local social service)
systems in order to reduce fragmentation
of efforts, crystallize relevant guestions
regarding identification, legislation,
rehabilitation and prevention, education,
and research, as well as to enhance com~
munication regarding new programs, and
the provision of new guidelines,

t -
The committee does appear to have been successful in opening
up communications in the child abuse area, both among the
different HEW agencies and between Federal, state and local
agencies. However, communication is not the same as
coordination, and while duplication of effort seems to have

honn puorted For $bn meed mavd ehars i 17001 b
& v el L amiice \.nu-..

much systematic thxnklng was done on an 1nte*-agency basis,
as has been noted.

If the intradepartmental committee is judged by the standards
of administrative science discussed in Chapter I, some
deficiencies are readily observable.. The must striking of
these is the lack of a clear-cut, overall strateqy for the
Department. Each agency wags free to formulate its own
strategy, but the resulting collection of ideas was bound
tcgether without the guidance of any systematic thinking as
to what might be the best departmental strategy for handling
the problem of Chlld abuse. The only apparent basis for
altering an agency's proposed acthLty wasg the antic1patxon
of duplication of effort among agencies.  The wvarious
participating agencies were quite willing to cooperate on
this basis. as no real challenge was offered to any of the
activities they proposed. In the case of NIMH, the sub-
objectives formulated were a logical development of the
agency's general responsibilities and priorities, and for
that reason no conflicts arose.
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In the case of the intradepartmental committee on child abuse,
then, it appears that the lack of an overall deparimental
strategy simply meant that the whole was no greater than the
sum of its parts. While in this particular case the program
worked out reasonably well despite this, it is clearly more
desirable to have an overall perspective reflected in the
planning process.

In considering the alternatives to an intradepartmental com—
mittee in a case which, like this one, cuts across established
agency lines, it seema clear that central planning might be
significantly enhanced by the use of either the strong central
authority model or the superagency model., But since these
strategies will not be used for every issue which arises, it
is worthwhile to investigate the potential for input from a
departmental perspective within the intradepartmental com-
mittee model. )

In this particular case;, there was a significant element of
political urgency, and at the same time a relatively small
amount of knowledge and technology available in the program
area. From a political standpoint, a major objective
appeared to be the mobilization of highly visible "action.™”
The decigion to use an intradepartmental committee was there-
fore well founded. No relationships beteen agencies were
strained by shifts in authority; nor were there start-up
wuslo o vwnluil wilhie  Duch Aguioy wau gaved e uppodewenhyf
to decide what action it wanted to take, within reasonable
limits, aad at the same time the "departmental" objective
was assembled expeditiously.

The substantive dimension of the resulting program, howeverg,
is more vulnerable to criticism. There was little apparent
effort to deal with the theoretical controversy surrounding

the phenmomenon of child abuse in the intradepartmental committee

sessiong. Since the focus of the Department's initiative was
on research and development in this particular instance, this
issue was probably less Important than would usually be the
case. However, the way in which this and the other sub-
stantive aspects of the child abuse were handled suggests some
procedures that could be initiated to improve the intra-
departmental process in general.

For example, this process would be significantly more efficient
if an administrative checklist .were employed to evaluate the
planning doucment in order to assure that proper provision

is made for program administration guidelines, cost quidelines,
training specifications, and the like. The evaluator should
insigt upon a clear statement of program objectives and a
structure which facilitates evaluation of the program at later
stages.

R R BRI AR e T il e B R 2 e e T

wa

e a—— -

. o i e Pt <

N i g £ ST e S

i

] M&&ah&-x.&kx %

SR




. S R T A s et A &
o . e e e SEURE i R 9
) .

3
kD

- 30 -

Additionally, outside experts might be consulted to assess Ty
the technical feasibility of the overall program plan. A

panel of experts could be assembled to assist the Department ' i
in coordinating the research efforts around the country ! 3
from a position of technical expertise rather thar £rom the

vantage point of a group of administrators. Such a panel could 3
also brief government administrators on the substantive aspeckts ]
of any given issue, thereby eliminating the inpression of

unpreparedness such as that made by the representatives of
the Executive Branch at the child zbuse hearings,

All of these suggestions would facilitate the transforma=- ;
tion of the intradepartmental cosmittee into a mechanism ¢ : K
through which a systematic overall strategy could be . .
developed. And, structuring such a mechanism is important

since it seems clear that the intradélurtmental committee
model is likely to be selected more frequently than the
other alternatives discussed in Chapter I. Only matters
of great urgency are likely to require the formation of .a . E
superagency, and the strong central auathority madel must o
also be selectively applied.

In the vast majority of cases in which a problem cuts across
agency lines, then, the intradepartmental committee is likely
to be the chosen strategy. While the child abuse case is not
in every vaspert = ew=Iias onc, LL1o cauminawiuns UL 1t sugyests
a set of general recomrendations that might improve the
efficiency of the intradepartmental committee model within
HEW's framework of "management by objectives."

. r
Recommendztions ;

. Overall strategy formation: : ‘ R

The most striking weakness of the intraorganizational
cormittee model is the lack of any central planning
machanism to ensure that a program is something

mcre than the sum of itz parts. While this is an
inevitable feature of the basically decentralized
structure of the model, there are some mechanisms
that could help compensata for it. It is recom—
mended in this fegard that greater cmphasis be ¥
placed on accountability, and that adequate access %
to the knowledzes and viewpoints of ocutside experis !
and constituencies be assured.
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94 . Accountability: ; i

HEW's intradepartmental committee on child abuse ' B
was monitored by the Office of the Secretary.

However, few intraorganizational committees can f E
rely upon an accountability mechanism of this :
sort., It is recommended that some form of ; 4
rigorous cvaluation of the policy making process

o be institutionalized to ensure that any given

committee is making adequate progress. 3

HEW's new Operational Planning Systew is a step in
this direction. By requiring that milestones be
formulated in advance and by generally avoiding
duplication of effort, the system ensures some

accountability and is likely to increase efficiency. R
) But OPS does not ensure that substantive progress is k
made. Therefore, it is recommendc2 that the system E:

be revised to require that eacn OPS objective be
linked with some procedure fir assessing its actual
effectiveness. In addition, the cbiectives them-~

selves - the substantive out:ome of the committee's . E
efforts - should be evaluated by some well-informed

. outside party. This functioa could be performed by .

by a permanent organizational division with responsibility !

for critical internal evaluation of all organizational
activities or hvy a onalifieAd avaluatar fonm ~nkaide
the organization,

L

. Access to knowledge:

Lo

In general, there is a poor flow of communication

) Letween persons with technical expertise and high-
level administrators thoughout the governmental
bureaucracy. And yet, in our highly technological
society, it would seem imperative that social policy
be securely based upon expertise. Wwhile some members
of HEW's intradepartmental committee on child abuse
were technically knowledgeable in this area, there
was no systematic effort to educate the committee

3 as a policy making body.. Nor was there any apparent
effort to familiarize conmittee members with the
viewpoints of other (inexpert) interested parties in
regard to the political issues involved. i

No doubt there are informal channels through which
this kind of information is generally relayed. :
0y Informal systems of communication, however, are pE:

VAR T
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not totally reliable, and the interests of L4
political expediency can easily block or

distert information which is transferred

haphazardly. It is therefore recommended

i that a formal mechanism of comtunication

; between the experts and the policy makers

be institutionalized.

nwu,
A

Direct cosmunpication between cozmittee members

and outside experts unhampared by political ‘
considerations might be arranged by simply ;
summoning appropriate witnesses to the com~ :
mittee sessions, as Congressional committees

do. In addition, any expertise residing in

civil servants should be made accessible to

the committee in sonme formal way. Also, com-

mittee members could make site visits to

existing programs to becowe familiar with the

technical aspects wf the policy area about

which they are deliberating.

Of course, even with this . ind of exposure to
technical knowledge, the actual policy degision )
may be based primarily on political considera- .
tions. Nevertheless, there are definite
advantages to direct communication between the
experts and the administrators, as should be
evident to the larde proportion of public policy
makers who are committed to the management process :
rather than to the political process.

In the case of HEW's intradepartmental committee

on child abuse, the only important political
consideration was that some "action™ be initiated.
Clearly, in .ais instance, experts' knowledge and
reccmmendations couvld kave figured more signif-
icantly in determining the actual policy choice.
Moreover, this case is by no means an unusual

one in this regard. Once budget levels (however
inadequate they may appear at times) are determined,
many programs in the health area are similarly free
from political constraints. While this is less
common in other areas (e.g., econcmic development,
civil rights, housing), a large proportion of HEW
efforts are of this nature, and it seems reasonahle
to expect that improved expert input could have high
pavoff for Department decision-making processes. i
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Further study:

It is further recommezZud that, after the
intradepartmental committee process is

formalized in accordance with the above recom-
mendations, further study of the problems raised
here be initiated. As has been noted, the present
investigation focused on an issue which enjoyed
high~level attention. Cases without this char~
acteristic should alzo be examined. Careful
study of the intradepartmental committee process
ig especially important because of the frequency
with which this organizational device is utilized
in the Federal government. With the new Federal
administration, which promises to employ a less
centralized approach to policy formulztion, rely-

"ing more heavily on departments, thz: use of the

device will probably become even more common.
Thus, further study of the intradepartmental
process leading to more suggestions for improving
it, might have significant pay off.
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