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& Altho\'\ghdhfisioA o! labor in =plez or~al111!a­
tiQns is genel:nl.ly M:,:~rdir.9 to' f,mct;i.on. M~ 
til!i~Il' scch cmt.,i,ti.e;3 f,ace p=bl".rJS ~equi:d_n.;; the 
r<.!c"~rces O'r arou3illil -t-\>e intex:eut of 1W:CQ !:han 

..... 
Oll(s Ol:t,ji.'l.ni<:atiol).nl. 1.:o.:'ftl:or.~lI1t.. There 11.1::;) '$IHH>ntially 
three rO:J13ibloa :;t.rl.t:egictt f-or <lealinq with suoh ' 

-, oJ,tuationz. One: ill to ~5sign full rea;Y.lnnihllhy 
. to an exi5t;.,h1g or',Jani%ntioZ'U'll w-.it, i;hlch could be 
.' given P'Ct~er t.o ar..:seo.ble the resou:rCOG of other ' 

clivioionc llfitho;,t l:"t":9a:rd to'the exist.ing structure, 
of authozity. Alu.·rnative!y. a co-:!:mit.to-'.l struc~ 
ture co~ld b9 antahlinned ~ithin ~hich alL tho sub­
units inv.'}lved '<l'O"\lld cor;lll:UniCll'ta and collcctivflly 
!ormulatu, ~ prcq:rw-. for dealing with thG problen. 
~hg thlj.~d l"pticm .Ls to r£IQl'gzmize so an to bring 
t11'! oT'E1~aJ.]. diVision, of labor into harr...ony wi t.lJ. the 
nEi,; rzob !,cY<\.' , . 

Q The ,'/:l,:d.n edvantage~ of the strong' c(mtl:al 
l'.luf!'.-o:ity tradal j$ that the decision­
reelung PJ::OC~S3 is unliJ:ely to b~' ob,gtl:~ctetl· 
hq _~"F~?~~ ~~~~~ _~~~~4~~~~~_~\ -~~_ 

pO::lEmts 'iilios .. intci;csts-e,ifl!er. Razpol1al­
b!lity is c:l~~y d~fin<l:d a~ duplication '.' 
of effort ·DS.nk:1ll1~ !:A."4i'e~cr, th03'llt uni\:',,, , 
lilut;c:rdin,",:ted {:o t:bt\ l<1!ad uni t lUY no~ b~ 
as cc~par~tive ~5 they would ~ if they 
e::e:ti:;sc1 oor", contro6. over the progr<Ul~. '" 

&.;r reajo:r ~YEln~a'1e: of tl11il com;nit'Coe lr,odel -is' ; 
the eqalitari~n t1ist:rlb'ution of role!Ja.."Id ':'-.- '. . 
fu.'1ctions. ~he decision is likely t:o bo 
a 'cn;&'cful one ttith inp-ut from a variety of. 
p~rGpec~iveu. On tho pther'hand, tho 
prcgr~~ planning p~ocoss uill be relative~y' 
c\.1lllbexo=e. . . 

~ ~e reorganization m~el entails high start­
up cO'.trt, ;;:.'lil tails to utilize elCisting 
o%:gl'.nizQ:lional. resow::cas. On the other 

, h8nd. it ~voids all tho problezz of co-
. 'Qroinatin;" sll.b-units \lith vllirying intsreMts, 

ant' iz totally tm~,!,arcd by st:ruot\l~tlS 
of.: authority, \"hich wore designod for other 
problclilS .• 
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'J> In dealing .:ith no sctult1 ~·robll"m tr.lil:. cuts 
acro:ss the exintill!l' divisi(m of Inb;)r , l4 
strategy chuice ml1.!It be prooic;Itad otl the 
l':luH:itude C'lf .... arl.nblea associllt~d ,.,loth the 

'p",rticul&r oi tuation. '.rhona includl!l such 
l.t:le.uea as thG urgency of t.he problem, the 
state ot: knowl~dlfe in thu pt'ogrrun 4;J:ca, the 
resources llvail~'ole .for addr~gsing the 
problf.4ll, and legal conl'lttainl's. All. of 
these sh->uld be considered in the uontcmt 
of the, S'aneX'lll.uitabilitx' o~ c<lch"locel. . 

. '. , 

.. , .. ~.,. . 

(\). lin/, has' fraquent.ly made use of intradapllrtll1~ntal 
con;;1litt~elJ >!hen confronting problem areas .<.n 
which more than one tJ.gflnr.:y hafl renponoibl.ll.ty. 
The DllplU:'tll1ent IS S\\CCOilS in such vantu~e9 has· 
·var.ied.. One o~! the fJrst oppo.!'tunitiea to form 

· an intrll.depart:nental commit::l:ee I.lnuer the n~~1 . 
aOper~tionnl Planning Syst&~u (OPS) preoentod its~lf 

· in 1973 l'then 1:he Dep'.Irt.tn;;!l'It decidod to formulate 
'4\ program to :!ddresr. the pTob:i.em of child abul;e. 
Slgnif.icantly~ child abuse later Wllfl seloc\:('J ilS 

· an FY 197 4 or.j ecti Va to b('l monit-.ored by \:"·U\ 

Secre t41ry. ';.:: .. 
. w =:::-:._ ~ .... ~_ ...... v ... ;,..,) .... 1;.J .... o.u~ .... .o.! .. ·t..l1.L~ C!1.LJ.Q ttDUSt: progra.T'tt 

· "''IS !JtimulI.\1.~d by a legislative i\1itiatiw~ for.:udr.g 
'. on child ilb\!13e problew:. Al though tllS Oepar r:.ll1<"-n'l: 

: .• opposed thaI: i-nitiati'lO .. itaupo).:csrnen wore unable 
, '. to dell't .. '"Inatl:ate to. conca:rned Congresaional comm.it+:ee 

flle!ilberLl th·l.t HEtl wao ;;1r(;",dy responding to the prob­
lem ec1equal:l!lly. Indoed, it was not until the. .. 

· Congrosf] had already b~gun to formulate legislation 
.~ that HE"vl' t.ook action. • ' . .' 

a.. Oncll the decisiol't to ostablish 8uch a program ha~ 
been made, thero W8<l 110 effort to formulate an 
overall departmental stratp.gy for child abuze • 
.Ratller, oach HEYl agenr:y identified it.s child aouse 
activiti!:!:s. These activities were then i\ggregated, 
all duplication eliminated, and the resulting com­
pilation was tenr.eJ. an "intradepart!:"antal effort. h 

This tJi(ocC!meal approach wall a major weakness in tho " 
· HEW child abuse program development procoss. .' 

~ /' 
'0 In the ClIse t.·fohiid abuse, ~ signil:icint' ~lemenf 

':. of polit:ic:al l.irgenc.y was coupled wi'eh a relatively 
",' ... ," BlIU111 amount. of knowlt.!dge and technology available· 

· in tho program area. From a pC'litical standpoint, 

.. 

.' tile main objective appears to have bean tho l"'..obil;i.za­
· tion Of. nome highly visible action. The .decision to 
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Ug~ Ctn intrad!?'p14xtJn.!'';4\'Cul COltCf;tU t.tce tI(aO th~~tof'C;;l:e 1 ~ 
... ~e1.1 £oU41r.1ed~ 'No re.lat;c)nr;hips hot.~>,eel' agencies" 

'4 ,. ,\~olte !ltraine4 by ahifb; l,n L\uthod ty, , nor ware, 
'';hcre Gtat:t..:.up aO!1t& ,to contond with, nach agl'lP'::Y • 
was 'liven the opportunitx of'dec.idiIl9 what effC'ct 
lot should =J,e, wit.hin :s:e:xsonabla limits" and at 
'the amne time the "depllrtmertt" objec/:ivo was' ,,', 
els!1e1i1hled axped~UO\U'llY,: ' " 'f 

tl '!11 th~ va~t lD<ljority of ~azeB in ~lhlch' ~"problem 
'auto acros~ agency lines, 'the intradap~rtmantal 

,'" :'CO!1l!ilittOIl;'S likely ,to be the chosen fl'crategy. 
,.' Ii: is ccnaequently of ililpo.r;tarlce to TAlkc the 

ntr.btegy'operate ao efficicntlr'ua possible, 

" 

..... 

,'l'o);,llr.d this, end, it is recoinn\(mc1ali \:hat gl.'eater 
e.'::lphasls bo placed on £lccountabi;J.ltYJ and, 'that 
steps b~ tru~en to ,assure adequate access to the 
knowlecige and viewpoints of'ol\t:$ide ~1,peJ;'ts and 
constituencies • 

.. SQ-.Ar:fd'nll of. rigorous evaluation of the policy, 
n~i~J process Bhou~a beinBtitutionali~ed,t:o 
enSU'.Q that any given intradepllItIn~mtnl committee 
J .... _ ~,~J __ ... .;( ............. #.0 __ "!!" ____ ... _ T'._ .... ,.. _,...~ .... ' .~ ... " .. J~ .. .... 

... .;... ... ....... ~ ..... .J- ... ~.- ... ... -~ .... .,.",,- ...... ,11 ...... -0#_ .. _ 

ah-.. uld be linkc:d ~1i th Gom" procedure for alOSClss­
~ng ~te ~ctual effGctlvan~~~.,~~ the opjsotiv~G 
ti\ems~lvea ohould be evsluutod,by ,~~~ewell- ' 
lufo=ed outside party: '" " '.,', ';'. 

O! A f('.~l r~echaniom of COlll:l\un:i.cutioT\. botween the 
el:p~I't: .. ~nd tllo policy fillikers :;hould 00 inct:i.tu .... 

"t:ionalized. perhaps lDtIdeled aftor the otructure" 
, or Con~reoBionalbearillg~ OJ 
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IllTROO\JC'fORY NOTE. 

In this pa~3r an effort is ~~d~ to asscss the effectivena3B 
of liJ~ll' Ii intrCl.departmantal cOtr,mitt~a on chi1d abuse- and t.o 
generalizE! from that p~rticular c~se. In the course of 
Eltudying the COllCU t.tee· g progrsBll, tho need for n cchercnt 
methodological framev.'ork ~'i'Lh vhich to evaluute public program 
development beclllla' apparent. Accordingly, Chapter I of this 
pa!l-Ur ie devoted to a d~scuaaion of the general issues 
involved. In Chapter II the case of child aiJ\:So is dicussed 
in Iloa'..e det.ail, and in Cho!lptcr III the conolusions -and 
reco1ll!4:enQnt::ions which this study produced. arc prcao.:ted. 
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CHAPTER I 
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO l'UBLIC l'ROGRAH DEVELOP/-tENT 

Problems of Methodology 

>, 

There is no methodology consenSUG among researchers in public 
administration. In plncq of a distinct boqy of theory, there 
are a few preliminary efforts to supply a conceptual f~ame­
work, and these vary widely in their basic assumptions.* 

One approach which has gained wide acceptance begins with the 
assumption that ~ublic administration is esse~tially Bimilar 
to industrial management. This view, perhaps best exemplified 
by the work of Herbert A. Simon, emphasizes the concepe of 
efficie~ in de~ision-making, and aims at a method of 
FC1~f~c analysis of am~inistrative behavior. In, his book 
Administrative Behavior,ll Simon dismisses previous admin­
istrati~e theory as a superficial set of proverbs, and 
proposes a vocabulary for describing 'he process of decision­
making which, he suggests! might lead ~O a rigorous science 

1 

f' 

of administration. He begins by stating a fundamental 
principle which defines the task of administrative science 
in t<;rTnS of prescribing "corl;'ect" admi.nistrative !'t~havior: 
-maximization is the aim of administrative act.ivity, and 
administJ:"ative theo'7,{ must disclose under wh" t- ("0".1\ H r,n'> 

<.'It: ilitlx.l.liU,l!:atl.on takes place. ";'1 

Recognizing that efficiency is the goal of Administration, 
but not necessarily the reali ty, Simt1l' indicCltes that theory 
should concern itself al~o with the ll.mits on the ability of 
the administrator to achieve this goal. However, the vocabularj 
he propo~es does not describe these limits, restricting itself 
to the definition of an anhlytic framework for \~hat is clearlY 
an ideal rather titan' a real process of decision-making. This 
is 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 fundament~l 
concepts Simon introduces, the idea of a strategy. 

At each moment tne behaving g,ubject, or 
the organization composed of numbers of 
such individuals, is confronted with a 
large n~~er of alternative behaviors, 
some of which ~re present in conscious­
ness and some of which are not. Decision, 

*These remarks about the thuory of public administration are 
based on a relativp..ly SUperficial knowledge of thp. vast 
literature in this field, and are not intended to be com­
prehensive hut me:e~y to define the orientation of the 
author. 
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or choice, as the tere is used here, is 
the pro~ess by which one of these alterna­
tives for each woment's behavior is selected 
to be carried out. 7he serieR of such 
decip~on3 which dete~incs behavior over 
aome stIetch of tir~e r::ay be called a 
strategy. 

If anyone of the possible strategies is 
chosen and fol1~~ed out, certain con­
sequences will result. The task of 
rational decision is to select that one 
of the str~tegies which is followed by 
the preferred set of consequences. I;: 
should be emphasized that all the con­
sequences that follo\l from ·tile chosen 
strategy are relevant to the evaluation 
of its correctness, not ~imply those con­
acquenccs that were an~icipa~ed.~1 

In his d.iscussion of the limits of rationality, Simon reasons 
that it is the decision-maker's psychological enviro~ent 
",hi,..h A,,"f'~"'": ,...~"; -th:: :. ... ~;.:.'!.. !._ .. :.':'i..:~ .uuA.LJWrI.oCl\...l..OU ~i:f lJtJb~J.,oJ,.e. 
Therefore, he sUC'3ests an organization should provide its 
members with an 'environI:lent. t:\at will adapt their decisions 
to the organization objectives, and will provide them with 
the information needed to ~1ak~ decisions correctly."!! This 
leads to amplification of the concept of a strate'JY from the 
level.of an isolated decision-~er to that of the indiVidual 
who functions as part of a social gr~JP - an organization. 

When choice takes place in group situations, 
the consequences of a course of ~ction become 
dependent not only upon th-.:! individual's 
selection of a particular alternative, but 
upon the selections of the other members of 
the group as well. .Onl~· whe:n the behaviors 
of the others are taken as ·constants· -­
that is, when expectations are formed regard­
ing their behavio~s -- docs the problem of 
choice take on a dete=inate forCl. \Vhen 
such expectations have been forrr~d, the 
only remaining independent variable is the 
individual's own choice, and the problem of 
dt:cision reduces co the former case. 

Hence, the set of alternatives available 
to the group must be carefully distinguished 
from the set of alternatives available to 
the indh·idual. The latter i::l only a sub­
set of the former, a different subset for 
each given s~\.. of bcohaviors of the othe;: 
members of thE: group. The alternative 
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that the individual actually s'!lccts for 
his own behavior may be quite distinct 
from the alternative that he would select 
if he could determine the behavior;) of 
All the other group members.y 

'thus it is impott.ant to understand the structure of authority 
relationships within the organization, 

Some scholars of adndnistrative theory have been critical of 
'limon's behl'.vioristic .. ",proach. They argue that, while it 
~y be Buffic~ent for understanding industrial management 
and other areas in which the orgallizl,\tion's objectivc:s can 
be described in quantitative terms, hi5 methodolog1 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 chis view, suggests 
that Simon's idea of ~ science of public adrlnistration is 
premature, and that his analysis of the hierarchy of relation­
ships ... ithin organizations fails to corne to tnrl\ls with ::'1\0. 
important role played by "normative assumptions" and moral 
values. 

What is efficiency? Selsen and Oachau 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 efficiency placed on ehe highest 
pedestal? Is .not the worship of efficiency 
itself ~ particular expression of a special 
valu~ judgmenl? ,Does it not stern from a 
mode of thinking and special moral hypothesis 
of restifl9 all a sharp distinction u.:!tween 
means and ends? 

The basic problems of public administration 
as a disciplil • .:! and as a potential scienC"e 
arc much wider than the pr~blems of mere 
administration. The necessarily wider 
preocc'IPntion of ~ study of puhlic admin­
istrativn. as contrasted with private 
administration, inevitably enmeshes the 
problems of public administration in the 
toils of ethical considerations.&! 

This criticism is especially relevant to the public administra­
tion of Bocial programs, all the norms and values involved there 
are more controversial t.han those WI:lich figure in other areas 
of public policy. Since' lhe decision-makiI'lq situation under 
scrutjny in this study is one invo1vlng social policy, as do 
Il\any othex: HEW programs, Dahl's· argument must be taken seriously. 
Therefore, the procedllr:e followed in this analysis will hll! to 
proceed from an initial con&idcraticn of alternative strategies, 
which draws on Simon's method, to a more speculative examina-

" 
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tion of the variables and constraints which introduce uncer­
tainties into the bituation. 

The Changing Division of Labor 

Although the division of labor in complex organizations is 
generally acoording to function, at times they face pr~blems 
requiring the resources or arousing the interest of more than 
one organizational conponent. There arc essentially 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 as·semble the resources 
of other divisions without regard t.o the existing structure 
of authority. Alternatively, a con~itte~ structure could be 
established within which all the su~·units involved would 
comn.unicate and collectiVf,ly formulate a program for deal­
ing with the probleu. The third option is to reorganize so 
a~ to bring the overall division of labor into harmony with 
the new problem. 

While there are innumerable variations possible within each 
of these schemes. the three comprise a broad set of alterna­
tive strategies from which the administrator must choose. 
Each option carrieu ~ith it general advantages and dis­
':::!:":"::~:t-"'" ~: • .:..\"':. o.:.:u .. ,uj,,~ ~i;,;: w~.i.Y'"t:U ill htd.~.Ln9 tilt:" aeCl.Sl.on, 
alth~ugh the choice will depend to a large extent on the 
nature of the particular rroblem bp.ing dealt with. !t is 
~.elpful to project those generalizations which ca:"! be safely 
made onto models of each alternative strategy before con­
sidering the variables which enter into any actual ch·.)ice. 

1010001 I: Strong Central Authority 

The first strategy establishes a strong central authority 
wi thin one organizational uni·t to coordinate the effor'.s 
of several units. Primary responsibility for the deci • • ~r­
maleing processes involved in for;uulating a program is i, tnis 
case assumed by the coordinating component. Sioilarly. 
review of and comment on the progress of the program is 
~ssentially limited to this group. 

In order fcr this model to function adequately, the organiza- • 
tic;) rr.e:nb'.!r responsible for coordination mU3t be someone 
kllowled-Ieab1e about the gex:eral structure of authority within 
the ~rg1nization 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 
problem, 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 model im'olves certain 
risks as Io/ell. Those participating units that are placed 
in a subordinate position reldtive to the lead unit may 
not be as cooperative as they would be if they exerted more 
control over the progtam. In addition, it is likely that 
limiting the input into program formulation to one organiza­
tional entity would rp.sult in a loss of perspective which 
could detract significantly from program effectiveness. 

The fact th~'t the program manager would have to be at a fairly 
high level within the existing organizational hierarchy for 
this strategy to succee~ 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 ~Ihen the program adminilltrator 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 
.... 0 O('lm;n~t~ 'r'hp C::1"hc:"Jt~"' ... n .... ""M'""I""""\O'\. ......... .... 1: .... - ......... - ....... 4:.-~_ .. ~.,_~.~_~ 

could ~a~ily be del~gated to' s~bbrdinates - "and' p~o;Ptiy-----·· 
forgotten. 

Still another problE.'m which must be confronted if this model 
is selected is the tendency of each organizational '",lit to 
become complete. There is a natural tendency for any 'organiza­
tional entity with only partial program responsibility to 
develop programs .tn related areas. For exan'ple, a unit with. 
responsibility for service delivery will be incli.ned to under­
take related research projects. This can result in substantial 
duplication of effort. It is especially likely to occur under 
the strong central authority model, sinc~ many units would 
lack a full appreciation of the overall program p13n. It may 
be helpful to consider an example of this mo~el in operation: 
the White House's Special I.ction Office for Drug Abuse l?re'J:,)n­
tion (SAODAP). 

\'Ihen drug abuse incidence grew to epidemic pl;oportions in 
the late 60's, Federal laws were enacted and various community 
treatment programs were funded. Several Federal ag~ncies 
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, SAODAP was created to coordinate Federal effor~s in 
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 control system to oversee their efforts. Withvut destroy­
ing the agencies' autonomy, this centralization of authority 
has provided leadership and enforc,)d some division of labor 
among thern. While, as might be expected, some duplication 
of effort persists, responsibility is clearly deUned and 
the modest goal of coordination has to a large extent been 
achieved. 

Model II: The ,Intraor.ganizational Committee 

The second strategy for dealing with problems which cut across 
the e~isting division of labor establishes a cooper~tive 
committ~e structure wi~hin 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 reflecting substantive knowledge. 
Of f"lnll"r"C;p-.. t-hi ~~ ~!)nln. f't- t-h~ r!,~~'P. .. .;~,.., .... ..,.1 .. "" ~~ ... ;-,..--:,,::"-~~ ~, ~-,~ 

ning proces& relatively cumber~ome, for org~~i~atio~'~emb;;~ 
with many different perspectives must reach a common level 
of understanding before any decision can be made. 

A major advantage of the committee model is the egalitarian 
distribution of roles and functions. Involviny all the 
organizational members who will implement the program in 
the formulation process is likely to enhance their cooperation 
and maximize their internal motivation to accomplish the 
program objectives.. Also, the task of communicating the 
overall 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 policy making may 
be jeopardized. . 

Unlike the strong central authority model. this one does not 
require the participation of high-level personnel to function 
properly. A study hy Harold Guetzkowll of interagency com­
mittees in the governmental bureaucracy found no statistically 
significant relationship between the rank of individuals 
comprising a ~ommittee and its effectiveness. contrary to 
popular belief., The only formal characteristic;; whl,ch the 
study identifiEoo /:is signLHcant 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 ~ommunica­
tion. Indeed, these would probably be important factors in 
all three alternative strategies. But the insignificance 
of rank seecs unique to the committee model, and is clearly 
one of its positjve features. 

The establishment in 1947 of the National Security Council was 
based on a choice of the co~ittce strategy, and is illustra­
tive of beth its advantages and its disadvantages - although 
the insignificance of rank is not exenplified. Clearly, in 
the area of national defense, it is crucial that policy decis­
ionG be based on a maximum of substantive 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 en it, and, as might be 
expected, a great deal of conpetition ha~ developed among those 
interests f.or influence over policy. The status of its members 
as highly responsible policf operators in diverse areas of 
national security has precipitated co~flicts. 

In addition to these demonstrated weaknesses, the NSC approach 
/:las the potr;ntial ... isadvant.age that, in some instances, in 
p'~~su~~g theJ.r o ... ~ concer~~ ~a7her than th~ ove~all 'P~ogram. 
\JtJJ\;l.~\.. ... ·eo, Q~E:;i'\:...Li;B Llaj .LL.tU..L .1. .... ~hiJt:U..Lt::1U .. i,;,.u WJ.. I..HUvJ..u 1"'~"" t.J.Uca ... 

information froln 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 •. ~l one, it has presented serious practical 
difficulties.!V 

Model III: The SUDerag~nc~ 

The third ~ption is a tota: 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 obvious disad7antages. It inevitably en­
tails high start-up costs, and does not fully utilize existing 
organizational experience or resources. Legislative constraincs 
and related factors often prevent its use in government. ·On 
the other hand, it avoids all the problems of coordinating sub­
unita with varying interests, and is totally unencumbered by 
structures of authority which were designed for other problems. 
It also serves as a revita~izing force, shaking down the entire 
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organization. (T,is may be less desirable if it occurs 
frequen tly, howevt~r.) 

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 an~' administrative arganizatian, of caurse. 

'l'he recently created Federal Energy Administration (FEA) 
is an excellent exampl~ af a case in which the creation af 
superagency was apprQrriate. The problems to. be addressed 
in,cluded the need to conserve scarce supplies as \~ell as to 
ensure a fair distributian or euargy. Anather major need 
was implementation of a wide-ranging program to evaluate 
lmIerica's 9rawing depend~nce an fareign sources of ener<oy, 
and to dev(!lap strategies to. reduce the nation I s vulnerability 
to future oil cut-offs and price increases. 

Given bot~ the public concern and the realization by members 
of both t,he Legislative and Executive Branches that a 
massive focused effort was required, the choice af a super­
agency approach was clearly warranted. In this case a strang 
cant-.:ol auth()Y'i~v "''''~ !'J"'e"t~r'I, ;i)'l j'he. l'y",~,~t-ht"" ()ff~ C" !;')f the 
President to handle the immediate problems associated with 
the recent "energy crisis." This temporary authority, knawn 
as the Federal Energy Office, also planned the transition to 
the superagency - the Federal Energy Administration - and in 
fact became the top hiera~chy of that new, more permanent 
entity. 

Choosing a Strategy 

Any wise strategy choLce must proceed frcm 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 recammendatian; while the fact that 
equally valid, but contradictory, crite~ia 
exist which could be applied with equal 
reasan, but with a different result, is 
conveniently ignored. A valid aPI?roach 
to. the study of administratian requires 
that all the relevant diagnas.tic criteria 
be identified; that each administrative 
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situation be analyzed in term's of the 
entire set of criteria: and that resea.reh 
be instituted to determine how weights can 
be assigned to the several criteria I'lhen 
they are, as they usually l-till be, mutually 
incompatible.Y 

In ha~dlinq an actual problem that cuts across the existing 
division of labor, a strategy choice must be predicated on 
consideration of a multitude of variables associated with the 
partic!Jlar situat:ion. These include such issues as th~ urgency 
of the ?roblem, the state of knowledge in the program area, 
the refiources available for dealing with the problem, and 
legal .::cmstraints. All of thes! should be considered in the 
conte~t of the general models. 

~he urgency of the problem being dealt with is certainly an 
important factor. Epidc;mics, war emergencies, and other 
situations that demand immediate action may not allow time 
for the slaw progress of committee work or for planning a 
s~~oth reorganiZation. There are other situations where 
urgency is not a substantive factcr but political con­
siderati(,1n~ m.;,)c;p trnmpnj~tp ,?rt of nr:t rl~ai ~~"l --:- r'" ~~"::""- -:,"~(,),::= 
that emergency situations initially call for exercise of the 
strong central authority model, but the' choice is mor~ flexible 
in cases of politically determined ~urgency.~ It may be desir­
able to demonstrate to the public th<!t com .. immediate action is 
being initiated, but at the satme time it may not be necessary 
to actually implclPent a ser'lice program. 

Another important variable to consider is the state of know­
ledge in the program area. If the ~: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, providing as it does for input from a 
wide variety 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. 

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 perspec~ivc provided by t.he committee 
strategy. In such cases, a more focused approach to program 
development is indicated, and this is best secured by means 
of reorganization. 

1. 
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The complexity and magnitude of the problem being dealt with 
are also significant variables. If it is so large or complicated 
that the other functions of the oryanization seem dwarf~j 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 
prorably be most appropriate, as the problem of resistan=e 
to a plan ~mposed from without would be negligible. 

The resources availahle for combatting the problem are another 
mportant constraint. Ii the organization has. allotted abundant 
financial resources and personnel to the development of a 
program~it rnightbe worthwhile to reorganize, On the other 
!:::Ind, if the problem must be faced with limited resources, 
thLS would probably be impractical because of the start-up 
costs \"hich would be incurred. Another resource which should 
be considered is the amount of time the organization expects 
to reIJal.n involved with the problem. Clearly, if it is 
anti.cipated tl,at the progre.m will last for only a week, it:. 
would be foolish to underta~e a reorganization effort. 

Finally, there may be legal constraints within which the 
decision nust be made. It may not be possible to reorgani~e 
the division of labor if the existing structure of the 
n-:--;a:::':::: ;:'0:: r:: ;..:. ..... """ ... ':L_J. Uj lu·..,.. COuvt:l.~eJ.y r tut: i.e9l:.S1a­
tlon for a program may sp€cify a strate~~ without regard to 
tte variables enumerated above. 

Wh1.le consideration of the different variables is often use­
ful, inevitably different consideration', will indicate mutually 

'incompatible strategies. The process of weighting the 
different criteria will determine the ~hoice, but it is at 
this juncture that the smooth course of -scientific management­
is interrupted. As no decision is ·va~ue-free." the process of 
judgc€nt will of necessity bc influenc~d by the biases of the 
organization as a whole and, in particllar, those of the 
decision-:aker. Thus, organization41 ~orms and values will 
inevitably figure in the decision-making process, ana it 
fol1~.R that any organization striving.for efficient admin­
istration should make an effort to articulate and analyze 
this aspect of decision-making. lihile ':he values of the 
individual decl.sion-maker are harder to pi.n down, they too 
should be analyzed as thoroughly as posrible. 

TI.e Role of Eval uation 

It is evident that any adcinistrative decision will necessarily 
be based upon a degree of uncertainty. One important component 
of program manag~ent which helps to compensate for this is 
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evalua~ion. A program can be evaluated at the plannin~ stage, 
during early implementation, after tull implel1lentation, or at 
all of these points. 

At the planning stage, the major role of evaluation is to asseSB 
the feasibility of the projected program. An administrative 
checklist should be employed to evaluate the planning dOctunent, 
ma~ing sure that proper provision has been made for program 
administration guidelines, cost guidelines, training specifica­
tions, and the like. The evaluator should insist upon a clear 
statement of program objectives and a structure which will 
facilitate evaluation 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 is essentially an empirical effort similar in scope to 
the earli.er (theoretical) feasibility study. Of course, if 
the situation the p'rogram is designed to address is one 
requiring immediate action, this phase of th~ evaluation 
would probably have to be omitted, and the plannlng evalua-
tion would likewise be compressed. However, when circumstances 
du ~t!rllu.~ "Citl;! '::lIIployr.'t:!nt OJ: tjl",!;e p:..e.i..irnl.llClJ:Y p.cUg.cd111 tlWJJ.IJI1-
tions, they are well worth the relatively small expense involved. 
Their use may permit early correctioll of errors wnich might be 
quite expensive to remedy once the progr;:;m 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 p~ogram. 
These projects can be analyzed in much the same way as the 
demonstration l?Tograms. Thi.s kind of ev"luation serves to 
accumulate some data relating to the program, and is likely 
to have some payoff in terr.ls of overall efficiency simply 
becaus~ program participnnts will be alerted to the possibility 
of evaluation. Project eval~·.ation of this type can take any 
one of several forms, dependlng upon the degree of precision 
desired. The quickeGt and le!:st expensive method is to analyze 
the efficiency of program management without attempting to 
assess actual effectiveness •• This involves a delivery systems 
analysis based 0:1 a management audit of the projects selected, 
cheCking such items as record keeping and staff qualifications. 
A somewhat mol:e precise evaluC'·tion can be obtained by con­
sulting an outside expert for a critical analysis of a 
p&rticular project. And the best (but also the most expensive) 
evaluative method that can be implemented at this stage is an 
overall project impact analysis. which does make an effort to 
assess effectiVeness by conducting extensive client follow.-·Jp 
or other direc~ impact stUdies. 
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Finally, an assessment of overall program ilopact can be made 
bv applyi~g the methods used in project analysis to a sample 
selected ~ccording to appropriate stat~stical techniques. 
This form of evaluation is the most expensive of all, but 
also the most precise. 

When Q 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. Horeover, 
the selection of an organizational approach 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 co~ttee could not be evaluated by a 
strong central authority. 

Indeed, the most effective evaluation appr'Jach i~ most cases 
that cut acros's the established di vision of labor .1ppears to 
be the superagency model. Evaluation desks cuuld be stationed 
within all participating organizational units for purposes of 
data collection, but the evaluation p~ucess would encounter 
minimal conflicts of interest if th~<e officials reported to 
a central evaluation authority close to the top of.the 
organizational hierarchy. Such an authority might be a 
permanent component of the organization responsible for 
f\~.~}':~.I..-.f;:",'" .=:~ ::!! ~=.J'~::.i.:r:..t:'~!"l::! ::.:=:=t~ .. 
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CHAPTER II 
TilE CASE OF HEI'l'S INTRADEPARTMENTAL COH.'fITTEE ON CHILD ABUSE 

Background 

The U.S. Department of Health, Education, an1 Welfare recently 
adopted a new management tool, the Operational Planning System 
COPS), as part of an. effort to increase the Department's 
efficiency and effectiveness in administering its programs. 
This tool was developed in response to the Federal govern­
ment's "Nanagement by Objectives" policy, which emphasizes 
the importance of clear statements of all program objectives 
and' the need for careful monitoring of progrcss in achieving 
those objectives. It is an effort to facilitate the evalua­
tion process by ensuting that expected results are established 
before a program is im?lemented. It is designed to expose 
disagreement on basic goals l:.y requiring clear statements of 
those goals. 

OPS is the primary tool used by H~~ 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 
piau:., .Lfluic(1('.tng b~·<!<!l.l:.tc Jnl.iesrones necessary '1:0 aenl.eve 
the objectives and the e.xpected co-...pletion d:lte for each 
step. In addition, an explicit statemenc of the resources 
needed to accol:1plish each objective is required. Through 
management conferences, the Office of the Secretary then 
monitors the progress of various Department programs in 
accomplishing their objeccives. This monitoring process 
serves as a model for I::a.~agers at lower levels in HEN to 
use in charting the progress of efforts to accomplish other 
OPS objectives • 

Over the years, IlEH has frequently made use of intra­
departmental committees ~hen confronting problems which cut 
across agency responsibilities. This approach has met with 
varying degrees of success. One of the first opportunities 
to form an intradepart:ental committee under the new 
management system arose in 1973, .... l:el' che Department decided 
to formulate a program to adjress the problem of child abuse. 
This chapter will be devoted to Q detailed discussion and 
critical analysis of the prcgress of the intradepartmental 
committee asserr~led for that purpose, and will draw upon the 
framework developed in Chapter I • 
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The Mondale Bill: An In~entive (or Action 

HEW had 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 th~ general context of child welfare, but there was 
had been no attempt before this time to attack. the particular 
phenomenon of child abuse in any comprehenoive way. There was 
minimal interagency com'llunication regarding what little was 
being done in the area, and much of tlle time, "involvement" 
consisted simply of supplying states with funding to combat 
the problem in any way they chose. 

These conditions might well have contimled indefinitely (for 
child abuse is by no means a new social problem), but for a 
leg'islati,ve initiative on the part of Senator !~ondale in 
early 1913. This action promptE'd HEN to formulate a sub­
stantive program to study the problem and help the victims. 
The Administration opposed the Morldale 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 extensively 
until the legislative process begall. 

Hearings on the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act 
were held before the Senate Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth of tha Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in Harch 
and April 1973 and before the House Select Subcommittee on 
Educ:ation of the commi'ttee on Education and Labor in October and 
November 1913. 1Q/ As might be expected, there was substantial 
duplication between the House and Senate hearings. Together, 
they covered eight days, arJ included sessions held in 
Congressional chambers and in hospitals in Denver, New York 
City and the District of Columbia, Which have initiated 
experimental child abuse treatment 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 
s;;;:>ported prevention and treatment efforts, such as Ms. Jolly K., 
founder of a self-help group called Parents Anonymous and a 
former child abuser 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. 
Slides of battered children, journalistic accounts of extreme 
cases of abuse, and medical case histories were present~d. 
together ~ith more temperate analyses of the causes and effects 
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of child abuse. Existing treatment and prevention programs 
and the hiatory of state legislative efforts to handle the 
problem were also examined. 

The underlying theoretical i$sue 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 deterulined phenomenon over which the abuser 
has littlo p~rsonal control. 

Proponents of the former view emp~asized the incidence of 
child abuse in all socioeconomic strata. In general, they 
tended to focus,on those characteristi~s of abusers dis­
covered by rese/ilrch \-lhich appear to be static. For instance, 
members of this group repeatedly stressed the finding of 
Dr. C. Henri Kempe, Director of the National Center for 
Prevention of Child Abuse in D~nver and one of the foremost 
ropn;,..p.' rDQoOl:tlrrh"~£t i.n th';,c; f;~'''; rh::-+- r.,...CU""1,'O""""'v !IIN'~'''''" Mh ...... 
batte~ 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 perceiving 
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 ge.nerally 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 menwer of the Child 
Abuse Team of Children's Hos~ital in the District of Colw'IDia, 
pointed out. It was frequently emphasized by those who view 
child abuse as a symptom of individual pathology that abusers 
seea generally insecure and lacking in self-confidence. 
Ms. Jolly K. described a recurring phenomenon called 
"scapegoating" - the abusa of one child in a fa~ily in 
which the other siblings are well cared for. This behavior 
seems to occur when a rarent 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 9~neral, those who view child abuse as an individual 
pathology ~onsider 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 
t1:-~m in a societal context, interpreting the abuse:r'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 exponent!> of this 
view (although some of his research has been used as a 
ba~is for the other position). In his testimony, he Was 
quick to point out that while many of the well-publicized, 
sensationalistic incidents of child abuse are probably 
psychopathic, such cases account for only about 10 per cent 
of reported incidentE'. The otl .. "r 90 per cent are of lesser 
intensity, he eXplained, and are usually salvagablc situa­
tions. Since cases of low intensity are less li~ely to be 
reported, this figure is probably higher than 90 per cent 
In actuality. Moreover; Or. Kempe suggested, the psycho­
r-athic cases are but exaggerated versions of the others, 
and are likely to stem from the same basic caus~s. 

Dr. Pavid Gil, a professor of Social Policy at Brandeis 
University, who has conducted ;.mportant sociological research 
on child abuse. was one of the ~st articulate proponents of 
this viewpoint. In his testimony, he emphasized the pre-
va lpocp rtf ;.-10,"; ,...,..~,...:,. "t ..... 'h .... ':;! ~~. ':': .. .:! t !...:..:_ •• ~,- .:. .. vu.~ \.u;'~&.u..:c-, 

and the general acceptance of corporal punishment In child­
rearing as causes of child abuse, pointing out also that 
thP ccmbative expectations of society and the decline of the 
extepded fa!llily have been important in fostering social isola­
tion ~, as a consequence, personal insecurity. public 
fortlS ot. abuse and neglect, especially in schools, have their 
roots ir. the same cultural fa.ctors, 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 c~re, and 
inadequate edccation. Their parents, moreover, losers in 
a social order which extols upward mobility, are more 
vulnerable than the rest of tlle population to feelings of 
personal insecurity. Indeed, while child ,abuse occurs in 
all socioecono~ic strala, Dr. Gil suggests that poor people 
probably account ~or a disproportionate percentage of 
incidence. 

This theoretical controversy provides a framework for under­
s~~ding the various practical alternatives proposed during 
the hearings for treating th~ problem of child abuse. Each 
set of assumptions points toward a corresponding set of 
social policies. 
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T~e view th!\t child ubuse is pathologlcal behavior. iG 
reflected in the proposal that, profiles be developed of 
the "high-rilllt" parent, based on the peraonality traits 
judged uS determinative. Vincent De Francis, Director 
of the Children'S Division of tho 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 ar.'tl:dlly have children. Treatment 
methods that emphasize punishing child abus~rs and relocating 
the victims in foster homes embod:! the samo basic approach 
to tho problem. 

In concr~st, the view that child abuse is a problem rooted 
in society r~~ner than tho individunl suggests preventive 
policies such as a law against corporal punishment. This 
measure, supported by Dr. Rempe, among others, would give 
children the same protection against physical assaul~ as 
adults, both in the famUy and other soci'llizing inst.itu­
tions. From this perspective, as Dr, Heiser emphasized, 
punishment is seen as essentially reinforcing the abuser's 
insecurity, and thus .is by no means a satisfactory form of 
treatment:. 

~:.v L"uli... t:':,':"l"",",v.t;Ji'f VL t..ut.iot;: "1- lou \..U1b ".it!~t:JV.LH 1,.. ~b l..tlc1t.. 
efferts ought to focus on the rehabilitation of the affected 
family I 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 includ~ 
such steps as improving family planning education or establish­
ing ~nough day care facilities for families of all income 
groups. This would afford parente some relief from the 
burden of child-rearing as well as an opportunity to over-
come thb~r isolation by interacting with other adults. 
Dr. Kempe suggested, that in order to combat the problem 
of child abuse, societ.y 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 
slnall children were receiving their bar-ic health rights. 
Finally, as Dr. Gil emphasized, this a~proach would require 
a commitment to providing decent living conditions for all 
Americans and their families. 

While consideration of thene 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 T:clltrnent lIct. There was agree-
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ment on some items, and the bill provides that to be eligible 
for v~~c~nical assistanc~H (direct subsidy of existing 
programs) frcll::', the Federal government, :ltates must meet a 
series of reqaire:::ents. They roust have: 

a child abuse repo:cti~g la\\' with immunity 
pro'Visions; 

procedures for investigat.ing reported cases to 
sub~cantiate their accuracy; 

a multi-disciplinary approach to treatment; 

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

syst~natic dissemination of information about 
the probleo to ~~e public, 

Another clause, reflectirg Congress' uncertainty about the 
!:'lOre ccntroversi.al issues. requi'::es that states demonstrate 
their ability to -deal effectively" with child abuse and 
;"Ieglect cases to be eligible for technical ass:;'l>tance. 

The ~ctual pr~~e~~ of decision-naking that determined the 
shape ~F thp :~nal version of the bill is not explicit in 
";~= ::=:. ... ~..,.:_.:.t"'a..~ lJ: ~,c iU::c1L..t.UY;', but. it n1J1tl.ber or ractors 
see.::! clear. Hhil~ at ti::;es the Congressmen present at the 
hearings indicated the::ir sympathy for the theoretical 
approach calling for a progr~ of broad social change, thoy 
decided llqain~lt incorporating t.'1is persp';!ctive into the 
statute itself b€cause ~~ey feared such a bill might not 
be Signed. Together ,~ith this strategic consiJeration, it 
appears that the g~~eral feeling was that chilo abuse was 
not ~'et understood veIl 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 o! incooplete reporting and 
record keeping, and the ::::J.jorit.~· of the witnesses agreed that 
most existing progra;ns are l.nef!ective, not only because 
th.ey are inadequately it;nded but also because of meth:>do­
lo<]ical deficiencies. r.O<O"cver, nany witnesses pointel1 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 res~~nds to this appeal with 
the -technical assistance" prOVision outlined above, ear­
marking 20 per cent of th~ authoriZed funds for this purpose. 
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The bulk of the funding is to be used for grants to demon­
stration programs which mayor may not involve actual 
service. Their main purpose is to test alternative programs 
and to investigate further the causes of child abuse. 
There is a specific provision encouraging these programs 
to explore the relationship between drug abuse and child 
abuse, for example. 

The bi,11 .!llso creates an advisory board comprined 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 a~ay from such panels of experts because past experience 
has d~monstrated 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 teohnical expertise rather than 
from the vanf:age point of a group of administrators. 

In testifying before the House and Senate subcolT'JOittees on the 
proposed legislation HEW spokesman took the posit:on that chjl~ 
abuse can be handled adequately, and, indeed, this is already 
hpi"~ ~r"'('1""'!"5.sh~rt ,;,., .('O,..."'~ ~f-~"""'- ""-';I .. ~:~~ :;;-==.:..:.1. !.c:;:.=-!.::.!..!.~=~_ 
When HEW's Assistant Secretary for Legislation, Stephen 
K~rzman, explain~d this position at the Senate hearings, it 
was met with impatience; particularly llhen it be cam"", olear 
that Mr. Kurzman had almost riO information abo'lt the state 
programs HEW' said it was supporting. Mo .• C\ale subcommittee 
membero e~pressed.even more skepticism Llbout 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 w.rking full-time in 
this area. When HEl'I's Assistant Se"I:etary for Human 
Development, ~tanley Thomas, testified at the House hear-
ings some months later, he seemed as poorly informed as 
Mr. Kurzman had been about the details of HEI'/' 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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1'he Evolution of Ht,;W' s Child Abuse Pr~ ~ 

Within HEW, there was an immediate reaction to Senator 
Mondale's legislative initiative. On April 3, 1973. a 
· ... eek after Assistant Secretary Kurzman testified at the 
Senate hearings, the l\ssistant Secretary for Human .Develop­
ment, Stanley Thomas, r~ceived a memorandum from the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for ~!anagement Planning and Technology, 
Thomas S. McFee, sugqesting that the Office of Human Develop­
ment formulate a high-priority OPS objective in the child 
abuse area. The memo~andum 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. 

On April 4, the next day I Secretary I-leinberge.r reques·ted a 
draft of such an objecth'e and on April 5, Assistant 
Secre~ary Thomas held a meeting with the Assist~nt Secretary 
for Health, Dr. Charles Edwards, ar.d the head of the or::ice. 
of Child Development (OCO) to discuss the problem and possible 
departmental action. Their dialogue resulted in a memorandum 
to the Secretary, dated A)?ril 16, 1973-, expressing concern 
over the fragmented state of the Pepartment's child abuse 
programs. This document, signe~ by bo.:h Thomas and Edwards, 
::.:...:!.:. ~E.=c...; ':~'i~... ":.....i tl.~ :iuJl.Ja.: .... ~'Cit.": 11'1:i::" livl..i.h~ {J4c:i\" fiUL£lhaU 
had indica.ted there tqa t OCO would lead HEW's effort. In 
the memorandum, the Assistant Secretaries recommended that 
an intradepartmental committee chai~ed by oeD be established 
to analyze the problem and prepare an OPS plan. ~e memorandum 
also described departmental activities related to child abuse 
to b'e undertaken pendi.1g the fo::-m:lI:ion of a comni ttee, 
including·NI~m support for a cunference 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 dnd 
Rehari.litative SeLvices). Attached to ~his document I ... a.o; a 
memo=endum for the Secretary's signatur~, directing the 
Department to form the recommended intra<lepartmental committee. 

Nore than ",,"0 months latar, on June 22, 1973, the Secretary 
issued a memorandum nearly identical to thnt drafted by 
Assistant Secretaries Thomas and Edwards. The only major 
addition was the specification that ';:he D')partment allocate 
a total of $4 million to the problem in fiscal year 1974, to 
be shared by various agencies within H~W. The Secretary's 
memorandum also stipulated that the intradepartmental 
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committee be assembled by 3une 25. The new intrad~partmental 
committee held its first meeting on 3uly 16, 1973, at which 
current agency efforts in child abuse were identified. In 
addition, a preliminary set of specific agency task aEsign­
ments was discussed togethe:: with a preliminary form of the 
OPS object~ve, which OCD h~d drafteu 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 th.ese meetings were 
regularly relayed to the cocmittee. A July 17, 1973 
memorandum from the Assistant Secretary for Administration 
and Mu.nage!~ mt to the Secretary, briefing him for the liD 
Management Conference of July 19. sun~arized the preliminary 
child abuse objective and described the first commit·tee 
meeting. The memorandum noted that the objecti'Je was 
expected to be put into final form by mid-August. The 
memorandum also point~d out that ~One major issue critical 
to meeting this deadline is th~ icmediate dete~ination of 
the exact monies to be contributed by the respectiVe 
agencies toward the effort.· The Secretary had already 
indicated that the Department would spend $4 million in 
the child abuse area, but no decision had been made on 
h=:~ ;.;.:!cn C:4C~ ~:.=t.!.~!..;:."ti~; .:::,;=::.:~~ =!::.::l~ :-::---; .. 

The Secretary's immediate reaction to this memorandum was 
one of concern over the slow progress being made. In a 
~emorandum dated August 7, 1973, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
~cFee described the HO Man~gemenl Conference discussicn of 
the child abuse effort as follows. 

The Secretary p.xp~essed his co~cern that 
the child abuse erLL~t was not yet finalized. 
He said that, w.hile HEW is opposing Congres­
sional efforts in this area, no alterr.ative 
approaches nor activities seem to be! 
generated by the Department. He said it is 
vital that the publi9 be better informed of 
IlEl'l activlties in the area and asked that OPA 
(The OffLce of Pu~lic Affairs) participate in 
the planning and implem~ntation efforts of the 
intrad~partmental committee as well. Hr. Tromas 
indicated that he felt it was possible for the 
committee to produce a creditable interagency 
objective on child abuse by August. 15. 

-'i'''''~~'!'!',~''!l:-.ry.~ 
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Mr. Caldwell remarked that oy waiting until 
August 15 to announce a major child abuse 
effort we might well be accused by th~ 
Coni1ress of sandbagging .'. • 

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

Meanwhile, the intradepartmental committee continued to meet. 
On AUgust 2, 1973, the agency sub-objectives drafted by OCD, 
SRS, and the Office of Education (DE) were presented and 
discussed, and by the ,August 13 meeting the rema,ining 
agencies had drawn up their sub-objectives. This later 
meeting also included discussion of the problem of agency 
contributions to funding ths orogram, an issue ultimately 
resolved by means of interv~ntion from above. (A memorandum 
dated August 23 from the Department Controller to all the 
Assistant Secretaries dictated a breakdown of the Depart­
mont's $4 million commitment among the agencies.) 

'. 

The key action steps forwulated independently by each agency 
",'ere assembled into a set of departmental objectives by OeD, 
which also cor:lposed an overall objec::ive statement, justifica­
tion, and approach, and grouped the agency sub-objectives into 
four activity ~re;H~: p~m{"IJ'\c;,t:""'At'i'"-''l: ~nC:OI'",,~f'"Ih: ':~frr~"~~";~:,~ 
Collection and utilization; and standard set~ing nnd guide­
line development. The key' action steps of the various 
agencies wer~ simply arranged in chronological order by OeD; 
in cases where more than one agency had identified n 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 participating agencies; a~d the sum of these individual 
activities was thEm styled an "intradepnrtmental" effort. 
This "cut and pas,t:e" approach was a major weakness of the 
proceSs. The package of agency sub-objectives together with 
tne oeD statement of overall objectives was submitted to 
the Secretary on August 17. 

In a memorandum dated September 11, 1973, Robert H. Marik, 
the Assistant Secretary for Administrati.on ar-d }!anagement, 
offered some specific criticism:; ;:.!: this sct of sub-cb~scti.ves: 
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We were looking for efforts whi.:h wOllld 
inv.olve the utilization of CHEW s~'stems 
currently in place, as systems, to respond 
to and impact on chile abuse, e.g., school 
systems, Head Start ~enL(:l:6, we]filre 
systems, Mental lIealth Centers, Alcohol 
Treatment Centers, etc., in addition to 
longer term stratp.gies • • • Could we, for 
instance, direct BPSDT efforts to specifically 
screen the incidence of child abuse ••• 
Currently there is the appearance that the 
proposed activities weren't developed 
against a sp'ecific, well-defined stratc.>gy 
but submitted piecemeal without regara to 
an integrated goal andresul·tJ. 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 alsG simplify it and 
reduce its volump-. 

Although these seem to be valia criticinms of the way the 
obj er.ti ve was formula ted, bCD I S formal response to thes<. recom­
mendations in the revised objective sUbmitted on Septemter 21, 
1973, did not contain the "npecific, well-defined strategy· 
soug~t by the Assistant Secretary. Despite this, after some 
c~':i:.,,~~,",,:i.l:r .... w~~ ... !i~~u~ :.!\ ... ,;: .... .:.vh3, ;:.:&'"' "'"':.;~ ..... ~i...:. .. ~ \..two.) L~ ..... :.."~.:.:...~ .. :~~ 
and recommended for approva~ by the Secretary in an October 12, 
1~73 memorandum from Assistant Secretary Marik. This docu­
ment also included some laudatory remarks about the conduct of 
the intradepartmental committee in developing the "joint" 
cbjective, listing the fo~lowing "ingredie:lts" as having 
been "critical to the success of this effort": 

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 -
per.sonnel who were given authorization to speak 
for and had access to their agency head and his 
representatives; and 
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the insistence cf the l~ad a~ncy that the 
planners me(:~ on a regular b.asis and plan as 
an integrated unit, ~a~her ~~n splitting into 
smaller planning groups, until ~~e oDjective 
was broadly dt;"'elopeci. and agreed to. 

These are rath':!r stringent. crite:ia. but .if they are in fact 
used to measure the ·success· of an intr~deoartmental com­
mittee, this one cannot be judged entirely successful. 
Certainly there was cor.munication bet~een the secretary and 
agency heads, but it was in no way ·clenr ••• with respect 
to his expectations,- Pe did r.la):e clear his concern that 
the Departnent do. so::.et:tinq in the a.rell o.f child abuse. but 
was· not at all specific~s for ~e last criterion, that 
the coamittee plan as an integrated ~nit. that also did 
not occur. Instead, each agency reported its ~~ plans to 
the group, and OCD supplied an elecent o.f organization to. 
the resulting compilation of objectives. 

Nevp.rth~less, the Secretary approve± tho revised dbjective on 
October lS, 1973. On October S, ~ssistant Secretary ~homas 
had testified before ~~e House Committee hearings on the 
pending child abuse legislation, and hia statement emphasized 
the new initl.llltive, praising in particular the success of the 
intr,adepartnJe.ntal approach. He "ls? emphasized, as had HE\1'S 
representative at the Senate hearingS', that the Department 
h~~ tJl..t..~loL:.;i.i'y ~ufti?Vi L.t:.J ::iLdte t:Lt'JL;,~ ",(.3 Cuhwo.t.. ciu.J.\l CtJJu.~t:!, 
an assertion questioned by so~~ of the l~gislators. The 
Jllajority of tile Comaittee l!lelDbers at!!?=<ll"e.j to be of the opinion 
that the new HEW initiative in the area of child abuse had 
arisen in respo~se to the legis14ti~e initiative, and not 
out of any broader recognition. of th.e importance of the 
probl~~. Representative John Bradcmas of Indiana, articula­
ting the sentiments of the C=ittee .. JD.'lde this cOlll!llent. 

n~ile I do want to cbserve that ! am 
somewhat impressed by the res~~se of 
the Executive Branch, r think that you 
should appreciate the value of us as 
.legi.slators. ~;e introduce- thes.e 
progrWI~, and the Executiv~ Bra~ch 
quite erroneously, wlthout foundation, 
says: 'We have the au~ori t~, to do 
something abbut it." sut you lock 
and you finlj out that they are not· 
doin9 any~~in9 about it. 

1:. therefore. \lOult;l want to t\:.:~ess 
a certain degree of appreheosion 
about the continued c~ibnent of 
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the Executive Branch of coping with the 
problem of child abuse ab3er.t of some 
Federal legislation in this regard. I 
appreciate your goodwill, nnd that of 
your associates, but r just. observe that 
in too many instances this kind of con­
cern can va~ from upper levels of the 
Executive Branch.lll 

The Congressmen also criticized !lEVI's new initiative on the 
basis t.hat 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 closely resembled what 
the statute authorized. The Administration's contention 
that no further legislation was necessary for the Department 
to deal with child abuse thus proved true; however, at the 
same time, the evidence suggests that /lEW's initiative would 
not have occurred when it did but for the introduC"don of 
this technically superfluous legislatio: .• 

Once the bureaucratic machine};;,' was set in motion and tile 
objectives were explicitly formulated, it was a matter of 
carrying put the plan. The intradepartmental committee 
continued to meet regularly to review progress on the 
ob;ect:h.'/ilt ""rl or:oarp.sl'l .. morts wp!:"p qnh'!lil·j-~n ,-p,",.,l "l,l v 
to tee Secretary. 'There were some problems, m~iniy . 
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, 
1974, by which time considerable progress toward achieving 
the objectives had already been made. However, as is pointed 
out in a December 12th memorandum from Deputy Assistant 
Secretary HcFee to Secreta~ Weinberger, summarizing the 
discussion of the child abuse Objective at the HD Management 
Conference of December 4, 1973, 

Although newly proposed bills on child 
abuse will be a goad to the coromi~tee's 
efforts, there is nothing in them t~ 
date to indicate DHEW should reorganize 
its current efforts. 

And in fact they did not. The committee effort r:roceeded 
smoothly despite some minor delays • 
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In April 1974, the Secret3ry re"uested an assessment of the 
efficacy of the intradepartmen'_il1 c':lllUllittee as a vehicle for 
cross-cutting initiatives. In responso, Assistant Secretary 
Thomas wrote a memorandum in early Jun~ 1974, in which he 
described 1:he history and procedures of the coml1\ittee as a 
working group. 

His assessment was quite favorable. He described the 
Secretary's personal interest in and support of the child 
abuse initiative a& • t!le single most important element in 
the success of the progr<\lll," pointing out that it was the 
Secretary's memorandum of Jun~ 22, 1973, which established 
the comrruttee, and also underlining the impo~tance of the 
Acgust 23 memorandum that established each agen.cy' s fiscal 
contribution to the effort. "'rhese two directives set the 
early framework within which the committee could begin its 
substantive efforts." 

Assistant Secretary ThomaS then assessed the performance of 
the cOllUllittee subsequent to theRe events that led to its 
establishment. 

The need to work together in a coordinated 
manner prevented duplication of ~ffort and 
allowed the various agencies to coo::d'inate 
"h~i,~ ~f'f('\rt;~ :-po, ;CPC;ryA ~,,~,:, er-~,.1.,,?; ,f~~"\ i~ 
identified gaps. •• The Committee from its 
inc~ption 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 
problems. 

There is no doubt that the intradepart­
mental committee served as a souna and 
constructive mechani'~ in the coordination 
of cross-cutting initiat!\·cs. There are 

.J 

\ ' 

I' 



o 

o 
\, 
'\ 

" 

- 27 -

still problems with respect to coordina-
tion and communication. H~wever, these 
have diminished as members of the Committee 
have gained experience with each other. It 
is clear that issues of communication are 
of extreme importance in any effort involv­
ing an IOC mechanism. • • There is no doubt 
in the minds Qf Cormnittee members that the 
experience has been beneficial 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 abuse and neglect, since the 
Committee personnel have come to know one 
another and have established constructive 
professional relationships. 



- 28 -

CHAP'l'ER III 
THE EFFECTIVPNESS OP THE INTRADEPARTMENTAL 

CO~mITT~~ ON CHILD ABUSE 

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

The focal point of our national e~fort in 
child abuse·should be to impact on these 
various (state and local social service) 
systems in order to red.uce fragmentation 
of efforts, crystallize relevant questions 
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 succescful in opening 
up communications in the child abuse area, both among the 
different Ilm~ agencies and between Federal. state and local 
agencies. HOylever, communication ir; not the same as 
coordin<}tion, and while duplication of effort seems to have 
~~:?r: :, ... ,'~::-t("-d.. f~"': ... ~ ... ..,':"":"'~ r"'!!"t 0- '":!1.i:n:~ ~,"i l:':.t-:"'l .... ~'';'':'~,-: • .;t". 1..:.",,-.. 
much systematic thinking. was done on an inter-agenc~' basis, 
as has been notem. 

If the intradep~rtmental committee is judged by the standards 
of administr~tive science discussed in Chapter I, some 
deficiencies are readily observable. The ~st st~iking of 
these is the lack of a clear-cut, oveLall strategy for the 
Department. Each agency wag 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 child abuse. The only apparent basis for 
aJ.tering an agency's proposed activity was the anticipation 
of duplication of effort among agencies. The various 
participating agencies wc:·c 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 co~flicts arose. 
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In the case of the intradepartmental committee on child abuse, 
then, it appears that the lack of an overall departmentnl 
strategy simply meant that the whole was no greater than the 
sum of its parts. While in this p.'irticular 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 intradppartmental com­
mittee in a case Which, like this one, cuts across established 
agency lines, it seems clear that central planning might be 
significantly enhanced by the use of either the strong centT~l, 
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 decision 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 

• ~" ... "\ ."'''' """'.... ~ •.• ~f. 't ~ 
.... v ....... ~ .... v ......... l'-'-u~ .. .a..L.h. UII.h,~ •• f.4yu~"""'i ",WaJ "::I ... ,... ........ ....... vi-"',......., ... -_ .. _,...t 
to decide what action it wanted to take, within reasonable 
limits, a.1d at the lOame time the "departmental" objective 
was assembled expeditiously. 

The substantive dimension of the resulting program, however, 
is more vulnerable to criticism. There was little apparent 
effort to deal with tha theoretical controversy surrounding 
the phenomenon of child abuse in the inrradepart~ental committee 
sessions. 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 administ.ration guidelines, cost guidelines, 
training specifications, and the like. T~e evaluator should 
insist upon a clear statement of program objectives and a 
structure which facilitates evaluation of the program at later 
stages. 
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Additionally, outside experts :tight be c(;nsulted to assess 
the technical feasibility of the overall prcgram plan. A 
panel of experts could be asse~led to assist the Depar~ent 
in coordinating the research efforts around the country 
from a position of technical expertise rather thaI" from the 
vantage point of a group of adcinistrators. Such a panel could 
also brief government a'dministrators on the liubstantive aspects 
of any given issue, thereby elininating the in'j?ression of 
unprepat'edness sl-ch as that made by the representatives of 
the executive Branch at the child abuse hearings. 

All of these suggestions would facilitate the transforma­
tion of tlie intradeparLgental committee into a mechallism 
thro:lgh ·,.,hich a systczatic o';;erall strategy could be 
developed. And, structuring such a ~hani5m is important 
since it see~s clear that the intra~~rtmental committee 
model is likely to be selected pore frequently than the 
other alternativc~ discussed in Chapter I. Only matters 
of great urgency are likely to require the formation of,a 
superagency, and the strong central aOlthority model must 
also be selectively applied. 

In the vast majority of cases in which a problem cuts across 
agency lines, then, the intracepar~~ental committee is li~ely 
to be the chosen strategy. !''hile the child abuse case is not 
in ~"f"ry Y'Pf:r-"",. ... '!» ~:,..:"'~ :;:..!.. c..~c.. !..!.lo.f \...J\t.uuiUd ... .LvJi Vi. .J. t.,.. ~\J';fye~t!:i 
a set of general reco=endations that might improve the 
efficiency of the intradepartmental committee model within 
HEW's frame~~rk of ~management by objectives." 

Recor:ur.end.: tions 

O~erall strategY fo~ation, 

The most striking weakncs!' of the intraorgani;:ational 
co~ttee model is ~'t la~k of any cen~ral plahning 
~echanis~ to ensure ~hat a program is something 
~r~ t~3n th~ SUD of itz parts. While this is an 
inevitable feature vf the basically decentralized 
st.ructure of the model. t!lere are so::)e me=hanisms 
that could help conpensat~ for it. It is recom­
mended in this ~e~ard tha~ greater ~~phasis be 
placed on acco~~tabilitl', and that adequate acccsn 
to the knowlecgp and vi~~in~s of outside exper~s 
and constituenc~es be assured. 
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Accoun tabi li ty: 

lIEW's intradepartmental committee on child abuse 
was monitored'by the Office of the Secretary. 
However, few intraorganizational committees can 
rely upon an accountability mechanism of this 
sort. It is recommended that some form of 
rigorous evaluation of the policy making process 
be institutionalized to ensure that any given 
committee is milking adequate progress. 

HEN's new Operational Planning syste~ is a step in 
this direction. By requiring that milestones be 
formulatcd in advance and by generally avoiping 
duplic~tion of effort, the system ensures some 
accountabili t}' and is likely to increase efficiency, 
But OPS does not cusure that substantive progress is 
made. Therefore, it is recommen~~~ that the system 
be revised to require that e~~n OPS objective be 
linked with some procedure f)r assessing its actual 
effectiveness. In addition, the oqjectives them­
selves ., the substantive out;:ome of the committee's 
efforts - should be evaluated by some well-informed 
outside party. This fUncti01 could be performed by 
a permanent organizational division with responsibility 
for critical intel:nal evaluation of all or9anizational 
activiti.p::; or nv (\ O\1rtl i f"ipn ~",,'t'''t''''''''' ~-n," .... n~n~A/'1I 
the organization. . 

Access to knowledge: 

In general, there is a poor flow of communication 
Letween personH 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 ;:'ased upon expertise. While' some members 
of Hm~'s intradepartmental committee on child abuse 
were technically knowledgeable in this area, there 
was no systematic effort to educate the committee 
as a policy making body. Nor was there any apparent 
effort to familiarize con~ittee members with the 
viewpoints of other (inexpert) interested parties in 
regard to the political issues inVOlved. 

No doubt there are irrformal channels through which 
this kind of information is generally relayed. 
Informal systems of communication, however, arc 
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not totally reliable, and the interests of 
political er.pediency can easily block or 
distort information which is transferred 
haphazaldly. I~ is therefore rec~mmended 
that a form.al mechanism of cor:ttlunication 
between the eXp€rts and the policy makers 
be institutionalized. 

Direct co,nrnunication bet ... ~en committee members 
and outside experts Unhampered by political 
considerations might be arranged by simply 
sUIMIOning 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 so~e formal way. Also, com­
mittee members could make site visits to 
existing programs to become familiar with the 
technical aspects of the policy area about 
which t.hey are deliberating. 

Of course, even with this ,ind of exposure to 
technical knowledge, the actual policy de"ision 
may be based primarily on polit~cal considera­
tions. Nevertheless, then~ are definite 
auvancages to dlrect communication between the 
experts and the administrators, as should be 
evident to the lar90 proportion of public policy 
makers Who are committed to the management process 
rather than to the political process. 

In the case Df HEW's intradepartmental committee 
on child abuse, the only important political 
consideration was that some "action" be initiated. 
Clearly, in ~lis instance, experts' knowledge and 
recc:n:nendations could I:ne figured more sign.Lf­
icantly in deterrr.~ning 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 
cornmon in other areas (e.g., economic development, 
civil rights, housing), a large proportion of I~ 
efforts are of this nature, and it seems reasonable 
to expect that improved expert in?ut. could have high 
payoff for Department decision-making processes. 
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Further study: 

It is further recornme~=:.!d that, after· the 
int~ndepartmental committee process is 
formalIzed in accordance with the above recom­
mend'ations, further study of the problems raised 
here be initiated. AS has been noted, the present 
investigation focused on an issue which enjoyed 
hig~-level attention. Cases without this char­
acteristic should a130 be examined. Careful 
study of the intradepartmental committee process 
is 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 formuletion, rely­
ing more heavily on departments, th:;: use of the 
device will probably become even more common. 
Thus, further study of the intradepartmental 
proceRs leading to more suggestions for improving 
it, might have significant payoff. 
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