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ABSTRACT

The mission of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
focuses on issues and problems of the criminal justice system,
primarily at the State and local level. The Agency operates in a
difficult context. '

To provide a management process for interacting R&D and innovation
with program development, the Agency adopted (in 1977) an Action
Program Development Process (APDP). The Center for the Interdis—
ciplinary Study of Science and Technology (CISST) at Northwestern
University was awarded a grant to evaluate the impact, process of
implementation, and design of APDP. It is our evaluation that

APDP is a timely and appropriate management process, that it has
had reasonable impact to date, and that next steps are now appro-
priate and needed. The report suggests and discusses specific designs
for specific designs for further elaboration of APDP into separate
and distinct but interrelated processes for Policy Planning and
Program Development. A plan is outlined which suggests phases and
stages, key management decisions, and responsibilities and tasks for
management and staff for implementation of the recommendationms.

Part. Ten suggests further considerations and study, including:
possible changes in LEAA's mission and structure; further issues
of integration and coordination; and LEAA's relatiomship with
State and local agencies. ‘
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I. INTRODUCTION

LEAA has a complex and difficult mission to perform. Through its
many offices, the Agency must attempt to impact the many and
varied aspects of crime, using a wide variety of inmovation,
assistance, delivery and other activities and involving a broad
range of knowledge aﬁd technology areas. These activities re-
quire LEAA to work with many types of State and local agencieé
and with other organizations involved in the law enforcement: and
criminal justice system. Further, because crime .is an avea of
substantial and direct public concern, the Agency must work in a

highly value-laden and politically exposed context.

These missions have had to be carried .out hy a relatively young
Agency, one that has had to work in a field with a relatively
immature R&D and innovation system, with an underdeveloped
knowledge base and with relatively limited (and unreliablé)
resources at its command. The Agency has been buffetted by
numerous changes of leadership and subjected to substantial

and not always fair external criticism. Organizationally, LEAA

is structured more like a federation of semi-<autonomous entities

_ than the cohesive institution that might be seen as being needed

to deal with the challenges facing the Agency. At this very
time, there is considerable uncertainty about the future role,

missions and structure of the Agency.

Facing such difficult conditicns, certain needs become paramount for
LEAA. Priorities need to be established that can focus Agency efforts
where the needsand possible short and long term impacts are greatest.
Ways have to be found to coordinate and integfate'the activities

of the various parts‘of the Agency, when and where appropriate. -
There is a need tobdevelop poliqies and‘perspectivgs that can unily
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the organization and can provide the Agency with proactive and
defensible positions with respect to its various publics,

constituencies, critics, etc,

It has been our assessment that LEAA has indeéd recognized and
attempted to come to grips with the challenges described above
(and many others, as noted later in this report). Despite
difficultieé and external criticisms, the Agency has demonstrated
what could be evaluated as a reasonable and encouraging "learning

curve', leading to the development in 1976 of the Action Program
Development Process (APDP).

The principal design features of APDP involve the linking of research,
testing and evaluation findings with innovative action programs. The
basic steps of APDP are: '

1) Policy Planning

2) Problem Definition ’

3) Selection of Response Strategy
4) Program Design

5) Testing

6) Demonstration

7)  Marketing

These steps are intended to ensure that programs would bevadequately

té%ted and evaluated prior to being disseminated to State and local
agencies. ‘ . v ’

1. The Nature of This Study

We ‘see APDP¥as an in important and timely initiative by the Agency td

: . . ) . Cok ’ .
provide itself with a systematic program development and management
process that wouid assist LEAA to better select, direct, and coordinate

its programs, in the complex and difficult organizaticnal and environ-

»
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mental context in which it operates. It was our awareness of this
initiative, which closely mirrored the perspective we had been
developing 1ln our work with several other agencies, that lead us to

propose a study in the summer of 1977 that would:
1) Evaluate the APDP design

2) Evaluate the process for implementation of APDP in LEAA

3) Evaluate the impact of APDP implementation

Additionally, later consideration would be given. to the potential for
transfer of APDP to State and local agencies. The rationale of LEAA

for .accepting this proposed study was the recognition that implementation
of APDP would be difficult at,beét, involving not only the introduction

\3 . .
of a nmew and complex managemert procedure, but also an essential re-

education of management and staff, shifts in organizational relations,

and some threats to establishéd power positions. Therefore, it would
be important to have independent monitoring and evaluation of the
implementation, and to have assistance in carrying out this implemen-
tation task. It was also recognized that APDP might require some

modifications.

During the course of our work with LEAA staff on this project, a
shift in focus developed in response to the emerging clarificat?on
of pfoblems and needs resulting frﬁm cur interviews and discussions.
Essentially this involved agreemeﬁt between ourselves and LEAA to
give greater attention to the evaluation and possible further

elaboration of the APDP design -~ with specific concern for the

relation of policy planning (i.e., determining‘which programs to

develop) to program development (i.e., how to develop a program).

Consideration would also be given tolthe’relationship of APDP
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| to other LEAA planning processes such as MBO.

Finally, we would
specify the implementation requirements and processes for policy
planning and program development models.

There are some further concerns and questions which were beyond the
scope of this project to examine but which we found to be important

to our amnalysis and recommendations.

First, it was a premise of this study that LEAA was committed to the
implementation of APDP. Therefore, we were not béing asked to say
whether lmplementation should continue, but rather how it might be
facilitated. We originally viewed APDP as an essentially valid and
appropriate respouse to LEAA's needs —- and'ﬁe have not been led to
change this view, Thus, we have focused on elaboration of the APDP
design rather than considering alternatives to APDP. However, we
also came to recognize that the usefulness of APDP (or any elabora-
tion of .APDP) would be dependent upon decisions made (both internal
and external to LEAA) with respect to such matters as LEAA's struc-

ture, mission, and internal management processes and interaction
patterns.

Second, it was not within the purview or this study to provide a
comprehensive organizational study of LEAA with respect to such

matters ast distribution of power and domain across Offices, across

“units within Offices,'a¢ross specific positions; detailed anal&ses

of current LEAA structures, communication processes, decision making
processes, etc.; detailed analysis of the nature and impldications-
of current discussions concerning possible reorganization of LEAA;

LEAA's interaction with State and local agencies; policy planning

within each of LEAA's separate Offices; management processes for

implementing policy decisions related to LEAA's general activities
other than program devélopment; “a comprehensive contextual analysis
of the criminal justice context. These we helieve to be important

in relation to our recommendations, but would require further study,

A R L Y



Third, the detailed recommendations of this report provide a frame-
work for policy planning“and program development, There ¢f course
remains the need to further develop these processes to an operational
level of detail and specificity with respect to such matters as:
development of some form of decision choice model; mechanisms for
identifying and arraying issues; allocation/assignment of respon-~

sibilities for the tasks of program development; further elaboration

W,

of criteria of what is/is not a "program"; further study and choice

of specific coordinarive mechanisms. These we see as essentially
being normal administrative matters, though further study may be

desired.

To the extent necessaty for this study, we have examined each of these
issues, suggested guidelines or alternatives, provided illustrative

scenarios, and/or (in Part Ten) suggested further study by LEAA.

2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Our study of APDP and its implementation has led us to several
general conclusions:

* APDP as a procesg is essentially sound and appropriate to
the needs of LEAA. There is a need for fﬁrther elaboration
of the concept and design of APDP, but in our view, it is
neither necessary nor useful to consider alternatives to APDP

per se.

* The above statements presume an interdependent, multi-functional
LEAA mission and an organization which is reasonably tightly
linked by structure and/or by top management interaction procéSS._

Under different conditiens of LEAA mission and intraorganizational
. ; &
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linkage, different types of integrative and coordinative mechanisms

might be more appropriate.*

" . .
‘IF is our view that the impacts of APDP to date are generally

what one could reasonably expect at this point in the 1life

and use of APDP.

% S 2
It iS our general dases essument that the current d'-Si?n and
=]

implementation of APDP should be viewed as a first phase in

the design and implementation of needed Processes for program
development and policy planning. We therefore see our recom—

~mendations as a second phase which builds upon LEAA'
and, for the most part,

S proper
well conceived APTP initizative.

In light of these general conclusions, we will in this report make

the following recommendations for a second phase desi

gn and implemen-
tation process.

1 That the first three steps of APDP (Pdlicy Planning,

Problem Definition; and Selection of Response Strategy)
be separated out and elaborated into a distince and

separa £ i
P te process for Agency-wide poelicy plauning.

This reco i i

mme?dation provides for Agency-wide determination
of prlorltﬁgs and goals; for balance across and guidance for
1 . '. : b- :
LEAA's priorikies; for integration and coordination across

the Offices and activities of LEAA; and for the focusing of

activities around designated Agency priorities.

* .
Possible reorganization of L

EAA could le i .
structure in which APDP would i opinian gty Linked

n?t, in our opinion, be appropriatsa.
in this project to examine the

issue of LEAA reorganization, we will have some brief comments

on this question in Part Ten.
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A, Priorities aand Alternatives
| h Séven of APDP (Program Design, _ .
shrou \ 4 , ' . | .
2) That Steps Four th . 8 and Marketing) be separated from X Throughout this report, we emphasize the centrality of a
ion . : ¥ .
Testing, Demonmstrat ,f APDP and somewhat elaborated into 9og : priority focus and of considering alternatives.
. P teps 0 ’ : “&"’; ) v
the first Ehree_s N
; development process. ; ™
a distinct program de The centrality of priority setting.
: { include: (a) spiitting .
This recommendation would specifically f'PrototyPe The priorities which the Agency sets for itself (by
® . y distinct steps 0 ,
the testing step of APDD into two disti hing two other whatever means) set the pattern for what the Agency does
) aad blishing two ¢ .
Testing and Field Testing; snd (b) esta 1 Assistance - - and for the allocation of its resources. They provide a
tilization As . . 2 : : |
distinct steps of Program Packing and U h * o basis for evaluating the activities of the Agency through
‘ be designed to i} the goals which are get in relation to' selected priority
' . ess be des ! _ o5 ,
3) That the separated policy plamning proc he separated - : issues. They provide a basis for the consideration of
1 ; with the s ! S : .
insure adequate and appropriate linkages e - various strategies which determine the pattern of programs
i ( s the process : 7 ‘ .
rogram development process —= and with P civities. . | N to be pursued in the Program development process,
P o manage its other general acti Ly | v
utilized by LEAA ’ | | »
, 4 initiate a : B , We view the ability and willingness of management to
: EAA elop and initl L : :
4) That to accomplish the above, L develop ric and . , : address properly the priority setting decisions ag a
o » ; ; vystematlic B | v
Phase Two implementation based upon a sy ‘ | eritical executive function .. it s the interface betwaan!
. . o . :
comprEhenSive implementation plan. : i & ’ o (a) the largely externally»determined,AgenCy purposes,
lementation : f% ' missions and Problem areas; and (b) the internal selection,
. o impleme 4 7 ) ‘ ‘ " . .
5) That as an initial part of the Phase Tw : lating to: co g (“ : design and implementation of programs and other strategies,
FAA anagement make certain key decisions rel; e - ‘
ot e ® faad d management leadership gy . - . : -
LEAA's structure, mission an 1EAA's relationship %# The importance of considering alternatives
tterns; management commitment; and LE ? ‘ :
patte >
with State and local agenc‘;es- ‘ LB

The consideration of alternatives provides a

basis for
decision making,

This’implies that the generation and
comparative consideratién of
explicit and highlighted step

process ‘-- as for example:

N
Ets

B
L

alternatives must become an
é. Underlying Themes

in the Agency's policy
- » éonsidering a wide range of
] ; that guided our B
. P ts and themes lth"
1 underlying concepts
- There were severa

“issues, probiems and opportuni

. ‘ v ’
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5 5 '§ ‘ C. R&D and Inmnovation Concerns
B ; A

¢ strategies which might be employed in response to these § i In an R&D and innovation oriented organization, thera is a

‘ issues, problems and opportunities; considering possible ! . need to provide a climare for Creativity in which R&D ang

synergy or conflict across priorities, goals and/or Loy innovatien can develop in its own direction --

while ensuring
strategies. Iﬁus, we emphasize the need for building an

' : { that the results of research and innovative activities are
¢ ' attitude that demands a search for and choice»betwgen oo : i

‘ 'brought into the organization's basic policy and management
alternatives, with respect to any aspect of policy planning

5 Processes. In this way, research becomes an important fnput
_ it i :
and program development. : : 8 importan nou

b to policy planuning and Program development. -

o’ B, Linkage Concerns ' : : ,

D, Sequencing and Flexibility

Concerns for linkage and integration are central to the philosophy

g There is a logic in both policy planning and program develop-
both of APDP and of our recommendations. = ment that certain decisions and activities need to precede
C ’ & , , , )
‘ B ' other decisions and activitiey in a Sequential manner. At
The linkage between policy planning and program development : :3 the same time, both policy planning and Program development
; _i E require a strong degree of flexibility through iteration
¢ This linkage is vital in order to ensure that the vast ‘ - ; B j and recycling, ability of, various sources of ideas to make
> R d in LEAA are pointed | 1 T '
majority of programs being pursue L1 _ ‘ :  inputs, ete.
.towards the achieveﬁent of designated Agency objectives; }
to provide such programs with appropriate evaluation goals; L ¥ E. _Implementation Concerns
¢ - to ensure the best possible allocation of resources and in é
~ turn, to ensure that policy processes are informed by the‘ ‘ - | The‘need for a combrehensive implementation plan
knowledge generated during p;ogrém implementation and . 4 ‘ : ‘ A | | :
{“ evaluation. ‘ Implementation of APDP (both in its present and elaborated
£ sw.  forms) will only succeed if staff understanding and commit—
Cross-Office Liogkages - ment is established;,if successive changes and phases are
| | g - . N ' [ ~introdu§éd in a gradual, clear and susta%ned mannexr; if
- Cross-Office coordination is by definitlon important ‘transitions from current to planned practices are dealt
E o where the requirements of implementation involve more

: with; and if implementation is done in a consistent manner
than one Office. This is especially true whererprograms v

over time and across relevant parts of the\organization.“

,are to be R&D and innovation oriented. Significant i o »5" T i this. s dEtailad‘plaanill Gk medin s

linkége cancarns here include‘insuring that»ggsearch and

' )
B o ‘, ‘

lays out the specific phases™and stages; the tasks and
action can infdrm each other; ensuring that cross~Office : , €

coordination occurs at both the policy and program levels.
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involvements of personnel at all levels; methods; types
and sources of information; and forms of monitoring,

evaluation and feedback.

The need for cdngruity between APDP and LEAA's basic

organizational characteristics

This issue relates to the fundamental question that we
have'already mentioned, i.e., of whether Oor not to imple~
ment APDP at all, in its currsnt or in any modified form.

We later present the premise that there must be an essen-
tial congruity between LEAA's mission (the kinds of acti-
vities in which it is engaged -- research, assistan@e, etec.),
its organizational structure (in terms.of hOinntegfated
this is to be: a loose federation or a well integrated

institution), its management operating style and process,

and the kind of policy planning and program development

process it uses. The decision to implement APDP'presupposes
certain conditions: - that LEAA is to be at least a somewhat
integrated Agency involved in the variety ef activities to

be found in its various Offices, and managed by a process

and style that allows for needed and apprbpriate~coordina—
tion of planning ard development. (In Part Ten, we will
comment on the impact that a reorganization of LEAA might

have on the Agency's policy planning and program development

processes.)

The need for key management decisions;

J

/Y
re

It will be vital for management to make a number of critical
decisions before proceeding further withvthe implemeﬁtation
of APDP (in its present or elabdrated fotms). "The decieiohs
concern the issues of eongruity>noted above; issuee con-~

cerning the -level and form of support, involvement and

g,
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commitment management will give to APDP: and the nature
of the external relationsg LEAA is to have with Statae and

local agencies of law enforcement ang eriminal justice.
¥ ) B \

Qur Perspective

ITwo aspects of the berspective from which we have approached

this study may be mentioned here.

A bias in favor of Systematic policy planning

We admit to a strong bias in favor of s
planning.

ystematic policy
It has been our experience in a variety of

public and privare organizations that itg lack weakens an

organization in a number of important ways,

3an intefnally
and externally.

An Agency-wide persﬁective

Our focus of concern throughout this

for an the establishment of policies,

study was on the need

Priorities, goals
and strategiesg that were applicable to'LEAA on an Agency-
wide basis; k

nents of the Agancy, even though it is recognized that

"many of the recommendations that we are proposing for

- Agency-wide pu&itylplanning may also be useful for policy ' '?

planning within individual Offices

$
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4. An Expanded Executive Overview

The rest of this first part of our report consists of an expanded
executive overview in which we will Provide a summary of the full
report., It containsg:

1) ‘A summary of our main findings;

a) the impact of APDP at LEAA, to date

b) the implementation of APDP ‘

¢)  the design of APDP o

d) LEAA's policy making priority setting, aﬁd planning
processes as these relate ¢o program selecﬁ;on and

development. Ty

2) A summary of our main recommendations;

a) their ratiomale

b) on program development

c) on policy planning

d) on coordination and integration (acfoss the policy/
program levelg of decision’making, with respect to
such ongoing management processes,,aé MBO and budgets,
and as an Agency-wide issue). |

e) regarding implementation»of our recommentations
‘(rationale,‘requirements and‘specific plans and time
table). '

3) A discussion of possible next steps.
4y A description of our data sources.

5) An overview of the structure of this report.

For the convenience of the reader we have added to the margin the éagé

" number on which can be found the main discussion and presentation of the

findings and recommendations summarized in this part of the repore.
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II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

l. The Impact of APDP

We could
only expect to see short term and limited consequences at the time

Thus, in our view,;apgrogriate éxpeqtations‘at this point would bhe to
find evidence that adequate transition angd learning is taking.plade,

that there has been an increases in staff awareness of and ability to
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With the above criteria in mind, it is our evaluation that:

1.

To date there have been reasonable and appropriate impacts

from APDP. We believe these have'amouuted to a needed

first step in the development of an integrated Agency~wide

program development and policy .planning process. Intensive

next steps designed to continue and reinforce the

developed momentum are now possible (and needed -- if much

of what has been gained is not to be dissipated).

The APDP philosophy and approach to program development

shows signs of taking root in LEAA, {i.e., becoming
"normalized" in the thinking of Agency staff.

With respect to impact on LEAA programs, it does appear that
APDP has had some reasonable impact on internal Agency

program activities (e.g.: by increasing the utilization of

research, testing and evaluation on action programs) - This
impact has rather naturally béen stronger on new rather

than on the already existing programs.

With respect to impact on LEAA operating procesgses, there
seems to be:

At

* some encouraging increase in interaction among Offices

and staff, but still some way to go

% & minor increase in the consideration of alternative

approaches in seeking solutions to problems

: *,support for the basic APDP concepts, but alse varying

degrees of confusion over the roles of various Offices, -

how APDP relates to MBO, coordination 1SaUeb, how programs

are selected, and other concerns

o
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In summary, with respect to APDP's impact there have been encouraging
signs that‘bode well for future steps, but, clearly, there is room for
growth. We now turn to the evaluation of two of the aspects of APDP
that could provide this growth potential: its implementation and its

design. !

’

2. The Implementation of APDP

" In awarding us,the grant to undertake this study, LEAA had recog-— -

nized that it would not be easy to implement a process as complex as

APDP 1nto the LEAA context. We did, and do, concur in this.

Given such expected difficulties, it wag our view that any implementation

plan,should be carefully conceived and systematically and consistently
applied Further, its various aspects,; roles, responsibilities, steps
and stages would require careful specification, Especially important
would be the role and behavior of top Agency management in supporting
the process and its implementation 1in ways that would lead the staff
to believe in it and, in fact, to need it. Finally, care would need

to be taken to integrate APDP :(as appropriate) with other existing
organizational processes (such as MBO, budgetting, etc.).

It was clear that LEAA had indeed attempted to utilize a variety of
activities and mechanivms to facilitate the implementation of APDP

with respect to the gbove and related points of concern. At the same
time, it was our overall observation that LEAA had not developed the

kind of comprehen51ve, phased implementation plan that we see as belng

needed. Some specific concerns involved'

1) General Implementation Strategies .2

* It is our evaluation that imglementa;ion was overly

dependent on the two interrelated mechanisms of:

a) issuance of APDP instructions; and b) the tralnlng
Erograms built around these instructions.

% Lt is our further evaluation that too many purposes

were being sought in.relatively short trainine sessions
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. deal of 4 1 on ﬁ comes about when management insists on the use of APDP
Y y bsorb a great deal of new and complex con- .
(Fz doys w0 2 : ! . thinking and procedures as a basis for decision making --
cepts; and also to "gell" APDP, to obtain staff recom- i :
o . . A : . as this applies both to staff and to themselves; and
mendations for revisions, to deal with both policy and ; ¥ . '
£ -APDP ) While th are all S when management ties APDP to the Agency's reward system,
ts of APDP, etc.). e these are : i
program aspe® ’ ] i to MBO, to budget allocations, ete.
necessary objéctives, we question the feasibility of . ;
"achievi desirable outcomes in a 2% day session. ) \
achieving these | ' : - %'+~ Some LEAA managers had indeed moved in this direction.
d ful h other mechanisms : L It was our observation that these efforts needed to be
nerally valid and useful such gthe : o
* Ve view as 7 ; ‘ f much more systematically and comprehensively applied.
and other changes as the creation/use of various coordina- Ly — ‘
) g A numbe¥ of LEAA staff commented that their use or non-use
ting functions (some of which were suggested in the APDP | L ‘
. x of APDP had not been related to their job or professional
instructions), using APDP terms and concepts in developing ﬁ 7 Lo
. , e . rewards (or penalties).
DF guidelines, decision memos, efforts to classify LEAA % ]
program activities into APDP categorigs, and several other i3 .{~~ 3 N |
such actions. Their effectiveness was limited, however, ‘ Parts This -discussion of top management's role brings up a fundamental issue
by a lack of consistency across time, programs, and Offices. Nine of whether or not APDP should continue to be implemented. While
By contrast, their impact could have been much greater o L & Ten our mission did not call for an evaluation of this issue, it became
as part of a comprehensive and systematic implementation ' ,{ 3 very clear that the issue could not be avoided. Neither the success
olan. . . , ’ 'f of APDP implementation nor the form of APDP could be divorced from
f§ the outcome of internal and external deliberations about the Agency's
A .
109 2) Top Management Role ) . future missions and structure. Nor could the implementation or form
{ 4 of APDP be divorced from decisions to be made by LEAA's management
It is our view that the role of top management is a critical % as to how these mandates were to be interpreted; how LEAA's manage-~
aspect of the implementation of major organizational processes | & } ment would operate as a management group (if they were ;o be that);
such as APDP. In this regard, we may note the following: ‘@ (w, the‘na;qre of their commitment to APDP; and their role in its imple-~
5% P mentation. We take the ppsition that, in and of itself, APDP as a
109 # By and iarge LEAA staff reported a strong commitment by \ E procedure is nottpowerful enough to ensure the consensus and inte-
=2 ‘ ' N . '
management to APDP, and this is encouraging. However, I8 gration it is designed to facilitate.
the fact that there was still over one third of the staff fj
who felt, after two years of APDP, that their mamagers jl ’ 313p¢  Therefore, it became necessary for us to specify what we saw as a
were less than fully committed could be seen as some : - o

series of key and interrelated management decisions that must be

)4;‘.3«;%,‘

o

cause for concern.

e

made as a pre-condition.for continuation of the implementation process.

110 ' : % We viewed the creation of the need for staff to under— “‘z é

There is no implication hére”that LEAA has ;gnored these issues in
stand and use APDP as a primary responsibility of manage-

the past, or that its present structure or management process and style
ment, if thev wished APDP to become 2 meaningful part of

is necessarily wrong. We do imply that in the light of what are clearly
the Agency's standard process and consciousness. This ' ~ . : ' :

-
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potentially changing conditions, and belste embarking on further and

more extensive implementation steps, it will be vital for LEAA's top

management to make an assessment of what LEAA is (or is likely to
become) -~ and then in the light of this assessment to determine how
they are to function, and therefore, how and whether APDP is to
receive'their support. |

3. The APDP Desian

115€fF This section is an evaluation of the APDP procedure and of its various

process steps. First however, there is an important question of scope

of application to be addressed.

116 A frequent steff concern was with the question of knowing to what LEAA
activities APDP applied. Did it apply only to certain selected pro~-
grams or to all programs? Did it apply to basic research or to leg-
1slation° Was it to-be applied only to new programs or also to be
applied retroactively? Some staff were of the opinion that APDP did
not apply to their actlvities.

The above could, of course, have been caused by some tralnlng and’
transition implementation problems. However, it was our
assessment that the problems also arose as a consequence of both
an 1nsuff1c1ently clear definition of scope (which we have now
attempted to prov1de) and some lack of clarity with respect to
1nd1v1dual APDP steps, as will be described below.

With respect to the APDP design’itself, LEAA staff were having dif-
ficulty with such problems as knowing whether to‘claSSify what they
were doing as a "test” or as a "demonstration" the proliferation
" of the concepts of '"level ome ano level two demonstratlons"‘ " and

‘the absence of a program packa01nc step

L AR e e e n
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117 The first three steps of APDP (Policy Planning, Problem Definition
139 and Selection of Response Strategy) were a major area of staff con—

cern and confusion. These first three APDP steps seem to involve
Agency-wide issues that: (a) transcend the development of ansingle
program; (b) involve decisions that must be made by top management
rather than program staff -- including decisions about what problems
the Agency will address and decisions about whether to develop a
program; and (c¢) could lead to decisions to select strategies
other than program‘development. These matters are clearly out of
place as part of a program development process. We have therefore

separated out the first three APDP steps for review (in the next

section) with respect to Agency policy making, priority setting,
and strategy selection processeés.

ca

118-122 wWith respect to Steps Four through Seven of APDP we note the following:
Part Five '

120 Step Four -— Program Deslgn

261 - | |
This step is essentially well stated. Our only comment here
is that there is a need to have a comprehensive plan for

program development prepared and approved by management before

- program design is begun. We have recommended the use of an Action

Plan approval step as part of the policy process to deal with this.

120 126 Step Five -- Testing

To clarify some of the confusion staff had about the Testing
“step of APDP, we belleve it is 1mportant to dlstlngulsh between

(1) a prototype 1nd of testing which seebs to identlfy needed

- reflnements oL mod1ficatlons, and ‘which ‘thus uses a formative

klnd of evaluatlon, and (2) testlng which seeks Lo valloate

WA
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a program design under field conditions, and which thus uses a

summative kind of evaluation. Ve are thus suggesting two testing

steps in order to highlight this distinction., We do recognize
that there may be reasons to skip zither or both testing étéps
.(e.g.: prototypé“testing ha; already been done as part of earlier
resaarch;

costs or time requirements; etc.).

that the concept of prototype testing should rot imply an "indug-

trial" model of prototype testing -— and perhaps a different
term would be more suitable. ' ‘

We also note

122 ‘Step Six -- Demonstration

' The need to clarify this step has already been recognized by LEAA by
creating a distinction between level "one" and level " wo"
demonstrations. It is our view that the above mentiomed change

with respect to testing plus some further explication of this

step' (as we will provide in Part Seven of- this report) will provide
sufficient clarification of this step.

122 Step Seven -— Marketing
282

We assess this step to be essentially sound as it is, requiring
only some further explication of alternatives to be considered

and concerns to be taken into account.

122-3 In our recommendations' section we will add two additional steps which we
276-284 gee as being needed, Program Packaging and Utilization Assistance.
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4. Policv Processes

We have taken the position that the decision to develop and give

priority to a program is-a policy decision to be made by Agency
management.

Hence the process leading up to that decision must be

distinct from, but integrated with the program development process.

It is also our view that precisely when an Agency has gone (and is
continuing to go) through mission, structure, and leadership changes;
is subject to external pressures aud criticisms; and is in a
condition of resource contraction -- that under these conditions it

is vital to have adequate and appropriate policy planning and

priority setting processes that can maintain Agency continuity,

integrity, and coherence with respect to both internal organizational
and external constituency needs.

..

At a general level, it was clear that LEAA héd shown an awareness of
the important policy and program issues raised above through the

introduction of such organization-wide management ‘processes as MBO

and APDP. It was our assessment however, that this was an area

requiring some considerable developiient.

A. Comprehensive and Systematic LEAA Policy Planning

There do exist certain elements of a policy making process within

LEAA; for example: an annual review process (that combines

program review, development'of work plans and MBQO); . formalized

Agency reviews of majorx announcements, guidelines, etc.; decision
- memos).  However, these various mechanisms seem to be overly
dependant‘on informal one-to-one déliberations between Office
heads and the Administrator's office. It is also evident /.
that certain policy planning procéSses exist within the various
Offices of the Agency. i |
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Further, it was our observation thét the program-relevant policy : b d The question can be (and has been) raised concerning staff's
processes which are used by top management appear to be focused ; ’¥ 'need to know". Ve recognize that there are times when it
on solutions rather than on problems and priority issues; and to ! 1s appropriate for top management not to communicate either
treat each solution separately instead of in relation.to other ‘ o the reasons for or the nature of poliey decisions -- though
"solution priorities™. : {a 3 we suspect that in relation to program decisions, this would
R . ‘f be the exception rather than the rule. Nonetheless, our basic
What was not sufficiently evident was a unified, cousistent, , ;.‘ argument here is that staff at LEAA are professionals and - that
comprehensive and systematic process (for formulating policies, . é; | ' the motivation _and commitment of such professional staff are
plans and priorities on an Agemcy-wide basis) which could: ’ i 3 strongly influenced when they know the "how, why and. whereTEP?-
143 facilitate cross-Office integration between research and action : . 1 5 from-here" of the program. Further, professional staff can
and détermination of cross~0ffice roles and responsibilities; : “ ; (and should) provide 2n importamt source both of program ideas
izg help provide a priority issue rather than solution focus; provide | ‘; - aad of information relevant for program decisions -- lf they
146 a basis for developing balanced and prioritized program portfolios; iy ) v know how to "influence” the program decislon-process. This is
147 and for the development of integrated multi-year planning. ’ : ; 8 compatible with LEAA's current use of decision memos by staff..
fhese last agpects are especially impértant for an agency having Ig‘@, We ave also of th? opinio? £hat this staff confusion has had
an important R&D based multi-program mission in which: programs - an inhibiting effect on APDP implementation, and would continue
may be competing for rescurces over several years; the brograms : ‘ ‘f; to inhibit staff effectivgness in program development.
may need to progress through many stages (research, dissemination, ,;; .
etc.); program successes and failures.may haﬁe significant ;; 3 Our recommendations respond to these probiems by providing 1) a
ramifications for other current and proposed proéramﬁ; the o ' i; . separate and elaborated policy planning process; and (2) training
political, legal, social, technological and funding tlimates ‘ﬁj . sessions for the policy planning and program development pro-
and conditions may change significantly over the lives of lé . cesses.
programs. These issues are elaborated in Part Four of the ‘ ‘é )
report, and our recommendations (as described below and in i% C. Some Other Considerations
detall in Part Six) are designed to improve LEAA's capability b , ; ‘ ,
in providing for these needs. 1 yﬁ“fé 153 : ‘a.  Administrative Leadership Changes
B. Staff Understanding of LEAA Policy Planning 4 i?, There is a valid need for a process that facilitates a new
igi ‘ : 1. 4 Administrator's ability to influence the poligies, priorities
We have already indicated that there is considerable uncer- and programs at LEAA. At the same tlme, it is equally important
tainty on the part of LEAA staff as to how pol;cies are made ' that there be nechanlsms for ensuring contlnubty and stabi-
in the Agency and relatedly, as to what drives APDP. To a lity of LEAA policies, priorities and programs across changes
singificant degree they do not know hOW they can lnfluence ' in Administration. A balanced and integrated set of p011c1es,
_pollcy/pflorlty formulation. i
o
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priorities and programs would provide a valid basis upon
which a new Administrator could make decisions which take
into consideration both the Agency's needs for continuity

in relationship to his own emphases and priorities.

-b. _External Communication and Justification

Communication and justification of its policies, priorities
and programs are valid and important needs for LEAA. Such

communication should be able to demonstrate priorities which

Tt et e e
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C.  Interaction with State and Local Agencies

Interaction between LEAA and State and local agencies can
serve important-pyrposes. These include at least: con-
_Stituency building and system building; providing inputg

to policy planning with Tegard to issue priority and strategy
selection decisions, especially with regard to decisiong to
develop a program; providing inputs concerning possible
needs for research; maintaining the critical Agency/uger

linkages duripg the marketing, demonstration and utilizg-

e e e LB R i 545

tion assistance steps of program development.

are balanced in the broad scope of LEAA's mandated purpose

and mission; 4 thoroughly developed and<sound rationale for § 'E ¥

the selection of each of LEAA's specified priorities; and .

How much LEAA/State and loeal interaction there should-bé

and through what mechanismg is, of course,

specified impact goals which are measurable and which clearly

relate to a specific priority issue. 2 matter of LEAA

1 decision, and it would take ug beyond the scope of the Project

to make any detailed recommendations about this interface.

We further recognize that LEAA does have various mechanismg

for interacting with Séate a

Constructive interaction with LEAA's external publics iz a
difficult task at best. This tagk is made even more difficult ' j

nd loeal organizations; e.g.:

in the absence of a syéfematic, integrated organization-wide advisory councils; yearly meetings;
. L ) . 2

mid-winter conferences;

policy planning process. developing Discretionary Funding; ete.

Our‘initial Proposal to LEAA recommended that such a study
be_done after the completion of thisg Project.
the importance of this interface,

We are not suggesting that LEAA should ever become insu-

lated from such .interaction. Rather, the Agency‘should have ecause of

: . we here reaffi; i
a policy planning process which would enable LEAA to be pro- Hiirm this

earlier recommendation.
active and constructive in interactions with its external

publics; and which would provide a significanCVQegreeyof

protection for the Agency from ihappropriate‘pressure and

unreasonable buffeting.

How managers choose to use policy, priority and program
information is itself a policy matter. What managers should
have available to them is a clearly articulated policy and

priority position to use as and when needed.

[ S LA I ARGt | ; B e el . . . R O U
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ITI. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

We will present our primary recommendations in terms of two linked

‘models:

2)

L .

A recommended model for LEAA policy planning (expanding upon
the first three steps of APDP as these relate to poiicy

planning concepts).

A recommended model for LEAA program development (an elabora-

tion'of the last four steps of APDP but incorporating those
aspects of Steps Two and Three of APDP as these relate to

program management).,

Some potential guidelines to deal with the issues of inte-
gration and coordination within and between the policy and

program levels of decision making, and also as an Agency-wide

issue.

These substantive recommendations will be followed by:

'4) A proposed implementation plan that is intended to provide

e S

LEAA with a systematic and compréhensive process that would
specify: |

a) the steps, stages, and time lines of impleméntation;

b) the purposes, objectives and activities for each step

and stage;

c) specific roles and respoasibilities for top management

planning and training staff, and‘other LEAA staff personneij

d) critical managemant decisions to be made;

e) criteria and methods for evaluation of the implementation.

s
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'l. The Poliecy Planning and Program Developmerit Models

* . g ‘
Figure 1 shows the steps of the two oroposed models and their relation-

ship to APDP in its current form. The policy planning model is

designed to assist top management to proceed in an explicit manner:

1)

2)

3)

by

5)

from a recognition of the Agency's purpose and mission;

to identification of topies (i.e., issues, problems or oppor-

tunities) to which the Agency could consider responding;

to selection ¢f priority issues and the setting of goals

in relation to the selected priority issues;
to the selection of a specific strategy (or set of strategies)
for development into an action plan which, when approved by

top management, would be implemented;

to an evaluation of the impact of the selected strategy.

The logic nf the program development model is comsistent with the logic

of APDP.. The only differences are to be-found in the elaboration of

the steps:

1)

3y

Testing is split into two steps:
Field Testing.

Prototype Testing and

Program Package and Utilization Assistance steps have been
separated out to give these critical activities more visi-

bility and focused concern. -

We have also suggested some clarification of the existing

APDP steps and highlighted some of the critical considera-

tions that should be taken into account at each step.

Since the figures used in this summary are extracted from later parts
of the full report, we have ratathed their numbering in this overview

- section.
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" #Transition point into Program Develcpment

Figure 1
Steps of APDP and the Recommended

)

Policy Planning and Program Development fodels
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’process may be seen as a three stage process.
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2. The Recommended Policy Planning Model”

The recommended policy planning model is illustrated

in Figures 1
2 and 4. ’

In our view, the determination of priority issues —— i. e., those

issues to which the Agency will respond -- is central to the pollcy

planning process. Decisions about priority issues set the tone

and pattern for what the Agency does by translating the Agency'’s

purpose and mission into specific responses to which the Agency

commits itself. Decisions about priority issues provide the

necessary focus for selection of strategies and the development,

implementation and evaluation of action planms.

In a very important
sense, then,

the whole policy Planning process can be seen as a
process whereby the Agency selects proper priorities to address -

and then operationalizes these into actionable and measurable
goals and plans.

-

As is‘illustrated in Figures 1, 2 and 4, the policy planning

1)

The Foundation Stage includes the first three steps

of policy planning (Purpose, Mission and Topicg), and

serves the purpose of-providlng the basic guidelines
and framework for the work of the Agency.

To an important degree, the purpose and mission of the

Agency are externally determined by its authorizing

1eglslation, but there are significant matters of

interpretation, emphasis, balance, etc. to which

- management must give attention{ The Toplcs step is

;essentially a marshallxng of a wide range.of issues

o (related to the Agency's purpose and mlssion

>

) from
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STEPS OF THE RECOMMENDED
POLICY PLANNING MODEL . .
I -- Purpose Pre-program development
.42_____,__ information prepared by
II -- Mission ataff
III -- Topics R
IV = Pribrity Issues
V == Goals )
VI -- Strategy v .
’ STEPS OF THE RECOMMENDED
VIT — Action Plan C————- TPROGRAM DEVELOPMENT MODEL
VIII-~ Implementation > [ 1 —~ Program Design
IX -~ Evaluation II ~- Prototype Testing
IIT. -~ Field Testing
ﬂA\‘ IV  -— Program Packaging
v -~ Demonstration
VI  -- Marketing
I _VII ~-- Utilization Assistance
. Figure 2

N
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Linkage Between Policy Plamning and Program Development

|

K
i T o e

P L L

FOUNDATINN STAGE

EXAMPLES

= I11.

PURPOSE

MISSION

TOPICS

Identifies the societal
function/sector to which
a8 specific organization
*relates )

Identifies. the types of
activities which are
within the role domain
of a specific organiza-~
tion

Ideutifiecs specific issues

- which could be addressed

by a speeific organiza-
tion

Law Enforcement
and Crimigal
Justice

Research and Develop-
ment, Financial Assist-
ance, Program Develop~
ment

Violent crimes,
court delay,
etc.

ACTION DECISION STAGE

Iv,

v.

VI,

VII.

PRIORITY ISSUES

GOALS

STRATEGIES

ACTION PLAN

Specifies the particular
issues which an organiza—
tion chooses to address

.Specifies the desired
outcomes of an organiza-
tion's activities

Specifies the particular
approach selected to ad-
dress a priority issue

Details how a selected
strategy 1s to be imple=-
nented

Selected from the
above topics

Reduce court delay
from 90 to 60 days

Improve capabiliries
of public defenders

Assignmént of respon-
sibilities; costs and
time requirements;
expected end results

’
|

3 y
FOLLOY THRQUCH STACE %/

VIII.

IX.

IMPLEMENTATION

EVALUATION

* Action plan is imple~

mented

- Summative avaluation of

an action. plan after it
has heen implemented

Program development
process is activated;
managenment monitors,
controls and supports

ifas court delay been
reduced frem 90 co
60 days?

L Paliry Planndne. Madal

3
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- stages illustrate this sequencing. There is a necessary sequencing
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which the Agency may select a balanced mix of signi-

ficant issues to which the Agency will commit ipself.

&

2) In our view, the Action Decision Stage (Steps IV - VII)

is the core of the policy planning process. It is here

that management makes decisions which translétg the general
concerns of the Agency into speéific, actionable commitments.
These decisions commit the Agency to address‘specific
Priority Issues (Step IV) in terms of. specific Goals

(Step V) which are measurable and by which the Agency's

work can be evaluated in terms of impact on criminal justice
problems, the criminal justice syétem, etc. These decisions
then further focus the efforts of the Agency around specific

Strategies (Step VI) to be used to impact the prior ty issue ~-

and then on the development of specific Acfion Plans (Step VII)'

for implementing selected strategies.

The Action Decision Stage is the part of the total policy
planning where management's attention and efforts are most

intensely concentrated.

3) The Follow Through Stage consists of the implementation of

action plans (by staff) and the evaluation of their impact
(in the field) on the selected priority iSSues.» Management's
role is that of monitoring, review, guidance and support.

The results of impact evaluation are fed back into the

policy planning process.,

There 1s a sequential logic and flow in policy planning. The three

from decisions about priority issues and goals to deécisions

A
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about strategies and the action plans. At the same time, as a
caution against becoming locked into a dysfunctional 1ingar rigidity,
it is also important to recognize the flexibility, fiterxation and re-
cycling inherent in the use of poiicy planning. For example, the

. steps of the Foundation Stage occur more or less simultaneously and
intefactively. Selection of priority issues and designation of
specific impact goals (in~Steps IV and V) is a highly interactive
process. Efforts to select strategies and to develop or implement
action plans may suggest the need to reconsider earlier goal and/or
priority issue decisions. Strategies being considered in relation,
to one priority issue may need to be evaluated in terms of possible
synergy or conflict with other priority issues. -Input to the policy
planﬁing process may come from management, staff or external sources
(e.g.:  State and local agencies); from the Agency's research activi-

ties; from efforts to implement the Agency's policy decisions.

In a similar vein, it is important to allow and support creative
thinking among Agency staff, unbridled by constraints of specified
priority issue, goal, strategy or action plan decisions. Research
is an important arena for developiﬁg new insights, new perspectives,
new suggeétions, etc. Provision also needs to be made (though in

a more limited and controlled basis) for program and other staff to pur-

sue interesting ideas to a point where a case can be made to management.

Three further points may be made here.
1)  Agency research is guided by consideratioﬁe‘éf Agency
purpose, mission, -the stateéof-the—art, etc., as well
. as by the heeds and requirements of programmatic
activity.

2)  During the policy planning process, there are shifting
levels of management and staff reéponsibilities, invove-

ment and interaction. This 1s,representéd in Figure 5 .
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Pelicy Planaing Involvement of Policy .level Personnel Involvement of Staff Personnel
Level of Level of
Involvement Comment Involvement Comment
1 - -~ Purpose Hoderate Purpose and Mission are essentially mandated to Low For Purposc and Mission, imput from staff
: B the Agency from without (the Congress and the would be occasional.  Staff may inform
I -~ Mission Justice Department responding to gencral societal management about how these professional
' neceds and demands), although the top policy makers skills and interests relate to specific
of rhe Agency would generally have some say re- migsions, May alert management to gaps and/
garding Migszion, and perhaps espcclally with re- or inbalances in mission.
gard to empiiagis and balance across missions,
Y11 -~ Topicé Hodcra:c Topics identify issues the Agency could address. Moderate Staff prepare information and analyses
re. topics needed by magagement may .pro-
__pose topics ’
._\-‘j—)\l . )
i.lv ~~ Priovricy High This step involves critical management priozity Moderate Staff prepare information and analyses , t
i -~ Issues. ' decisions that determine what the Agency does. needed by management, May propese priori- i:
H § ‘ ty-1ssues, |
]
V. -- Goals High to These Steps involvé further critical managémént Moderate to Staff prepare informacion. and analyses
; Moderate decisions, but also design activity in developing High needed by manapgement, and propuse strate-
V1l ~- Strategy strategies and identify goals, gies, ‘Professional knowledge of sraff is
' important. !
i :
. VI1 ~- Action Moderate Management ‘provides guidance to plan develop~ High For the most paft, action plans would be
. Plan ment; makes decision to approve, modify, reject H designed by program personnel, under guid-
the action plan. Could sometimes bécome involv- ance of management,
ed in the details.,
%EVIII»- Taplestzns Moderate Management provides guidance, wonitoring, con~ High Impkementacionféccivn:és the program de~ :
3; tation and - trol, : : velopment process. 1
B Indirect : o T
t‘;‘
IX ~- Evalua- High” Results of evaluation become feedback o the Moderato Staff collects and evaluates the end ve-

i

tion

policy planning process

sultg data about program usage,

Figure Five: Patterns of Involvement and Information Inputs
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The flow of information from staff to management is
critical to policy Planning. This includes both infor-
mation requested by ménagement and suggestions developed
on staff initigtive. To assist this flow of iﬁformaéion,
we are suggesting an elaboration of LEAA's decision

memo concept to include:
- * a Priority Issue Decision Memo
* a Strategy Decision Memo

* an Action Plan Decision Memo
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3. The Regommended Program Development Model

fhe pProposed program development model is essentially an élaboration
and explication of the cérrent APDP Steps 4 through 7. Since we
have rétained the basic form of the APDP process it is not necessary
to pfovide a detailed discussion of this model and the individual
steps in this Executive Summary. A full description of the propdsed

pProcess and the steps ig glven in Part Seven of this report.

A common framework .has been used for the description of each step.

 This consists of an initial discussion of the purposes of the step,
a specification of the basiec tasks and the sub-task activities, and

the end results to be sought. Each step is completed with the enumer-

ation of an illustrative list of critical concerns. These last are .

questions and issues that are frequently overlooked or underconsidered.

We giVe here particular emphasis to what we have termed the process
of "looking backwards and forwards" in program development -- 1i.e.,

asking whether a partitular'sfep_is soundly based on research,. test

and evaluation results; whether thé program is refleqtiné theyintent
of‘policy‘decisions, or whether earlier policy decisions are being
(ofkperhaps should be) modified; and whether‘suffiCientkattention
'hésiﬁeen given to the needs and probleﬁs of subsgquent steps ("Are we

making their Problems easier or more difficult; providing the needed

infoﬁmation in the appropriate form, and sofoﬁ?").

For purp0sés df illustration,,Figure 9 has been prepared‘to"
demonstra;e (in an abbreviated faahion)'the purpqSe,:basic tasks
(but not sub~tasks) and ehdifésul; descriptions for each step.
Aiso, for illustrative purposéé;,?igﬁré[;l* shows the list of
_critical.quéSCibns‘Which formApértvog“thé description bf

Step I -= Prb@ram:Design.,“

A Figure»ll,is\uSéd'only in thig part of the report.
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“ STED PURPOSE BASIC TASKS END RESULTS
3 - -
£ i
b0 sTEP L Aa elaborarion of a selecred stracegy tnto a package of | Elaborate the -sclected Package of programmatic activities, specifi-
i PREGRAM programmatic activities, specificacions and related strutegy, and develop a ¢ations and related materials to be implemen-
i DESIGN | materials to be implemented by the target user, summative evaluation plan. ted, tncluding a summative evaluation plan,
— - ‘ : :
¢ STEP IT Try-out of the program design to work out bugs “and 111 Identify woaknesses and "o/ A program design sufficiently refined to
' PROTOTYPE | {n gaps. The process rather than the end results ia modify the program deaign, permit field test validation; guideliccs
. TESTIN the focus of monitoring and evaluation, : for redesign, or justification for recy-
3 cling to policy planning,
i " - . ¥
| STEF III { The impldmenta:ion of the program design at several Conduct a £leld test to us- Level of confidence in the effectivencss of
b FIELD sites selected to be representative of the range of sess the internal and ex- .| the program {n relation to the priority is-
b TEST intended users, It serves to dstermine {ts impact on ternal validity of a program, . sue which it addresses; and the uaeabili:y
L the priority issue and {ts geaeralizability. ; of :he program by intended users.
%5 STE? v A form of package marketsble to and useable by inteunded | Decide upon,'develop, and A g;ogiam deqigg gaCTGGEd i“?tabée for N
I PRIGRAM users. Includes descriptions of program processcs and | publish a field tested 35 re ng to aud implementdtion by a
E PACRACE, activities; stazfing requirements, procedures and forms, | program design in a pack- 8GL.
5 ‘ materials for administrators on costs, staffing and’ aged format.
i . traloning requirements, and description of the nature and ‘
; logic of the program, steps, mechodologies, ete.
él ST v Demonstraté'tp potential dseta thac the program could be Impleﬁmnnation of the progran Program visibility and crcdibility. user
. JEMDXCYRATION used in wvarlous locations, and &s a pre-marketing -activ- |'in selected gites aroung the | knowledge concerning how, why, etc., and
i : {ty to'encourage target users to  adopt  the program, = | natiom, evaluating results, building user confidence in the program,
5 e -
5 STEP VI A planned, 1ntegracad effort encouraglng users to adopt Convince agency dacision The outcome of the marketing step will he
(MARKETING the program. - Includes such activitics as: incentive, - [makers ta adopt and imple- the adoption of the program by various
g - | funding, workshops, presentations, technical assistance, {ment the program package, | users chroughout the United States.
i test slte visics, btochures, and training proprams. - :
%} STEP. VIT | To sustaln the success of tha program over time in Provido assistance to users [Effeccive utilization of the program by
,11L12\rzov adopting agencies, Occurs after implomentatfon, ine . |in their on-going utiliza«
‘AS"lem\'Ch
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tion of the program piackaga,

uiecrs, on a austained basis, ay indica-
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Figure j11%*
Some Critical Types of Concern

For S;ep‘I -~ Program Design

»

l)' Has the program design: sufficiently taken into account the near
and long term capabilities, motivations, etc. of the ultimate
users of the program; considered the effects of current and
changing political, social, and economic conditions on the
robustness of the program design for field use; allowed for or
guarded against. (as appropriate) modification by users in the
field; considered the needs for service and maintenance and for

diffusion after field introduction?

' 2) Has the program design remained faithful to the intent of

. policy decisions, to its research base?

3) Has sufficient attention been paid to needs of later stages of
the program: testing, packaging, marketing, etc., and have neces-
sary understandings been aeveloPed with those who will be respon=-
sible for those stages? What special barriers, gaps, major time
and fundvconsuming problems have been identified that require any
special action? What inadequacieé in the knowledge base of re-
search, field data, etc. have been identified? What actions have

been taken or initiated to deal with thése problems and needs?

4) Will any special;résources and structures be needed for. this pro-

gram, given the way it has been designed? gan these be made

I

available?

'5) Have any interesting alternatives arisen during our thinking about

program design that should be considered to modify the strategy ‘

selected or to use as future strategies?

#Extracted from Part Seven of this report.
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4. Some Issues of Agency Integration and Coordination

¥

Besides being a series of decision steps and activities, the policy

planning and program davélopment processes are intended to facilitate
integration and coordinatiom.

The need for integration and coordination arises from several per-
spectives:

1).

-2)

3)

4)

Priority issues, strategies and therefore action plans often
cut across Offices.

« r

There is frequently a need to interrelate program develop-
ment with research.

LEAA’already has elements of a matrix-like organization;
i.e., it is structured into a set of organizational units
(Offices); and within ‘these various Offices, there is a
Division structure oriented around criminal justice func-

tions (courts; corrections: ete.).

Policy planning and program development are interactive with

~other LEAA management procéSses such as MBO and budgeting.

A variety of coordinative mechanisms could be considered to meet the

above kinds of integration and coordinative needs -- and different

coordinative mechanisms may be appropriate for different purposes or
situations.

There currently exists great variation and some proliferation in

roordinative mechanisms across LEAA -~ and staff have raised a variety:

of questions about thia sthatlon

what appeared to be a,devgloplng negative reputation among staff

e AT AR A
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Foncerning one of these mechanisms —-- working groups. - In our view,
these groups could potentially become a source not only of coordination,
but also of interfunctional innovation and creativity. This would re-
quire significant managem?nt support and appropriate gréuﬁ process

training pointed towards such an objective.

There are no simple guideliﬁes as to which kinds of coordinative
mechanisms would be most appropriate for LEAA to use in connection
with the recommended policy planning and program development processes.
Many designs and combinations of mechanisms could be visualized that
might vary across the policy, Office and program development levels.

It is our further evaluation that further study is needed to enable

‘LEAA to make decisions about what coordinative mechanisms ft should

use. .

In relation to policy planning and program development, we can make

the following additional comments.

First, a very important aspect of the recommended policy planning and
program development process is the manner in which they integrate
with other LEAA management processes -- particularly'budgetting and
MBO. The linkage with LEAA's budgetting process comes at the Action
Plan step which would include a proposed budget, estimated over a
multi~year period. The linkage with MBO‘would,be established by
relating objectives of staff to the attainment of Action Plan end

results.

Second, we'can_illustfate the kinds of coordinative mechanisms that
could be appropriate. TFor example, at‘ihe policy level apﬁropriate
coordinative mechanisms could be: (1) a consensus stylé among top
management; and (2) a planned basis for meetings of this'group
(e.g.:f'regular bi—weekly half-day meetings; semi-annual retreats).

Division managers could constitutz a set of cross-Office coordinating

 groups’ for each criminal justice function, responsible for: providing

management with the information and recommendations; assigning

.
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responsibility to staff to prepare such information and recommendations

(in particular the action plans); reviewing proposed action plans

keeping staff advised of policy issues and delibera-
tions; ‘providing guidance to staff concerning priority issues,

with management;

strategies; etc.

At the program development level, action plan coordinating teams
could be an appropriate mechanism, with staff who were assigned
responsibility for developing action plans becoming the coordi-
nating team responsible for implementation,

and being supervised
by a Division manager. !
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IV.
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IMPLEMENTATION

In PartNine of the report, we will provide an outline of a plan for

implementing our recommendations. Five premises have guided the

design of our implementation plan.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

There must be some congruency between the Agency's policy
planning and program development processes and the Agency's
mission, structure, and‘patterns of top management inter-

action.

Agency top management musti be méaningfully involved in and

visibly committed to the processes.

The implementation can ouly succeed if gstaff understanding

and commitment is established.

The implementation wou;d need to take place in a gradual,
clear and sustained manner, éo as to deal with the transi-
tion from current to plamned practices, and in a consistent
manner over time and across relevant parts of the organiza-
tion.

The processes being recommended represent the next major

phase of implementation that began with the introduction of

APDP.

1. Management Decisions Affecting Implementation

Certain top management decisions cam critically affect implementa~

tion and therefore need to be made early. These decisions involve

matters of comgruency, top management role and commitment, and ex-

ternal relations.
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A, Ihe Need for Congruency

Without a fundamental congruence between LEAA's mission, struc~

~ tures and top management interaction patterns on the one hand

and the recommended policy planning and program development
processes on the other, we would seriously question the useful-
ness of continuing to introduce such far reaching and relatively

sophisticated processes as proposed in APDP.
In light of the above, critical questions arise with respect to:
ﬁission

Management Decision No. 1 -- What is to be the nature of
LEAA's mission and how shall this mission be accomplished?

This question, of course, forms the substantive content of
Step II of the recommended policy planning'process, and
would therefore become a subject for top management dis-
cussion, as part of the policy blanniﬁg process. It is
our view, however, that at least tentative agreements need

to be developed at the beginning of the implementation
process.

Organizational Structure

Management Decision No. 2 -- Is LEAA to oparate as a
single organization, as a tight federation, as a loose

federation, or as a group of essentially independent
organizations?

The basic issue here is how strongly are the various Offices
of LEAA to be linked -- i.e., how integrated is LEAA to be

~in terms of formal organization structures.

The essential point is that different typas of processes

and mechanisms best serve the needs of integration and

YL AT < o T R e e PR S
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' . . 318 Managemeﬁt Decision No. 3b -— How often and under what format
coordination undgr different types of orgaizational structure. | Should LEAA's top management meet?
We would not recommend the processes forra loose federation %;
or for a group of essentially independent organizations —— % B. Management Commitment and Involvement
unless a strong degree of consensus could be developed
among the various organizationmal units which could have the ] e 3 120 Management Decision No. 4 —- Do members of top managé- -
effect of enabling a loosely-linked organization to operate éy ) ment really intend to commit themselves to implement
» . i B . and support the recommended policy and program manage-
as if it were tightly linked. g : ment process?
E &
We do recognize that there are significant external factors , g o2 This involves the willingness of top management to: make the
that are shaping the structure of-the Agency ~- even to the critical decisions necessary for effective use of the recommended
point of determ;ning its continued existence as a single processes; adapt their own operating behaviors to the require-
institution* However, it is both feasible and necessary 1 . . ‘ ments of these processes; utilize the communication and reward
for Agency management to make’certain critical decis;ons as i %p : systems of the Agency to ensure full understinding, cooperation,
.to how LEAA will function as an organization within the fi , and support of Agency staff; provide staff with the needed
externally mandated constraints. ‘ resources, responsibility and authority.
A related decision involves: . ' ' & While the issues may be stated simply, they nonetheless are of
i N
; 4} 1 critical importance and may not always be simplistic in practice.
Top Management .Jeadersghio Processes 3 E ~
‘ ‘ ~ : ‘;_% C. External Relatioms
317 Management Decision No. 3 -- What type of top management g R : .
J style and process is to be used by the Agency? il B 322
. o Management Declsion No. 5 -- What kind of relationship does
E : . the Agency want with State and local law enforcement and
Depending upon the leadership style and processes that are L L criminal justice agencies?
used, interaction among LEAA's top management could take : '
several forms. These could vary from: centrally directed 4 We have already n$ted this as an area requiring some attention
¥ o 470
and enforced leadership; a cousensus type of top manage- : from the Agency, but onme for which we could make no specific
ment leadership; an interactive information~sharing type ;i ) : evaluation or comment at this time. We see this as an area
of management process; or a laissez-faire process in which k[ ﬁf requiring further Agency study.
the Offices would be operated essentially independently of

each other. The above five questions lead up to a crucial gsixth question:

Two other related top management decisions should be noted here. 326

Management Decision No. 6 == Is LEAA to adopt and implement

the recommended policy planning and program development

318 processes?

Management Decision No. 3a -=- Who is to be considered as
part of LEAA's top management group?

Co-

e *Ihis . D.Qi ut.,.l'nri 1l. . bha. furshamw. ddesciean o1 2 T TV A AR B ST S Doy e T SRS
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We'have listed this question separately and last because it is

our position that the management decisions discussed about should

precede management's decision about the adoption of our recommenda-

tion of APDP in its current form.

D. A Possible Scenario of Top Management Decisious

The following illustrative scenario describes a set of management

decisions which would create congruent and supportive conditions

for implementation. They do not, of course, represent the only

decisions that could be made.

Management Decision Question

No. 1l: What is to be the na-
ture of LEAA's mission and how
shall this be accomplished?

No. 2: 1Is LEAA to operate as
a single crganization, as a
tight federation, as a loose
federation, or as a group of
essentially independent or-
ganization?

No. 3: What type of top man-
agement style and process is
to be used by the Agency?

" No. 3a: Who is to be consider-
ed as part of LEAA's top man-
agement group?

No. 3b: How often and under
what format should LEAA's top
management meet?

No. 4: Do members of top
managemant really intend to
commit themselves to implement
and support the recommended -
policy and program management
processes ? ‘

Possible Management Decision

'Emphasis .is placed on the R&D

inmovative base for LEAA pro-
gram development. )

LEAA management decides: to
function as a tight federa- -
tion having many characteristics
of a single organization.

LEAA top management operates in
a consensus mode. Extensive
use is made of participative
inputs at both the management
and staff level.

LEAA's top management group con-
sists of: the administrator,
the agsistant administrators,
the heads of LEAA's Offices and

the head of LEAA's planning unit.

Top management meets on some regu~

lar basis (e.g.: weekly or bi-
weekly meetings plus regular
retreats). : :

LEAA top management would use
the proposed models to make
decisions, would encourage the
rest of LEAA to do so, and would
moniter and control the use of

the proposed processes, includ- -

and penalty system.
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No. 5: What kind of relation-

ship does the Agency want with
State and local agencies?

No. 6: Is LEAA to adopt and im-
Plement the recommended policy
planning and program develop-

ment processes?

Top matagement chooses to maip-
tain ¢ .ose, cooperative relation-
ships with State and local agen-
cies in the Agency's policy plan-

ning and program development pro-—-
cesses,

In light of the above decisions,
LEAA adopts and implements the
recommended processes.

Other Important Aspects of the Implementation Plan

A. Obtaining Staff Committment

The necessity of staff commitment to the pro

Process is reasonably obvious,

gram developmént

They are the ones who have the

responsibility for implementing the program development process
in accordance with an approved action plan, and for providing

information management heeds to nake decisions about priorit}

issueg, goals,'strategies, and action plang. Professional

staff are an important source of ideas and suggestions. The

implementation plan outlined seeks to develop

by having strong,

current APDP design;

implementation;‘lby pPr

“tion of focus; and by having the form and proce

mir;or the operating process of policy planning

ment (e.g.: .

staff commitment

sustained and visible management commitment;

clarifying‘and elaborating aspects of the
by building a process of gradual and staged

oviding separate training sessions for
policy planning and for program develo

pment to permit concentra-
8s of training

gnd'program develop-

by'training personnel in ETOuUps organized by criminal

Justice function On a cross-0ffice basis).

We sée‘these suggéstioné as building upon t

e

e A T S TN

he APDPLtraining‘efEOrts.
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We have listed this question separately and last because it is - No. 5: What kind '
: L D0-. J: What kind of -
our position that the management decisions discussed about should o ship does the Agency ::iitiEZh fog magagemenc chooses to main-
) = v ———— P ain close, coo . .
precede management's decision about the adoption of our recommenda- £ State and local agencies? ships with,Statzezssizjczilzglon—
L en-
tion of APDP in its current form. L cies in the Agency's policy plan-
- . ning and program development pro-
' . S cesses.,
D.. A Possible Scenario of Top Management Decisious = No. 6: T
‘ | '; SI?EEQc t:eLfiﬁQ;;ezgzgt z;g im- In light of the above decisions,
The following illustrative scenario describes a set of management . , planning and progran devzlopcy LEAA adogts and implements the
_ v v - - recommended
decisions which would create congruent and supportive conditions § ment processes? processes.
for implementation. They do not, of course,'represent the bnly . 3 )
decisions that could be made. i 2: _Other Important Aspects of the Tmplementation Plan
Management Decision Question Possible Management Decision ; ‘ 110 A. Obtaining Staff Committment
SO 327
No. 1: What is to be the na- Emphasis .is placed on the R&D v§ The necessity of gtaf
ture of LEAA's mission and how innovative base for LEAA pro- fg 4 staff commitment to the program development
shall this be accomplished? gram development. : ‘E process 1s reascnably obvious. They are the ones who have the
, R ‘ responsibility for {mple ; ‘
No. 2: 1Is LEAA to operate as LEAA management decides- to - 1 , Y . Plementing the program development process
a single organization, as a function as a tight federa- i " accordance with an approved action plan, and for providin
tight federation, as a loose tion having many characteristics | information management needs to mak is: i
federation, or as a group of of a single organization. ¢ is - make decisions about priority
sssentially independent or- | Sues, goals, strategies, and action Plans. Professional
ganization? . staff are an impo
}% B o p ttant éource of idgas and suggestions. The
No. 3: What type of top mau- LEAA top management operates in 3 "plementation plan outlined seeks to develop gtaff commi tm
agement style and process is a consensus mode. Extensive & by having strong, sustained and . ; s ent
to be used by the Agency? use is made of participative | . 0d visible management commitment;
inputs at both the management i Y providing for the need for staff to clearly understand the
and staff level. i policy pla
| i3 Y planning and program development processes including an
No. 3a: Who is to be consider— LEAA's top management group con- o understanding of the relationship between the two processe
ed as part of LEAA's top man-~ sists of: the administrator, This 1s developed byt clarifyine s.
agement group? the agsistant administrators, . S ' y ying and elaborating aspects of the
the heads of LEAA's Offices and urrent APDP design; by building a process of gradual and staged
. e

No. 3b: How often and under

what format should LEAA's top
management meet?

No. 4: Do members of top
management really intend to
comnit themselves to implement
‘and support the recommended
pclicy and program management
processes ? ' ’ ‘

the head of LEAA's planning unit.
Top management meets on some regu-
lar basis (e.g.: weekly or bi-
weekly meetings plus regular
retreats). : : :

LEAA top management would use
the proposed models to make
decisions, would encourage the
rest of LEAA to do so, and would
monitor and control the use of
‘the proposed processes, includ-

- ing application of LEAA's reward

and penalty systom.

- . : " c . -
~Justice function on a cross-Qffice basis),

im . - . s
plementation; by providing separate training sessions for

policy planning and for Program develo

ti 5
ion of focus, and‘by having the form and process of training

mirror the operating procesgs of polic
ment (e.g.: ‘

pment to permit concentra-

y planning‘and program develop-

by training personnel in Broups organized by criminal

We se » {or i
e éee these suggestiong as building upon the APDP training efforts,

M




331

~55=-

The implementation plan alsc seeks to create a need for staff to
understand and use the policy planning and program development
processes -—- through management insistence on information, answers
and justifications that staff can provide by ﬁsing the processes;
and through management enforcement of compliance by rewerding
those Offices and persohs who use the processes and, as necessary,

withholding support and rewards from those who do not.

B. Phased and Gradual Implementation

The last aspect of our basic implementation philosophy is the use of
a phased gradual process of implementation.

Specifically, the implementation plan has been developed to take place
over an 18 month period in a series of phases and stages, each with

its own objectives and suggested time table as fdllows:

- As noted earlier, we consider the initial

‘Phase I:

Initial impiementation of APDP to be a Phase I, ini-
Introduction tial implementation phase. In our opinion,
1976-78 LEAA is now ready for a next phase of imple-

mentation.

Phase II:
(Months 1-18)

Stage 1: Management studies the policy planning and
Preliminary program development processes; makes prelimin-
Decisions ary decision concerning Agency structure,

{(Months 1-2) mission and management processes that will
justify (or abort) continuation of implemen-

tation process; and sets the 1mp1ementation

plan.
Stage 2: - The recommended and revised policy piannlng
Initiation and program devalopment processes are
Mode gradually introduced into organizarion at the

(Months 3-8) same time that the organization aqd personnel
' are being prepared for the revised approachea.
Emphasis in communication with staff is that

the policy planning and program. development

processes are an elaboratlon, not a replace— a

ment, of APDPQ

W
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Stage 3: ‘During this peried, the Agency would attempt
Pilot Test to use the processes in a normal and

of Normal full-scale manner, but in the sense of a
Mode pilot test of the processes. At this point

(Months 9-18) management begins to insist on staff and

Office compliance.

Phase III: (Overlaps with the end of Phase II)

. ‘Bvaluation
Stage 1: Towards the end of Phase II, there is a
Evaluation formal evaluation of the implementation

(Month 16) of the policy planning and program develop—

ment processes.

Stage 2: Agency management reviews the evaluation of
Review the experience to date and determines

(Months 17-18)  whether to continue and/or to initiate

changes in the processes.

The first two stages of Phase II (Months 1-8) are the periods.during

which the elaborated policy planning and program development pro-
cesses are initially exposed to the Agency at-large.

period, the implementation is on a gradual basis.

'During this
. The strategy is to:

1) Establish the necessary initial organizational conditions

for implementation and to sei ir motion a series of decisions
that will create the basis for the policy planning and pro-

gram development processes.
2) Stimulate and prepare the organization through:
a) making management commitment visible;

b) beginning to operate 1nformally in the desired

hhmaéyet (1.e., creating a need for the processes);
0
7
c) in&ensifying communications to staff

oK
d)  reshaping existing program plans into the desired
format ‘te the extent feasible (including retro-
rit;lng or setting aside some current programs).

3

o : X
A . ’ g

bt s




-57~
3) Initiate a new round of training in a cascading approach:

provide training for top management; then train trainers, then

mid-managers, and then program level personnel.

étage Three of Phase II (months‘9-18) should be seen as a full-scale
pilot test of the policy planning and program development processes.
By this time, staff and management should have sufficient working

knowledge to use the processes.

PhaseAIII (months 16-18) provides an opportunity to evaluate the re-
sults of implementation and, as necessary, modify (or even abandon)

the design or the implementation process after the end of 18 months.

In effect, the period beginning in month 19 would be the final phase of
institutionalizing the policy planning and program development process-
es on a sustained and ongoing basis.

We are recommending that the process of impiementation begin within
the reasonably near future. Given that the current implementation

of APDP has been taking place over approximately a two-year period, we
would be concerned if a six-to-twelve month hiatus were to develop
before the next phase‘of implementetion begins. At the same time,.

we recognize that the posgibility for a reorganizZation of LEAA might

raise questions about immediate implementation.

It has been our observation that organizations introducing major
changes tend to plateau out in their initial efforts after a year
or so. It is then often most helpful to provide something of a ‘
"booster shot: at this point to renew momentum. The lack of such
'reinforcement will too often allow the plateauing to become stag-
netion and then deterioration. To be effective, the reinforcement
that is given should contain at least some new elements. This
helps people to justify the perceived "slowness" or "confusion"

of the past period helps them to rationalize away any previous
resistance (which some Ppeople may be seeking an excuse. to. abandon),
and prov1des some new excitement that can help overcome the inev-

itable 1nert1a—creat1ng disappo;ntmentS‘of first efforts.

Ve believe that our present recommendations contain. these char-

acteristics, and could properly be viewed as a normal phase two
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 funection (e.g.: courts

‘mould‘lnclude staff from allfOffices of LEAA.
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AFDP implementation effort. It is also important to note, however,

that the changes that we have recommended at this time, and those

that might be added after 18 months, are to be seen as evolutionary

~and expansionary, and not as radical or revolutionary changes that

»

call for the abandonment of current efforts and their replacement.

C.  Training

We will limit ourselves here to making some suggestions about the
training process which build upon the training approaches used for
the APDP implementation and upon the nature of the recommended policy
planning and program development processes.

First, it must be remembered that training is only one aspect (albeit

a crucial one) of the total implementation process. As we noted earli-

er, a comprehensive implementation plan will need to include (on a

planned basis) such other elements as creating a need for staff to un~
derstand and use APDP.

We suggest providing separate training sessions for the policy'

planning and program development processes. This would help elimin~

an overload of information at one
time about a relatively sophisticated procees;

mixing of "levels" (policy and program).

ate two problems we noted:

and a confusing

We also suggest using a "waterfall" process of training by startlng

with top management, then training the tralners, and then successively
training division ‘managers, program managers, and other staff. The
objective is to make the training a process that can and will be
reinforced by every‘level of management in-its turn, and to have

staff view the activity as a total organizational effort.

Finally, we Suggest e crst—ﬁffioe approach based on .a criminal
justice function approach, That is, where feagible, training
groups would be established for each separate criminal Jjustice

corrections). Each function-based group

The objective would be
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to make the training experience mirror (and in fact prepare staff
for) the actual work context —- with special emphasis on the con-
sideration of alternatives. In this way the creative adaptations
that typically grow out of training programs can be ugeful in

that they would involve the actual people who meed to work toge;her

on the job. It would also be helpful to include some team building

" into the overall training program designed to help participants

improve their group process skills and become more effective as

group members.
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V. SOME FURTHER STEPS

This study has revealed several areas where further sFudy by
LEAA is needed in relation to the recommended policy planning
and program development processes -- areas which we have tried
to take into consideration in presenting our recommendatioms,

but which were beyond the séope of this study to examine in

" depth. These include:

.l) Implications for LEAA's policy planning and program.éevelop-
ment of thé current discussions of possible reorganization
of LEAA -~ with a specific concern for: (a) how to provide
for appropriate interaction between research and program
development under a very loosely linked organizational
structure; and (b) potential dangers‘ﬁdr.a separated,

essentlally autonomous research unit,

2) Further developing-the policy planning/program development
framework presented in this chapter to an operational level
of detail and'séecificity with respect to such matters as:
- development of some form of a decision choice model for
action policy decisions; specifying the mechanisms or
procésses to be used for identifying‘and arraying topics;
allocation/assignment of specific responsibilities for the
steps, roles and tésks~of program development; frrther
elaboration of the criteria for determining what is/is not
to be considered a program; determining the specific types
of coordinafive mechanisms that would be used (and when)

within and between the Agency's policy planning and program
development processes.

3) LEAA's relationships with State and local agencies.,
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4) Policy planning processes within each of the separate LEAA
Offices,

5) Developing management processes for implementation of policy

level decisions cbncerning LEAA's general activities other

than program development.

6) Providing a comprehensive déscriptive analysis of the
criminal justice contekt and the implications for the work
of LEAA,

-~ We will discuss these conéerns briefly in Part Tem of this report,

In particular, we believe it important to give further con—
sideration to current deliberations concerning a reorganization
of LEAA in ways that could significantly impact LEAA's capacity

to carry out its mission. We believe that there are some

'potential dangers which should be carefully examined, in parti-

cular the possibility that instead of protecting the criminal )
justice research function (an objective with which we whole—
heartedlj concur), a separated research function might well

be left quite vulnerable. We will discuss this concern in Part
Ten, and we have included materials in the‘Appendiwihich

further discuss this concern in relation to other Federal agencies.

T e Sl e
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5) A questionnaire survey* was sent to approximately 300
professional staff members of LEAA in September, 1978.
Responses were received from 122 persons in OCJP, NILECJ,
0JJDP, NCJISS, OCJET, OCACP, and O0AI.
directly to us to ensure confidentiélity.

Replies were sent

In.general, we found LEAA personnel to be quite open and cooperative,
At the same time, we also did at times find concerns about thé
implications of APDP (and thus of this project) on the roles of
Offices.

The data collected in this project (and in particular the questionnaire
and interview data) serve two purposes; The first, of course, is

to provide information on which to evaluate and make recommendations
concerning the design and implementation of policy planning and

program development pProcesses at LEAA. Second;’this data may

serve as baseline data against which to make future evaluations

of the implementation and impéc: of these processes.

* See Appendix for the data'répdﬁt.
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Parts Two through Four provide the reader with the basis for

our recommendations -- our analysis of issues at LEAA and
our findings.

Part Two describes the environmental and origanizational
context within which LEAA developed APDP and which there-

fore provides a necessary Perspective for the evaluative
discussiong in Parts Three and Four. |

Part Three will be an éssessment of APDP with respect to .

(1) the impact of‘APQP, (2) its implementation, and (3) its
basic'design‘

Specific findings and general recommendationsg
will be indicated.

Part Four will provide an analysis of policy planning
Drocesses at LEAA.

Specific problems together with general
Tecommendations will be indicated. ‘

Pa:ts Five through Seven Present and discuss our recommendations
for policy planning and program development. ‘

Part Six Presents and discusseg our rECommendations for
policy planning, | | '
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Appendices will include the following:

I -— a bfief comparative review of our experience with the
’ National Institute of Education and the Department of
Part Seven presents and discusses our recommendations ) Erergy in rélation to the issues discussed in thig report,
for program development. } !5 ) ‘
I1 -~ data and analyses from our questionnaire survey.
éart Eight discusses the requirements‘for ihtegration v
" and coordination between policy planning and program : ,]Y% IIT -- a list of LEAA personnel we interviewed.

development, across Agency Offices and functions, and
between the proposed processes and existing Agency

management and planning processes (e.g.: MBO, budgeting).

Part Nine descriﬁes the necessary implementation stepé and

management decisions required to succassfully achieve the
' transition from current processes and conditions to those B

being recommended. Organizational implications, training ‘ 3

requirements and a suggested time~table will be provided.

Part Ten will discuss further studies which we believe are ’E
needed in relation to the recommended policy planning and ‘ﬁ ¥
program development processes, but which were beyond the

scope of this project. These include consideration of ; -
the concerns noted in V above. : . : 3

The above structure permits the reader to combine the Executive R

Summary and overview in Part One with the more detailed discussions

in any one part or group of parts of this report, as needed.
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APDP is a systematic program development and management process
designed to facilitate the achievement of LEAA's purposes and
missions through better selected directed and integrated pro¥

grams. Thus an examination of APDP must take into account not only
the nature and implementation of the process itself, but must also
consider how it relates to and contributes to the Agency's difficult
and complex mission. . It must also take into account those aspects of
LEAA's context (its operations and its environment) which tend to make~
the use of a systematic program development process such as A?DP dif-
ficmlt. |

Further, an’examination of APDP must recognize that the Agency faces a
number of substantial ranagement chal enges with respect to the inte-
grative obJectives and aspects of APDP -- challenges that will have to
be rec ognized and dealt with if APDP is to be relevant to LEAA's needs
and if APDP is to be properly and meanlngfully implemented. :

This section, them, will briefly overview aspects ofngAA%which we
think important for providing a perspective on APDP and its imple-

mentation. Specifically, we will look at:
1) the'nature of LEAA's mission;’
2) certain aspects of LEAA’sfcontext; and,

3) management challenges with respect to the integrative
obgectives of APDP. ' '

i
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I. THE NATURE OF LEAA'S MISSION

Title I (Law Enforcement Assistance) of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (as amended) states that LEAA is to:

1) Encourage, through the provision of Federal technical and
financial aid and assistance, States and units of general
local government to develop and adopt comprehensive Plans
based upon their evaluation of and designed to deal with

their particular probleme of law enforcement and criminal
Justice;

- 2) Authorize, follow1ng evaluation and approval of comprehen-

sive plans, grants to States and units of local government

in order to’ improve and strengthen law enforcement and
criminal justice;

3 Encourage, through the'provision‘of Federal technical

and financial aid and assistance, research and development

dlrected toward the improvement of law enforcement and
criminal Justice and the development of new methods for
‘the prevention and reduction of erime and the detection,

apprehension, and rehabilitation of criminals.

Thls statement of respon31bilit1es prov1des LEAA with a broad,
scoped purpose and mlssion. Under this mandate, LEAA must be
concerned with ‘the many and varied aspects of crime, w1th a broad and

diffuse set of operaticnal agencies (prlmarily but not exclu31vely

_governmental) included in the criminal justice system; with the broad

~range of types of activities,,technologies, and Qrocesses uSed by
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these operational agencies; with other institutions involved in

criminal justice R&D and innovation; with the development and

application of innovation; with a variety of approaches which LEAA
is mandated to use in the fulfillment of its purpose (e.g.! technical

A A .
and fipancial aid and assistance, R&D, development of innovative

methods, evaluation) and other approaches which are stated in, may

be inferred from or are compatible with its authorizing legislation.

Such a broad mission puts a premium on coordinated policy making and
priority setting and the careful integration of the many and varied
activities and attendant specialties in which the Agency must engage
to achieve the mission. At the same time, this very richness of
activity and relationships makes it difficult to achieve needed
consensus on purposes, miséions, priorities and.strategies -— and
the holding together of the various parts of the organization
becémes a quite substantial management task. If it is to be "up to
the challeuge", APDP would need to match the broard and complex
problems of the Agency with its scope and complexity of design, with
its implementation, and with the strength of the support given to it
by LEAA's management.

Four further characteristics of LEAA's broad scoped mission should

be noted here.

First, the basic nature, scope and parameters of LEAA's mission are

not within LEAA'S powers to determine —-— they are externally
mandated by the Congress through LEAA's authorizing 1egislation.
Within this basic framework, however, LEAA.gggg have varying degrzes
of flexibility and reSponsibilitj to determine such matters as:

what issues will be given attention, when, and with what relative
emphasis and priority; what specific approaches will be used in
relation to specific issues; what kind of balance thé Agency.will
seek to maintain,aqtoss the various aspects of its broad scoped

mission.
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Second, the major concern of LEAM is to impact (improve) the opera-
tional eriminal justices system, and most specificall v

' ¥, State and
local criminal justice agencies.* '

Thirq, a significant portion of LEAA's activity is specifically

innovation-oriented and R&D basged.

Fourth, in light of the above, LEAA's efforts involve linkages

with, and the cooperation of, State and local agencies in terms

cof:r (1) providing information to LEAA about critical problem
issues; (2) testing innovations under field conditions; and
3) institutionalization of successful innovations within the
State and local criminal justice system.

Thus any APDP design recommendationg should contribute to LEAA's
innovation and assistance missions and be concerned with LEAA's
1inkages to State and Jocal criminal justice agencies.

The design
should also, most importantly,

be able to provide management with
guidelines for Identifying and establishing its program priorities
=— within the constraints of its given resources,

its mandated mission§
and structures.

* | - » - . _
We recognize that there are significant differences between State

and local agencies; between the various State level agencies and
between the various local level agencies; and between public and

- private agencies at the State and/or local levels. We further
~ recognize that the "State and local" organizations may be non-public

as well as public. However, Ffor simplicity of presentation, we will

~use the term "State and local" and assume the reader will keep the

above points in mind.

-
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IX. A DIFFICULT CONTEXT

LEAA's mission has to be carried out under a set of very difficult
conditions. For example:

2

1. External Pressures

As a public agency, LEAA is subject to a variety of external pres-

sures.

In the first place, the simple fact that criminal justice*is‘a soc131 
service function has significant implications for the work of LEAA.
Precisely because the lives of people and the functious of government
are involved, social service contexts are highly‘valueéladen and
political. 'This is especially true in areas such as criminal Justice
whicn are highly visible and are strong public concerns. Thus, the
many and often conflicting perspectives, values, opinions;-- and the
shifting of public or political emphases, pressures and support -- make
an agency's task difficult in such matters as: identifying issues,
problems or opportunities;**determining priorities for financial and
technical assistance, or for R&D; assuring implementation of innovations

by State and local users.

In the second place, as a public Agency LEAA is subject to evaluation
and potential criticism from a variety of external sources =-— sources
which tend to have their own perspectives of what LEAA‘should be, what it
should do (and how well), etc. The concern here is thelability of LEAA
to interect,effectively with various external critics -— in the sense

of: having effective linkages of(communicstion_with tﬁe Agency's

external publics; of learning from'valid'criticism; and of having well~

chosen priorities, goals and strategies.

*For the sake of 51mpllcity, we will use the term "crimlnal Justice"
rather than the longer term "law enforcement and criminal Justice '

**This is commonly referred to as the need identification process.
It is our observation, however, that the very use of the term '"need"
in law enforcement has tended to be associated wlth very narrow, non-
issue specific responses such as "more funds", "more cars", etc.
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Third, the various Offices of LEAA have somewhat different external

' constituencies (as a function of the differences in roles and areas

of concern across the 0ffices). These different constituencies have

three kinds of impact releyant to this study. Pressures from different

constituencles can lead to comsideration of issues in isolation from

each other (and thus to lack of consideration of possibilities for
either synergy or conflict across issues and related Agency goals
and response stfategies). Pressures for different constituencies
can have a "separating" impact among LEAA's Offices (e.g.: pressures
to have the research areas of LEAA become an autonomous research
instituta in the mold of NIH and other Federal research institutes).
Finally, the various constituencies of LEAA and its Offices can also
be an important source of support.

2. Innovation-Related Difficulties

The fact that LEAA's mission involves R&D and innovation must also
be considered here.

v

A. The Nature of Innovation

A total process of inmovation innolves a number of functional
activities such as: determining issues, problems or opportun-
itles which an innovation might-address, R&D; production,snhgy
innovation; dissemination, demonstration, marketing, acquisi—
tion and implementation/utilization, and evaluation. 'These
functional activities typically have differing resource and
time line requirements, require differing types of skills, are
performed by persons with different professional perspectives
- and concerns, and are often performed by different’organizations.
. These differences often present significant difficulties for

those involved in and responsible for managing processes of
1nnovation.

T e - . e e S MO 8 o
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B. A Complex, Underdeveloped Knowledge Base

The knowledge base for criminal justice innovation is very
complex —— i.e., knowledge relevant to criminal justice may

" be found in a multiﬁlicity of fields and disciplines (e.g.:
sociology, psychology, organization behavior and theory, law,
‘and others). Further, the knowledge base with respect fo
criminal justice is relatively underdeveloped (compared, for

example, to the health sector).

C. A Diffuse and Relatively Immature R&D System

The institutional R&D system for the production, delivery and
‘utilization of innovation in criminal justice is diffuse and
. relatively immature (for example, when compared to health,
aviation, and the physical sciehces).* Many institutions
A(including LEAA) are relatively new. .Linkages are often weak
between Iin-house R&D, universities perforﬁing criminal jﬁstice
research, manufacturers cf equipment for criminal justice

*%
agencles, etec.

3. Resource Limitations

Research and application resources (skills as well as finances) have
often been limited and unreliable (as to year~to-year. availability)
at federal, state and local levels. Only a very small portion of
‘the budgets of State and lacal'criminal,justice égenciesAis available

for the acquisition and utilization of‘innovations.

See Radnor, Spivak and Hofler (1977) for a comparative analysis of

law enforcement/criminal justice, health, aviatlon, and . other seclhors,
see also the appendix of tnls raeport.

"ASee Radnor (1975)
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4, Complex Issues and Problems

In general, it is safe to say that the issues and problems of crime
to which LEAA addresses itself are complex and difficult to define.
Causes are likely to be multiple -- and there may be significant
disagreement about what ake causes and/or about which causes can

be effectively addressed. Consequently, developing solutions may

" be quite difficult., Evaluation of the effectiveness of solutions

may be difficult. There méy be significant differences about what
problems should be considered high or low priority -— or even

whether a "problem" exists or not.

5. Frequent Changes in Organization and leadership

LEAA as an agency has been subjected to a signifibant number of
organizational, leadership and policy changes. Thus, management
of LEAA'S R&D and innovation activities ~- which demand a degree
of stability in direction,'funding; personnel and programs --
becomes especially difficult.

The above five conteituai conditions, inevitably, make it difficult
to maintain consistent policies and to manage large scale programs
that may involve complex and difficult internal and external relations
that often span several years. We would therefore have to expect that
any management development process, certainly one as complex and as
sophlsticated as ‘APDP, would have to go through a series of adjust—

ments before becoming properly tailored -- with considerable .
learning and transition pains and problems.

6. Block Funding

A major aspect of LEAA's mission involves block funding. For a large
part of the Agency'’s constituency this is perceived as the predominent
mission. While block funding is not per se an issue ovr focus for this

study, it is important to note the difficulties it creates for LEAA .

‘in'tryingitd serve its several different kinds of missions. Thus,

for example: What is the velationship (within LEAA) between its

N o g At s e



B

E

L8

~-83-~

block funding and its R&D/innovation activities? Ig what ways might
the LEAA/State and local interaction have different (perhaps con-
flicting) dynamics, requirements, perspectives, etc. with-.respect

to bl&ck’funding as compared to R&D and innovation? To what extent
are there different LEAA constituencies for b;ock funding as com-
pared to research or to program development? What different per-
spectives, expectations, pressures do these constituencieg bring

to LEAA? 1In a word, while block funding is in one sense a distinet
and separate LEAA activity, there are inherently issues of inter-
action and coordination in relation to policy planning ang program

development.
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III. MAINTAINING INTEGRATION

l. The Need for Balance and Linkages in Innovation

LEAA 1s an agency with responsibilitieg that totally 5pan the stages
and functions of an innovation Process noted earlier. Thus, LEAA's
Program portfolio must: ‘ :

appliad research andfdevelopment, testing, demonstration,

mafketing, implementétion, technical assistance, evaluation
and so forth;

2) 'provide for adequate and appropriate linkages between these
functional activities;

3) provide a proper balance between short and long term con-
cerns, |

Additionally, LEAA must also be concerned with balance and integra-
tion of these functional innovation activities across the criminal
justice system és a whole, One‘measure of the degree of maturation

of an R&D and innovation system is the development of the linkages

- noted above (while recognizing that méturity tends to vary in char-

acter across fields). It wag because of our perception of 4 weak-

_ness in this regard that we earlier described the criminal justice

R&D system as being relatively immature,
. Ioh . : ) . o
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! - On the cther hand, LEAA must also have a process whereby such innova-
v 5? s tive ideas can be brought into its basic management decision process
gﬁ : for: (1) incorporation into existing (or new ) LEAA program
2. Relating R&D and Practice ! priorities and plans; and (2) for testing, evaluation and develop-

' . - J , ’ ‘ f \ I?rg ' ment. Thus the;e must be linkage and integration within the Agency
Integration is vital in order to ensure that whers appropriate, X ) '% betweent the processes of inmnovalion on thg one hand and gf planned
programs devoted to aiding practice, implementing and sustaining : 3 management of policies and program development on the other hand.

 innovation in the field, and su on (the delivery and paintenance ‘ : :
side of the system) will be informed by, guided by, and often (but k '%gg : 4. LEAA's Federation-Like Structure
not always) derived from the outputs of the R&D process. Integration ] { |
also is vital in order to ensure that to an important degree the g 7 - Another challenge to LEAA management is presented by thg nature and
programs and projects of;g&h h$ve been informed by adequate problem , ] : i dynamics of LEAA's organizational structure. On the one hand,
identification processes thatiderive from practice; . ) {‘ W) _ LEAA is a single organization with several functionally-defined

o ; f units. On the other hand, the role of the Congress in specifically
3. Creativity and Basic Management Decision Processes . | | establishing some of LEAA's basic units, in specifying separate
; appointment and Senate confirmation of some LEAA positions, and in v

To maintain a healthy R&D and innovation prdcess, it 1is necéssary ;, s ‘specifying the use of portions of LEAA funding -~ these factors tend
to provide for specialization, for relatively long time horizons, ' ; to make LEAA more like a federation of semi-autonomous units. This,
and for thé safeguarding of the independent, flexible environment : » in turn, tends to lead to ovefiap %CTOSS units, to differing and
needed for creativity. Furth;ar, in a field that is properly viewed | sometimes conflicting perspectives, and to organizational roles and
as much as a "craft" as a "science based discipline” (and we assert ' & : responsibilities which are difficult to define and manage.

'that criminal justice should'bé 80 viewed), it is also vital that
those functions that deliver and support praétice in the field be o ;o The integration issue-for management is to deternine both: (2) the
able to initiate such programs as may defive from other sources of r o nature of inter-unit integratlon. and management which is desired (by
(good) practice that may have appeared in the field. . b {&ﬁ LEAA) and feasible; and (b) effective mechanisms for such inter-unit

integration and management.

" The challenge here to LEAA managemént is that while its programs Eust | % 3. Implications
be well planned and managed, the process of discovery tends to be an | | e . §
emergent process and cannot always be foreplanned with precision. . ? There is no single or simple solutior to these management challenges.
Thus, on the one hand, LEAA must: : ,‘ . .f% ' The appropriate solution can vary by field, by stage of development

‘ f » of fields, by the nature of consLituent organizatlona, by the ‘manage-~

1) provide within its own domain a flexibility and freedom ' ment style of an organization’ s key personnel, and by historical and

within which the pursuit of new ideas is suppofted; and

PR

{

i , : , , ;

E political accidents that create various imbalancgs.‘ The processes
i ‘ to-be used wust,however, be appropriate to the organizational and

2) be able to find snd support innovative discoveries of prac-
titioners in the field: '

i,

environmental conditions that exist.
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Later in this report we will discuss several critical questions
that are an essential outcome of the issues raised above. These
questiong Hve to do with:

a)‘~implications of LEAA functioning as an integrated organiza-

tion or as a very loose federation of independent functions

and entities;

b) the question of the rnethod by which integration and coordin-
ation may be obtained ~- e.g.: through the development of
an overall consensus as to purposes, mission, priority
issues, strategies, etc.; and/or by such structﬁrél mech-
anisms as organizational reporting relations, operating

procedures; the imposition of sanctions or distribution of
rewards, etc. ‘

Management challenges of the type’ﬁated above are not unusuél. They
can also be observed in educa;}on, in health, in aging, in energy,
etc. Agencles operating under these conditions have often suffered -
from significant shortcomings in their polic& making and program '
managenment efforts. These shortcomings tend to be manifested in
unclear and qften conflicting missions and strategies; in programs

that are poorly (if at all) tied to goals and priorities, and that

are poorly integrated; and in management processas that are vulnerable

to special interests, pressures, and shifts in social and political
emphases. These~shortcomings may substantially hamper ageuncy per-
formance and consequent political and public support. It is to LEAA's
credit that it has recognized and taken significant steps to respond

to such problems with the creation of APDP.
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1t was eﬁcouraging to see that LEAA had recognized many of the. issues
discussed above and had proceeded to attempt to deal with them by
designing and implementing a "rational approach to development of
action programs" (LEAA 1976).
appropriate and a very important action by LEAA.

We view the creation of APDP as an

APDP was developed by LEAA in 1976*, essentially in response to part -
of the needs discussed above. The general objectives of APDP were to
improve the value and effectiveness of LEAA actiﬁn programs; to increase
our krowledge of which concepts, approaches and techniques are most
succéssfhl in controlling crime and improving criminal justice; and
to increase the utilization of knowledge. The principle design fea-
tﬁreé of APDP involved the linking of research, testing and evaluation
with the design and development‘of action programs. Thus, APbP was
created to provide (as agency policy) a planned management approach ~
for action program deV¢lopment and to set forth the organizational
'altetﬁatives available for carryiﬁg out program development in accor-

dance with this approach.

Implementation of APDP began in October, 1976, with the\issuance
of a set of instructioms. By 1977, staff from all parts of LEAA
had been involved in training programs that included ﬁresentatibns'~
about APDP, smali group'discuSSions, group reports and comments

from top management of LEAA,

"APDP grew out of an orlglnal concept proposed in the Lazar report E

(Warch 1976) whxch investigated ”Ek;ernal Review ﬂechanlsms The
- .system recommendea in the Lazar report was subsequently modified by
" CLEAA personnel and elaboratad into ArDP. ‘ :

Sttt b et S 65 N T v
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 'Later instfuctidnS'(in May,

Ihe initial design of APDP contained ten steps:

1) Information Collection of Problems and Needs

2) Analysis and Pribritization of Problens

3) Identification and Prioritization of Program Opportunities
Concepts

4) »Initial Design

5) Testing

6) Development of Design and PerformanceASﬁecifications

'7) Field Demonstration

8). Evalua;ion and Refihement of Specifications

9), Documentation‘aﬁd'Marketing
.-10) Further»Evaluation and’Refinement of Specifications

* 1977) attempted to resolve confusion
a out this initial APDP design by creating a new set of seven APDP
steps, which represent the current APDP design,

This was foll
by additional tralning. : e

The steps of APDPJin its current form aﬁe:"

Step ?ne - Policy P1anning S S L ’,s';v‘.

:gS;ep Two'f— Problem Définixioﬁ;,*

i)
v




APDP and its 1mplementation,

"ﬁ

Step Three Selection of Response Strategy

Step Four Program Design
Step Five -- Testing

Step Six -- Demonstration

]
1

Step Seven Marketing

K"~Ltywill probably be helpful here to comment briefly on the "newmess"

of AFDP. 1In a very real sense, we consider ATDP to be a major new
process for LEAA ~-- and we w111 so refer to it in this report. At
the same time, we do recognize that this assertion may be qualified
in a valid way == i.e., in the sense that it represents a growing
maturatlon, a '""mext logical step" formalizins (but nonetheless
expandlng) activities and directions which have been developing in
LEAA in recent years, Nonetheless, we do agree with LEAA man-
agement and the designers of APDP that APDP is an essentially new
process for LEAA — as an Agency-wide.process, in terms of its

content and scope, and in terms of its formalization.

Further, it is well worth noting that APDP is new not\only to LEAA
but would be new for most Federal agencies that we have observed.
Indeed, as we noted in our original proposal, this latter point is

precisely ‘why we were interested in working with LEAA to evaluate
We now turn to an assessment of APD? in terms of ite:
2)  implementation

o

3) 'desfgn'

o

¢

~06-

This assessment will be based on:

1) data obtained from LEAA Management and staff (from meetings,

questionnaires, observation interviews, and review of tapes
of APDP training sessions); |

2) review of APDP instructions and other relevant LEAA documents;

3) our experience with a varlety of organizations having inno-

vation and practice improvement orientations (spanning in-
dustrial R&D to governmental agencies)
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I. IMPACT OF APDP

This‘eection will provide an overview of the impacts of APDP to date.
First, however, we will suggest the kinds of perspectives and criteria
needed for an appropriate-evaluation. In effect, then, this section
will attempt to answer the question: Do the impacts of APDP to date

indicate appropriate progress in the introduction and use of APDP?

1. An Appropriate Perspective

The initial implementation of APDP began approximately two years ago
and was designed to be a gradual process. Since program development
is a relatively long term process, the implementaeion of APDP is

sufficiently recent that most new LEAA programs would not likely

_have gone through all of the APDP steps. Thus, a current evaluation

of APhP impacts would need to be based upon examination of short term
rather than long term impacts. This point was noted in our original
proposal to LEAA, which suggested a second (later) project for a more

full-scale evaluation of the impact of APDP over time.

Iﬁ is also important to note that there are some factors which would

tend to limit the current short term impact of AFPDP. For example:

1) There are inherent issues and problems of transition
whenever a new management process is introduced into an

organization.

k2) We would normally expect to find "petrofit" difficulties in
terms of fitting already existing programs into APDP.

'3) The difficult context notad in Part IWo“wbuld present obstacles
" to the effective introduction and oee‘of anzeprooess for

program development. i

. B i
oo e R el
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Thus, APDP will need to be'evaluated in terms of realistic impact

expectations.

Any management process of the type and scope of APDP must be given time
to take root and a chance to succeed. However, if has been our experience

(with both‘public and private orgsnizations) that when such major new

'Nmanagément processes are first introduced, several dynamics can quite

typically be observed: members of the organization tend to have
unrealistically high expectations for short term impacts; the process
appears not to be everything that a variety of people want (thus,
"shortcomings" of the.process may be emphasized); members of the

organization tend to tinker unnecessarily with the new process.

2. Reasouable Expectations: A Basis for Impact Evaluation

‘The previous discussion suggests an important consideration.

Because of the importance of APDP as a management process, it is not

reallsitic to expect LEAA management to "sit back for a few years and
hope APDP works." This would simply not be good management practice.
Rather, LEAA's management does have a valid short term need to know

whether or not the implementation of APDP is heading in the right

direction, is meking appropriate progress,'and is taking root. 1In

a word, management needs short term indicators with which to momitor:
the implementation of APDP and thereby make valid short term
modifications either of the design or of the implementation process.

We are suggesting here, theh, that apprepriate eveluation of APDP'S
impact to-date would be based on indications that: apnropriate and

adequate transition is occurring (not whether the transition has been

~completed), that short term, tncremental impacts are consistent w1th

_and problems.

APDP phllosophy and are providipg a proper base for building

more. long term, major 1npacts;,that there is inereased stafr awvareness

of and ability tn respond to 81gn1;1cant program development issues

e e
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& % ‘ program development issues and use the language of APDP a i
Overall, then, the current short term impacts of APDP need to be ol e ; se PPropriately.
- ! i P Finally, the gradual normalization of APDP can be seen in the strong
evaluated in terms of the extent to which they have provided a base S e . g
_ ‘ . 3 Ny stzff agreement with questionnaire items stating that APDP is.
and momentum for the next steps of implementation and for long term o .
. - L relevant to their jobs (72 47%) and that the basic concepts of
major impacts. L } APDP make sense (88. lA)
3. An Overall Evaluation: Reasonable and Appropriate Impacts ) 3Q o

(o 5. Programmatic Impacts

It is our overall conclusion that the short term impacts of APDP have

been significant, have been in the appropriate direction, and have i 3 0ur questiomnaire included several questions designed to determine
9 * ! 3 '

Lt ; whether or not APDP has begun to affect the nature of programa
g i -
generally been what should reasonably have been expected at this point & L developed by LEAA.
in time. At the same time, there are significant issues which should b Do
I o
be dealt with in the next stages of implementation. o L0 .
3 L A. Use of Research, Testing and Evalwmation in Action Program
‘ i | i’ : Development
It is our evaluation that the current implementation of APDP has been {
a necessary and appropriate first step in the development of integrated A : :
. y pprop Y P b One of the major purposes of APDP is to increase the use of
Agency-wide program development and policy planning processes -- and i~ - .
L PR research, testing and evaluation in the development of programs.
that what is needed now are efforts to take the next steps. These j S -
efforts should be rather intensive. Otherwise, it would be our i I *k ;
. . E 1o 0 response to three questionnaire items, LEAA staff indicated
expectation that forward momentum will level off and, quite possibly, 4 AL an increase in the rafit to which
, , i b extent to which research ing
much of what has been gained will begin to dissipate. These further ' i a8 find » testing and evaluation
: | 3 [y indings are being used: (a) to develop new programs (48.6%);
efforts should be a building upon what has already been established. 1a e ‘ b ’
~ ‘ 3 o (b) to modify ongoing programs (33.0%); and (c) to discontinue
B & existing programs (17 67)
4. Gradual Normalization of a New Mode of Pxpgram Development "] v & : ’

, R . £ ) As the above responses indicate LEAA staff d
Since APDP does represent a new mode of program devalcpment in LEAA ’ staff do belleve that

E j A research, testing and evaluation have more i
and since APDP is still in its early stages of institutionalization, 3 | e e
‘ ; : programs than~before LPe implementation of APDP.

It is to be

it i t ted that APDP would h tb full
it is mot to be expected tha wou Have yek become tully noted that LEAA staff perceive research, testing and evaluation

operational within LEAA. However, by ncw it is reasonable to expect

-as having significantly 1éss impact on existing programs than

to find signs of a gradual normalization of this new way of doing on new program
' -ams .

This is to be expected i t |
things and the creation of a base of understanding and behavior that | ’ i hg Y stages

would, over time, permit institutionalization of the new process.

A full listing of questlonnalre items and responses is contained

, , ‘ : ‘ in the Appendix.
There are indeed numerous signs that;such gradual normalization has ’

‘been taking place. 1In part, this is reflected by staff perceptions

Respondents were provided a descriptive statement and then asked

to check one of the following responses: "Much Mors", "More', "The

of APDP impacts, as discussed below. Just as significant is the fact " \
below . Same Less ,-‘Lots Less”.

that LEAA personnel can understaqg questions about APDP, make seasible

Y
-

and probing responses to such questicns, raizs appropriate and probing

T T e
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of transition to APDP -~ it may not be such a simple matter to

modify or discontinue an ongoing program.

That some modification of existing programs has evidently occurred
is a positive indicator of APDP's impact. At the same time,
precisely because a program does create its own momentum, special
attention will need to be given (both currently and on an ongoing
basis) to ensure that programs-in-process can and will be re-
examined whenever there are new regearch, testing and evaluation

findings.

Overall, the nature and level of impact in the above areas is what

one would reasonably expect at this stage of APDP implementation.

B. Impact on Block Fund Usage

We have earlier noted the nature of and difficulties related to block
funds. The use of APDP could be significant in this regard.

The underifing assumption linking APDP to block fund usage is that
State and local users may be more influenced to acquire LEAA
programs with their block funds if testing and evaluation have
demonstrated the effectiveness of LEAA programs. Of the res-
pondents to the questionnaire, only 23.7% perceived an impact of APDP
on block fund usage. A low perceived impact here is to be expected
at the current time -- i.e., until there has been sufficient time
for APDP to be appliéd to most LEAA programs and for the results of
testing and evaluation to be communicated‘to and considered by

State and local users.

This questionnaire iten, thefefore; serves two purposes. First, it
provides baseline data with which to compare perceived impact cn
block fund usage at a later time. Seccnd, it provides a check for

positive bias of respondents.
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Process Impacts

of program development.

The questionnaire included several items designed to permit evaluation of

the extent to which the implementation of APDP has affected the process

®

‘A, Interaction Among Offices and Staff

The use of APDP requires a significant amount of interaction among

staff and across Offices.

In response to questionnaire items, respondents indicated an increased
level of participation of evaluation staff in.the design of test
programs (52.7%) and in the design of demonstration programs (45.6%).
This is an important aspect of APDP. The involvement 6f evaluation
étaff in the early design stages of a program increases the chances

of obtaining useful Information from a test or demonstration.

With respect specifically to cross—Office”intetaction, 53.8% of the
respondents to the questionnaire indicated that in generai, there

is now more or much more interaction among staff of differeat

Offices. At the same time, however, in response to a questionnaire
item about a sgecific type of interaction, only 30.3% of the

respondents perceived increased participation of action program

“staff in the design. of test programs by research offices.

Similarly, ‘only 20.4% of the respondents peréeived an increase of
action program staff involvement in the selection of topics for

program design and testing.

We would anticipate these findings at this stage in the imple-

mentation of APDP. APDP should result in a significant degree
qf inter-Office interaction. At the same time, instituticnalw
ization of inter~0ffice iﬁteraction is more of a 1ong—termythan
a shdrt~termfproce$s. Thus, one would currently expect to find

more perceived intaraction at. a general than a specific level —-

Hie eeta s e L
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. II. DP IMPLEMENTATION PROC ID_ISS
espeéially where the interaction involves issues and questions : = ~EHENTATLON PROCESSES vy -

of Office roles. At the''same time,‘the responses to the more

specific questions do indicate that continued attention should

careful consig ion:
be given to the development of interaction across the research ' e

and action Offices. ‘ 1) factors which may tend to affect implementz

tion of the
o new process;

8
B. Consideration of Alternative Approaches ‘ _

R 2) the pfocgss of implementation: and

3 : 3) conc
A significant aspect of a total program selection and development , - ) concerns and issues which come to

light'during implementation.
process includes consideration of alternative approaches to the

; f :f' It s to
solution of a problem. In response to a qustionna%:e item, only 5 »

these aspects of the implementation of APDP to which we now
‘ . turn our attention. :
28.2% of the respondents perceived an increase in systematiec : LA

consideration of "alternative approaches to solving criminal ] o

i ~ o 1. Some Important Factors Affecting Implementation
Jjustice problems.” While this is a lower positive response : ;

than we believe to be desirable, the response is not unexpected.

4 The implementation of APDP faced a number of significant difficultieg
In summary, the impacts of APDP to date are of the nature and level ; 2 which can be noted h?re.
one could reasonably expect at'this point in time. The indicators ‘ ;; o i , ‘ .
: A. Dynamics of an Implementation Pro
are encouraging in that they suggest that there is forward momentum . . Y p rocess
and that a proper foundation is being put in place for continuing

During the implementation of an ro
implementation and elaboration of ATDP. At the same time, it is also g P =W process,

one could expect to
find problems of transition such ag:

. confusion about how "pey"
obvious that (as we would expect) APDP is not yet fully institution~ Out how Tnew

' : a ' behaviors and termiﬁology relate*to "o1d" behaviors and termin-
alized and that farther planned and systematic implementation is in order, ‘ |

ology; problems of retrofitting; possible anxilety
in relation to such matters as th

and unlearning, implications for
roles, ete.’

TR g g s

and resistance

in@ividualAénd departmenta]
These transition issues would tend ¢ k
by the complexity of APD? and the 1m
ment within LEAA.

0 be augmented ' ‘ :

portance of(progpam develop-

“4

- Relatedly, implementation ang ongoing institutionalization of

APDP is nbtia shorg!term’process. Ratger, a gradual, fbundation~
=+ . bullding, phased:pfacess_of implementation is reduifédf This

Poses’ potential problems of personnel having unreai}stiC‘short
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term expectations which, when not met, can lead to a "plateau"

effect and/or to frugstration and disillusionment.

B. The Nature of APDP

Some aspects of the nature and design of APDP would tend to hinder
somewhat the implementation of APDP.

APDP is a relatively sophisticated and complex management process.
Further, APDP involves policy planning issues as well as program
development issues. Finally, the very nature of APDP implies that
it interacts with other LEAA management pProcesses such as MBO and
budgetting. Thus, "learning" APDP would be no simple task for
either LEAA staff or management -- even under the best of conditions

and with the most well-planned implementation process.

While APDP is an essentiaily sound and appropriate process for pro-
gram development, inadequate elaboration of some aspects of the
APDP design presents a degree of uncertainty and confusion which
affects implementation of APDP. . This is especially true with res-
pect to what we see to be a need to further differentiate the policy
level and program development aspects of the APDP design.

C. Insuring Intggration and ﬁoordihation

As we noted earlier, integration and coordination are central
management issues. APDP involves and is desxgned to facilitate
integration across Offices and programatic activities. How-

ever, APDP by itself cannot ensure or enforce integration and
coordination.

vAn important distinction must be made here. The power of APDP

to facilltate coordination and Integration resides in the logic
of APDP in relatlon to the degree LEAA perceives a need for co-
ordination and integration. At the same time, APDP itself has

no formal authority or power to. ensure or enforce coordinatlon

and integration.
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D. LEAA Dynamics

Finally, it should be noted that some dynamics of LEAA, not di-
rectly related to APDP, could not help but have some impact on
APDP implementation. These would include changes in the p051tion
of Director/Acting Director of LEAA during the period of APDP's
devlopment and implementation; the possibility that LEAA mlght be
rather drastically reorganized by Congressional leglslation,
changes 1nclueeq‘1n LEAA's current re-authorization legislation;
the discontinuing of the regional structures. At the very least,
these dynamics would tend to divert management attention from

APDP implementation.

activities and medhanisms which relate to the points just noted. At

2. The Process of Implementation ~— A Comprehensive Perspective

A well-developed, comprehensive plan of action is important for the
implementation for a major and complex new proceés such as APDP --
especially given the difficulties noted above. Such an implementation
plan} | '
1) Should be built upon a set of guiding principles; ;
2) Should sﬁecify the steps and phases of the implementation
process -~ and the purposes and objectives of each step
and phase; o
~3) Should specify the types of activities which are needed to
accomplish specific objectives and are appropriate fqr
specific steps and phases;
4) Should specify roles and respon51b111ties for implementaticn,
including the role of management;
5) kShould provide appropriate communicatiod; ;
. 6) Should provide for‘the integration of the new process with
' other existing organizatlonal processes (such as MBO and

budgettlng)

It is clear that LEAA has used a variety of activities and mechanlsms

to fac111tate the implementatlon of APDP == and that these are

‘the same time, it is our observation that LEAA has not developed the

kind of ﬂompreh=n31ve, phased - 1mplementatlon plan which is descrlbed

:above and which we oelieve to be necessary to obtain the full benefits

‘of APDP 1mplementdtlon.
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We now turn to look at some of the specific aspects of the APDP

implementation process.

A. Strategies for Implementation

®

A significant part of LEAA's implementation strategy centered
around: (1) the issuance of APDP instructions; and (2) a training
program built around these instructions and involving all LEAA
Offices during 1977-78.

The instructions and training sessions have had a very positive
consciousness~raising impact ~- i.e., staff have become aware
(and supportive) of the basic concepts of APDP and have been en-
abled to ask meaningful questions about APDPL At the same time,
it is our observation that the original training sessions were

'overly ambitious in the sense that:

1) Given thé sophistication and complexity of APDP, we
would hesitate tdé expect trainees to absorb so much

material in 2} days of training.

2) Similarly, in addition to basic training objectives,
the training sessions seemed to have such other purposes
as selling APDP and obtaining staff recommendations for
revisions to the instructions. While these are all neces-
sary implementation purposes, it seems to us that thef

tend to further overload a Zkfday training session.

J/

While the instructions and training sessions‘may‘Qalidiy be seen
as an important‘implementation strategy, it is also true that
LEAA utilized a number of other implementation strategies. These

would imeclude: (1) the use or creation of various coordination

* . .
mechanisms’ (some of which are suggested in the APDP instructions);

- #le recognize thar to varying degrees, the different,coordinétionﬂ‘-
mechanisms would not solely be the result of or uSed in relation
to APDP per se. : . S
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lines ang decision Memosg;
Program activity by trying
APDP categories, by staff a
questions; (4) efforts to

(such ag MBO, budgetting).

as far ag they went. They would

S time, Programs and Offices.

B. Top Management Roles

Procedur
lity to be delegated to staff

Personnel -- zp4 indeed tp i
> e trainin
Pects of APpp implementation were the responsibility of th )
: e

e is often Seen as 3 Yesponsibi-

training starff.

top managemaent —- es i
Pecially
when ) H
the new process: (a) 1s major in Scope and impact;
b

and (b) affects other management Processes

a. Top Management‘Commitment

Sure cooperation and compliance:
3

to provide necessary resources:

to use appropriate behaviorg
Trequiring staff Lo justify 4
problem definition); etc.
visible to staff,

in relatidn to staff (e.g.:

Fur<

A majority of LEAA staff (60.52) Tesponding to the

* questionnai: ' k V
q ionngire‘do perceive top management ag committed to

-
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A?DP, and'a‘slightly higher proportion (65.5%) specifically
see their own boss committed to APDP. While it is reassuring
that a majority of respondents do have this perception, we
are somewhat concerned that afteg'two years of implementa--

tion, the propottion of positive responses is not higher.

b. Creating a Need for APDP

It is, in our opinion, primarily management's responsibility
(at all levels of management) to create the need for staff to
use APDP.
through such behavicrs as Office heads asking APDPfrelevant

This may be accomplished on a day~to-day basis

questions of program managers; requiring program managers to
do ex-post facto analyses and justifications of existing pro-
grams; requiring specification of indicators of program effec-

tiveness; and the like.

Relatedly, top management can create a need for APDP among
staff by clearly releting the use of'APDP to LEAA's reward
system. integrating MBO
with APDP; making budget allocation dependent upon the use of
APDP.

This can be done in such ways as:

Obviously, epproval of such actions lies within the

domain of top management.

The use of an organization's reward system is very important.
The implementation of major new organizational procedures gen=
erally requires that organizatiomal persommnel make signifi-
cent behavioral changes in terms of how they perform their
tasks, where they place priorities, how they interrelate

with each other, etc. When the organization continues

to reward old and does not rewzxrd new behaviors, organization
personnel are given conflicting messages about the importance
of the new procedure and about how they should respond to itf
In this situation, the result tends to be the continuance of

previous rather than the institutionalizaton of new behaviors.
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A number of LEAA staff commented (during training and in
the questionnaire) that their use or non-use of APDP has not

been related to their job or professional rewards (
penalties).

or
Others commented that pressure to "spend

the money" (rather than APDP) was the driving force be-
hind their behavior.

c. Key Decisions

Perhaps most importantly, there are several key decisions

which, in our opinion, have not yet and must be made if APDP

is to be successfully implemented. These decisions concern

matters of LEAA's mission, organizational structures, top
management leadership and decision making processes, manage-
ment commitment to APDP, and external relationsg ~- as will be

discussed more fully in the Part Nine discussion of our im-
plementation recommendations.

Force Fitting of Existing Programs into APDP Terminology

Both management and staff personnel of LEAA noted that in part,

APDP implementation seemed merely to be using APDP terms to des—

cribe existing activities ~- and we did observe such behav1or.

As discussed by LEAA staff, the implication seemed to be that

this lacks substance and 1is,

for practical purposes, a matter

of game playing.

If indeed the implementation of APDP were to
than giﬁing new names to existing processes,

structure, the real purpose of APDP would of
However,

a cause for alarm.

g0 no further
activities and

course be thwarted.
we do not feel that this practice currently represents

In the first place, such "force fitting"

of new terminology is neither uncommon nor necessarily dysfunc-

tional during the early,

existing to new procedures.

transitional stages of change from

Rather, it seems to be a helpful
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first step in relating new to old Procedures. In the second
place, we have found significant indications that the substance
of APDP is beginning to take hold -- as we noted earlier.

We do not, of course, suggest that this practice be ignored ——
the continuance of this practice 12 to 18 months from now would
be cause for concern. Rather we think that the kind of com-

Prehensive, second Pphase implementation.suggested in Part Nine

of this report will enable LEAA to move beyond such "force-

fitting" practices.

3. Concerns andessues

As we noted at the beginning of this section, the. initial implemen~
tation of a new process often brings to light significant issues or‘
concerns relevant to the process of»implementation, the design of the
new process and/or other aspects of the organization with which the
new process interacts. Some of the concerns and issues which are |
noted below are discussed elsewnere in this report and will thus be
only briefly noted here. '

A, A First Phase of Implementation

In our discussion with LEAA top management, it was noted that
the APDP implementation process was intended to be a gradual
Process (especially in terms of enforcing its use), with initial
emphasis being on consciousues?—raising and developing a good
understanding of APDP and of new, APDP-type ways of thinking

about program development.

We are essentially in agreement with this concept of gradual -
introduction, transition and institutionalizntion."Iu this

regard, a few observations are in order.

T,

~ development process and the pr

R T

cbjectives of which are tn intraducevAQDP within LEAA and to
build a sound bage fgr institutionalization of APDP. .It is

our opinion that the implementation of APDP has generally pro-
vided such a bage -- and indeed permits LEAA to begin a second

phase of implementation ang to build even further upon the
APDP Philosophy and design,

Second, it ig typically the case that after 3 while, initial
efforts at implementation teng to "plateau" at 3 level where:
(1) there isg still a sufficient amount. of confusion and ‘perceived
shortcomings to Create backward momentun if new, reinforcing

implementation activities are not initiated; but also where

(2) second ang third phage implementation activities can lead

to important.refinements in the new Process and to acceptance

and iustitutioualization. Our recommen&atonqin this regard.‘
are tqntained in Parts Six and Seven of this report.

B. A Degree of Confusion

While expressing support for the basic concepts of APDP, LEAA
staff have expressed varying degrees of confusion about some
aspects of APDP. Thege areas primarily concern such matters ag:
the roles of the various Offices in the APpp Process (e.g.:

60% of the respondents to the CISST Questionnaire disagreed
With a statement that 0ffice roles in APDP are defined ang

; understood; how APDP fitg in with other LEAA management and

planning Procegcses (e.g.: 'SOme;staff felt APDP should replace
MBO while others thought it hag 0 relation to MBO); issues
of coordination, especially between Offices;

of the APDP design; and the relation between APDP as g

A

k)
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Since these concerns are dealt with in other sections of this
report, we will not comment on them here. ' Rather, the point to

?
be made now is simply that these are concerns which have come
to light during implementation and do need to be examined closely
by LEAA.

C. ' The Need for Congruency

The concerns noted above do point to omne aspect of APDP which is
worth further comment.
other major LEAA management processes —— especially MBO, budgeting
and policy planning =—- the design and impisiéntetion of APDP must
be congruent with these other LEAA management processes-and (as
we will discuss in Part Hine) with LEAA's mission, structure

and top management leadership processes.

We recognize that there have been a number of efforts by LEAA to
develop such congruency, but it is: our evaluation that this
congruency needs te be more comprehensively and systematically
designed and implemented - and that developing this congruency
should and can be a major objective in the second phase of APDP

implementation.

Because APDP is so highly interrelated with
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III. THE APDP DESIGN

sound and appropriate -- in terms of its intended Purposes, itg
basic structure, and its appropriateness to the needs and directiong
of LEAA. Tts basic program develogmenu steps (Steps Four thfough
Seven) .deal with most of the activitieg necessary in a coherent
innovation Process. Further, it ig our evaluation that while some
further elaboration is needed, the APDP design provides an
appropriate and sufficient base upon which LEAA can take- important

"next steps" in building effective policy planning and program
development processes.

Because it is our evaluation that APDP design is essentiall& sound,
we have not felt it necegsary in this project to consider other
alternative designs or processes for program development.
the'analysis of the APDP design
in Parts Six and Seven are effo
established.

Rather
which follows and our recommendationg

rts to build upon what LEAA has already

We may further note that staff respons

support this evaluation.

es tend to agree with and

For example, a large,majority (88.1%) of
respondents to the questionnaire though
of APDP make sense."

t that "the basic concepts
This is one of the Strongest positive
indicators of the basic soundness of the APDP design. At the

same time, 50.4% of the staff respondents agreed that "the APDP
instruction needs revision."

With the above understanding, we will in thig section note several

areas where further clarification,
the design will be‘useful.
tion of:

fefinement and elaboration of

These areas primarily involve considera-

1)  the scope of APDP :
) distinguishing policy planning from pro

8ram development
'3)  elaboration of program development '
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;’e ‘ fining which LEAA activitles are to be considered ! 'programs"

ARy

e

(for purposes of inclusion in a dlstlnct and separate

"program development" process).
In addition, two other areas where further clarification might ‘ |

prove useful concern: ' ) o 3) Finally, the issue of scope is alsg &1 implementation issuye --

: oy .
4) types of research . : s, ‘ - le., it is a matter of management decision whether all or only
5 , P
5) types of evaluation , , : 2 some of the already existing programs would be retrofitted

into APDP.

S FTRAT i,

1. The Scope of APDP S .

?7 Thus, staff confusion about the scope of APDP stems from several

One of the issues posed most frequently by LEAA staff concerned the : Sl sources. It is our view that a significant source of this confusion

scope of APDP -~ i.e., to what LEAA activities does APDP apply. ; o stems from the need for further elaboration of the APD
Some staff believed that APDP did not apply to their activities. ‘

P deslgn.

£ o) the develo ment
those steps of the APDP design which focus on p 3) Spectflcally in relation to program development focus on
of a single program (Steps Four through Seven) from those

I program selection decisions whlch aré made prior to the
actual development of the program itself. |

. B ,
Other staff posed such questions as whether APDP applied only to B ) 2. Distinguishing Policy Planning from Program Develosment
certain selected programs or to all programs; whether APDP applied of
to such activities as basic research or the seeking of changes ;é In reviewing the APDP design, we noted that the scope of the Firar
in legislation; whether APDP applied only to new programs or was to 1; . three steps of APDP (Policy Planning, Problen Definition and Selection
be applied retroactively to existing programs. éé or Respoose Strategy) is much broader than the develooment ¢f a single
3 program. More specifically, the first three APDP steps:
To a degree, this type of staff uncertainty may be attributed to the ‘j
ncertainties inherent in a transition process. However, we think f£ 3 :
. P : Lved ’ i D are relevant to a much wider range of LEAA activities than
rad: :
that there are more signi icant‘issues nvolve 1; program development alone;
£ L - ;
1) A significant source of staff confusion about the scope of | 2) involve Agency policy considerstions;
APDP would seem to us to stem from a need to differentiate ‘% : ; A A
g
o
5

steps vhich seem to be oriented more broadly towards
‘policy planning (Steps One, Two and Three). Thus, all LEAA ;
activitles would fall.wlthin the domain of pollcy planning.

In all of the above respects, the flrst three steps of APDP involve
However, with regaid to staff implementation of policy level

decisions, only some of LEAA's‘activities would £all within

top management decisions and involve a much more complex set of

: act1v1t1es than is 1nd1cated in the APDP ingtructions.
the domain of program development. : Rt ,
: . e %

-.Further, in revlewlng the tralnin" tapes and responses to open-ended

2) The issue of scope 1s in part a definitional issue. We will ' ;
) ‘ ue cop P : : | "e ’auestlons on our . questionnalr we noted g constant theme from LEAA
later suggest a principle of exclusion as a means of de-- : ; ‘ S e . e

3
-

-
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staff that they did not really understand the "front end" of APDP.
Comments such as "I don't see what drives the process' and '"How does
a decision get made to do a program?" were typical of staff responses.

»
1

This review of the APDP design and of staff responses leads us to note
that.a lack of clear distinction between policy plaﬁning and program
development processes has been a major obstacle for the implementation
of APDP. This review also leads us to recommend that LEAA develop
clearly distinct yet clearly integrated processes for policy planning
and program development. Because of its significance, policy planning
will be discussed separately in Part Four of this report. Our
specific recommendations for developing distinct.yet integrated policy
planning and program development models.afe then presented in Parts

Six and Seven of this report.

3. Elaboration of Program Development

Steps Four through Seven of APDP deal with program development per se

-~ di.e., the activities required after a decision has been made to

select and develop a program (in Steps One through Three of APDP).

We note here that Steps Four through Seven of APDP do represent most

of the important activities required in the development and delivery

aspects of an inmovation process. Thus, the possible need for

revisions in these steps should be seen az a matter of refinement.

At the same time, our study also noted that some;hspects of these
four program-specific steps did not seem clear ro ‘LEAA gstaff «— for
example, with regpect to: staff difficulties in knowing whether

to classify what they were doing as a "test" or a "demonstratlon,
the proliferation of the concepts of level one and level two
demonstrations: confusion over what seemed to be missing steps

(such as the development of a program package).
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We recognize that to some extent, staff confusion about these aspects
of the APDP design could stem i part from the dynamics of transition
-—— 1i.,e., trying to learn the terminology, practices and.processes

of a new mode of program development; to use these for néw programs;
and at the same time to "retrofit" them to programs developed in

different ways. Certainly, one would expect here a degree of 'initial
confusion.

However, it is our evaluation that steps Four through Seven of

APDP do need some further elaboration. In particular:

i) At some points, there is an insufficient differentiation of
activities. Step Five of APDP (Testinp) interweaves two
types of testing which have different‘functions'(prototype
testing and field testing), and which involve different
types of evaluation (formative and summative, respectively).
In our view, further differentiation is needed between field

testing, demonstratipn and marketing activities.

Wg recognize, of course, that for some programs, overlap
across steps may be permissible -- or even a practical or
political necessity. It is our position that such overlap
should be seen as just that —- an exception made as a

conscious decision based on specified reasons.

2) It is our view that program packaging and.Utflizing :

active assistance should be incorporated as separate,

specific steps of a program development process.,

3) At several points, Steps Four through Seven of APDP need
further elaboration in order to provide more focus,
clarlficatlon and visibility to the activities required

to accomplish each step.

[——"
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In Part Seven of this report, we will recommend and discuss an ela-

' borated model for program development which builds upon and

refines Steps Four through Seven'of APDP and which is integrated
with a basic policy planning process. Here, we will briefly review
Steps Four through Seven of APDP and indicate where refinements or

new separate steps will be recommended.

APDP STEP FOUR -~ PROGRAM DESIGN -

This step seems to be well stated for the most part. We agree that
‘{t is the first step of the program development process —= following
the policy decision to develop a program in response to a priority
issue. We agree that evaluation is to be addressed in this step,
but we suggest a more focused look at evaluatioﬁ and the emphasizing

of summative (impact oriented) evaluation for this step.

The need for a program development plan is more or less recognized
in APDP, but is awkwardly placed as part of the Program Design step.
Tt ig our position that a comprehensive plan for the program develop-

ment process must be prepared and approved before -the Program Design

step is begun.* Program Design is then iimited to the actual design
of the program and becomes Step One of our recommended program

development process.

APDP STEP FIVE —— TESTING

LEAA staff indicated confusion about the testing step of APDP, We

are recommending that there be two teSting steps for the purpose of

makiﬁg a clear-cut distinction concerming two different purposes of

‘and types of evaluation usedbin the testing of a program design.

* Ianart Six, we will recommand‘that the development and'approVal
of an action plan should be a distinct step in a separate policy

 planning process.
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First, testing may be needed to "'work out the bugs” of a program

design -~ i.e., in order to modify or refine the program design before

it is finalized. For this purpoée, formative evalution would be used,.

and the concern is with;ﬁrocess more than end results, This type of
testing is typically called prototype testing,

Second, testing may be needed to validate the effectiveness’of the

progrem design (specifically in terms of desired end results) and its

generalizability across some set of organizations and/or situations,
For this purpose summative evaluation would be used. This type of
testing is typically called field testing,

Some comments must be made here. In the first place, the reasons for
suggesting two separate steps are to: 1) highlight and clarify the
differences in purposes and types of evaluation; 2) to ensure that
the needs for modification and for end result validation are taken
into consideration; and 3) to rewgnize that modifications of a
program design (a valid pﬁrpose of formative evaluation) would call

into question the findings and conclusions of a summative evaluation.

In the second place, the above impiies that our concern is with the
purposes involved. Thus, whether different terms are used or whether
there is one testing step with two sub-steps is not a major issue.
Also, there may be valkid reasons for skipping either or both steps --
as when there is previous research/testing (by LEAA or others); when
there is strong;urgency'to "get the program into the field"; when
costs would cutweigh benefitsy etc. Iﬁ these cases, the two steps
would serve the purpose of forcing the Agency to document the reasons

for skipping testing and the potential limitations/consequences of
doing so.

‘In'the third place, needed prototype testing may have been part of

previous LEAA research.

/
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In the fourth place, we recognize that the term "prototype testing"
may call forth an "industrial" or "engineering" image of large
scale, high cost models. This is not intended, and we believe would
generally be inaccurate and inappropriate for LEAA programs. Thus,
though the term is descriptively valid, a different term might be
better. At the same time, there may be occasions where prototype

testing would be expensive -- and might have to be skipped for that

reason, so long as the limitations/consequences are recognized.

NEW STEP -~ PROGRAM PACKAGING

LEAA staff have raised questions about where in the APDP process a
program is 'packaged" -~ i.e., put in the form im which it will be
demonstrated and marketed for use by State and local agencies. It is
our position that program packaging activities are sufficlently dis-
tinct to warrant being considered a specific and separate step in a
program development process. This, we belleve, will facilitate )
assigning specific responsibilities for these activities and hopefully
would eliminate some of the "hands-off" issues noted by LEAA staff
(e.g.: between NILECJ and OCJP in relation to incentive fund programs).
0f course, other descriptive materials for information and marketing

purposes could be developed at various steps of program development.

APDP STEP SIX -~ DEMONSTRATION

kLEAA staff have attempted to clarify this step of APDP by noting a
distinction between "level one" and '"level two" demonstrations.

- Some further explication of this step, which is provided in Part
Seven of. this report, along Qith’the}delineation of two separate
testing steps,; should be sufficient clarification of the demonstration
step of program development. |

APDP STEP SEVEN —- MARKETING

In Part Five of this report, the marketing s:ep will be discﬁséed’
much the same as it currently is described in the APDP instructions,

with some further explication of alternatives.
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NEW STEP -- UTILIZATION ASSISTANCE

The marketing step takes program development to the point where a

user agency adopts a program that has been developed by LEAA.

It has been our experience with both public and private agencies that
users often require assistance ggggg the initial period of implemen-
tation in order to insure sustained, long-term use of a mew program
{or product). It has also been our expefience that especially'with
regard to public agencies, this kind of utilization assistance tends
to be neglected -~ too often with the résﬁlt that a well—markeéed
program is adopted but does not reach a state of sustained and effec~
tive usage, and too often leading to bad public Images for a program
and negative marketing impacts. Thus, our experience indicates the

practical wisdom of having a distinct step of utilization assistance.

4. Types of Research Activities

Staff at LEAA have indicated that to some degree communication problems
have arisen around the term "research." This seems to us to stem
primarily from the fact that various LEAA research activitics have

somewhat different focal concerns.

Since a lafge portion of LEAA's research is of an ébplied research
nature* (i.e., oriented towards some specific eriminal justice issue
or problem), we think it might be helpful for LEAA to distinguish

\ .

between three types of applied research -— each of which may be relevant
research concerns of LEAA:

i) Problem Definition Research

Here, research is concerned with defining:

*Qur concern in this project focuses simply on those areas of LEAA
research activity which are problem~criented (i.e., applied research) —-
and which may thus lead to or be a part of program selectioun and program
development processes. Thus, we ds not attempt to examine LEAA's involve-
ment in basic research, except to note that such basic research would be
within the domain of policy planning but not of program development.

+%As we note elsewhere, any of LEAA's general activities (program
development, 