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PREFACE 

This paper was developed at the National Center for the 
Assessment of Delinquency Behavior and Its Prevention (NCADBIP). 
Located within the Center for Law and Justice at the University 
of Washington, ~he NCADBIP was established in July of 1977. The 
NCADBIP conducts and assesses research on the theories, causes, 
and correlates of delinquent behavior~ studies program designed 
to prevent delinquent behavior before youths become involved with 
the juvenile justice system~ and reviews evaluations of these 
programs to identify effective prevention approaches. Analyses 
of a number of existing data sets on self-reported delinquency 
and the results of a national survey of promising prevention 
programs have informed much of the NCADBIP's work. 

Implementation Issues presents concerns which arise once an 
appropriate strategy has been selected. The author, Professor 
Walter Williams, is Director of Research at the Institute of 
Governmental Research. His monograph discusses the concept of 
implementation and stresses that this is not an abstract idea but 
a plan for action. The first part of the volume is concerned 
with developing a perspective for the process while the second 
highlights the role of information in the planning. A design for 
a specific assessment of the implementation of Washington State's 
1977 juvenile justice reform constitutes an appendix. 

The intention of the National Center for the Assessment of 
Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention is that its reports and 
papers will help practitioners, researchers, policymakers, and 
the public in establishing a theoretically sound framework for 
the understanding of delinquent or antisocial behavior and that 
this framework will lead to sound decisions on preventive 
measures. 
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Joseph G. Weis 
Director 
Associate Professor, Sociology 

FOREWORD 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
and its Amendments of 1977 mandated the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to assume leadership in plan­
ning for delinquency prevention. Recognizing prior difficulties 
in conceptualizing and developing effective prevention ap­
proaches, the Act also mandated a systematic gathering and 
assessment of data on the causes, prevention, and treatment of 
juvenile delinquency to serve as a foundation for planning pre­
vention policies and programs. To fulfill these mandates, the 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention established the Assessment Centers Program. 

Three topically-oriented centers were organized to assess 
(1) delinquent behavior and its prevention (Center for Law and 
Justice, University of Washington); (2) alternatives to justice 
system processing (School of Social Services Administration, 
University of Chicago); and (3) the formal juvenile justice 
system (American Justice Institute, Sacramento). In order to 
integrate and analyze the efforts of the topical centers, a 
fourth center was instituted at the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency. 

The work of the Assessment Centers attempts to clarify an 
area clouded with opinion, varying and often conflicting defini­
tions, and poorly conducted research. In this context it is 
important that both researchers and practitioners work together 
to identify and develop effective strategies for preventing delin­
quency. However, once those strategies have been identified 
their implementation becomes a central concern. The present 
monograph seeks to identify the issues and clarify the necessary 
processes. An appendix traces a particular implementation 
assessment design. I encourage those interested in the field of 
prevention to make use of these reports and papers and to develop 
their own understanding. ' 
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J. Price Foster, Ph.D. 
Acting Director 
National Institute for 

Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Implementation is the stage between a decision about programs 

and the point at which they become operational. It is the hard next 

step that comes after making such "big" decisions as how much money 

to spend, who will get it, and what program approaches will be 

followed. 

If those who make the big decisions want to have material in­

fluence on evolving policy, they must attend to the implementation 

process stretching from decision to delivery. The admonition is to 

"look down"--to take the implementation perspective in which what 

happens at or near the point of service delivery is viewed as a criti­

cal factor shaping policy. Such advice applies to the high level 

decision makers charged with the governance of programs, to the people 

at tpe top of an operating organization, to the managers of funds going 

to organizations which run programs (granting agencies), and to those 

who do analysis in support of decision making. 

The advice to be concerned with the implementation is much like 

the warning to keep one's eye on the ball in tennis. First, it seems 

so obvious. Everybody knows that. Second, doing it does not guaran­

tee success since lots of things can still go wrong with the eye 

fixed unrelentingly on the ball. Third, there is almost a Cassandra­

like aspect to the advice. It is a prediction of problems before the 

great new idea gets started. But, alas, n6t heeding it is a funda­

mental error which seems certain to undo any other positive steps. 

Fourth, and most discouragingly, however simple and straightforward 
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the advice may sound, it is almost always devilishly difficult to carry 

out in action. 

That is the problem. Implementation cannot be neatly segmented, 

isolated into a contained compartment in the policy process and 

assigned to some special unit of the organization to get done with. 

As will be argued, implementation should be a major concern even prior 

to making a complex decision in posing the obvious, but strangely al­

most never asked, question of how hard it will be to implement various 

alternatives being considered in the decision process. But even if 

thoughts of implementation only spring forth after the decision, the 

implementation problem is with the organization almost immediately 

and stays until the often arduous task is finished of moving from a 

decision to operations. And if the decision to be implemented is a 

complex new social service delivery project or program, the implemen­

tation stage is not completed. when the doors open but rather runs 

through that terrible, and sometimes seemingly indeterminable, period 

of start-up where Murphy's Law predominates. 

Implementation is an extremely broad concept. Implementation 

issues do not arrive only with the passage of new legislation or with 

major legislative or executive branch efforts to modify existing 

programs. Rather, legislatures and administrative or operating organi­

zations make a range of decisions about programs and processes that 

must be implemented in the field so that implementation becomes an 

integral part of the continuing activities of a public organization 

administering and/or operating social service delivery programs. 

Not only is implementation a lengthy process in social service 

programs, it is an extremely involved one. In a federal ag0ncy, for 

example, a vast distance in layers of bureaucracy stands between the 
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major decisions made at the top and the ultimate service delivery 

at the operating level. The implementation process stretches from 

the halls of Congress or the corridors of agency power to the point 

of delivery between a social service professional and a client. And 

along this route emerge political, organizational, bureaucratic, and 

technical problems, often in mindboggling combinations, that thwart 

the implementer at every turn. 

Implementation, then, is not simply a problem of the field or a 

technical problem of getting a product in working order. The issue 

may be one of politics when local people defy implementation efforts 

by going to their congressional delegation. Bureaucracy may be the 

blockage when there is an effort to change existing organizational 

modes of behavior. Or, implementation may involve continuing questions 

of intergovernmental relationships when federal funding and supervision 

and state or local operations force an uneasy partnership such as that 

emerging in federal grants-in-aid for social service delivery programs. 

However, with all of this political and bureaucratic complexity, 

it is critical to keep in mind that implementation is not some abstract 

social science concept. Individuals and organizations must take action 

after a decision. "To decide" does not necessarily mean "to do." For 

an individual a decision requiring implementation may demand commitment 

(not eating), capacity (money, personal capacity), or both for execution. 

When the decision maker and the implementer are different, a third 

demand is for communications. The decision maker needs to get the 

message across to the implementer. The implementation issue most 

straightforwardly concerns how to bring together communications, com­

mitment, and capacity so as to carry a decision into action. 
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Actually, when we turn to large-scale public organizations, there 

are two implementation issues. The first is what might be labeled 

"implementation proper"--putting in place a specific decision over 

time. That decision may set out both ~cific objectives such as 

improving the earning capacity of individuals or reducing the delin­

quency rates and the means (procedures, techniques) for pursuing the 

objectives. Implementation concerns putting these means in place. 

At issue is how to get changes in organizational behavior--that is, 

what people in the organization do--to reflect what the decision en-

visions. The first implementation issue is the process of trying to 

get from the here of a decision to the there of operating policy and 

that people in organizations are doing things in a different way. 

The second implementation issue is the more general aspect of 

the first one. It is the oapacity problem. OVer time a major organi­

zation will be making new decisions which require changes in organi­

zational behavior. A basic question is what that organization can do 

to raise capabilities generally to help in future, yet unspecified 

implementation a.nd operations. 

The two problems blend together. Any major decision begets a 

host of minor decisions all of which raise implementation problems. 

Any organization at a particular point in time is likely to be 

concerned with implementing a decision or decisions and also expecting 

to make other decisions the implementation of which will be enhanced 

if there is greater administrative and operational capability. In 

what follows, we will address both the immediate problem of implementing 

a known decision and the capacity problem of preparing for the imple-

mentation of yet unmade decisions. 

Organization of the Monograph: This monograph has three sections. 

First, there are two long essays of mine entitled "Developing an 
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Implementation Perspective" and "Information Demands for Control, 

Advice, and Policy Formulation." These are followed by an appendix 

by Richard Elmore entitled "Implementation Assessment Design: SHB 371, 

Juvenile Justice Reform." 

The first essay is a broad treatment of implementation issues. 

I consider what is known about the implementation process including 

deriving some basic tenets of the implementation perspective, indicate 

the implications of adopting an implementation perspective, and then 

recommend the need for an analysis to determine the feasibility of the 

implementation perspective for a particular organization. At basic 

issue is what a major organization needs to do if it takes serIously 

the implementation iss ue in both its meanings. 

In the second paper I deal with information--the raw material of 

governance--asking to what extent organizations can answer the basic 

questions of how well a policy or program works in terms both of 

( ) f That is, to what organizational and program outcome per ormance. 

extent can organizations determine whether a project is operating as 

f " as desl" red) a.nd whether a proJ" ect is prescribed (staff is per-ormlng 

producing positive benefits for program participants? An organization 

needs to determine both its information needs and its capacity to get 

such information in order to formulate a reasonable information 

strategy to support management control, advisory activities, and 

policy formulation. 

The appendix offers a paper by Richard Elmore on des igning an 

" t of House Bill (HB) 371, a 1977 effort to implementatlon assessmen 

" "1" t" ys-tern A stud)T team which reform Washington State's Juvenl e JUs lce s '" 

I headed was involved in following HB 371; and as a part of this effort, 

Professor Elmore developed this short piece on implementation assessment. 
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It is a useful paper that adds some dimensl'ons to my essays, par-

ticularly for those people with a partl'cular ' 
lnterest in juvenile 

justice and delinquency prevention. 
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II. DEVELOPING AN IMPLEMENTATION PERSPECTIVE 

I consider implementation problems in the social palicy areas 

to be the major substantive, as opposed to purely monetary or political, 

hurdles to the improvement of social programs. Implementation is the 

primary management issue facing the public organizations responsible 

for social service programs providing employment and training, edu-

cation, health services, criminal prevention and rehabilitation services, 

and housing and community development assistance. 

These public organizations need to recast their approach to policy 

formulation, management, and execution to reflect the reality of social 

science delivery programs. The starting place for considering the 

nature of this recasting is the lack of control--the limits to govern-

ance in complex social program~, especially those funded by the 

federal government through grants-in-aid. This lack of control brings 

an unavoidable discretion permeating organizations from the top 

through the delivery point of service. The problem of lack of control 

is compounded by lack of knowledge. Discretion must be exercised 

without clear guides to organizational and programmatic means because 

appropriate tactics can only be determined in the field in the dynamic 

process of implementation and administration. Unavoidable discretion 

and indeterminancy are the basic ingredients of social service delivery 

programs where 'prescription must start. 

The basic need is for a decision making rationale and framework to 

shape choices that will orient social program organizations toward 
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better performance. The recommended decision framework for guiding 

action in social service delivery programs, I label the implementation 

perspective. 

The cardinal commandment of the implementation perspective is 

"Look down toward where services are provided; that's the crucial point 

of policy determination." After the "big" decisions get made at the 

highest levels, what is done by those who implement and operate 

programs and projects has a--perhaps the--critical impact on evolving 

policy. The implementation perspective shifts away from the glamor 

of making decisions toward the details of putting them into the field. 

This focus seems certain to demand fundamental organizational changes. 

Such changes are never easy. The stakes, however, are high. In-

attention to implementation is often fatal to performance. 

The principal recommendation of this paper is that social program 

organizations consider adopting an implementation perspective as the 

underlying rationale and framework shaping policy choices and related 

actions. What 1 will do is look first at the intellectual orientation 

of recent research underlying the implementation perspective, layout 

and discuss some basic tenets of the implementation perspective de­

rived from this current knowledge, indicate the implications of adopting 

that perspective, and then consider the first steps a particular organi-

zation should take in its specific consideration of adopting the imple-

mentation perspective. 

The purpose of the ~ection on implementation research is not to 

summarize that work but to provide some insights into the orientation 

of the studies. In my opinion, the most important work on implemen-

tation has been done by people without strong disciplinary ties. The 

researchers working on implementation have focused on central policy 
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issues without some of the constraints of the academic disciplines. 

This orientation has been crucial in the development of useful studies. 

In the next section I will try to "distill" the most important 

aspects of the recent work on implementation. Set out and discussed 

are six tenets of the 
implementation perspective that apply generally 

when complex social services are delivered by any organization. A 

final tenet speaks to the special case of the 
federal social agency 

where one political jurisdiction is responsible for managing funds 

d 1·' 1 J' urisdiction operates the social service but a secon po ltlca 

delivery programs. 

d the l'mpll'cations of the implementation perspective, 
When I consi er 

my main concern will be with the hardest case, the federal social 

However, most of the implications to be drawn about organi-
agency. 
zational behavior pertain whether the main actors are in the federal 

That is one of the basic agency, state, or local organizations. 
We cannot escape implementation problems 

dilemmas of implementation. 

even in relatively small units. 
It is a fundamental man~gement prob-

which seeks to develop new social service 
lem for any organization 

delivery programs or modify existing ones over time. 

The final section turns to the need for each organization to 

consider the feasibility of adopting the implementation perspective. 

. t 'ke us, it raises funda-
However reasonable that perspectlve may s rl 

. t' That organization 
mental problems for a particular organlza lon. 

ask hard questions which force a consideration 
is going to have to 

of its own underlying commitment and capacity. 
At basic issue is 

. tive and style of 
whether the organization can alter lts perspec 

1 the r esources and the organizational 
decision making and deve op 
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structure needed to implement the implementation perspective. 

IMPLEMENTATION STUDIES: THE INTELLECTUAL BAGGAGE 

The implementation issue began to emerge in the literature as 

a serious research question in social service delivery programs 

around 1970. 1 Early on, the problem was seen as a central one. 

As I wrote in 1971, based on the Great Society program experience 

of the 1960s: "Implementation was the Achilles' heel of the Johnson 

administration's social policy" (p. 11). Yet research on imple­

mentation developed slowly in the social areas, and there was little 

to go on from established academic areas. 2 Indeed, there is a 

Kafkaesque element in that the question of implementation surely 

is one of the central issues of organizational performance. Yet 

the late Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky in the most widely 

cited book yet published on implementation observed: 

There is (or there must be) a large literature about 
implementation in the social sciences--or so we have 
been told by numerous people .... Nevertheless, except 
for the few pieces mentioned in the body of this book, 
we have been unable to find any significant analytic 
work dealing with implementation (1966:166). 

The basic approach of implementation studies, however, can be 

characterized in broad terms. First is the emphasis on a detailed 

investigation of what happens in the field in the effort to make 

a decision operational. The good studies generally are factually 

dense with lots of information about what actually happened. Case 

materials have been critical. Take the Rand study of educational 

change which is by far the most ambitious study of social service 

delivery program implementation to date. In that study a carefully 

selected sample of 293 education projects yields a host of statistics 
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based on detailed questionnaires. But to my mind the most interesting 

findings come from in-depth studies of 29 projects (not picked at 

random) that provide vivid images of what people actually do in 
3 

struggling to change things in a classroom. 

The second common feature is a wide scope in looking at the 

interplay of various political, technical, bureaucratic, organizational, 

and socio-economic factors that impinge on the effort to put a decision 

in place. As Bardach has noted: "It is perhaps this broad focus that 

distinguishes the study of 'implementation,' a subject of fairly recent 

J ,interest, from the more traditional subject matter of public admini-

stration" (1977:46). 

Perhaps most critical of all in the development of implementation 

studies has been the lack of disciplinary orientation of the researchers. 

The driving force seems to be significant government experience which 

defies any of their academic theories as to explanation. Absent in 

the work is simplicity, "that mark of elegance in the physical sciences 

that social scientists quixotically continue to seek" (1978: 96) . In 

addition, thus far, there is neither a dominant person nor a single 

theoretical framework. Scholars have not rushed to closure, letting 

disciplinary concerns or a big theory dictate what is acceptable to 

look at. 

The most critical feature of the important implementation studies 

has been that they have keyed on delivered policies; or more precisely, 

on the process that moves from decision through the delivery of 

policy. This orientation has been crucial. It has me:ant that factors 

which often become the ends of academic areas (e.g., the organization 

or the public administrator) are viewed as means to be questioned in 

terms of their relevance and usefulness along the path from decision 
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to policy. " .:" 

Those taking the implementation perspective view what happens at 

or near the point of policy delivery--the bottom if we take an 

hierarchical view--as being as important, or more likely, more 

important, than what happens during the machinations in the decision 

sphere. Front line staff who exercise discretionary power in the 

direct delivery of services may end up as far more significant than 

the "powerful" senator or agency political executive in shaping policy. 

The methodological approach of the implementation studies also 

has been important. Particularly some of the younger researchers 

have strong methodological training. But thus far, and this is be­

coming more rare in academia, issues have dominated methods in the 

study of implementation. There was a willingness by the researchers 

to start with what they perceived as the right questions and to move 

toward them with the techniques that seem ~ost appropriate, rather 

than reformulating questions to fit the dominant methodology or 

discipline. At the same time, my feeling is that the researchers 

have kept before them the rationale and demands of rigor as much as 

possible so that the studies have not degenerated into the pleasant, 

but nonanalytic, case studies of the past. 

What I see in these studies is a healthy eclecticism--a 

willingness to take bits and pieces of theories or approaches as they 

o • h b t t t t locked l°n Let me draw this point provide lnslg ts u no 0 ge . 

by discussing briefly an important article by my colleague Richard 

Elmore where he has developed four organization models which in pure 

form give very different orientations toward implementation and lead 

to starkly different conceptualizations of the process (1978:185-

228). Taking off from Graham Allison's work (1971), Elmore spells 

12 

out models ranging from a strict rationalistic approach through 

organization as bargaining and conflict with a couple of bureau­

cratic models in between. These models aid us in seeing important 

differences and distinctions made in earlier work on organizations, 

thereby providing a basis for integrating useful aspects of the 

different approaches. This integration, this flexibility in blending 

the useful parts of ~arlier theories where helpful while discarding 

the rest, has yielded a relatively rich knowledge base in fairlY 

brief period of time. 

Thus far, I have been trying to spell out the orientation and 

framework employed in studies of the implementation process, not what 

has been found. Moreover, I have cast the discussion in terms of 

research rather than social program organizations. But the jump to 

these concerns is short. The flaws of academe have so often been the 

flaws of the public organization--the propensity to convert means such 

as organizational health to ends, the failure to pursue the right 

question. And in this respect, the lack of focus on implementation 

pales in the academic community as compared to the social agencies. 

There too a host of factors led away from the right question. As 

I observed based upon my experiences in the Johnson administration: 

It is easy in the complexity and in the many layers 
, 'f of power and authority, to lose one s sense 0 0 

direction toward the fundamental goals of an organl­
zation. In the period under discussio~ (19?5-l968), 
many people in the social policy a?e~CleS slnce:ely 
wanted their programs to help partlclpants and ln a 
general way made decisions with such outcome goals 
in mind. And what could be more obvious than the 
fact that these ... decisions needed to be implemented, 
and that inattention to implementation would almost 
certainly be fatal. But a fantastic amount of 0 

bureaucratic foliage so obscured the way that soclal 
agencies lost sight of this simple and fundamental 
proposition (1971:149). 
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THE TENETS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PERSPECTIVE 

This section sets out and discusses seven tenets that represent 

my attempt to boil down the basic themes of the recent work Oil 

implementation. Several brief comments are needed. This is an 

effort to synthesize earlier research through some general state­

ments that I believe add up to a broad perspective on the implemen­

tation issue. It certainly is not viewed as a cohesive theory of 

the implementation process. At this level of generalization, such 

statements may offer a useful heuristic base for discusison, but 

specification going well beyond what we now know will be required 

to integrate these notions and rule out inconsistencies. Finally, 

in discussing the tenets in more detail, we should be clear that 

much of the usefulness of the work on implementation comes from the 

rich details and the insights which take on full meaning only in 

terms of those details. The most I can hope for in this section 

is to make the tenets more explicit so you can tie them to some of 

the earlier work. 

The seven tenets of the implementation perspective are as 

follows: 

1. The innate complexity and diversity in the social service 

delivery program areas make it most unlikely that effective 

program approaches can be developed which are useful to 

many communities without extensive modifications that must 

be made over a considerable period of time by those com­

munities themselves. 

2. The central focus of social service delivery program imple­

mentation is the institutional process through which the 

various actors attempt over time to develop the organizational 
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means of delivering social services that meet their par­

ticular interests. 

3. The individuals who deliver social services will operate in 

settings where there is significant, irreducible discretion 

beyond the control of higher organizational echelons; and 

such discretionary behavior is a necessary component of 

reasonable service delivery. 

4. A long time horizon is needed for implementing major insti­

tutional changes because organizations generally exhibit 

both strong resistance to such changes and high suscepti­

bility to prolonged disturbances when experiencing sig­

nificant changes. 

5. At best the broad direction of social policy, not a detailed 

master plan, can be determined so the implementation process 

should have the flexibility for adjustments--or fixing--

in response to unexpected events. 

6. The most needed information is that which provides rich 

details about existing and expected capacity of organizations 

to cope with their environments and about means of improving 

organizational performance within that environment. 

7. In the special case of federal grants-in-aid for social 

programs where federal and non-federal organizations share 

responsibilities, these organizations are mutually dependent; 

however, the local entities occupy the central role because 

of local political/bureaucratic power, technical problems of 

exerting management control by the social agency, and the 

fact that local organizations actually deliver the services. 4 
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Process, Not Product 

There are clear, likely-to-continue limits in our technical 

capacity to deliver social services. Science does not yield a clear 

technical fix for our social problems. There seldom is strong 

evidence showing how to proceed in organizational and programmatic 

terms to reach desirable social outcomes. In particular, we never 

seem to have a nice, simple), straightforward solution which is a 

sure-fire winner both producing material improvements at feasible 

costs and leaving bureaucratic or political waters undisturbed. 

Those who would proffer expert advice on social programs have to 

fall back on recommending approaches which may be unproven, demand 

resources not readily available, have threatening social and/or 

organizational consequences, or all of the above. 

Take education. Few would argue against the general goal of 

raising educational achievement. However, available teaching tech­

niques likely have not been tested out to the extent there are 

definitive results. And these unproven approaches may require 

teaching skills in short supply or involve means such as substi­

tuting teacher's aides for certificated teachers or bussing chil-

dren from one school to another that stir controversy. Such approaches 

clearly are subject to legitimate challenge in terms of the infor­

mation base. There is a fundamental credibility issue for "experts" 

offering social program advice. Indeed, there are no "real experts" 

in Rourke's terms: 

Two characteristics are especially valuable in 
enhancing the influence of any body of experts 
within a bureaucracy. The first is the possession 
of a highly technical body of knowledge that the 
layman cannot readily master, and the second is a 
c~pacity to produce tangible achievements that the 
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average man can easily recognize. This combi­
nation of obscurity in means and clarity of 
results seems an irresistible formula for success 
as far as any professional group is concerned 
(1976:84). 

An even more basic point is that the emphasis in complex social 

service programs on technology per se misleads as to the most pressing 

needs for advice. Since there is no single dominating technical fix 

for all situations, but rather a number of possible approaches that 

might work if tailored to the particular situation, the central 

concern should be on process. As Berman and McLaughlin have observed 

in the final volume of the major Rand study of educational change pro­

j ects : 

Technical assistance ... starts from a correct premise-­
school districts need help. However, the various 
federal programs generally have failed to provide rele­
vant assistance or they have given the right assistance 
in the wrong way. For instance, some aid has been 
narrowly technical and overly detailed, usually because 
it tried to replicate success that occurred elsewhere. 
As a result, local project staff would either dismiss 
the assistance or find it unworkable. The underlying 
problem in this approach to technical assistance re­
sembles difficulties encountered in the technocratic 
approach: the innovation is thought of as a ~roduct 
rather than as a process requiring adaption 1978:-
38; emphasis in original). 

Whenever technical approach is used, the key problem will be how 

to overcome the political, bureaucratic, organizational, and technical 

problems in a particular setting. 

Each individual setting is likely to have different combinations 

of variables too complex to be predictable in traditional rational 

terms. Such circumstances force a search to accommodate particular 

needs and interests. This is not some mysterious notion. For 

example, if a complex new educational approach is to be tried in local 

schnol systems, the combination of a particular superintendent, prin­

cipals, teachers, parents, student interest groups, and soon will raise 
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special problems far too complex to predict in the sense of deriving 

an immediate solution so that any solution must be worked out at the 

local level. 

The central implementation issue is that of the institutional 

process in which social service doliver~ approaches are worked out 

for particular organizations or localities. The point is not that 

there are no common elements in different local settings which allow 

us to increase our knowledge about implementation and our approaches 

to it. Rather, it is that one clear element is the need for flexi-

bility in the implementation process to accommodate to particular needs 

and interests. In that sense, each local situation has its unique 

aspects. S 

Discretion 

The need to grope toward a social service delivery approach 

compatible with the local setting makes field discretion crucial to 

the implementation process. This discretion is both unavoidable and 

essential. There is a fundamental duality. On the one hand, those 

at the top who either administer programs directly or manage grants 
I 

are likely to fear lower level discretion because it threatens direct, 

"hands-on" control. On the other hand, the complexity of the social 

program process is such that sound performance demands the flexibility 

of on-the-spot discretionary judgments in rendering services. 

More ana more, we are coming to realize the importance of the 

point of delivery of services and the crucial role of the professional 

staff who provide public services directly. These front line pro-

fessionals have been labeled "street-level bureaucrats," and include 

"[teachers], police officers, welfare workers, legal assistance lawyers, 
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lower-court judges, and health workers" (1977:172). The decisions 

about which services a client will receive and how the services will 

be delivered are among the most powerful determinants of government 

policy. 

The images conjured up, however, should not be of persons with 

great power and oontrol themselves. The literature on street level 

bureaucracy usually shows these professionals struggling, often 

desperately, to cope with excessive demands from above (the rules, 

the immediate bosses) and below (those served). The classroom teacher 

or the welfare case worker do not appear as powerful figures, and 

conversations with them surely indicate how harried they feel. But 

when the classroom door closes or the welfare recipient sits down 

at the case worker's desk, the unavoidable discretion of the final 

service deliverers is there. 

"They" may use discret.ion just to survive, but use it they do. 

And whether these front line staff can be aided so as to have a 

better structure for and more capacity to exercise discretion is 

crucial. The commitment and capacity of the final service delivery 

organization and concomi tantly the individual persons who actually pro­

vide services must be central elements in the implementation per­

spective. 6 

The Difficulties and Dangers of Organizational Change 

The large-scale organizations operating within the great un­

certainty of social service delivery programs paradoxically have 

both hard-to-penetrate shells ana fragile interiors. Efforts that 

are likely to have a significant impact on peoples' institutional 

power and/or status are usually met with strong resistance. Organi­

zational units do not like to give up resources or be pushed down 

19 



in the institutional p0cking order; individuals in those units 

will not yield their power or prerogatives easily. Trying to make 

such changes may be like running into a stone wall or hitting a 

pillow which gives and gives but does not provide an opening. 

However, if the organizational shell cracks, and especially 

if the pressure has been brief and intense; the results may be 

shattering to organizational morale. The reorganization or re-

structuring that sends people to different places or positions, makes 

big winners and losers, and in general changes how things are done, 

unless orchestrated with great care, can grip an organization. What 

dominates thinking is the personal impact of the changes on staff 

and their units rather than the intended substance of the change. 

There is no clearer message sweeping from the Great Society 

years through the Carter administration than that of the diffi­

culty of organizational change. When we combine the field diffi-

culties of social programs with the organizational rigidity and 

fragility, there seems no escaping the need for a relatively long 

time horizon. 

At the same time, we cannot see very clearly or very far into 

the future. The underlying uncertainty in social service program 

hampers efforts to plan and to act so that it is seldom reasonable 

to make detailed, complex plans. The usual situation is such that 

"policymaking and policy planning should be directional" (Levine, 

1972:164-165). The analogy might be to a group of travelers who 

can only determine the desired direction of their travel, not the 

actual terrain. 

Planning must not overreach. In the case of a new piece of 

legislation, for example, it would be sheer folly to spell out in 
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great specificity a plan of action from legislative enactment to 

"final" implementation. Rather, any plan should be a broad attempt 

to guide action while building in the flexibility to cope with the 

one certainty in the implementation process--thatunexpected changes 

will occur and demand fixing. 7 

Fixing 

The indeterminancy of the performance game leads to the notion 

of fixing. Fixing involves adjustments, repairs, and modifications, 

As a new program starts up, legislation is quickly found to have 

flaws, detailed plans go awry, bargains break down. 

Even if a path can be laid out reasonably well (the plan can be 

more detailed), travelers will be confronted by a host of contin­

gencies a planner either did not conceive of or, if he did, had no 

way of knowing what should be done about until the particular situation 

unfolds. The best of game plans only takes one so far. The need in 

the implementation process is for a guide (or fixer) who can keep the 

group headed the right way by figuring out wh.ere to go and how to 

proceed. The call is for someone to step in and try to set things 

right during the dynamics of play in the performance game. 

The fixer needs to have the power to intervene, and be willing 

to take the time to work through adjustments along the way. The 

fixer par excellence will occupy a pivotal position with the commitment 

and the capability to make on-the-spot adjustments in the dynamics 

of play. 

But position alone is not enough, A fixer needs all kinds of . 

help. As Bardach has indicated in discussing California Assemblyman 

Frank Lanterman (his fixer): 
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Is all this to say that only "power" counts when it 
comes to fixing the implementation game? Not at all. 
Formal authority and formal political resources count 

~---- --~---- ----

for much but not for everything. The fixer must also 
be able to intervene effectively, but he or she must be 
able to know where, when, and about what. To know these 
things, he or she must have access to a g:eat deal ?f 
information and have the flow of informatl0n summarlzed, 
interpreted, and validated so that he or she ca~ make . 
sense of it .... Just as money attracts money, lnformatlon 
attr~;ts information. Without information about how 
implementation games were being played "out there ii in the 
field, Lanterman would have been powerless to do any 
fixing (1977:277-278). 

The fixer must operate with an underlying base of technical and 

organizational resources. The institutional structure must provide 

needed information, and its analysis support new strategies and tactics 

b h f · t' 8 y t e lxer over lme. 

The Need for Information Showing Organizational Dynamics and Detail 

The central information question of the in~lementation per­

spective concerns how people do behave or should behave in their 

organizational role and status; that is, their organizational per­

formance. This organizational behavior is shaped both by the internal 

resources and structure of the institution and by the external demands 

of the environment upon that institution. Of importance are four 

overlapping, but distinct kinds of behavior: 1) what organizational 

staff members do with non-human resources (inputs) such as programmatic 

elements and internal organizational arrangements; 2) how staff members 

behave with each other; 3) how they behave with staff members of other 

organizations with which their organization must interact in its 

external environment; and 4) what they do in treating those who are 

expected to benefit from their services. 

The crucial factor is the dynamic natuT0 of such behavior. What 

are staff members actually doing in using or managing their time or 
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that of others? The central concern is how staff employ available 

non-human resources (materials, equipment, facilities) and what 

they do when they interact with each other, with members of other 

organizations, and with clients. 

I have labeled as implementation analysis and assessment the 

kinds of research-oriented efforts to investigate organizational 

performance discussed in the previous major section. Such studies 

concentrate on the process by which organizations (usually large­

scale ones) will move or have moved from a decision to start a new 

program or modify an existing one to the point of having that 

change (innovat.ion) fully in place. Analyses are ex ante attempts 

to consider implementation capability before a new program is started. 

Assessments are ex post efforts to determine the extent to which 

actual organizational behaviors (performance) have changed in the 

expected direction after the introduction of an innovation. 

A critical aspect of these studies is their capacity to provide 

rich detail about both an organization's history and procedures and 

the behavior of its staff. Through careful observation and ques-

tioning, one can assess how much confusion, lack of clarity, or 

outright contradiction exist in terms of desired organizational 

behavior; how administrative duties are executed; how staff delivers 

service; and what happens in the decision making process including 

the extent to which clients and other citizens have a real say.9 

Shared Responsibilities: The Complexity of Intergovernmental Relation­
ships 

In the special case 0 f federa 1 grants - in - aid "with strings" (shqr~d 

responsibilities), public organizations are interacting in a setting 

where all of the implementers of decisions are not within the same 
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organization. This appears to be the most difficult of management 

control situations in political/bureaucratic terms. In contrast to 

a private corporation, a public organization, even if there is no 

shared responsibilities, experiences an added difficulty of control 

"because of the high degree permeability of the federal agency to 

outside influence," which means that internal (within organizational) 

control issues can involve "significant actors in the power setting 

outside" (Warwick, 1975:199). Dealing with the local governments 

which deliver services compounds problems faT the social agency because 

of the "weakness of management control across jurisdictional boundaries" 

(Elmore, 1978:198). The agency must operate within the broad confines 

of democratic federalism where each level of government has powers 

deriving from the constitution itself and from a long history of past 

relationships. 

A brief historical note is needed. Through most of American 

history, separation of domestic responsibilities between federal and 

subnational governments has predominated. lO The rapid growth of federal 

outlays both for grants-in-aid generally and for social service delivery 

programs specifically is a recent phenomenon. Total grants-in-aid for 

all but transfer payments were only $1.7 billion in 1975 (Schultze, 

1976:333, Table 8-5). And certainly today it is difficult to recall 

that "federal expenditures on grants for social [service delivery] 

programs amounted to only about $1.3 billion in 1963"(Fried et al., 

1973:180). 

This emerging federalism that has made such fundamental changes 

in intergovernmental relationships was brought about by the basic 

congressional decision to give ~?~h federal and local governments 

significant managerial and operational responsibilities in areas that 
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either had historically been the sole domain of subnational govern­

ments (e.g., elementary and secondary education) or were previously 

unserved by government such as community development. Local organi­

zations operate these projects but the federal government in varying 

degrees is to specify priorities and objectives, indicate both program 

means and the processes, and assess how locally operated projects 

perform. 

The 

Congress has decreed an uneasy partnership. 

difficulty and complexity of sooial service delivery programs 

makes the federAl and local partners mutually dependent upon each 

other in moving toward performance objectives. Surely neither knows 

enough to go it alone or certainly to work at cross purposes. Moreover, 

there is an unsettling capacity imbalance whereby there is much less 

power to move toward performance goals than to block movement. In 

the paragraphs that follow, I'll be pointing out the limits to the 

P ower of the federal partner. Yet there· . 'f' f d - .. 1S slgn1 1cant e eral capacity 

either to confuse or harass the locals. And the locals have tremendous 

power to defy the federal government. However satisfying may be these 

bureaucratic 

to thrive in 

and political "victories," the partnership is unlikely 

terms of organizational and programmatic performance 

without realistic cooperation between the partners. 

The shared responsibility tenet postulates the primacy of the 

local partner. This comes in part because the staffs in local organi­

zations are the people who deal directly with project participants. 

No matter what the feds do or do not do, local staffs are the ones 

making the critical discretionary actions that determine whether or 

not projects succeed. This may be obvious, but it is also crucial 

in understanding the nature of agency-local relationships. 
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In addition, technical and bureaucratic/political factors 

reinforce that local dominance by reducing the basis of federal 

agency management control. To see the difficulties of federal con­

trol we need to look briefly at the basic requirements of a strong 

management control system. Such a system requires 1) objectives and 

standards for which there are measurable control points and appropriate 

measuring mechanisms in place and 2) clear, enforcible sanctions that 

°d f 11 gUl e per ormance. 

The exercise of control demands hard, specific evidence to support 

charges of poor program performance--that is, to indicate that a 

program or a project is not working in the sense of providing material 

benefits to participants. Yet, in the social service delivery areas, 

it has been in the area of final outcome measurement that our tech­

niques have proven to be so weak, so challengeable in the basic sta­

tistical terms of validity and reliability. First, final outcomes are 

difficult to define in uncontroversial terms. Or, the agreed upon 

definitions end up so broad in order to get agreement that they lack 

the precision needed to support field measurement. Second, measure-

ment itself is difficult. Third, the results are subject to challenge. 

Lacking are the "robust methodology and powerful designs" required to 

show definitively the level of outcome performance of social service 

delivery programs (Rossi and Wright, 1977:10) .12 As Williams and 

c 

Evans have observed:" [W]e have never seen a field [final outcome] 

evaluation of a social-action program that could not be faulted 

legitimately by good methodologists, and we may never see one" (1972: 

261). Such evaluations of a social-action program almost always yield 

controversial information which does little to enhance the direct control 
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of social agencie~ over desired final outcomes. The results simply 

do not provide a sufficiently sound empirical base for exercising 

direct control. 

Nor are strong sanctions available to the social agencies. 

Both local and state governments now have sufficient political clout 

and bureaucratic expertise to reinforce this dominant role. As Daniel 

Elazar has written: "It may not be too great an exaggeration to suggest 

that the historical model that most closely resembles the federal gov­

ernment in its domestic role today is the Holy Roman Empire 1h those 

periods where the Emperor's domestic powers were contingent OIl the co­

operation of his barons" (1978:38). Further, in the intense few years 

of rapid growth in social service program grants-in-aid, local govern­

ments and their national interest groups (e.g., National Conference 

of Mayors) have had the opportunity for on-the-job training in the 

specifics of particular program areas. Local staffs became specialists 

in the social areas with both general knowledge about programs and 

specific knowledge about their own projects. 

To sum up, the social agency lacks both the measurement capacity 

and the strong sanctions needed for the exercise of strong management 

control. The genie of local power clearly is out of the bottle. The 

power and primacy of the local orga!'l~ation that delivers services 

is the fi.nal key proposition of the implementation perspective as it 

pertains to shared responsibility arrangement existing in federally 

funded social service delivery programs. 13 

IMPLICATIONS OF ADOPTING THE IMPLEMENTATION PERSPECTIVE FOR FEDERAL 
SOCIAL AGENCIES 

I will use the federal social agency as the basis for a looking at 

the implications for an organization of adopting the implementation 
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perspective. Even in this most complex of organizational cases, 

the implementatlon perspective, where the basic commandment is lookdown, 

seems so reasonable one is tempted to say to the agency "What to do 

is painfully straightforward: accept the severe limits of your control 

over social service delivery programs funded through grants-in-aid, 

adopt the implementation perspective, and get on with it.1i However, 

adopting the implementation perspective has significant implications 

throughout the agency for resource allocation, information development, 

mechanisms of control and influence, and organizational structure. It 

is a fundamental agency decision. I believe that decision should be 

made only after a thorough analysis to determine whether the imple­

mentation perspective makes sense for a particular organization. 

The implementation perspective offers a broad approach. Even if 

I could take it further to refine each tenet and integrate them, the 

perspective would still be a broad guide for what a particular organi­

zation should do. The next step is to derive a strategy providing 

more specific guide points indicating how the organization should pro­

ceed in certain critical areas. In the case of the federal agency, 

for example, this strategy of implementation must speak to such issues 

as the setting of realistic agency responsibilities over time; the 

appropriate headquarters and field relationships, staffing, and struc­

ture; various functions which can be performed and, among the feasible 

ones, which should be carried out; and the means of increasing tech­

nical and organizational capacity over time, particularly in the field. 

This section will discuss four critical questions the social 

agency should address in working toward a more defined strategy based 

on the implementation perspective. These arc-: issues that I believe 

should guide the extended analysis. In that analysis the agency should 

28 

,~ 

--------- - -~-

investigate in depth the extent to which it can: 

1. Make bargaining and fixing the primary guides to agency 

decisions and ac~ions in pursuing organizational and program 

performance objectives; 

2. Establish structural means that support congruent responsi­

bility and authority both in headquarters and the field 

and greater agency constraint, particularly at the headquarters 

level; 

3. Raise competence in the field both of federal staff and 

grantees; 

4. Develop an information process yielding organizational in­

formation aimed primarily at supporting agency efforts to 

formulate policy and offer advice to grantees. 

Two comments are needed about the discussion of each of the 

issues that follows. First, I cannot overemphasize that no effort 

will be made to treat these issues in terms of a specific agency. 

Such an analysis at a distance without working directly with staff 

of a particular agency is inappropriate both because of ~he lack of 

details and of the need for the organization itself to be heavily 

invol ved. Second, each is sue will be cons idered separately wi thout 

my trying to determine potential conflicts among them. This effort 

too demands the details of a specific case. So we should be clear 

that what follows is still well removed from specifying agency action-­

a point I'll return to later. 

A New Decision Making and Action Framework 

Generally, bargaining and fixing together are the preferred mode 

of play in the performance game. In the dynamics of play, bargaining 
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and fixing blend together. Through negotiating or repairing, or 

renegotiating after repairs, the agency tries to influence local 

organizations toward better organizational and program performance. 

Bargaining becomes the appropriate strategy where the power of 

hierarchical oontrol in the traditional sense ends, where the credible 

threat of command and control with cleat negative sanctions that apply 

to discernible boundary points no longer holds. 14 Top agency managers 

cannot rely solely on the power of hierarchy to induce lower level 

managers in their own field organizations to do their bidding although 

there is still the distinct advantage of being in a superior position. 

And at the bargaining table with local governments, the social agency 

is at best an. equal in the negotiations. 15 There is no trump card 

of direct hierarchical control to play. As Bardach points out, 

'" [C]ontrol' is exercised through bargaining, persuasion, and maneuver-

ing under conditions of uncertainty. 'Control' ... resolves into strat-

egies and tactics" (1977: 56) . So the guide to play needs to be cas t 

in a bargaining mode where power is defined in terms of directional 

influence, not direct command. 

Good bargaining strategy requires a search for leverage points--

those places where the bargainer's involvement is likely to yield a 

high return because he has a scarce resource the other party wants. 

For example, if an individual owns a key parcel of land that is critical 

to a proposed shopping center, the owner may demand 10 or 15 percent 

of the total payment for the land even though he has only 5 percent 

of the acreage. 

L~verage yields positional advantage. But it can exist only 

where other players already seem likely to move in the desired direction. 

That is, leveraging makes sense only when two or more parties see gains 
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from bargaining. Leverage is good horse-trading at the margin where 

there is a willing buyer and seller. 

Leveraging becomes particularly important where there is no 

brute power to force desired behavl'or. Th h 
ose w 0 can command an action 

be taken and insure its execution with the threat of strong sanctions 

need not bother with either the hard h f 
searc or potential leverage 

points or the subtle moves to secure the bargain. Those with strong 

direct control do net have to scurry b f 
a out or positional advantage 

where a relatively weak push may tip the scale. Such luxury it must 

be clear is not possessed by the social agency in the performance game. 

A much higher level of play is demanded if the feds are to be adroit 
bargainers. 

Bargaining, however, can be a trap if it lures players to empha­

size too much the immediate consequences of the deal at the bargaining 
table. 

Good bargaining in the performance game is more than a virtu-

oso display of political wits in action. 

Federal bargaining strategy must not ignore potential field 

weaknesses or needs. The . t' 1 . . h 
crl lca pOlnt lS t at the two bargainers are 

not like buyers and sellers who go their separate ways after the 

transaction but rather are engaged in a continuing relationship where 

they are also partners, albeit uneasy ones. The need, as McLaughlin 

points out, is for "mutual adaptation" (1976:167-180). But again, 

the locals deliver the services, their adaptation is paramount. 

The bargain is a good one for the federal government if it in­

creases the likelihood that the other partner will move toward b~tter 

performance. Getting a local organization to overcommit itself in the 

bargain, even though it fully intends to fUlfill that promise, is not 

a good federal deal. 

31 



- --~ ------~ ----

The federal bargainer must know the playing field including 

the social agency's own limits, local limits, local needs, and the 

kinds of resources likely to addresi those needs. Such knowledge about 

limits and what resources the locals need is far more important in 

indicating how the federal government can help in a joint effort than 

it is in showing what the federal government can wave before the looals 

as a bargaining chip. The highest level of federal credibility may 

be for the locals to realize that social agency staff is sensitive to 

this situation and its implications in the program performance game. 

This is what can make the continuing game with its recurring bargaining 

productive. 

Making repairs and adjustments can cut across all demands and 

range from legislative changes through project repairs so that fixing 

may be the most difficult of tasks. Bardach has captured its essence 

when he observed: 

Game-fixing is quintessentially government by men rather 
than laws. It is not necessarily, though, irresponsible 
government .... The real problem ... is that too few of the 
would-be fixers know how to do the right thing, are 
willing to do it if they do know how, and have the 
political resources to make their will effective (1977: 
279) . 

Fixing in broad terms, of course, is being done all the time. 

What is so problematic is getting a top level fixer. As Bardach 

observes of different levels of fixers: "[T]he one that is hardest 

to come by, is the intervener at the top, the person or persons 

with powerful political resources" (1977:279). 

Asking who at the top is to be responsible for fixing the 

performance game is essentially the same question as who is to manage 

the agency. The latter is a recurrent issue as Seidman has observed: 

"[A Secretary's] principal duties involve matters which are unrelated 
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to the internal administration and management of the institution .... 

Minimal time is ... [available] for managing the department, even if 

a Secretary is one of the rare political executives with a taste for 

administration" (1970:134). 

When the same person is expected to handle political issiles having 

implications both up (organizational viability, top-level decisions) 

and down (organizational and program performance, implementation per­

spective), the pressures can be overwhelming. There needs to be full 

recognition by the secretary that his or her duties will not allow 

fixing. This function has to be "turned loose" by the secretary in 

the sense of giving it up as a main function but assigned specifically 

to a top-level subordinate with explicit recognition of its time 

demands. 

This is the first step towatd institutionalizing the fixer role. 

But one fixer is unlikely to be enough. F" d d k lxers seem nee e at ey 

points in the operating bureau with critical fixing responsibilities 

in the field. Nor is the responsibility enough. There remains the 

commitment of significant amounts of agency resources to support 

bargaining and fixing in the performance game. But clearly the 

establishment of the top-level responsibility for bargaining and 

fixing is the first critical commitment. 

Constraints and Credibility 

The most important source of field confusion is the incongruity 

between responsibility and authority. Headquarters tends to over­

compensate for initial uncertainty of mission by drawing up broad 

statements of responsibility. The assignment of unrealistic re­

sponsibilities is likely to force federal staffs to overact. A flow 
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of rules that elaborate on or counteract existing rules represent 

a bureaucratic response to responsibility overreach. In this con­

fusion federal staffs lose credibility. Chasi~g after unrealistic 

controls, the agency jeopardizes the forming of the belief by local 

organizations that the agency knows what it is doing and can set 

reasonable tasks. To avoid confusion and loss of credibility, the 

agency must keep responsibilities in line with capacity. 

Now we need to recognize that responsibility in the broadest 

sense is a political choice. Congress usually sets these responsi­

oilities for the agencies without necessarily giving much thought to 

whether or not the agency can really do what is specified. But over 

time it can negotiate with the Congress to determine more realistic 

ones. More importantly, the agency has a great deal of flexibility 

in defining and refining responsibilities. Most of the responsibilities 

that the agency assumes are not set out explicitly in the legislation 

or in congressional intent. Agencies themselves appear as the main 

culprits in overpromising. 

Perhaps the most destructive case is when headquarters tells 

agency field staff and local organizations that the former are account­

able for performing at a competence level that is well beyond what 

they can come even close to doing. Local organizations with any 

understanding of the gap between responsibility and authority will 

question headquarters' motives or capacity. If the federal field 

staffs overact, they also may become suspect. Federal field staffs 

may work out some kind of accommodation wi th local organizations which 

may circumvent federal specifications. But this action itself erodes 

the local sense of agency believability. The watchword is constraint. 
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Constraint can be seen as part of the headquarters search for 

a credible position in the eyes of federal and local field people. 

Credibility may necessitate a tactical retreat to strcnger ground 

that reflects the realities of the field. The aim is to restrict 

action to what the agency can do well. And in so doing, the social 

agency is likely to develop greater influence over organizational 

behavior and outcomes, not less. What is sought is a strategy of the 

type Sundquist labled "deference": 

There are many examples, within the federal government, 
of a policy of deference--but not all are models for 
emulation. In the case of many programs where funds are 
distributed among states by formula, deference has meant 
a virtual abdication of any federal influence at all--
a quiet glossing over of inadequate state and local per­
formance. Much is lost, obviously, if the federal govern­
ment fails to exert leadership. The federal gQvernment 
can assemble expertise that individual communities cannot 
hope to match. It can collect and evaluate data from 
many communities. The information and insight of the 
federal experts must be brought to bear upon the com­
munity plans, and the advice growing out of evaluation 
must be made available. These purposes require an 
aggressive federal approach but an aggressive attitude 
is consistent with a policy of deference if the federal 
influence is achieved primarily through consultative 
relationships while the plans are being formed, rather 
than through review and modification or disapproval of 
the community's proposal afterwards. The one approach 
is calculated to stimulate local initiative; the other 
tends to stultify it (1969:251-252). 

Field Competence 

No issue looms larger in shifting to the implementation per­

spective than that of the allocation of staff resources between 

headquarters and the field. All the evidence indicates the diffi­

culties of exerting direct control and influence by having most of 

the top-level civil servants, the highly trained specialists, and the 

brighter generalists in Washington. The argument is that staff 

on-the-spot potentially can make more sensible judgments because of 
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their detailed knowledge of the situation. Being present must be 

coupled, of course, with competency. The strategy is to deploy 

better human resources in the field where the action is, and to 

increase the tools available to support discretionary judgment. 

The most obvious approach to improving the staffing situation 

is to increase the rewards for those in the field. A Coopers and 

Lybrand report points out: "With only 25% of the total staff, HUD 

Headquarters has two-thirds of all grades GS-15 and higher, whereas 

the Field has most of the responsibility for operating the programs" 

(1976:10). Coopers and Lybrand recommend that more of the high grades 

be distributed through the field. There needs to be a sufficient 

upgrading so that top level field positions are seen as highly 

desirable career attainments. Also recommended was that a more in­

tensive effort be made to prepare field staff for greater responsi­

bilities through formal training arrangements. 

Perhaps even more important are less tangible factors. After 

all, there are some super grades and a number of GS-15s in the field. 

But as long as implementation and field administration remain inferior 

position~ in the agency, the ·better people will be attracted to them 

at a lesser rate. There must be recognition in terms of status and 

responsibility as well as money. 

Field staff can become the key agency people making impolltant 

discretionary decisions intended to influence performance. Those in 

the agency with high career aspirations must see field service both 

as challenging and as a major route of personal advancement. Only 

with rewards and status and challenging jobs more and more in the 

field can this crucial element be put in place over time. All we know 
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about organizational structure tells us that better staff must want 

to be in the field. 

There is certainly a need for them. A major Rand study of the 

implementation of education programs found the lack of local sta.ff 

capability a crucial barrier to improvement and an excellent place for 

federal activities. As Berman and McLaughlin observed: "A major oppor­

tunity for federal policy to improve the institution2l capability of 

school districts lies in the largely ignored area of local staff devel-

opment .. , . [T]he success of any practice depends less on the inherent 

merit of the technology than it does on the skills and commitment of 

the user" (1978:42; italics added). One of the major recommendations 

made by the Rand research group is to establish "a separate categorical 

effort [which] would provide a clear signal to state and local school 

personnel about federal priorities; it would imply that the federal 

government considers local capacity building to be a fundamental need" 

(Berman and McLaughlin, 1978:42). There must be more field capacity-­

a better "human resource base" for the exercise of discretion. People 

"out there" need the knowledge, sensitivity, and confidence to work 

toward solutions. 

Information 

The implementation perspective dictates a search for different 

kinds of information to be put to different uses than in the past. 

To elaborate on this point, it is helpful to distinguish the following 

information uses: policy or decision formulation, control, and 

advice. POlicy formulation is a continuing effort to determine in 

relatively broad terms an organization's future policy directions 

and how to pursue them. Given our notions that much of policy is 
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determined at the operational level, the better name for this 

activity may be decision formulation, but I'll stick with the standard 

usage of policy formulation. Control and advice are more specific, 

more detailed in speaking to particular aspects of carrying out of 

formulated policy. Control involves efforts by an organization or a 

unit of ~n organization to direct the activities of other organizations 

or units. In the case of a social agency, directions to grantees for 

which it has administrative responsibilities may indicate 1) 'target 

groups to be served, 2) administrative, organizational, or programmatic 

approaches and procedures to follow, and 3) expected organizational 

and programmatic performance levels. Advice is focused on the same 

general areas as control, offering specific means of complying with 

directives or reaching performance levels. But advice, including 

extended support such as for capacity building, is proffered on a 

take it or leave it basis. Control gives directives to be in com-

pliance with guidelines or reach performance standards; advice speaks 

to means of compliance or performance but with the intent that choice 

rests with the recipient of the advice to follow a suggested approach 

or to accept proposed resources such as training. 

Available techniques for assessing organizational performance 

may yield strong evidence that a project is making no effort to do 

what is desired or is fouling up that effort. The information can 

be hard and specific enough to support the exercise of control at 

least to the extent of indicating clear losers. The greatest potential 

for improving agency governance, however, is likely to come from 

"softer, richer" information. Such information about organizational 

processes and procedures that can be employed in the provision of 

social services can expand materially the empirical base for advice 

and policy formulation. 
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The lack of proven approaches that characterizes social service 

delivery programs places a real premium on information drawn from 

extensive field experience. The scarce commodity is organizational 

and programmatic experience that can aid in seeing, and sensing, where 

something is wrong. Often the most useful, and the only available, 

information on which to base such advice comes from "having been there 

before." This information is likely to come from people who have 

lived through past organizational and program difficulties, rather 

than from the organizational theorist. 

Care must be taken not to oversell what can be done. There can 

be major problems. First implementation assessments, just as evalu­

ations, require measurable criteria if there is to be a judgment 

about success. Second, the precise measurement of complex organi­

zational behavior is difficult. Clearly the results are often subject 

to challenge. Despite these caveats, I think useful decision making 

information can be gathered from observation and interviews indicating 

in detail the extent to which an organization is trying to do what 

is desired. As I have observed elsewhere: 

[P]eople with well-honed bureaucratic sensitivities 
should be able to assess within tolerable limits how 
well an act;v;ty 's' d h"'h 't' b ' , __ _____ . __ ...... 1 gOl.ng an w e L __ er 1 1S e a 1nn1ng 
to fit into its institutional environment. Su~ely 
it ought to be possible to spot the bad cases--but not 
necessary to know what to do about them, since that 
step requires ex ante prediction. 

The central role of reasoned judgment in assessing 
implementation should be clearly delineated. A static 
checklist of all the specified inputs (one teacher 
two teacher aides, three talking typewriters, and ~o 
on) will not indicate the viability of the project. 
On the other hand, enough missing pieces may spell 
trouble. The exercise of judgment or of a composite 
of judgments of an activity in motion seems the only 
way to determine viability. At the same time, technique 
may facilitate judgment. A set of "dynamic" questions 
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(e.g., does the principal support,the project?), a 
common scaling system, or a sampllng fra~e ~ay ~eep 
these carrying out the assessment from mlsslng lm­
portant issues, provide a useful means of compa~ing 
judgments, and avoid selectivity biases. Good J~dgment, 
however remains the key element. Methodology slmply 
does not appear to be the big barrier. Nor do I see 
the need for highly trained social scientists to carry 
out the various tasks. The biggest need is for compe­
tent, reasonable people with sound substantive knowledge 
of programs and of bureaucracy (1976:286). 

A MODEST PROPOSAL 

Whatever the general appeal of the implementation perspective, 

its appropriateness and feasibility for the individual agency must 

be analyzed carefully in terms of commitments, limits, and resources. 

That the agency should determine if the implementation perspective 

makes sense in its particular case is the basic message of recent 

attempts to implement new decision making approaches. In looking 

at the experiences with the Planning-Programming-Budgeting System, 

Management by Objectives, and Zero Based Budgeting, it becomes clear 

that a real commitment within the agency is the necessary ingredient 

to put a new decision making approach in place. The Programming­

Planning-Budgeting System, probably the most ambitious of the three 

and the most widely written about, provides overwhelming evidence 

of the difficulties of imposing such a system government-wide with 

the central budget authority having the primary responsibility for 

f h ' k' 18 implementation of a new way 0 t ln lng. 

Strong support of both the secretary and other political execu­

tives are necessary for changing the decision making process. But, 

in addition, the people in the agency who are going to implement the 

new approach must accept its rationale and its implication.s. 

Unlike the earlier decision making approaches which are concerned 

primarily with how issues were conceptualized in the decision sphere, 
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the implementation perspective has its strongest implications for 

lower agency echelons including staff in the field. The people 

affected must be convinced that the changes make sense and are in 

their interests. An extensive analysis of implications of adopting 

the implementation perspective is necessary even if agency management 

is generally convinced of its usefulness. They must have the facts 

to sell it to everyone concerned. 

Internal restructuring can be the most complex agency implemen­

tation of all when there are major shifts in people and power. As 

Havemann has observed about President Carter's reorganization efforts 

across agencies: 

In its baldest form, turf is the desire to exercise 
power for its own sake .... If it's not always clear 
when t~rf is the :eal force behind an argument for 
or agalnst a partlcular reorganization the President's 
Reorganization Project has learned one'lesson: substantive 
arguments rarely fail to coincide with self-interests 
(1978:788). 

The issues of turf as an organizational and status as a personal 

phenomenon, apply whether or not the reorganization is among agencies 

or within a bureau in a single agency. An agency may face no more 

difficult kind of implementation than that of a reorganization where 

it must deal with its own bureaucracy which eombines inside knowledge 

with power including the staying power of the career civil service. 

Basic agency decisions should not be made without detailed study and 

deliberations that include those whose status and jobs will be affected 

in the organizations. 

Lest there be some misunderstanding, let me be clear about my 

argument. On the one hand, I believe strongly that the implementation 

perspective is needed by all social agencies operating under the 

shared responsibility model. On the other hand, all the available 
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evidence indicates both that new styles of decision making are 

difficult, if not impossible, to impose from above and that major 

internal organizational changes cannot be put in place successfully 

without careful analysis and the involvement of key organizational 

units in that change process. The only sensible suggestion, then, 

is for the agency to start the necessary analysis of its commitment 

and capacity to adopt the implementation perspective. 

Such analyses will undoubtedly show limits and weaknesses. I 

think it will also indicate there is room for TI13neuverabili ty. Analy­

sis over time is likely to show where organizational change is least 

threatening and where agency resources have potential for a visible 

impact. The general expectation is that there are opportunities within 

the social agencies for taking the initial steps toward adopting the 

implementation perspective and for building an institutional base that 

will support it. I have guarded optimism that the social agencies 

can have success in using their resources to foster a higher commitment 

in the field to performance objectives and to provide the needed 

resources to support the exercise of field discretion by those who 

ultimately determine social policy. 
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NOTES 

1. This is the date where Fullan and Pomfret start their review 
in what so far has been the most studied program area, that 
of educational curriculum (1975). 

2. For a discussion of these points, see Williams and Elmore, 
1976:286-290. 

3. Rand has now issued 8 volumes on this study. For an excellent 
summary of the study, a guide to the earlier volumes, and a 
statement of the important research findings, see Berman and 
McLaughlin, 1978. 

4. To cite all the sources for this synthesis would be impossible. 
I can indicate recent pieces that have most influenced me. Of the 
general works on implementation, I have drawn most heavily on 
the Rand study of educational change (Berman and McLaughlin

i 1978), Bardach' s The- Implementation Game (1977), the severa 
essays in the edited volume by Elmore and me (1976), and Elmore's 
paper on madels (1978). In more specific terms, Weatherley and 
Lipsky's article (1977) on street-level bureaucracy aided in under­
standing that notion and its importance for unavoidable discretion; 
Ingram's paper (1977) sheds much light on bargaining; Warwick's 
study of the State Department (1975) helped crystalize notions 
about the difficulties of carrying out major organizational change; 
Levine (1972) was useful for understanding the difficulties of 
social planning; and Heclo's recent study of politjcal executives 
(1977) indicated nuances of the limits of federal governance. 
Finally, I have drawn in a number of ways on my own study of 
efforts to implement the Community Development Block Grant program 
and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (1981). 

5. The Rand study (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978), McLaughlin (1976), 
and Elmore (1978) are helpful in seeing process issues. 

6. See Weatherley and Lipsky, 1978, for a good discussion of street­
level bureaucrats and the implications in terms of unavoidable 
discretion. 

7. For a first-rate account of the impact of internally imposed or­
ganiz~tional change, see Warwick, 1975. Warwick derives general 
concepts applicable also to organizational changes imposed from 
the outside. I have used Levine's work (1972) as a basis for 
statements on planning. 

8. The notion of the fixer has been developed most fully by Bardach. 

9. 

See Bardach, 1977:268-284, for a useful discussion of fixing the 
implementation game. 

For 
see 

a more detailed discussion of these implementation studies, 
Williams,1976:267-292; especially 282-286. 
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10. For a general discussion of federalism, see Reagan, 1972. 

11. Ther~ is a ~arge literature on management control with a goodly 
portlon havlng been produced by Robert Anthony and his colleagues 
at the Harvard Business School. For example, see Anthony, 1965 
and Anthony and Dearden, 1976. 

12. The Rossi and Wright article (1977) is a good basic discus~ion 
of the combined technical, political, and bureaucratic diffi­
culties of do~n¥ evaluative research. The authors may be some­
what more posltlve than I am about the likely usefulness of suoh 
data, b~t they c~r~a~nly present a relatively grim picture of the 
underlYlng capabllltles of our evaluative techniques. 

13. In developing this section I have relied heavily on my own field 
work (1981); and also Bardach, 1977; Elmore, 1978; Heclo, 
1977; and Ingram, 1977. 

14. There.is a growing lite:ature on bargaining with some general 
claSS1CS such as Schel11ng, 1963. I have relied heavily on 
Elmore (1978) and Ingram (1977) because their discussions cast 
bargaining in the context of implementation. The two also contain 
good bibliographies. 

15. For purposes of illustration, I put bargaining in face-to-face 
terms but it can occur in other ways. 

16. Control is being used more broadly than management control and 
could be better labeled as influence. 

17. Similar notions are found in Friedan and Kaplan (1977), pp. 310-312. 

18. For an extended discussion both of the problems of the Bureau 
of the.Budge~ i1?- ~mplementin¥ PPBS and of the adoption of policy 
analysls by lndlvldual agencles, see Williams, 1971:17-35. 
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III. INFORMATION DEMANDS FOR CONTROL, ADVICE, AND POLICY FOm1ULATION 

This essay is concerned with the extent to which organizations 

can develop sound, relevant, and timely information to support 

management control, advisory assistance, and policy formulation in 

social service delivery programs. I will first focus at ~he basic 

notion of management control both generally and specifically for the 

federal social agency. Then, in several sections a non-technical 

treatment will be offered of the underlying capacity to develop use-

ful information about social service delivery programs. Finally, I 

will try to tie together the notions of control, advice, and policy 

fO:r'mula tion and of underlying capacity in dis cus sing an organi za tion ' s 

information strategy. 

Brief comment is needed on the relationship of this essay to the 

previous one. The earlier provided a broad overview of implementation 

issues with a special focus on the federal social agency. This essay 

will pursue one key issue--that of information--in depth. Most of 

the discussion will concern the question of what information available 

techniques can produce. But in the final section I'll return directly 

to the larger concerns of the earlier essay in discussing the agency 

information strategy. 

THE BASIC ISSUE OF CONTROL 

Control is a fundamental problem for all organizations. As 

An thony and Dearden o'bserve: "A business company, or indeed any organi­

zation' must be controlled: That is, there must be devices that ensure 

that it does what its leaders want it to" (1976:3). In large-scale 
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organizations, management control involves a complex process whereby 

those at the top must induce intermediate level managers to behave so 

as to lead others to respond as desired. 

Control in large-scale organization almost never fits the old mili-

tary image of command with an unquestioned response to an order. As 

Anthony has pointed out: "The word control in its ordinary sense has 

unfortunate connotat1ons .... " [IJt often is used in the sense of boss, 

curb, dominate, enforce, forestall, hinder, manipulate, prevail, 

restrain, shackle, and watch, and these connotations are not at all 

realistic as description of what actually goes on in a well-managed 

organization" 1 : Z • l' ( 965 '8) l.t!ianagement control ultimately comes down to 

the intangible ability of top managers to motivate line managers to 

motivate others. "Psychological considerations are dominant in manage-

ment control. Activities such as communicating, persuading, exhorting, 

inspiring, and criticizing are an important part of the process" (1972: 

5) . 

When top decision makers are located at headquarters and most of 

the implementors and the operators are in the field, the key question 

is how much discretion should headquarters grant. To have centralized 

h "th t1"on As Lundquist observes: authority or not, t at 1S e ques . 

In all the "[DJecentralization is a general problem of organizations. 

meanings in which the term is used, there is a common denominator, 

namely, 'away from the centre'''(1972:l3). 

A critical device for supporting more decentralized management is 

a formal control system. Anthony and Dearden define such a system as 

follows: 

A control system is a system who~e"purpose is to 
maintain a desired state or cond1t1on. Any control 
system has at least these four elements: 
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1. A measuring device which detects what is hap­
pening in the parameter being controlled, that 
is a detector. . 

2. A device for assessing the significance of what 
is happening usually by comparing information of 
what is actually happening with some standard of 
expectation of what should be happening, that is 
a selector. 

3. A device for altering behavior if the need for doing 
so is indicated, that is, an effector. 

4. A means for communicating information among these 
devices (1965:3-4). 

Decentralization is a common problem for large-scale organizations 

whether in the public or private sector. Just as corporate managers, 

agency political executives must decide how much discretion to grant 

explicitly to subordinate units including their (regional office) 

field staffs. But there is also a fundamental difference. In the 

business area top management will be able at least to some degree to 

choose between decentralization and centralization in the traditional 

sense of having direct organizational authority over all implementors 

and operators. It only has to confront a within organization choice. 

But Congress in effect rules out such a direct authority by opting 

for the earlier discussed shared responsibility model. When the 

social agency considers the questiQn gf tight control versus decen~ 

tralization for its own field staff, it is a second order decision 

made after the political one that puts project operators within the 

jurisdiction of another pol i tical enti ty. 

This last point is critical. A number of the key implementors 

and all those who run projects operate outside of the traditional 

within organizational control devices. But even though these people 

are in other organizations and often in other political jurisdictions, 
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social legislation usually casts the top political executives as 

responsible for operations as if all administrative units and service 

deliverers were segments of a single organization. The rhetoric of 

within organization control is there. It is not a very useful way of 

thinking about how social agencies "control" implementation and 

operations. 

Let us look at the implementation issue from the other side. As 

Lundquist proposes: 

If the angle of approach is changed to that of th~ 
implementer, one can formulate the problem by pos1n¥ . 
the question: why does the implementer obe~ the d~c1s~on 
maker's steering? For the large organizat1on, Wh1Ch 1S 
involved here, at least three sets of reasons can be 
imagined: . 

1) the implementer obeys for fear of penalty or w1sh 
for reward. . 

2) the implementer obeys because he be~ieves the . 
decision to be rational or because 1t agrees w1th 
his evaluations. 

3) the implementer obeys because he appreciates the 
decision maker personally or because he always 
obeys the [implementing] communications from 
certain organization roles, irrespective of who 
occupies the role (1968:36). 

The first response fits well the image of strict hierarchy with the 

implementor motivated by clear sanctions either of force or positive 

and negative inducements (promotion, higher pay). The third response 

is to either charismatic all, ~ority or traditional or legal authority. 

In modern large-scale organizations the latter is more likely and 

also fits the hierarchical structure. The remaining response flows 

from what Lundquist labels "expert power," and which I call "credi­

bili ty. " It is quite different from the other two; not a response to 

a command, an authority figure, or to direct inducement, but to a 

recommendation or to advice. There is a clear choice: to decide to 

implement as prescribed if the prescription makes sense. There is the 

further implication that the notion makes sense, especially in highly 
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ambiguous areas, because the recommender has a reasonably good track 

record. Credibility is earned; authority comes from direct force or 

granted status. The latter is control in the traditional sense; the 

former seems more aptly described as influence. 

INFORMATION: THE BASIC RAW MATERIAL OF GOVERNANCE 

Organizational control and influence usually depend in important 

degree on information and its analysis. As Schultze has observed: 

"Cynics to the contrary notwithstanding, knowledge is power. An 

agency head's ability to control the direction his department takes 

depends in part on his being able to face his operating subordinates 

with information and analysis about their own programs" (1968:94). 

What is true for the agency head is also true as we pass "down" the 

hierarchy to lower levels of headquarters managers and then into the 

field to agency and local staff who also seek control and influence 

over social service delivery programs. For all of them, information 

looms as a critical component of governance. 

The term "information" as used here has the common dictionary 

meaning of that which informs. Information can be highly technical 

showing the specification of a complex scientific proeess. It can 

be based on large-scale surveys such as those indicating socioeconomic 

conditions. But it need not be. In the agency policy process all 

sorts of information having to do with social, economic, political, 

and bureaucratic phenomena may be useful. For example, essential 

information for an agency is that the chairman of its appropriations 

subcommittee would be perturbed if a particular project in his dis­

trict was not re-funded. 

More and more, the development of policy information requires 

highly specialized methods and skills. Even though the computer era 
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may place undue emphasis on the uses of the esoteric (and difficult 

to understand) information techniques, this bundle of techniques 

does establish important boundaries as to what can be done. We must 

investigate how available technical capabilities limit the supply of 

sound, policy relevant information in support of policy formulation, 

control, and advice. 

DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS 

In this section we consider definitions and concepts needed to 

discuss information development and use. First are three definitions 

classifying organizational and programmatic information. Second, the 
~ 

soundness of information is discussed in non-technical terms by looking ~ 

at the quality (reliability and validity) and the generalability of 

data. Finally, we look at notions of information development over 

time to indicate a basic distinction between information required for 

control and that needed for policy formulation and advice. 

Inputs, Outputs, and Outcomes 

Most of the concern in this essay is with organizational and 

programmatic information deriving from the operation of programs and 

projects in the field. We can classify this field information under 

three headings: inputs, outputs, and outcomes. 

Inputs describe elements (e.g., a particular training manual) or 

physical arrangement (an intake desk which applicants are to come to 

before being assigned to a job counselor) in a project or program. 

Inputs can include personal qualifications that establish quantitative 

dimensions of specialized training or experience--a teaching cer­

tificate, broad-certified practitioner, or three year's experience in 

working with handicapped children. Inputs are the static factors or 
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components that characterize an actl'vl'ty 
and can be verified without 

extended observation or qualitatl've 
judgments. 

Outputs 
are used to describe organizational 

behavior. They refer 
to the tasks done by staff b 

mem ers in servicing clients and ad . . t . mln1S-
erlng the organization as an 

institution. 0 utputs have a dynamic 
quality that must be observed 

and judged ov,er time. For example, an 
employee may have t' 

cer aln educational qualifications 
on paper, but he 

to determine how the various inputs 
or she must be observed in action 

are used in . -l' 
prOV1~lng services. 

Outcomes point 
to whether participants are better off 

after re-ceiving service. 
I will distinguish among distributional 

and final outcomes. D' ' proximate, 
. . 1stribu~ional outcomes show what 
lnd1viduals ( b 

classes of 
e.g., lack, aged, female, ) 

or poor or geographic 
have received funds and/or services. 

areas 

Final outcomes indicate whether 
or project is yielding benefits that 

a program 

status of the . 
improve the long-run 

partlcipants such as a significant 
positive change in 

a person's capacity to earn or to learn. 
Proximate outcomes are ones 

expected to lead toward d . 
eS1red final outComes. h In a training project 

were the desired final outcome is 
increased earnings . over t1me, proxi-

mate outcomes might be obtaining· a - b 
]0 after training, . . gettlng a job 

ln a particular training specialty 
such as welding, or hId' o 1ng a job 

for six consecutive months after 
training. These proximate outcomes 

do not show conclusively th at a participant h . as 1mproved his or her 
long-run earning c b'l' apa 1 lty. However, their presence does suggest 
that individuals 

are moving in the right direction. 
Their absence 

that Earticipants are not getting longer 
indicates even more t I s rong y 

run benefits. 

We need to d' t' -lS 1nguish between . 
organ1zational and program per-

formance. How resources are 1 
emp oyed (how people use inputs and outputs) 
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What happens to 
" 1 performance. 

h t I've called organizatlona 
is w a deemed program performance. 

When 

ProJ"ect participants is " 
P rogram or k" we are address1ng " t is wor lng, 

1 Program or proJec 
we ask how weI a e and program performanc . 

t he basic issues of organizational f" terms of a 
be thought 0 ln 

These elements of performance can 

Wh ' a law is d the ostensible passe , 
am delivery. en 

"theory" about progr ( r anizational per-
inputs and outputs 0 g 

assumption is that program 

) "II produce desired 
erformance). For 

objectives (program p 
theory in elementary and formance I'll 

" "t (or at least implicit) 
example, the expllCl "," that if certain school materials 

Secondary school legislat10n 1S " the 
,.ray (outputs), children ln " 

" the prescribed ~ 
(l"nputS) are used ln " an hypotheS1 s 

) In essence there 1S 
more (outcomes . 

classroom will learn 

about cause and effect. 

I" Y setting, 
comp lex the social po 1C 

However 

" ht of the fact 
we should not lose Slg 

d other resources 
the use of human an 

a desired outcome. 

that what is at issue 

(inputs and behavior} 

Data Quality and Generalit~ 
f d ta is how good is it. 

is whether 

will bring 

In sta-

The first question to ask 0 a 
" " st in terms of 

l"t of data questlon lS ca 
tis tical terms, the qua 1 Y extent to which a 

Validity indicates the 
validity and reliability. of a specific out-

"" l"ndicato r "ter1a lS an 
particular or measure or cr1 Reliability 

be assessed directly. 
is not or cannot 

come that . . n obtain€~d in measurement. 
the degree of prec1S10 in 

indicates " r recent concern 
h " point. A maJo 

may be helpful at t lS 
An example 

that of family stability. A 
t walk into researcher canno 

the U.S. is 
" lOde rule and measu 

a house w1th a s 1 

re this t but rather must seek concep 

.l-h t seems to some proxy - a 

t h'S con­dimensions of 1 
get at one or more . 

tes numbers not divorce ra , 

cept. 
be asked whether or 

Thus, it might 
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of runaway children, or minutes of interaction between parents and 

child are valid indications of the degree of family stability. If 

it was agreed that parental interaction was a valid indicator of 

stability, the question would arise as to the degree with which we 

could measure such interaction with precision. Thus, validity speaks 

to the extent to which a particular measure captures an outcome not 

amenable to direct assessment; reliability speaks to the accuracy of 

the measuring device. 

A second critical concern about data is the extent to which 

generalizations can be made from it. The basic question is whether 

or not a particular finding has general applicability to the situation 

that had been observed .. For example, suppose an exemplary training 

proj ect using a particular combination (often labeled the "treatment 

package") of counseling, classroom instruction, and on-the-job training 

was determined to be highly successful through valid and reliable 

measures of placement and job retention. Could this treatment package 

be recommended for other training situations? The statistical require-

ment for such generalization is that alternative explanations to the 

~mpact of the treatment package be ruled out. It may be that this 

particular project had an unu~ually dynamic training director, 

trained only white males with at least a high school education and an 

extended record of work, and placed people in a single plant with a 

temporary high demand for people. But even if none of these obviously 

restricting factors exist, the statistical requirement is for the 

testing this particular method in a number of training sites before 

it would be legitimate to claim that the findings be applied generally. 

That is, generalization in the strict sense usually requires evidence 

55 



from multiple sites, and this almost always is a costly and time 

consuming endeavor. 

A Basic Distinction in Information Needs 

It is useful to consider the development of information over 

time to see differing information demands in the policy process. 

When a policy is first formulated (e.g., legislation first enacted), 

of sound, relevant information is a maJ'or factor in the availability 

determining what should be specified. The better the available 

information, the more likely the initial legislation and agency 

policy directives can set forth clear and realistic expectations about 

what various organizations should do in implementing, administering, 

and operating t e program. h POll·tl··cal/bureaucratic factors still may 

intrude. But with solid information there will be an empirical base 

for a relatively high specificity as to organizational and programmatic 

performance. 

The exigencies of policy formulation including the exigencies of 

the legislative process may force the use of poor data or the making 

of policy without muc ln orma lon. h . f t' Even l'f the initial policy speci-

fication is weak, decision makers over time can strengthen their speci­

fications by obtaining new information on what is happening in the 

field. The new information can serve two purposes: 1) it may be used 

by the agency to exercise control in managing funds that go to local 

organizations which administer and/or operate projects; 2) it may 

become part of the available information that can support advice and 

a new stage of policy formulation. 

Such new information may allow pOlicymakers to specify far more 

. . 11 at thl'S new point what is wanted in the clearly and reallstlca y 
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legislative program or what could be done to improve performance. 

Hence new information can reshape the basis of federal policy formu­

lation, control, and advice. 

A critical distinction needs to be made, however, in social 

service delivery programs between the information demands for exer­

cising control and the information needs for the offering of advice 

or the formulation of policy. The exercise of control requires hard, 

specific data with which to pinpoint noncompliance and poor organi­

zational or program performance. Advice and policy formulation are 

likely to benefit more from softer, richer information that speaks 

to how organizational processes and procedures were used in the 

political/bureaucratic environment in the provision of social services. 

Control demands evidence sufficiently specific and precise to sup­

port the claim of wrongdoing against a funded organization. The under­

lying empirical base of control will be improved if particular inputs, 

outputs, and outcomes can be defined in measurable terms that are not 

subject to significant controversy (validity) and can be measured 

with a relatively high degree of accuracy (reliability). Conversely, 

the more a particular measure is subject to controversy concerning 

whether it represents the desired result (i.e, are wages immediately 

after training a good proxy for long-term earnings changes?) or is 

challengeable on statistical grounds, the weaker is the empirical 

base of control and the less likely that control can be exercised. 

A lack of proven approaches amenable to straightforward presen­

tation places a real premium on information drawn from extensive 

organizational and programmatic experience. Here the need is for 

sufficient depth and breadth of information to support the development 

of agency policy and of recommendations to field organizations on 
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implementing, administering, and operating programs. Perhaps most 

of all, people in organizations need advice and help on making marginal 

adjustments in what they are doing. They seek means of making small 

changes which do not threaten to disrupt the organization in terms of 

structure and staffing. In a situation where someone is performing 

poorly or some project element is causing immediate problems, there 

is a need for sensible advice on personnel or minor procedural adjust-

ments rather than highly technical advice or elaborate procedures. 

The information needed for marginal adjustments and the occasional 

crisis generally does not emphasize statistical or theoretical knowledge. 

Rather, the demand is for information based on organizational and pro-

grammatic experience that can aid in seeing, and sensing, where some­

thing is wrong. Such information is likely to come from the competent 

bureaucratic professional who has lived through past organizational 

and program difficulties rather than the organizational theorist. 

This distinction uses the loaded terms of "hard, specific" and 

"softer, richer," and however much the terms convey a needed impression, 

they oversimplify the situation and hence can be misleading. In 

particular, the main elements of the distinction do not revolve around 

statistical quality. This is true even though generaiiy the statistical 

requirements will be higher to support proof of noncompliance or poor 

performance than to support new ideas or recommendations. That is, 

one may have to present a strong case pinpointing the reliability, 

validity, and generalizability of results to force a change on a re-

luctant organization but be able to rely on a few good, but untested 

examples to offer ideas on how to attack a perceived problem. The 

crucial distinction is in terms of uses to which the information is to 
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be put. This notion must be elaborated on in this chapter to make 

its meaning more clear. But I would emphasize at this point that 

the distinction in what information is required for different pur-

poses is central to ~~vising a reasonable information strategy. 

ANALYTIC APPROACHES 

This section and th t . e nex one wlll consider available techniques 

for analyzing and developing information in support of policy formu-

lation, control, and advice. The concern is with the means of gathering 

and preparing information for use. What is the state of art in in-

formation methodologies? Th t e wo sections offer a mainly non-technical 

trea tment of ho.w powerful and how f use ul are current methodologies in 

providing information for t11e l' po lCY process. Even without technical 

s ou e warned the discussion is elaboration, however, the reader h ld b 

still rather long and complex. 

Policy analysis has been defined as " f a means 0 synthesizing 

information ... to produce a format for policy decisions (the laying out 

of alternative choices) and of determining future needs for policy­

relevant information" (197l:xi). Q d ua e has captured the essence on 

analy~ic practices in this statement: 

Ana~ysis of on~ sort o~ another has been used to provide 
advlce on publlC questlons for a long time and the funda­
menta~s of what has to be done have been long recognized 
Wha~ 1S novel~ if anythi~g, about the sort of public . 
pollcy.analysls ~e are dlscussing is mostly a matter of 
emphas~s and attltude. The emphasis is that of rational 
analysls: on the clarification of objectives' on the 
sear~h for alternatives, including their design and in­
ventlon; on the attempt to look at the proble~ as a whole 
and.at th~ whole problem, including spillovers and distri­
but1ona~ lm~acts? on e~plicitness; on the recognition of 
uncertaln.ty, .on 1 tera tlon; and, particularly, on the use 
o~ quantl tatlve procedures insofar as this can be done 
wlthout d~stortion. Other novel aspects lie in attitude: 
toward uSlng models and computations as much to supply 
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perspective and to focus judgment as to furnish 
answers; in the acceptance of quasi-quantitative or 
even purely intuitive methods rather than omit sig­
nificant considerations; and in the attempt to take 
political and organizational feasibility into account 
(1975: 20-21). 

The emphasis is upon systematic, orderly conceptualization and 

synthesis. However, policy analysis is not a bundle of esoteric 

methodologies dependent on high-powered theory or advanced computers. 

Williams, based on the experience with the social agency analytic 

offices in the Johnson administration, argued that "[there had been an] 

unfortunate tendency of early advocates of the new approach to de­

scribe it in terms of such esoteric names as systems analysis and 

worse, while the truth was that the~olicy analysis] practitioners 

were seldom using much more than sound micro-economic principles out 

of Paul Samuelson's elementary economics textbook" (1971:6-7). 

Enthoven and Smith drawing on their service at the Department of 

Defense observed: "In fact, most of the really important contributions 

made by the Systems Analysis Office between 1961 and 1969 were based 

on simple analytical tools, often being worked out by hand with no 

moye sophisticated equipment than pencil and paper" (1971:68). 

Policy analysis has become a major factor in the information 

process of the social agencies. It has spread through the development 

of policy analysis offices which at headquarters may serve both the 

secretary and bureau heads. These analytic offices have become a 

critical point in the decision making process where policy analysts 

develop and synthesize program information and other data including 

research results to provide an empirical basis for policy formulation 

and guidance. 

Policy analysis as practiced in the social agencies has been 

primarily concerned with policy formulation issues. The agency analytic 
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offices have looked for new policy approacnes and worried about 

how to sell them to agency heads, the Whi te Ho~use, and Congress. 

But as those who have staffed the analytic offices at the top of 

the agencies so often found, the bright ideas that we13 accepted by 

senior agency decision makers floundered as policy moved into the 

field. Implementation was the flaw. Allison succinctly captured 

the issue when he noted: 

If one is primarily interested in what government 
actually does, the unavoidable question is; What 
percentage of the work of achieving a desired 
governmental action is done when the preferred 
analytic alternative have been identified? My 
estimate is about 10 percent in the normal case . , 
rang1ng as high as 50 percent of some problems .... 

If analysts and operators are to increase their 
a~ility to achieve desired policy outcomes, they 
w1ll have to develop ways of thinking analytically 
about a larger chunk of the prohlem. It is not that 
we ~ave too many good analytic solutions to problems. 
It 1S rather that we have more good solutions than 
we have appropriate action (1971:267). 

Such concerns have led to the call for implementation analysis 

which basically mirrors policy analysis in terms of rationale and 

techniques. Both seek to determine before a program is launched how 

likely it is to work. But policy analysis traditionally has focused 

on programmatic outcomes and upon selling the idea to decision makers. 

Implementation analysis focuses downward to provide decision makers 

estimates of the technical capacity to iNplement and the political 

feasibility in the field of carrying out alternative proposels. 

The starting focus of an implementation analysis is the clarity 

and reasonableness of preliminary policy or design specifications. 

Certainly some sketchiness would be expected because preliminary 

specLfications would go through additional rounds before reaching a 
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final product. At the same time, the absence of any concreteness 

in terms of either program objectives or the delivery system well 

may indicate grave troubles at the beginning of the implementation 

effort. 

An implementation analysis also should consider both the techni-

cal capabilities to implement and the political feasibility of such 

implementation in the field. As to the former, the first concern 

should be with the agency itself in terms of its lines of communi­

cation, its administrative and managerial capabilities in the admini­

strative and support domain, and the technical programmatic skills 

available in the field to help local organizations in the implemen­

tation effort. Also, at issue should be the extent to which local 

organizations have the organizational and technical skills to imple­

ment, administer, and operate the new program or major program 

modification. These questions certainly are not easy ones to answer, 

but simply posing them may uncover such major deficiencies that either 

action on the innovation will be postponed or large-scale corrective 

. d a1uch the same may be said in measures will be seen as requlre. p 

looking at political feasibility. One hardly needs rare political 

skills to find out about the various political/bureaucratic barriers 

that will emerge in the field. 

We can envision major, extended field studies to develop the 

kinds of information needed for an implementation analysis. However, 

time demands well may make short run approaches the only feasible 

alternative. The most fruitful source of information is likely to 

be observation of persons with significant experience in the pro-

grammatic area who can develop the richer, softer kind of information 
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we have alluded to earlier. The implementation analysis might also 

include the development of scenarios that would play through potential 

political and bureaucratic contingencies that might arise in the 

field. 2 

Two final points need to be made about implementation analysis. 

First, t:':1: .. discussion thus far has assumed that implementation analy­

sis will be a facet of an overall analytic effort carried prior to 

the making of a major decision about a new program policy or a major 

modification in a social agency. Such orderliness often does not 

fit with political reality as Congress works through the legislative 

process and ha~ds the agency a finished piece of legislation to imple­

ment. However, there is nothing that precludes the social agency 

from carrying out a preliminary implementation analysis during the 

long process of legislative passage. Further, even after the legis­

lation is passed., a concern wi th implementation feasibility is sti1.: 

in order even though the legislation has obviously established cer-

tain constraints. Indeed, it would appear that sensible management 

practices would demand such concerns which leads us to the second 

point. 

A key issue concerns who·in the social agencies should do imple­

mentation analyses. Certainly, field staffs ought to think in terms 

of the issues that underlie implementation analysis. However, the 

first responsibility must rest with headquarters. If top level 

staff does not focus on "implementation problems," it is strong 

evidence of agency management's lack of sensitivity to field issues. 
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FIELD TECHNIQUES AVAILABLE FOR GATHERING INFOru~ATION 

This section will consider the present technical capability for 

developing field information to be used in policy formulation, 

approval, and advice. Much of the discussion is cast in terms of the 

information needed for exercising control in a fund-granting agency. 

In his discussion of control systems which draw mainly on private 

sector examples, Ouchi observed: 

Because the process of control ... is basically a process 
of monitoring something, comparing it with some standard, 
and then providing selective rewards and adjustments, 
it suggests a very simple scheme. In controlling the 
work of people and of technologies, there are only two 
phenomena which can be observed, monitored, and counted: 
behavior and the [outcomes] which result from behavior. 
Thus, control systems can be regarded as being based 
essentially on the monitoring and Ava1uation of one or the 
other, and these will be referred ":co as being behavior 
control and [outcome] control--remembering even in the 
case of [outcome] control, real control comes about only 
through changing the worker's behavior (1977;97; emphasis 
in the original).3 

At iS3ue is the underlying capability of available information 

techniques to generate sufficiently sound information on outputs 

and outcomes to exercise control in car;ying out the approval 

function. From this base, however, we can also discusf the in-

formation needed to support the provision of advice in the admini­

strative and support domain. 

Before we turn to questions of substance, however, it is 

necessary to dwell on terminology since the terms used to describe 

field techniques in both the research community and the social agen­

cies are neither uniform nor consistent. As to the former, 

evaluation research has been defined as "the application of social 

science methodology to the assessment of human resource programs, 

SO that it is possible to determine, empirically and with the 
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confidence that results from employing scientific procedures, 

whether or not they are useful" (1977:25). The broad definition 

seems somewhat pretentious in what it promises but does describe 

the general direction and focus of the social science-based studies. 

Within this broad category the single distinction will be made 

between studies which focus upon outcomes (or "impacts") referred 

to as evaluations and studies which look at inputs and outputs 

labeled implementation (organizational) assessment. 4 

In the agencies, monitoring usually describes efforts to look 

at compliance thus focusing on inputs, outputs, and distributional 

outcomes while evaluations generally speaking define longer-run 

efforts to consider proximate and final outcomes. But these dis-

tinctions about outputs and outcomes are not uniform. For example, 

HEW defines "efficiency" or "management" evaluations as one focusing 

on ways to reduce costs or streamline procedures wi thin a program 

or process. Nor is there consistency as to methods employed either 

in terms of time or technique. Either monitoring and evaluation 

may be used to describe a brief site visit (the one day "quick and 

dirty") or quick perusal of field reports at a desk. In what 

follows we restrict the term evaluations to science-based studies 

of outcomes and try to be clear what we mean when we use the term 

monitoring. At this point, let us leave the prickly topic of 

definition and return to the substantive problems of actually 

assessing compliance and performance in the field. 

Past field efforts to gather field datil have bogged down the most 

at opposite ends of the spectrum. On the one hand, these activities 

have been overly concerned wi th the minutiae of compliance, focusing 

on form more than substance. By concentrating on low level procedures 
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and practices, federal staff often avoid major questions or hinder 

the consideration of programmatic and organizational issues. The 

CETA and CDBG case materials gathered for this study speak clearly 

to this problem. 

At the other extreme, attempts to measure final outcomes--so 

compelling because these are the bottom line of performance--are 

marked by difficulty. In an analysis of checking techniques, we 

will start with these final outcome measures because the difficulty 

of doing this kind of measurement is central to information develop­

ment. First, as already emphasized, it raises the most basic issues 

concerning responsibility and control. Second, it underscores the 

cri tical question of what can be done if we cannot get good measures 

of final outcomes. We need to examine what can be controlled 

through the development of accurate "intermediate" information on 

inputs, outputs, and distributional and proximate outcomes. 

The Weakness of Final Outcomes Evaluations for Supporting Federal 

Control 

Final outcome evaluations were originally conceived as hard­

nosed, science-based investigations which would yield definitive 

empirical evidence about a policy's effectiveness in improving 

social conditions. However, the complications arising from the 

interactions of theory, methodology, politics, institutions, and 

people can severely limi t the direct usefulness of these results for 

5 
control in social agency governance. 

No relatively short discussion can do justice to the complex 

issue of whether final outcome evaluations can provide information 

of sufficient validity, reliability, and timeliness to support the 

federal control of locally operated and administered social service 
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delivery programs. Rather let us consider briefly in nontechnical 

terms some of the problems of doing final outcome evaluations , 
generally using as example a training project or program. 

Part of the difficulty of evaluation lies in the fact that de­

sired social objectives either cannot be measured directly, can be 

determined only after an extended time period, or both. Take the 

goal of earnings capacity as an example. To determine whether a 

training program has worked, one must determine trainees' earning 

capability prior to training and then measure the same phenomenon 

after training. There is no direct measure of earning capacity, 

however, so we are forced to look for a proxy such as wages or in­

come earned in some relatively short period before and after training, 

or else wait years for a lengthy earnings record. Given short-run 

earnings instability, this means either a fairly suspect (unreliable, 

possibly invalid) measure or foregoing measurement for a considerable 

period of time. Even if we wait, there are likely to be severe 

problems. The passage of time may add to the stability of the 

measure (three years of earning should be a better indicator of "true" 

earnings capacity than six months) but time raises problems of 

recall and of keeping track of people in our highly mobile society. 

There is also the problem of determining whether the training 

program rather than other factors such as economic conditions was 

the primary cause of a positive change in earnings capacity. The 

most valid means of measuring would be to consider two groups eligible 

for training, one of which is in a project while the other is not, 

to find out how both do in the job market, and see if trainees earn 

more than the group with which they are being compared. The ideal 

approach is random assignment where chance means are used to assign 
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6 people either to the training or to the comparison group. The 

professiona~s who operate projects, however, usually do not like to 

use random techniques because they prefer to pick people they 

think need help or those they may aid most easily. Even when random 

selections is used, if the evaluation runs over the extended time 

period, there can be problems such as more people dropping out of 

one group (usually the comparison group) than the training segment. 

Results under these conditions might be suspect even in the "optimum" 

7 approach. 

Evaluative data may be affected by time passage in another way. 

An evaluation taking a couple of years may see project directors, 

staffs, and components of a social service project change dramatically. 

Whatever the relative merits of the evaluation in tec~lical terms, 

the present staff director may be able to point legitimately to past 

management failure and present project differences which render the 

evaluation results out of date. We have the seeming paradox in which 

the more time taken in a final outcome evaluation to develop sound 

information, the more likely it is that program and project changes 

will have negated the relevance of data for control purposes. 

The nature of the programs themselves add to the difficulties. 

Social problems are so complex and hard to treat that objectives are 

often vague and realistic effects small. As Rossi and Wright point 

out: 

[T]he demonstrated effects of the intervention wil~ usually 
be weaker than proponents originally hoped or promlsed ... 
[so] evaluation methodology must be sensitive or powerful 
enough to detect small effects . ... 

The combination of vaguely defined goals, deeply rooted and 
incalcitrant social problems, high expectations, and weak 
effects ideally requires robust methodology and powerful 
designs (1977:10). 
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.. " Limi ted evaluative techniques can get overwhelmed by internal 

bureaucratic factors and external realities. Both politicians and 

bureaucrats can use the technical limitations in final outcome results 

to avoid making decisions. Difficult political choices can be post­

poned indefinitely on the basis of need for further, more authori­

tative (read politically incontestable) information. 

These technical, bureaucratic, and political barriers do not 

imply that final outcome evaluations should be ruled out but rather 

that their usefulness at this time may be questioned as a means of 

social agency control over projects that are administered and operated 

by local governments or other non-federal entities. The ambiguity 

at this critical point of decision making imposes a limit on the 

degree of control from above with profound implications for social 

agency structure and function. 8 

Distributional and Proximate Outcomes 

Some outcomes defined as distributional and proximate may be 

measured at a single time point without significant disagreement about 

the interpretation of the measure. In a welding program to train 

Vietnam veterans, determining that a former trainee was a veteran 

and is holding a welding job hardly seems subject to debate as a 

reasonable indication of progress. Unlike the case of final outcomes, 

the measure is not a proxy for some immeasurable phenomenon such as 

higher earning capacity but the result that was desired and which 

has been observed at a particular time point. 

Distributional and proximate outcomes often may be determined 

through quite straightforward field methods. If the distributional 

target is easily defined and ascertained (e.g., race, ethnicity, 

age, or sex), the demand is for simple head counting. If J poverty 
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determining yearly income is difficult, group is the target where 

. w1'11 increase along with the cost of ;methodological complex1ty 

getting information. Much the same can be said about proximate 

outcomes. Employment, length of employment, wage rates, hours of 

sl'm1'lar factors can be measured with a rela­work per week, and 

-- - -~- ~~~---------

of accuracy by trained interviewers. Precisely tively high degree 

.. this kind of information is gathered monthly in the Current Population 

d to determine monthly unemployment rates) Survey (the instrument use 

and other periodic surveys. 

I t can be viewed as It has been noted that distributiona ou comes 

. that a program intended to a special case of proximate outcomes 1n 

benefits to a particular group or area as a· first yield long-run 

step toward success must actually be reaching the designated persons 

or places. But there is a key difference. In a political sense, 

f b t an end in distribution may not be just an indicator 0 progress u 

itself. Distributional outcomes like final outcomes are set out in 

Indeed, during legislative development, dir, tributional legislation. \~ 

b h center of debate than final outcomes are much more likely to e t e 

outcomes. Definitions will be at issue at this stage. Measurability, 

however, becomes a concern only later on. 

Proximate outcomes are seldom specifically treated in legislation. 

. Their development may stem 'They come about through agency act1ons. 

b h the program is going (raised, perhaps ;"from external concerns a out ow 

I demand to exert some kind of control. by Congress) or from an interna 

seldom if ever sets out However, the key point is that legislation 

. forced to seek a reasonable a proximate outcome, so that the agency 1S 

after t he fact (as is the case with distributional and final .; measure 
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outcomes). Therefore it is feasib16 to require that proximate 

outcomes meet high standards of reli~bility and validity at a 

single point in time. ..;~~:i' 

Measures of distributional and proximate outcomes are more 

modest in intent than assessments of final outcomes in that they 

are not expected to indicate whether projects are producing lasting 

benefits for part1·c1·pants. H h' 
owever, t ese 1ntermediate measures 

can show the extent to which . t 
proJec sare complying with legislative 

and agency demands. ~10reover, through comparisons along distri-

butional and/or proximate lines, project ratings systems may be devel­

oped that yield valuable data on relative performance. 9 In case 

of relatively poor project performance (e.g., trainees get few jobs, 

lose jobs quickly, or work few hours relat1've t b 
o compara Ie projects), 

one can see that projects are unlikely to yield long-term benefits. 

Distributional and proximate outcomes may provide stronger levers 

of control than the more controversial final outcomes since the tech­

nical means available can produce measures of these intermediate 

outcomes with a reasonably high degree of reliability and validity. 

Such measures can be J'oined w1'th l'nformat1'on b 
a out compliance and 

organizational viability (discussed next) to provide a relatively 

powerful check on performance. 

It is important to note, however, that some critical issues are 

embedded in the seemingly benign notions of reliability and validity; 

Reliability primarily involves technical opinions about the accuracy. 

with which phenomena are being measured. Validity on the other 

hand is much more a political J·udgment. T '11 h 
o 1 ustrate t e difference, 

consider the reliability and validity of job placements as a proximate 
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outcome for a training program intended to raise earnings capability. 

Assume placement services are provided and a trainee is sen~ to one 

or more prospective employers. In assessing reliability one might 

ask how accurately placement can be determined by a telephone call 

giving the person's name and social security number and asking such 

questions as: did the person apply, was he hired, and so on. Or 

would more expensive mailed questionnaires or actual visits be re-

quired to elicit the needed information? Even though field visits 

may yield more accurate information than phone calls, the latter may 

be considered sufficient to rule out costly visits. Although judg­

ments about the acceptable level of accuracy have a political element 

in that statistics per se do not say what degree of accuracy (below 

100%) is sufficient, the issues center on technical questions of 

determining that a placement has occurred. 

However accurate a particular measure, the question remains as 

to how much it tells about movement toward the desired final outcome. 

For example, in assessing a manpower training project, to what extent 

does a verified job placement evidence enhanced earnings capability? 

A July 3, 1978 Washington Post article reported: 

[AJ new study shows that, in one national sample, 58 
percent of those leaving CETA training or job slots 
were in non-subsidized jobs within three months. But 
no one is certain whether this is a result of their 
CETA experience or whether they would have obtained 
such jobs anyhow. 

Most unemployed people eventually get jobs with government programs. 

Unless there is a basis of comparison (e.g., a similar group of 

people who did not have the CETA experience), we do not know if the 

58 percent is good or bad. Even if it is a good rate, there is not 

direct indication of earnings enhancement. We have only ruled out 
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the intermediate outcome of poor placements. 

Beyond placement, there is the issue of job quality. Is the 

position temporary or permanent, full-tl'me or t· par -tlme, well 

paying, or in the trainee's area of training? If these had been 

a comparison group for the CETA trainees in the quote above, these 

people not having the CETA experience may have looked hard for non­

subsidized jobs and found better ones than the CETA people. The more 

complex and sensitive the proximate outcome, the more that tech­

nical problems emerge with each additional bl't of . f ln ormation posing 
the accuracy issue anew. E h ven w en resolved, the judgment remains 

as to whether the pieces add up t . d . d' ova"' ln lca tors of movement in 
the desired direction. 

These distinctions may seem obvious. But in the field, how 

often does accuracy give a measure undue importance? How often do 

people rely on that which can be easily measured without thought 

of the measure's meaning? Proximate outcomes can take on a life of 

their own. Body t'v' coun s ln letnam is a most notorious example. 

Placements in the U.S. Employment Service were once defined as a 

job of three days or more. A disproportionate placement effort was 

directed to temporary J'obs in order t . o reglster a good "placement 
count." The relative simplicity of these intermediate outcomes 

can invite a mindless reliance on the availability of hard numbers 

and in the process driving out reasonableness. 

Implementation (Organizational) Assessments 

Implementation assessment is the label given to research-oriented 

efforts to investigate inputs and outputs. IO These studies, as the 

name implies, have concentrated upon the critic~l problem faced by 
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organizations (usually large-scale ones) in moving from a decision, 

to start a new program or modify an existing one, to having that 

innovation fully in place--i.e., operational. As we will try to 

make clear in what follows, this label has become too restrictive 

in that the field techniques being developed can be used in the 

assessment of organizational activities after they are fully opera­

tional. Hence, organizational assessment seems a better label, but 

we will continue to use implementation assessment primarily because 

of the historical background of the term. 

Implementation assessments are of relatively recent origin with 

most of them having been undertaken in elementary and secondary 

school settings. ll These studies resemble evaluations in that both 

examine what has happened ex post facto, that is, after a program or 

project is in the field. But the two measure different things. 

Evaluation efforts ask how much the activity benefited the partici-

pants. Implementation assessments focus on what the organization 

does. Assessments ask the extent to which a project adhered to 

its specifications and overcame political and administrative prob-

lems to become a viable activity. The key question is whether 

project inputs and organizational behavior have changed in the 

intended way. 

The major emphasis in implementation assessments is on organi-

zational behavior; that is, how people act in their organizational 

status or roles. Their behavior is shaped both by the internal 

resources and structure of the institution and by the external 

demands of the environment upon that institution. Of importance 

are four overlapping, but distinct, kinds of organizational behavior: 

1) what organizational staff members do with non-human resources such 
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as programmatic elements and internal organizational arrangements; 

2) how staff members behave with each other; 3) how they behave 

with staff members of other organizations with which their organi­

zation must interact in its external environment; and 4) what they 

do in treating those who are expected to benefit from their services. 

Such behavior is dynamic. This is crucial. The focus is on 

people in action. For example, we may learn little from knowing 

that a person receives counseling or from looking at the arrows on 

a chart that depict how services are to be offered. Until we see a 

counselor provide his or her services or observe how the process 

of service delivery actually is carried out, we have little or no 

indication of what is really happening. Hence the central concern 

of implementation analysis is with what staff members do when they 

interact with each other, with members of other organizations, and 

with clients. 

The study of such behavior often is difficult because individual 

behavior, even outside of the context of a large-scale organization, 

is complicated and is made even more complicated when organizational 

demands and constraints are added. So implementation assessments 

may ';nclude complex sampling designs, rigorous efforts to determine 

interviewer (rater) reliability where several observers are used, and 

sophisticated statistical techniques to examine the extent to which 

various factors contribute to implementation success. 12 However, 

even the most complicated studies generally emp10y three standard 

techniques: direct observation usually over an extended time period, 

detailed investigations of existing 

tioning that often is open-ended. 13 
documents, and extensive ques~ 
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The most important aspect of these studies is that they can 

provide rich detail about an organization's history and procedures 

and the behavior of its staff. Careful observation and questioning 

can yield information on the extent to which there is confusion, 

lack of clarity, or outright contrauictions in terms of desired 

organizational e aVlor; ow b h · h adml·nistrative duties are actually 

carried out; what the staff is doing to deliver services; and what 

is happening in the decision making process, including the extent 

to which clients and other citizens have a real say. 

In terms of the approval function, available techniques may 

·d tha" a proJ·ect is making no effort to do what yield strong eVl ence ~ 

h t ff t The claim is not that is desired or is fouling up t a e or. 

d · . . h ·"'mall differences but that clear present technique can lstlnguls ~ 

losers can be spotted. 

It is this softer, richer data which can expand the empirical 

basis for technical assistance, advocacy, and policy formulation 

that may offer the greatest potential for improving agency governance. 

Looking in detall at the implementation process should show whe~~ 

d d where organl· zations appear to be doing "the ad;ustments are nee e or 
J 

right thing. Even if one may not be able to generalize from the 

findings in the strict statistical sense, ideas about what works 

14 may still be useful in offering advice about changes. 

There may be some opportunities for combining information on 

. t Do proJ·ects with superior proximate outputs and proxlmate ou comes. 

outcome performance engage in certain organizational activities 

d · pro·ects? Particularly that are not found badly one In poorer J . 

if we have relatively rich detail on the program techniques and 

organizational processes being used by the superior projects, the 
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potential fur good advice may be quite large, 

Here a methodologi~al note is needed. Determining that cer-

tain techniques or procedures (outputs) are associated with higher 

proximate outcomes does not necessarily demonstrate that a par­

ticular organizational practice will cause particular outcomes. 

Projects wil: not be looked at before and after but only after 

they have yielded certain outcomes without using random procedures. 

Under such circumstances, statistical theory tells us that inferences 

about cause and effect cannot be made from this data alone. For 

example, it may be that the organizational activity that proved 

successful can only be carried out by competent staffs so that 

incorporating such practices in a project with a poor staff will 

not necessarily help. 

However, oVer time there may be real opportunities for expanding 

these findings. For example, if it is determined that an organizational 

approach has been employed successfully with conpetent staffs, then 

it might be tried with unproven staff or less able staff and changes 

in outcome assessed over time to determine the extent of usefulness 

15 . 
with these staffs. The changes may not bring lmprovements. How-

ever, even if particular techniques can be used only by relatively 

competent staffs, it may be that once a minimum competence level 

is reached, certain practices do bring better outcomes. Under such 

circumstances, there could be a strong case for extensive capacity 

building. 

We must be careful not to oversell what can be done since there 

are major problems. First, studies of implementatio~ like evaluations, 

require measurable criteria if there is to be a judgment about suc­

cess. Second, the precise measurement of complex organizational 
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observation and interview is difficult. Clearly behavior using 

Moreover, if the the results are often subject to challenge. 

to re late implementation process variables to study attempts 

al l the complexities that have made outcomes, we can get into 

final so dif. ficult and controversial. outcome evaluations 

these caveats, we think useful decision making information 

Despite 

can be 

obse rvation and interviews indicating in detail the gathered from 

organl'zation is trying to do what is desired. extent to which an 

closest t hing in agency procedures to imple­Monitoring is the 

Unfortunately, monitoring efforts in general mentation assessment. 

As Waller and his colleagues at the have been none too good. 

t offices are full of Urban Institute have observed: "Governmen 

have not been read by anyone except their 'monitoring reports' that 

authors. 

find them 

use such monitoring reports frequently Personnel expected to 

16 us e 1 e s s " ( 19 76 : 11) . Monitoring efforts in the past have 

in a static sense, relatively been far too much concerned with inputs 

d issues of financial accounta­low-level administrative practices, an 

That l'S, monitoring efforts have focused primarily on bility. 

l'ssues with little done to assess how an organi­narrow compliance 

zation's staff behave in broader terms. \ 

be performed with available tech­Better agency monitoring can 

niques. The main requirement is for people with sufficient in-

f b 1 Program substance and organizational issues depth knowledge 0 atl 

h h or not an activity is to make reasoned judgments about w et er 

moving toward successful implementation. 
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AN AGENCY INFORMATION STRATEGY 

We now need to tie together the present critique of information 

capabilities with the earlier discussion on agency management control 

and influence found in both this and the previous essay. Both 

discussions have indicated how limited is the ability of social 

agencies to exercise direct control because of political and bureau-

cratic factors. To use the Anthony and Dearden terminology (1976) 

presented earlier, the social agency is without a strong "effector." 

In particular~ grants-in-aid that provide operating funds to another 

political jurisdiction but charge the federal agency with management 

responsibilities make the uneasy partnership more amenable to in­

fluence than control. 

The difficulties of developing sound data discussed at length in 

the last several sections add another barrier to the exercise of 

strong, direct control. Again, in Anthony and Dearden's terms, 

the agency lacks strong "detectors." And nowhere is this more 

critical than in the case of final outcomes. Woefully weak are the 

available tools for asking if programs are working as measured by 

the yielding of long-term benefits to participants. The basic re­

quirement of management control to assess final outcomes is sadly 

lacking. Greater capacity appears to be available in asseSSing 

distributional and proximate outcomes and organizational performance. 

But even here technical weaknesses combined with difficulties of 

using sanctions hardly makes a solid base for exercising control. 

At the same time it is important to recognize that the lack of 

strong agency sanctions ("clout") makes usefUl information even 

more important in the contvol/influence game. After all, the abso-

lute ruler needs little or no information to command and expect 
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compl~. pnce. So useful information may be one of the agency I s only 

inducements to getting the kind of positive behavior it wants from 

local fund recipients. Information looms as a critical factor in 

sophisticated games involving bargaining (leveraging) and fixing. 

An agency information strategy needs to be cast in terms of the 

comparative advantages and limits that derive from these technical 

and bureaucratic/political realities. The agency appears to have 

much more opportunity to influence grantees through advice and 

policy formulation than it does through direct control measures. 

Here the softer, richer data of implementation analysis and assess-

ment can be crucial. 

We have gone about as far as we can go, however. The agency 

information 5trategy is part of the larger agency implementation 

strategy discussed in the earlier essay. And in both cases, it is 

not appropriate to try to spell out the strategies from a distance. 

Both are critical internal organizational tasks. And in the specific 

case of the information strategy, what information should be sought 

depends not simply on technical capabilities but also upon l'esolving 

other of the issues raised about the implementation strategy. 

At the same time I would hazard a prediction based in good part 

upon my personal experiences both inside the government as a policy 

analyst and outside as a researcher following analytic and implemen­

tation efforts in various programs and agencies. My prediction 

is that the emerging information strategy will be our best early 

indicator of the extent to which an agency has begun to adopt the 

implementation perspective. If we continue to see the same rhetoric 

about final outcomes and the same kind of unrealistic reliance on 
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management information systems of the past, this surely is good 

evidence of game playing or of basic misunderstanding. 
Information 

demands take on a concreteness not 
found in other areas, and so 

can tell us a great deal about the 
seriousness of the agency in 

pursuing the implementation perspectiv~. 
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NOTES 

1. If so, the techniques used would generally speaking be those 
employed in implementation assessment which is discussed shortly. 

2. Meltsner provides a useful summary of some of the approaches to 
the analysis of political/bureaucratic feasibility (1972:859-866). 

3. Since the two terms have the same meanings, I have substituted the 
term outcome (placed in brackets in the quotation) for Ouchi's 
term output in order to avoid confusion. 

4. The distinctions made by various writers within evaluative research 
create confusion for our purposes. In his review of evaluative 
research, Freeman distinguishes among evaluations (outcomes), 
process evaluations (inputs and outputs) and comprehensive evalu-
a tions which look at both impacts and proces s (1977: 18 - 51) . In 
another review of evaluation research, Rossi and Wright generally 
label all outcome studies as evaluation or evaluation research and 
then distinguish among process evaluations and implementation (1977: 
21-26). In what follows, we will never use the term process 
evaluation but refer to study inputs and outputs as implementation 
or organizational assessments and restrict the term evaluation 
only to outcomes distinguishing among distributional, proximate, 
and final outcomes when appropriate. 

5. The previously cited article by Rossi and Wright (1977) is a very 
useful review of evaluative capability. The authors provide a 
sound, but still not highly technical, critique of available tech­
niques and recent studies. Rossi and Wright seem somewhat more 
optimistic about likely payoffs from evaluative research than I am. 

6. If there is random assignment, the "comparison" group technically 
is referred to as the "control" group because random assignment 
controls for exogenous factors. As a Social Science Research 
Council committee studying experimentation has observed: "Random 
assignment of study subjects ... to ... control groups is the essential 
feature of true experimentation because it provides the best 
available assurance that experimental subjects (as a group) are as 
much like control subjects in regard to ability, motivation, 
experience, and other relevant factors (including unmeasured ones) 
that differences observed in their performance following treatment 
can safely be attributed to the treatment [i.e., the training 
project] and not to other causes with a specific degree of precision" 
(Riecken and Boruch, 1974:8). The Social Science Research Council 
committee volume (Riecken and Boruch, 1974) is a useful discussion 
of a host of conceptual and practical problems that make the de­
termination of final outcomes difficult. 

7. The differing dropout rate is referred to as "differential attrition." 
The problem is that such losses may not be random 50 that final 
results can be biased without analysts knowing the size or even the 
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direction of the bias because the people disapp~ared. See 
Riecken and Boruch, 1974:186-187. 

8. For a discussion of even broader problems of evaluative research 
that treats our inability to develop strong explanatory models 
that tie treatment to outcome, see Aaron, 1978. 

9. Project ratings are discussed in Wholey et al., 1970:25-26, 101-
103. It may be necessary to group projects together on some 
dimensions (e.g., unemployment rates) to permit fairer comparisons. 

10. For a more detailed discussion of the notion of implementation 
assessment, see Williams, 1976:267-292, especially 282-286. 

11. By far the most extensive of these studies is the Rand Corporation 
change agent study now reported in several volumes. This study is 
summarized in Berman and McLaughlin, 1978. Fullan and Pomfret who 
date the education studies from the early 1970's review a large 
number of them (1977:335-397). A study that deserves special 
mention be.cause of the careful effort and the useful reporting is 
the study of educational change by Gross and others (1971). Also 
worth noting is O'Connell's investigation of an effort to change 
insurance company practices (1968). Even though direct appli­
cations from business to government are usually hazardous, the 
reader may find this volume useful for several reasons. First, 
it contains an extensive bibliography on earlier uses of the field 
techniques employed in the study. Second, there is a valuable 
discussion of specification efforts employed by the insurance 
company, an effort infrequently found in government activities. 
Finally, O'Connell is able to obtain some outcome measures and 
presents an interesting discussion of output and outcome relation­
ships. 

12. The Rand change agent study mentioned in the previous footnote 
exemplifies this type of sophisticated approach (Berman and 
McLaughlin, 1978). 

13. See the earlier-cited studies by Gross and others (1971) and 
O'Connell (1968) for interesting applications of these techniques. 
In the latter, for example, O'Connell found a stopwatch extremely 
valuable because the changes envisioned involved people altering 
the amount of time they spent on tasks. 

14. Even if a good study design can be developed to support generali­
zation, time factors may rule it out. For example, if a single 
exemplary training project is found, will decision makers wait 
years for a testing out of the concept? For a discussion of 
these issues, see Wholey et al., 1976:283-285. 

15. Here I have in mind efforts to get people to try new techniques 
as part of the ongoing advisory process rather than a carefully­
designed experimental activity. 
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16. Very little has been done to study government monitoring efforts 
The Ur~an Institute study (Waller et al., 1976) is a useful . 
exc~ptl?n. It should be noted that the authors use the term 
monltorlng broadly to include outcomes. 
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APPENDIX 

IMPLEMENTATION ASSESSMENT DESIGN: 

HB 371, JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM* 

by 

Richard F. Elmore 

From early July to mid-October 1978, a group under the leader-

ship of Professor Walter Williams at the Institute of Governmental 

Research undertook the design of an implementation assessment for 

Washington State's juvenile justice reform law, House Bill (HB) 371. 

The project was sponsored by the University's Center for the Assess­

ment of Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention. For a variety of 

reasons too complicated to discuss here, it proved impossible to 

complete the project. But a substantial amount of conceptual work 

and field research was conducted, generating a number of useful ideas 

about implementation assessment. The purpose of this note is to 

report on some of this work. 

THE RATIONALE FOR IMPLEMENTATION ASSESSMENT 

Analyses of social programs have typically focused on outcomes 

at the expense of process. With the growth of policy analysis and 

evaluation in government, the central concern has been demonstrating 

the success or failure of social programs by comparing their perfor-

mance with their goals. These outcome evaluations have two serious 

limitations: they purport to give a summary assessment of program 

effectiveness, but they seldom describe the process by which programs 

come to succeed or fail. In addition, information on program outcomes, 

*Editorial note: see Attachment C for background information on 
HB 371. 
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by itself, does not tell policy makers or administrators what needs to 

be done to improve program performance. 

The purpose of implementation assessment is two-fold: 1) to 

describe the process by which general statements of intent (policies) 

are translated into specific administrative actions; and 2) to relate 

administrative actions to program outcomes. In other words, imple­

mentation assessment tracks the process of translating policy into 

practice and clarifies the relationship between administrative actions 

and program outcomes. 

INITIAL DESIGN WORK 

The group proposed to break the assessment design into four 

tasks: 1) Legislative history; 2) Start-up year activities; 3) Mapping 

the delivery sYstem; and 4) Outcomes. The product of the work ~as 

to be a document that could serve as a basis for a sustained and detailed 

study of the implementation of HB 371; the group did not propose to 

conduct the assessment, only to design it. The definition of the four 

tasks and the logic oonnecting them is relatively straightforward. Any 

assessment of implementation must take its point of departure from an 

understanding of legislative intent. One would not expect to find a 

clear, unambiguous view of the intent of the law, but it is possible, 

through interviews and careful examination of documentary evidence, 

to construct a detailed statement of what legislative actors had in 

mind. Passage of legislation is typically followed by administrative 

activity designed to prepare for the program. In the case of HB 371, 

a full year transpired between the enactment of the legislation and 

the starting date of the program. A description of the activities 

during this year is important to understanding how legislative intent 

was interpreted by administrators and how unanticipated problems were 
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dealt with, The process of implementing the law presumably results in 

the construction of a service delivery system. A bapic inventory of 

service providers and a description of their proposed relationship to 

one another under the new law is essential to understanding how legis-

lative provisions are translated into administrative mechanisms. 

Finally, all actors in the process--legislators, administrators, and 

service deliverers--have in mind cert~in kinds of evidence that would 

constitute proof of success or failure. These perceptions can be 

brought together into statements of intended outcomes, or program 

effects. 

The group felt strongly that an assessment design should be based 

on first-hand data from participants, rather than the group's pre­

conceptions. So our strategy was to develop a series of interview 

protocols that could be used to gather information from key partici­

pants on each of the four major topics (legislative history, start-up 

activities, delivery system, and outcomes). A single protocol was 

developed for the first two topics and a number of interviews were 

conducted before the project was abandoned. (See attachments A and 

B: "371 Fieldwork--Tasks 1 and 2" and "Fieldwork Protocol #1: HB 371").* 

The group's initial design work demonstrated some basic principles 

that might be of use to others. The first principle is that an assess­

ment has to be based on a fairly thorough understanding of the legis­

lation and the setting in which it is being implemented. There are 

no standard, off-the-shelf techniques that can be applied to any 

problem. We chose deliberately to base the design work on extensive 

*Editorial note: some brief discussion by Professor Elmore of 
other efforts in the study project has been deleted. 
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field interviews because we felt that the design would be useless 

if it did not reflect a detailed understanding of legislative intent 

and program operations. Investing so much effort in fieldwork prior 

to producing a design might seem inefficient, since the assessment 

that follows the design will also require extensive fieldwork. We 

saw pre-design fieldwork as a way of increasing the sharpness of the 

eventual assessment. 

The second principle follows closely from the first: a~sessments 

of implementation should be based, to the extent possible, on state-

ments of intent, descriptions of process, and statements of outcomes 

that come directly from participants. T!'le utility of implementation 

assessment depends on whether policymakers and administrators find 

it helpful in understanding immediate, practical problems. If assess-

ments are based on abstract constructs developed by analysts, they are 

less likely to be useful. Our approach to design put the premium on 

participant's perceptions of important issues. 

ELE~rnNTS OF AN ASSESSMENT DESIGN 

Since the development of the design didn't proceed to its con­

clusion, we have no tangible example of what an implementation assess­

ment might look like. From our initial design work, however, it is 

possible to sketch some basic elements. 

HB 371 is an enormously complex piece of legislation. It removes 

a substantial number of juveniles from the jurisdiction of the court 

and provides voluntary access to social services offered by public 

and private providers. It sets up complex procedures for handling 

juvenile offenders, including the establishment of diversion units 

and new sentencing standards. And, perhaps most importantly, it 
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substantially redefines the roles of law enforcement officers, 

juvenile court officials, and social service providers in the han-

dling of juvenile problems. The purpose of an implementation assess­

ment would be to provide information on whether changes in procedures 

and role specified in the legislation have occurred in practice. 

In purely methodological terms, the basic element of a design, 

once legislative intent and the structure of the delivery system were 

established, would be a sampling framework. This task would require 

an inventory of all the administrative units involved in implementing 

the law and some rationale for selecting examples of each for detailed 

interviewing and observation. A basic map of the delivery system helps 

in specifying which units should be included. But drawing a sample 

requires some preliminary understanding of expected sources of variation. 

In other words, the sample should cover a diverse enough collection 

of settings to allow for conclusions about variation in implementation. 

Some sources of variation are readily apparent: rural counties cannot 

be expected to respond in the same way as cities. Other sources of 

variation may be much less apparent and would have to be identified 

by actors close to the implementation process. The objective of the 

sampling framework would be a set of "cells" describing the important 

sources of variation that would have to be included in the study; the 

cells would be filled, either randomly or intentionally, with specific 

sites where interviewing and observation would be conducted. 

The other essential element of a design would be a relatively 

detailed set of questions, organized by role, to be asked of imple-

mentors. In each setting in the sample, one would want to interview 

a cross-section of actors whose behavior is important to the imple-

mentation of the law: law enforcement officers, child welfare caseworkers, 
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private providers, juvenile court personnel, etc. Questions would 

be constructed both out of the basic prescriptions provided by the 

legislation and general issues of implementation (e.g., how much and 

what kind of training were provided?). The result would be a composite 

picture, for each of the sampled sites, of implementation from the 

individual's perspective. One could look either at variation site-to­

site among people performing the same role or at variation across 

sites in relationships among actors. 

The important general point is that the assessment design should 

provide a relatively systematic way of drawing conclusions about site­

to-site variation and about the problems of specific actors in the 

implementation process. 

BASIC ASSESSMENT ISSUES 

Following on the methodological issues are some substantive issues 

that would have to be taken into account: 

Compliance vs. Capacity. Our first instinct is to think of im­

plementation strictly as ;'a problem of compliance: is the behavior of 

implementors consistent with the intent of the legislation? This 

question is a useful one, but it doesn't exhaust the subject. Any 

service delivery program relies heavily on the use of discretion by 

implementors--Iaw enforcement officers, caseworkers, prosecutors, 

and private providers all are faced with applying general principles 

to specific cases and their judgment is essential to the success 

or failure of the law. In addition, the delivery of services depends 

heavily en resources--training, staff time, competing responsibilities, 

etc. Successful implementation, then, is not just a matter of whether 

implementors are complying but also whether the organization of 
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the delivery system supports or undermines the efforts of imple-

mentors to do their job. 

Structure vs. Process. Legislators and administrators tend to 

concentrate primarily on structure rather than the behavior within 

structure. HB 371 mandates important structural changes: a social 

service system for handling status offenders, a diversion system for 

first and minor offenders, for example. Are we to assume that if these 

structures are in place, the law is successfully implemented? Probably 

not. The behavior of individuals within the structure has a great 

deal to do with whether the law accomplishes its intended effects. Law 

enforcement officers who previously detained juveniles for status 

offenses when they might have been suspected of more serious offenses 

should be expected to behave differently under the new law. Case 

workers, who previously viewed themselves as child advocates, are now 

expected to behave as family counselors. Diversion units, many of 

which acted as community social service agencies, are expected to 

act as adjuncts to the court system. Succes$ful implementation is 

not just establishment of a delivery system but change in the be-

havior of individuals within that system. 

Reform vs. Incrementalism. How should one expect implementors 

to respond to a new legislativ~ mandate--by taking their instructions 

from the law or by adjusting their previous actions to take account 

of the new requirements? We expect implementors to take reform on 

its own terms, without regard for the way they did their work prior 

to the reform. But there are strong reasons why this expectation may 

be unrealistic: the law's instructions may not be clear, legislative 
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intent may run counter to strongly-held professional values, and in 

the short term difficult organizational problems may need to be 

resolved.before changes can be made. Successful implementation is 

not just following instructions but the adjustment of a prior system 

to new requirements. 

These three statements are all versions of the same problem--the 

formal versus the informal aspec~s of implementation. On the one hand, 

we expect implementation to proceed in a rational, goal-directed manner 

with each person carrying out his or her responsibility in accord with 

the stated intent of the law. On the other hand, we expect serious 

problems to arise out of the complex organizational and individual 

adjustments to a new policy. An assessment should be sufficiently 

sensitive to the informal aspects of implementation not to view the 

central problem as simply one of compliance. Assessment should look, 

for each type of respondent, to problems in the use of discretion, in 

the availability of resources, in shifts of behavior, and in the pro­

cess of adapting old to new. In other words, assessment addresses not 

only the question of whether legislative prescriptions are followed 

but also how individuals and organizations adjust to new pOlicy. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

371 Fieldwork--Tasks 1 and 2 

Task 1. Legislative HIstory. 
The purpose of this task is to construct an analytic statement 

of legislative intent. The final product of this task should provide 
a chronological narrative of the development of the legislation. But 
in order to be useful in later analysis of the implementation of 371, 
it should also address the following issues: 

--Conflicting expectations among parties to the legislative 
process on the purposes and expected effects of the law; 

--Major policy issues not resolved in the legislative 
process (e.g., the division of labor between Department 
of Social and Health Services (DSHS) and private providers; 

--Areas of substantial disagreement that were addressed in 
the legislation, but could unravel in the implementation 
process; 

--Areas of substantial discretion delegated to administrators 
(e.g., administrative definition of 'crisis intervention'); 
and 

--Outright conflict and inconsistency between legislative 
provisions that could later create implementation problems. 

In other words, we would like to emerge. from this phase with a 
document that records the legislative history of 371 and provides 
an inventory of actual and potential implementation problems stemmir:g 
directly from the nature of legislation and the politics of the legls­
lative process. 

Interviews for this task should be conducted with representatives 
of the major constituencies involved in the passage of 371, including: 
DSHS headquarters personnel, legal services, juvenile co~rt probation 
personnel, prosecuting attorneys, police chiefs and sherl~f~, y?uth . 
service organizations, community mental heal~h centers, clv:l llb:rtles 
groups, legislative staff people and key ~eglsla~ors. The lnter~lews 
should provide direct evidence on the motlve or lnterest.of.the lnter­
viewee in 371 (why did you get involved?), what form th:lr lnf~uenc: 
took (mobilizing constituency support/opposition, draftlng leglslatlve 
language, lobbying, etc.), specific legislat~ve provis~ons they ~an . 
point to as evidence of their influence, thelr percep~lon o~ leg:slatlve 
intent (what's the most important single effect of thlS leglslatlon 
on the juvenile justice system?), and their perception of the expected 
effects of the legislation (what specific effects, on ins~itutions and 
clients should be examined for evidence of success or fallure?). ,. 
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In addition, there are a number of other issues that should be 
tracked when they are relevant to the interviewee: 

--Did participants have in mind specific operating programs 
as models for the activities mandated by 371? If so, what 
were they and what sort of information was available? 

--Generally, what sources of information and assistance did the 
legislature rely on in drafting the bill? 

--Did the legislature ever directly consider DSHS's capacity to 
administer the new authority granted under 371? 

Task 2. The Start-Up Year. 

The purpose of this task is to describe activities undertaken by 
DSHS between 7/77 and 7/78 to prepare for the implementation of 371 and 
to.descr~be the inte~action bet~een DSHS and the legislature during 
thlS perlod. Intervlews for thlS task will overlap considerablY with 
those for Task 1: DSHS headquarters personnel, legislative staff con­
~titue~cies (especially the youth services group). In these cas~s the 
ln~ervlews s~oUld.cover both legislative history and start-up. The 
maJor chunk ln WhlCh there probably will be no overlap will be in the 
~SHS r~gi?ns, but here there will be a substantial overlap between 
lntervlewlng for start-up and interviews for later tasks. This creates 
problems--for us and the interviewees--that need to be discussed. 
Basically, the interviews should trace headquarters development of 
administrative guidelines and policy statements, the regional planning 
efforts, and the by-play between the legislature, the departments and 
the constituencies over interpretation of the legislation. ' 

Some specific issues are: 

--How did the conflict arise over the division of labor between 
DSHS and private p~oviders? 

--~hat speci~ic evidenc~ is there of region-to-region variation 
ln the reglonal plannlng process? To what extent did the 
legislation and DSHS's initial planning anticipate this 
variation? Does it pose problems for implementation? 

--What has been the impact of regional advisory groups on 
planning for 371? Are there any specific effects that 
regional people can point to as evidence of their in:fIuence? 

--What has been the role of state-level offices outside of 
DSHS in planning for 37l? 

--Do the formal documents generated in the planning process give 
an accurate reflection of start-up problems? What problems 
have emerged that are not discussed in planning documents? 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Fieldwork Protocol #1: HB 371 

We have defined four tasks that need to be accomplished prior to 
the construction of an assessment design: 1) an analysis of legislative 
intent; 2) a description of legislative and administrative activities 
during the start-up year, July 1977 through July 1978; 3) an analysis 
of the delivery system, as it now exists and as it is planned; and 4) an 
inventory of outcomes. This protocol serves as a guide for fieldwork 
on the first two tasks. A later protocol will be constructed to guide 
fieldwork on the third task. And results of the first two tasks, plus 
discussions among ourselves, will serve as the basis for the fourth 
task. 

The purpose of a protocol is to focus, guide, and structure ques­
tioning. It is not as specific as a questionnaire, but it should be 
specific enough to provide some degree of consistency in data collection 
and some degree of reliability among interviewers. The questions and 
issues outlined below describe the exact form in which questions will 
be asked of respondents. In some instances questions will have to be 
elaborated or specified for particular respondents. It is also clear 
that questions will arise in the course of interviews which are not 
anticipated here; the protocol should not prevent collection of data 
on these questions, but we should keep a running log of new questions 
as they emerge. 

Task 1. Legislative History. 

The purpose of this task is to construct an analytic statement of 
legislative intent. The final product of this task should be a chrono­
logical narrative of the development of the legislation. In order 
to be useful in later analyses of the implementation of HB 371, however, 
it must be more than a simple historical narrative. It must also tell 
us how the politics of the legislative process and the provisions of 
the legislation affect the implementation process. In other words, 
an analysis of legislative intent ought to address at least the following 
issues: 

--Conflicting expectations about the purpose and expected effects 
of the law; 

--Major policy issues not resolved in the legislative process 
(e.g., the division of labor between DSHS and private providers); 

--Provisions in the legislation on which there was substantial 
disagreement which could re-emerge in the implementation pro­
cess; 

--Areas of substantial discretion delegated to administrators 
(e.g., administrative definition of "crisis intervention"); 

--Outright conflict and inconsistency between legislative pro­
visions; and 
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In addition, there are a number of other issues that should be 
tracked when they are relevant to the interviewee: 

--Did participants have in mind specific operating programs 
as models for the activities mandated by 37l? If so, what 
were they and what sort of information was available? 

--Generally, what sources of information and assistance did the 
legislature rely on in drafting the bill? 

--Did the legislature ever directly consider DSHS's capacity to 
administer the new authority granted under 37l? 

Task 2. The Start-Up Year. 

The purpose of this task is to describe activities undertaken by 
DSHS between 7/77 and 7/78 to prepare for the implementation of 371 and 
to describe the interaction between DSHS and the legislature during 
this period. Interviews for this task will overlap considerably with 
those for Task 1: DSHS headquarters personnel, legislative staff, con­
stituencies (especially the youth services group). In these cases the 
interviews should cover both legislative history and start-up. The 
major chunk in which there probably will be no overlap will be in the 
DSHS regions, but here there will be a substantial overlap between 
interviewing for start-up and interviews for later tasks. This creates 
problems--for us and the interviewees--that need to be discussed. 
Basically, the interviews should trace headquarters development of 
administrative guidelines and policy ~tatements, the regional planning 
efforts, and the by-play between the legislature, the departments, and 
the constituencies over interpretation of the legislation. 

Some specific issues are: 
. ! 

--How did the conflict arise over the division of labor between 
DSHS and private providers? 

--What specific evidence is there of region-to-region variation 
in the regional planning process? To what extent did the 
legislation and DSHS's initial planning anticipate this 
variation? Does it pose problems for implementation? 

--What has been the impact of regional advisory groups on 
planning for 37l? Are there any specific effects that 
regional people can point to as evidence of their influence? 

--What has been the role of state-level offices outside of 
DSHS in planning for 37l? 

--Do the formal documents generated in the planning process give 
an accurate reflection of start-up problems? What problems 
have emerged that are not discussed in planning documents? 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Fieldwork Protocol #1: HB 371 

We have defined four tasks that need to be accomplished prior to 
the construction of an assessment design: 1) an analysis of legislative 
intent; 2) a description of legislative and administrative activities 
during the start-up year, July 1977 through July 1978; 3) an analysis 
of the delivery system, as it now exists and as it is planned; and 4) an 
inventory of outcomes. This protocol serves as a guide for fieldwork 
on the first two tasks. A later protocol will be constructed to guide 
fieldwork on the third task. And results of the first two tasks, plus 
discussions among ourselves, will serve as the basis for the fourth 
task. 

The purpose of a protocol is to focus, guide, and structure ques­
tioning. It is not as specific as a questionnaire, but it should be 
specific enough to provide some degree of consistency in data collection 
and some degree of reliability among interviewers. The questions and 
issues outlined below describe the exact form in which questions will 
be asked of respondents. In some instances questions will have to be 
elaborated or specified for particular respondents. It is also clear 
that questions will arise in the course of interviews which are not 
anticipated here; the protocol should not prevent collection of data 
on these questions, but we should keep a running log of new questions 
as they emerge. 

Task 1. Legislative History. 

The purpose of this task is to construct an analytic statement of 
legislative intent. The final product of this task should be a chrono­
logical narrative of the development of the legislation. In order 
to be useful in later analyses of the implementation of HB 371, however, 
it must be more than a simple historical narrative. It must also tell 
us how the politics of the legislative process and the provisions of 
the legislation affect the implementation process. In other words, 
an analysis of legislative intent ought to address at least the following 
issues: 

--Conflicting expectations about the purpose and expected effects 
of the law; 

--Major policy issues not resolved in the legislative process 
(e.g., the division of labor between DSHS and private providers); 

--Provisions in the legislation on which there was substantial 
disagreement which could re-emerge in the implementation pro­
cess; 

--Areas of substantial discretion delegated to administrators 
(e.g., administrative definition of "crisis intervention"); 

--Outright conflict and inconsistency between legislative pro­
visions; and 
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--Assumptions made about the capacity of administrative agencies 
to implement legislative provisions. 

There are a number of ways to address these issues: asking respon­
dents direct questions, interpreting legislative provisions in light 
of legislative history, piecing together documentary evidence. The 
point is that our discussion of legislative history should be anchored 
on implementation problems. 

Interviews for this task should be conducted with the major actors 
involved in the passage of HB 371, including: DSHS headquarters staff, 
legislative staff, key legislators, legal services, juvenile court 
personnel, judges, prosecuting attorneys, law enforcement personnel, 
youth service organizations and other private providers, and civil 
liberties groups. The interviews should provide direct evidence in 
the following areas: 

Coalition Politics. 

--Which actors were most influential in shaping legislation? What form 
did influence take?--e.g., mobilizing constituency support/opposition, 
drafting legislative language, providing information, lobbying, etc. 
How do the major actors describe their interest in the legislation and 
their motive for influencing it? Can respondents point to specific 
provisions of the legislation as evidence of their influence? 

--How was the "reform coalition" constructed? Who was active in medi­
ating differences, building support, defusing opposition, etc.? How 
is the alliance between certainty-of-punishment forces and diversion­
treatment forces likely to affect implementation? 

Sources of Information. 

--Did participants have in mind specific operating programs as models 
for activities mandated by HB 37l? If so, what were they and what 
sort of information was available? 

--Were there theoretical arguments (e.g., the Naon paper) or empirical 
studies that influenced decisions? How were they influential? 

Legislative Intent/Expected Outcomes. 

--What, in the respondent's words, would constitute adequate evidence 
that the legislation was having its intended effect on families and 
children? What would the respondent look at first to find out whether 
the legislation was !!working" for its target group? 

--What, in the respondent's words, would constitute adequate evidence 
that administrative agencies and service 1?roviders were acting con­
sistently with legislative intent? What things would the respondent 
look at first to determine if the law was being administered properly? 

--What weaknesses in the legislation have been identified since its 
passage? How have they affected implementation? And how have they 
constrained implementors? What specific proposed amendments have been 
developed to deal with these weaknesses? 
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Administrative Capacity. 

- - Wl.1 a t interaction did the legis la ture have with sub -uni ts of 
~~~~n~Bt~;llegi~~a~ive process on ~he additional administrativ~S~~ad 
administrati~~ucap~~l~;~? What eV1dence was asked for and offered on 

--Did the legislature assemble evidence on the 
viders to respond to HB 37l? What information capacity of private pro-
offered? From whom did it come? was asked for and 

--At any point in the legislative process was evidence re 
offered on questions of administrative feasibil' que~ted or 
of administration, availability of staf~ ~tYd e.~., p~o~ected costs 
experience in other states with similar.Lpr~;~~~t~o:p~ne~~!~n~~~.~eqUired, 
Task 2. The Start-Up Year. 

T~e purpose of this task is to describe preparation for th ' 1 
mentat10n of the status offende d d' , e 1mp e-
between 7/77 and 7/78 - Th' ,r an 1verS1on P~ov~sions of HB 371 
activities durin thi~ ~s 1ncludes both d~scr1pt1on of administrative 
DSHS' 'I g per10d and documentat1on of interactions between 
enci~s:uv~~~p~n~~~~; ~~~s~~~~lta;~ew~~fislat~re, and,Pdrogram c?nstitu-
for Task l'"h h" " over ap conS1 erably W1 th those 
history and ~t:~~_~p1S ~~ t~u~i 1~terv1ews will cover both legislative 
of interviews for th~ sta~t-~p ~:~~~ areas represent the central focus 

DSHS Headquarters Planning/Implementation. 

--By what process were re?ulations and administrative definitions de-
vel?ped.? W~o,was respons1ble for c.ritical decisions ' , 
lat~ve prOV1S1ons into administrative translat1ng legls-
cat1ons? What was the nature ' gui~elines and program specifi-
lative staff on this issue? of lnteractlon between DSHS and legis-

~-What internal ~e?r?a~izations were undertaken as a result of HB 371 1 
l~T~~ t w~~~ f~es1?ons lblll tles ass igned for planning and implemen ta tion? ' 
~ther 1 s,ln 1?ersonne~ occurred as a result of HB 37l? Were the~e 

organ1zat1onal Shlf~s, changes of personnel, etc. within DSHS 
that were not connected W1 th the implemen ta tion of HB 371 but ]' h 
nonetheless has some influence on it? WI1C 

- - What sort of advice did DSHS seek from exter'nal sources in 
and,organizing for HB 37l? Who was consulted? What sort of l;~~~~,ng 
matlon was requested and provided? 

~~:~o ~ere the maj?r a~tors within the state government, but outside 
" ln the plannlng/lmplementation activities, and what did they do 

to 1nfluence the process? 

~-~hat p~ovisions were made,by DSHS he.adquarters staff to develop 
1n ormatlon Sources on the 1mplementation and effects of HB 37l? 
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The Regional Planning Process. 

--How was planning at the regional level in DSHS initiated? Who was 
in charge? Who defined the nature of tasks to be accomplished? Who 
reviewed regional plans? 

--Did any administrative issues emerge in the regional planning process 
that substantially changed DSHS's initial conception of how HB 371 
would be administered? 

--What specific evidence of region-to-region variation emerges from 
regional planning documents and interviews with regional personnel? 
What kind of regional variation was anticipated in the legislation and 
DSHS's initial planning? Does regional variation pose problems for 
implementation? 

--What has been the effect of regional advisory groups on planning for 
HB 37l? 

Relations Between Public and Private Providers. 

--How did the conflict arise over the division of labor between DSHS 
and private providers? Who were the critical actors? What were the 
stakes for DSHS and private non-profit groups? 

--How did DSHS initially decide to allocate funds and responsibilities 
to private groups? Was the Request for Proposal (RFP) preceded by some 
needs assessment process? How were funding decisions made? 

--How did differences in the nature and availability of private providers 
from one region to another affect planning and implementation? 

Overall, the rationale for Task 2 is to assess the role of internal 
organizational factors--leadership, assignment of responsibility, 
financial and staff resources, etc.--combined with external political 
factors--constituency pressure, interaction with legislative staff, 
advisory process, etc.--to influence the way the legislation moved into 
the field. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Background Notes on HB 371 

by 

Walter Williams 

On June 10, 1977, the Washington State Legislature passed a new 

juvenile code--House Bill 371. The legislation was signed into law 

by Governor Dixy Lee Rayon June 18, 1977, with an effective starting 

date of July 1, 1978. Much attention focused on this legislation 

because it was viewed as an important move toward some of the newer 

concepts of treating juveniles within and outside of the formal judici-

ary system. 

HB 371 is an extremely complex piece of legislation with many facets. 

However, two major aspects stand out. First, the legislation attempted 

to remove dependent children or status offenders (e.g., runaway child­

ren labeled as, incorrigibles, truants) from the purview of the juvenile 

justice system. That is, children who had not committed a crime were 

not to be passed through the formal judiciary'process. Instead, the 
',' 

responsible state agency would be the Department of Social and Health 

Services (DSHS), the state's superagency with responsibilities across 

the health, corrections, income maintenance, and social service areas. 

Second, those juveniles who committed a crime were to be held account­

able for their acts. "Punishment [was to be] commensurate with the 

age, crime, and criminal history of the juvenile offender." 

The implementation assessment design discussed in this paper 

focused only on the changes in the system relating to dependent children/ 

status offenders. The big change was in shifting a number of state 

responsibilities from the juvenile justice system to the Department 

of Social and Health Services which was charged with providing services 
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to juveniles either directly or through "contracting out" the variety 

of non-public agencies who provide counseling and crisis intervention 

services for juveniles. One of the most controversial issues during 

the planning for implementation and initial start-up of the legislation 

was how much service should be provided by DSHS and how much by other 

institutions with whom DSHS would contract. 

On October 7, 1977, the Division of Community Services of the De­

partment of Social and Health Services prepared on eleven-page "Overview 

of House Bill 371." What I will do in the remainder of this statement 

is to quote a few paragraphs from that document: 

HE 371 redefines the juvenile courts jurisdiction over dependent 
youth--that group of children who are under the courts juris­
diction because they have been abused, neglected, abandoned, or 
because they have committed a status offense (running away, in­
corrigibility, or truancy). 

Under H.S. 371, a dependent youth is newly defined to be limited 
to: 1) any child who has been abandoned, 2) who has no parent, 
guardian, or custodian, 3) who has been abused or neglected, 
or 4) who is in conflict with his or her parents, has run away 
from a placement decided by the court, is exhibiting behavior 
that evidences a likelihood of degenerating into serious delin­
quent behavior, and is in need of custodial treatment in a 
diagnostic and treatment facility. 

This new definition of a dependent child eliminates some very 
old provisions of the existing law which authorized juvenile 
court jurisdiction over young people for reasons that are 
vague, outdated, and even offensive. This revision, for ex­
ample, strikes the provisions which permit the courts to assume 
jurisdiction over children whose home "by reason of the depravity 
of the parent ... is an unfi t place for such child" or over chil­
dren "who are in danger of being brought up to lead an idle, 
dissolute, or immoral life." 

This new definition of dependent child narrows the juvenile 
courts responsibility for status offenders substantially. Only 
the fourth kind of dependent child can be considered a status 
offender. Juvenile court jurisdiction over truants is eliminated 
altogether .... 

This part of the new code evidences a belief that status offenders 
should not be handled in criminal justice ways and that the help 
that is to be provided status offenders in Washington will be 
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socia~ se:vice efforts to r~un~te a family and resolve famil 
confl1ct 1n th~ lea~t restr1ct1ve setting possible. After y 
many years of Juve~lle court history with the juvenile court 
as the ~g~n~y o~ f1rst resort for youth in trouble, that 
respon~lb1l1ty 1S transferred by H.B. 371 to the De artment 
of Soc1al and Health Services. p 

!he responsibility for shelter and disposition recommendations 
1n the past has been the primary responsibility of juvenile 
court counsel?r. DSHS personnel have been assisted in these 
tasks to va:y~n? ~egrees throughout the state. H.B. 371 shifts 
the respons1b1l1t1es for these reports entirely to DSHS personnel. 
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