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PREFACE 

This report was supported by the National Institute of Justice, U.S. 
Department of Justice, under Grant No. 79-NI-AX-0085. It analyzes 
results from a series of case studies conducted during the summer of 
1981 that were intended to: 

• Identify major factors associated with successfully imple­
menting innovations in criminal justice; 

• Assess whether features of the local system constrain the 
choice of implementation strategies; 

• Assess how, if at all, fiscal retrenchment affects the innova­
tion process and its results; and 

• Suggest guidelines for improving the translation of new ideas 
into local criminal justice practices. 

This report should be of interest to local and federal policymakers, 
as well as criminal justice planners, who must decide which innova­
tions merit continued financial support, and devise promising strate­
gies for improving criminal justice practice. Researchers interested in 
studying program implementation should also find the methodology 
employed in this study interesting. 

Preceding page b\ank 
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SUMMARY 

Policymakers have increasingly become aware that external seed 
nlOney can stimulate the local adoption of innovations, but not neces­
sarily their sustained use. This report suggests ways in which federal, 
state, and local officials might increase the likelihood that new ideas 
in criminal justice will actually be used at the local level. Based on 
case studies of 37 innovations in five states and eight counties, it 
addresses the following questions: 

• What characterist.ics distinguish successful from unsuccess­
ful innovations? 

• Do features of the local criminal justice system constrain the 
choice of strategies- for success? 

• How, if at all, does fiscal retrenchment affect the innovation 
process and its results? 

• What strategies might promote the translation of new ideas 
into local criminal justice practice? 

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS 

We defined successful innovations as those that altered organiza­
tional behavior and attitudes and made some progress toward achiev­
ing the innovation's original goals. While this definition implies a 
partial assessment of the inriOvation's final outcome (for example, suc­
cess or failure at improving officer safety or increasing the proportion 
of career criminals who receive lengthy prison sentences), it places 
primary emphasis on implementation success, actually altering local 
criminal justice pl'actice and attitudes, as a prerequisite for improving 
public service delivery. 

Using this definition, we identified the following characteristics as 
key correlates of success: 

• Sincere motivation at adoption; 
• Support from top leadership combined with director and staff 

commitment and, where appropriate, external cooperation; 
• Staff competence; 
• A benefit/cost surplus; 
• Clarit)· of the innovation's goals and proceduz-es; and 
• Clear lines of authority. 

v 
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With the exceptit>n of the first, each of these characteristics may 
change during implementation. For this reason, the implementation 
process also figures as a crucial factor. We identified the following 
strategies for producing the six correlates of success: 

" Producing multiple payoffs; 
• Ensuring key actor participation in planning and problem­

solving over time; and 
• Building in a flexible problem-solving process. 

The first is particularly important because so many criminal justice 
innovations depend on the concerted action of people from several or­
ganizational environments. However, success requires fusing all three 
strategies together with four corollary features: an evolutionary ap­
proach that builds on prior achievement, craft-learning that enhances 
staff competence, ongoing planning, and regular communication. 

This approach applies during periods of fiscal prosperity and re­
straint. Under fiscal retrenchment, a successful strategy for survival 
would follow the same ground rules. The main difference is that fiscal 
stress heightens the crucial role of cooperation based on a multiple 
incentive system. Fiscal retrenchment is not aU bad; it has forced 
local criminal justice agencies to make tradeoffs they might otherwise 
have postponed, and their decisions on which innovations to save and 
which to drop have typically reflected judicious distinctions between 
effective and ineffective projects. 

However, less positive outcomes have also occurred-outcomes that 
are particularly likely to surface when retrenchment is prolonged: 

• The tendency to impose incremental cuts on successful inno­
vations that cannot absorb them without suffering a severe 
decline in performance; 

• Impediments to full implementation that stem from resource 
shortages unrelated to the innovation's own funding and 
staffing requirements (negative spillover effects); and 

• The temptation to telescope the grace period allotted to 
adolescent projects for learning and experimentation. 

POLlCY IMPLICATIONS 

These findings suggest several implications for rnanagers of crimi­
nal justice innovations and for local, state, or federal officials who 
must decide whether to fund new innovations or maintain existing 
ones. 
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First of all, managers of criminal justice innovations can increase 
the likelihood that they will improve local practice by following the 
strategies for success listed above. Second, they should avoid three 
pitfalls: open-ended and symbolic participation (prolonged discussions 
unaccompanied by clear operational targets; soliciting but then ignor­
ing inputs from key actors), split authority (formally dividing major 
responsibilities among two or more agencies), and a compartmental­
ized and inflexible planning process (one that produces a too-detailed 
and inflexible guide for operations, and then ends as implementation 
begins). 

To cope with fiscal retrenchment, they need to distinguish between 
successful innovations that can absorb budget cuts and those that can­
not; and target risk capital to the most promising adolescent innova­
tions while withdrawing support from the less promising. 

Finally, we noted that one project did not fit our model of how to 
achieve success, because it exhibited all the characteristics of success 
at adoption. That experience suggests the possibility of two different 
innovation models: one that depends on how the implementation pro­
cess proceeds, and one that does not. Policymakers who must choose 
among candidate innovations for funding support need to distinguish 
between the two types and underst~nd what characteristics help pre­
dict success for each. We have suggested some initial guidelines for 
doing this; further research is needed to verify their utility. 

,_______________________ ..... ______ 1"""'---
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I. INTRODUCTION 

During the 1970s, federal efforts to stimulate innovative programs 
and practice at the local governmental level achieved hitherto unsur­
passed heights of fiscal support, but were followed by disenchantment 
with their results. Efforts to improve educational practice floundered 
in a morass of uncertainties about how children learn and how insti­
tutions change (Mann, 1978; McLaughlin, 1975); the ccnew towns" in 
town programs never got off the ground (Derthick, 1972); and at­
tempts to create jobs in the cities yielded only marginal results (Press .. 
man and Wildavsky, 1973; Van Horn, 1978). Successfully introducing 
new ideas into local agencies was more difficult than it looked at first 
blush; how, if at all, those ideas were carried out largely determined 
their effectiveness. 

Innovation in the local criminal justice system was no exception. 
Created in 1968, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's 
(LEAA) primary mission was to act teas a catalyst for the introduction 
of innovative ideas and techniques." It provided over $7 billion to sup­
port more than 100,000 projects during its tenure.! But LEAA died 
amidst critici~m that its mission had failed-that the agellcy's money 
had not fostered improved practice; that innovations that worked in 
one locality floundered in another; that funded projects never got off 
the ground or dropped out of sight once federal funds were withdrawn. 
(Feeley and Sarat, 1980; U.S. Comptroller General, 1978; U.S. House 
of Representatives, 1976.) 

These events taught us that the ideas embodied in innovative social 
programs are rarely self-executing. Although many innovations are 
adopted by local systems, fewer affect organizational practice, and 
fewer still become incorporated into the agency's routines (Berman 
and McLaughlin, 1978; Yin, 1978). Implementing new ideas turns out 
to be a complex process that rarely culminates with the adoption of a 
new idea, program, or material artifact. Instead of assuming that an 
idea's adoption quickly leads to its !tuse," we now realize that adoption 
is typically no more than a f;,rst step. 

This lesson is all the mor': imI>oriant in a period of fiscal retrench­
ment. The demise of LEAA, coupled with inflation, formal fiscal li­
mits, and sluggish economic growth, means that local criminal justice 

lLEAA was established in the Department of Justice under the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. For a d'.lscription of its missio!,\, see Caplan (1973), 
Rogovin (1973), Allison (1979), and U.S. House of Representatives (1976). 
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agencies have less money for adopting further innovations or sustain­
ing old ones. Now, more than ever, insights are needed that will en­
able targeting of scarce resources on innovations that are likely to 
succeed. 

Recognizing these problems, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 
sponsored a program of research aimed at improving the use ofknowl­
edge in the criminal justice system. Accordingly, this study seeks to: 

• Identify major factors associated with the successful and un­
successful iraplementation of local criminal justice innova­
tions; 

• Assess whether features of the local criminal justice system 
(LCJS) constrain the choice of implementation strategies; 

• Assess how, if at all, fiscal retrenchment affects the innova .. 
tion process and its results; and 

• Suggest guidelines for improving the translation of new ideas 
into local criminal justice practices. 

CONCEPTUAL APPROACH 

By innovation we raean an idea, practice, or material artifact that 
is new to the adopting agency-regardless of how many other agen­
cies have adopted it.2 We thus distinguisr innovation from invention: 
Innovation does not require tha'c the knowledge it embodies be «new," 
only that the adopting agency perceive it as new. 

Research on factors that promote or impede successful innovation 
has been dominated by two distinct perspectives: of adoption and of 
implementation. The former, which emerged out of the research and 
development model of knowledge uae, views innovation as a problem 
in developing and disseminating new ideas. It implicitly assumes that 
ccgood" ideas, e.g., those that have been scientifically developed and 
tested, are self-executing: Once information about them has been 
broadly disseminated, they will become widely used as a matter of 
course. Thus it views potential adopters as relatively passive users 
who, if they know about a good idea and judge it attractive, will adopt 
it and put it into place with minimal effort. What happens after adop­
tion is largely irrelevant to the study of innovations, since adoption 
and implementation are viewed as nearly simultaneous events. (Glas­
er, 1973, 1970; Havelock, 1968, 1969; Havelock and Lingwood, 1973; 
HIRIINIMH, 1976; Perrin and Johnson, 1972; Rogers, 1962.) 

2See Rogers and Shoemaker (1971); Walker (1969); and Zaltman (1979) for similar 
definitions of innovation. 
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From this perspective, the most reasonable determinants of success­
ful innovation are the information diffusion process and the char­
acteristics of the innovations themselves. How quickly information 
becomes disseminated should affect the pace and timing of adoption; 
features of the innovation that make it attractive to the potential user 
should promote both adoption and its successful conversion into prac­
tice. 

Research on characteristics that increase or decrease the likelihood 
of adoption has in fact yielded a plethora of such factors. (Rogers, 
1962, 1967; Glaser and Wrenn, 1966; Glaser, 1973; Havelock, 1968, 
1969, 1974; Zaltman et aI., 1973.) Despite varying nomenclature 
those most frequently identified are: ' 

• Implied benefits: The innovation yields economic or social 
benefits to the user and improves on the current situation 
(advantage). 

• Clarity: Both the innovation's goals and the operations re­
quired to use it are easHy understood and easy to learn (com­
prehensibility, complexity). 

• Compatibility: The innovation resembles what it replaces, or 
supplements or is consistent with user values, practices, and 
needs. 

• Implied cost: The resources required for adoption and im­
plementation are uaffordable/' e.g., within the adopting orga­
nization's fiscal and manpower capacity (capability). 

• Scope: The innovation's initial requirements for change are 
limited, e.g., it affects the behavior of a subset of individuals 
within the adopting organization, or can be introduced in 
stages or parts rather than requiring change across all tasks 
and organizational units (pervasiveness, divisibility). 

. While such features undoubtedly enhance the likelihood of adop­
tIOn, another body of research has questioned their utility as predic .. 
~ors of implementation success (whether the innovation is actually put 
Into place and used). As the federal government increased its support 
of new programs and practices in local service delivery, students of 
those programs identified numerous failures (and some successes) 
that appeared to be more closely associated with characteristics of the 
adopting organization and its implementation strategies than with 
the innovation itself (Berman and McLaughlin, 1975 1977 and 1978-
Ellickson, 1978; Fullan and Pomfret, 1977; Jolly,' Crei~hton, and 
George, 1978; Mann, 1978; Van Hom, 1978; Pressman and Wil­
davsky, 1973). 

They pointed out several empirical difficulties with the adoption 
perspective: 

! , 
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1. That the characteristics of social innovations frequently 
change over time, thereby obfuscating, if not eliminating, 
their utility as predictors of ultimate outconles (Chaiken, 
1978; McLaughlin, 1975; Rice and Rogers, 1980; and Weim· 
er, 1980); 

2. That the ((same" innovation often produces widely varying 
outcomes in different institutional environments, thereby 
suggesting the importance of the context to successful inno­
vation (Berman and McLaughlin, 1974, 1975; Chelimsky 
and Dahmann, 1980; Goodlad et a1., 1970; Nelson and Win­
ter, 1977; Regan et at, 1979; Sherman, 1978); and 

3. That rather than being passive consumers of new ideas, us­
ers typically have a substantial effect on what an innovation 
looks like in practice, thereby suggesting the relevance of 
examining their motivations and capacities to convert it 
from intent to reality (Ellickson, 1978; Hargrove, 1975; Yin, 
Heald, and Vogel, 1977). 

These studies gave rise to the implementation perspective on innova­
tion-an approach that views post-adoption events as crucial, and 
focuses on the actions and strategies of those who convert it into prac­
tice as the key to success or failure. Implementation theorists stress 
the importance of establishing that the innovation has in fact been 
implemented (albeit modified over time) and of understanding the 
process by which conversion of the idea into practice occurs (Van Me­
ter and Van Horn, 1975; Palumbo and Sharp, 1980; Radnor and Ho­
fler, 1979; FuVan, 1980). They implicitly assume that those who 
convert the idea into practice do not share identical rationales or ca­
pacities for implementation and that an effective implementation pro­
cess hinges crucially on the adopting organization's capacity to 
mobilize and build participant support, cooperation, and competence. 

Thus, implementation analysts have uncovered a different set of 
factors that enhance the likelihood of success. These factors, not sur­
prisingly, emphasize organizational and participant motivations, ca­
pacities, and strategies for accomplishing change (Bardach, 1977; 
Berman and McLaughlin, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1978; Eveland and 
Rogers, 1980; Ellickson, 1978, 1979; Chelimskyand Sasfy, 1978; Dab­
mann et at, 1980; Rosenblum and Louis, 1979; Wasserman et aI., 
1973; Larsen and Agarwala-Rogers, 1977; Emrick and Peterson, 1978; 
Herriot and Gross, 1979; Baer et aI., 1976; Gross et aI., 1971). Among 
those most frequently cited are: 

• Reason for adoption: Innovations adopted because they ad­
dress a pressing need or problem are more likely to succeed 
than those adopted opportunistically (to obtain outside fund­
ing or enhance the adopter's prestige). 
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• Support of key actors: Success typically requires the support 
of several key actors or groups: the adopting organization's 
leadership, a project director or Uentrepreneur" who guides 
the implementation process, and those individuals who con­
vert it into practice (variously called users, practitioners, or 
participants). 

• Organizational resources: Translating an idea into practice 
cannot succeed without adequate resources-particularly 
money and expertise. However, becauqe most implementa­
tion analysts have studied federally funded innovations that 
were launched with generous fiscal resources, they have 
downplayed the importance of money. Expertise has typically 
been subsumed under the category of staff commitment. 

• Adaptability and frequent communication: Adaptability re­
fers to a planning process that continues throughout the pe­
riod of implementation and typically involves modifications 
in both the innovation and the organization (e.g., the organi­
zational context undergoes changes to accommodate the inno­
vation, and the innovation itself is modified to meet local 
needs and requirements). Frequent communication is a corol­
lary feature of an adaptive implementation strategy. 

• Participation of key actors: Involving key actors in planning, 
development, and problem-solving typically increases the 
likelihood of success; frequent communication is also a by­
product of this strategy. 

• Staff training: Effective staff training typically involves a 
sustained in-service effort that helps to combine and inte­
grate on-the-job learning and fosters regular interaction 
among practitioners and resource personnel. Such training, 
along with local development of training materials and meth­
ods, has frequently been associated with successful innova­
tion. 

APPLYING PRIOR RESEARCH TO CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE INNOVATIONS 

Because of evidence that adoption of an innovation does not guaran­
tee its conversion into practice, our research design focuses on what 
happens after the decision to adopt a:l innovation has been made. We 
know that federal seed money can stimulate the adoption of new pro­
gt'ams or material artifacts, but we also know that criminal justice 

>~~_.& ~.~-.~~~~-~--~-~--------~-~-~-.~~.------------------------'---_ ...... ' ,----
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innovations often fail to achieve sustained use, improved practice, or 
replicability across sites (Chelimsky and Dahmann, 1980; Chelimsky 
and Sasfy, 1978; Comptroller General, 1975; Regan et al., 1979; Sher­
man, 1978; Wasserman, 1973; Weimer, 1980). Thus the implementa­
tion approach appears to be the most fruitful for identifying successful 
strategies. 

From this perspective, knowledge-use has not occurred unless the 
ideas embodied in an innovation are translated into practice. Levels of 
innovation success then rest on the degree of change achieved in the 
implementing organization(s) and its staff as well as the degree of 
progress toward the innovation's goals and objectives. To assess an 
innovation's effectiveness and the factors associated with it requires 
identifying: 

• Whether and how an innovation becomes a reality in prac­
tice; 

• Whether it brings about changes in the adopting organiza-
tion; 

8 Whether those changes promote or obstruct the innovation's 
goals; and 

• What features characterize innovations that achieve both 
narrowly defined objectives of implementation (changed prac­
tice or attitudes) and its broader, result-oriented goals. 

While we consider the implementation approach the most suitable 
framework for our research, we also believe that applying it to crimi­
nal justice innovations requires adapting the general perspective to 
account for the context and situation in which these innovations 
operate. This adaptation includes: 

• Paying attention to systemic relationships within the local 
criminal justice system; 

• Asking how, if at all, fiscal retrenchment affects the innova-
tion process and its outcomes; 

• Incorporating characteristics of the innovation itself into our 
list of factors that affect outcomes; and 

• Including progress toward the innovation's goals as well as 
organizational change as a criterion of success. 

Systemic Relationships in the Criminal Ju.J~·~ice Arena 

The local criminal justice system (LCJS) is notable for the frag­
mented but interrelated nature of its functions and the agencies that 
perform them. Instead of a single overarching criminal justice agency 
that arrests, prosecutes, sentences, and imprisons offenders, different 
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organizations have primary responsibility for different stages of the 
proces' Moreover, each agency has its own organizational impera­
tives and views of what the system should accomplish. The police are 
typically rewarded for clearing arrests, not for performing thorough 
investigations that facilitate prosecution. Prosecutors are rewarded 
for selecting uwinnable" cases rather than filing charges on all cases 
that the police view as worthy. Judges are frequently evaluated on 
their efficiency in moving cases through the system and do not neces­
sarily share the prosecutor's desire for obtaining a severe sentence. 
None of these groups necessarily places a high priority on what hap­
pens to a defendant after sentencing. The result is a ttfragmented and 
often hostile amalgamation of criminal justice agencies," each of 
which thinks its own mission is undercut by the ttcross-purposes, frail­
ties 'or malfunctions of others" (Freed, 1969). 

Nonetheless, the LCJS and its components are highly interrelated. 
The thoroughness of police investigation affects the probability of con­
viction. The willingness of prosecutors to file charges, press a case to 
trial, or settle it affects police attitudes about the utility of good inves­
tigations as well as the degree of court congestion and prison over­
crowding. Consequen.tly, innovations targeted at one agency 
frequently require the active cooperation or at least neutrality of 
other local agencies or decisionmakers, or affect the operations and 
institutional arrangements of other components (spillover effects). 

This interdependence multiplies the number of actors whose cooper­
ation is a precondition for effective implementation; but differences 
among agencies' organizational perspectives decrease the likelihood 
that they will all agree on the innovation's need for their support. We 
therefore suspect that mobilizing support for an innovation is a 
greater challenge in the criminal justice arena than in most other 
local service delivery systems. By examining how this is done, we 
hope to identify strategies that are partiCUlarly useful in criminal 
justice. 

Fiscal Constraints on Successful Innovation 

Most implementation studies have downplayed the importance of 
money as a determinant· of whether an innovative idea becomes a 
reality, but most of them examined federally funded innovations that 
were launched during an era of fiscal expansion. Even in these cases, 
budgetary concerns often surfaced when local agencies were faced 
with the termination of federal seed monies (Berman and McLaugh­
lin, 1978; Dahmann et aI., 1980). 
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When we began this research, local governments na~io~wide we~e 
experiencing fiscal constraints attributable to formal lImIts on theIr 
revenues, to inflation, or to sluggish econo~ies; and all federally 
funded criminal justice innovations were facIng another fiscal c~n­
straint: the imminent loss of federal assistance caused by the demIse 
ofLEAA. 

Innovations implemented in a tight fiscal enviro~ment probab~y 
suffer more severe resource constraints than those Inlplemented In 
fiscally healthy environments. Ag~ncies. in a. fiscal squeeze may 
experience a decline in morale and Job satIsfactIon that dampens en­
thusiasm for a new endeavor. Or they may suffer abrupt losses of 
personnel or other shortages that deplete the resource~ a~ailable for 
implementation (Levine, 1979; Pascal et a!., 1979). SimIlar~y, lo~al 
decisions to terminate or continue innovations formerly supplIed With 
external funding may depend on the sevp-rity of communities' need for 
fiscal retrenchment.3 For these reasons, we have incorporat~d the 
fiscal environment of the local community into our research deSIgn. In 
particular, we have asked how, if at all, fiscal retrenchment .affects 
the resources available for implementation and the surVIval of 
criminal justice innovations. 

Candidate Correlates of Success 

'!'he abovementioned adoption perspective assumes that innovations 
with the ttright" characteristics have a higher proba~ility of b~th 
adoption and successful implementat~on .. Indeed, ~hIS perspective 
typically views an innovat~on'~ conv~rsI~n Int~ pr~ct1ce. as a foregone 
conclusion: If the innovatIOn IS merItorIOUS, It will be Implemented. 
While much of the implementation research questions this assump­
tion that research has also concentrated on analyzing complex social 
inn~vations that have broad goals and unclear relationships between 
treatment and outcomes, and only tangentially, if at all, require ~he 
use of new technologies or material artifacts. Perhaps technologIcal 
innovations (those based on new computer techniques, advances. in 
laboratory analysis, improved radio commu~ication., etc.) share Im­
portant characteristics that minimize potential barrIers to successful 
implementation and thus reduce the importance of this stage in the 
innovation process. 

3 Although the scant literature to date offers competing hypotheses abo,ut what those 
decisions might look like (expedient crisis-oriented decisions that emphaSIze ,s~ort-term 
payoffs or careful analyses of the innovation's Ufit" with organizational reahtIes), mo~t 
observers agr~e that they will not correspond to survival decisions made under condI­
tions of fiscal largess (Levine, 1979; Pascal et a1., 1979; Walker et al., 1980). 
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Because of tfiU' possibility, we think it important to include the 
innovation's initial characteristics as potential correlates of its suc­
cess or failure. Moreover, many criminal justice innovations initiated 
in the 1970s have been based on computer technology: Integrated 
Criminal Apprehension Programs (ICAP) typically introduce or im­
prove upon the use of computers in crime analysis and patrol alloca­
tion; many police departments have replaced manual checks of 
suspects or property located in the field with computer-assisted iden­
tification; prosecutors' offices use computers for tracking cases. Thus 
we included ten computer-assisted applications in our sample of 37 
innovations.4 For this group in particular, we have asked whether 
initial characteristics of the innovation itself affect its success. 

Table 1 divides our list of potentially important factors into broad 
categories: characteristics of the innovation, characteristics of the 
adopting organization and its choice of implementing strategies, and 
characteristics of the external environment. These factors parallel 
those most frequently found important by both adoption and im­
plementation analysts. They also include characteristics pertaining to 
the LCJS and its fiscal environment that we suspect may be particu­
larly relevant within the criminal justice context. 

Defining Successful Innovation 

The adoption perspective treats adoption as the relevant test of suc­
cessful innovation; the implementation perspective focuses instead on 
whether the innovation becomes a reality in practice and brings about 
a concomitant change in behavior. However, because the latter ap­
proach frequently documents ways in which the innovation itself 
changes over time, e.g., is adapted to the local environment, questions 
arise about just what constitutes conversion into practice. If an inno­
vation varies from one institutional setting to another, how does one 
decide whether it has indeed been used, ignored, or altered beyond 
recognition? 

Our approach is to use multiple outcome measures that reflect the 
complexity and subtlety of the innovation process. We focus on organi­
zational change as a prerequisite for achieving criminal justice goals, 
assuming that an innovation cannot yield improvements in public ser­
vice delivery unless it first produces change in behavior or attitudes. 
But we also think it important to ask whether the innovation has, in 
fact, yielded progress toward its goals. Achieving change in behavior 

"These include four IOAP programs; three regional information systems that inte­
grate the records of several police departments or other local criminal justice agencies; 
and three computer systems designed to aid investigation, dispatching, or timely re­
sponse to field inquiries, 
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Table 1 

POTENTIAL FACTORS AFFECTING AN INNOVATION'S SUCCESS 

Innovation aharaateristias 
Clarity of goals and procedures 
Implied benefits 
Implied costs 
S cope of change 

Internal 
External 

QrganizationaZ aharaateristias 
Reason for adoption 
Leadership support 
Practitioner commitment 
Resources (financial, authority, expertise) 

QrganizationaZ strategies 
Frequent and regular communication 
Adaptive planning 
Key actor participation in planning and decisionmaking 
Staff training 

E:x;temaZ faatoX's 
Local government fiscal context 
External support 

and attitudes cannot suffice as the ultimate test of an innovation's 
success, simply because it is always possible that the original specifi­
cation of how to achieve a desired objective was incorrect. Vertical 
prosecution (a single prosecutor following a case from filing through 
disposition) may not be a route to higher conviction rates, but merely 
a satisfactory way of providing a more congenial working environ­
ment for a few career criminal prosecutors. Thus our measure of suc­
cessful innovation is a composite of three indices: changing 
organizational behavior, modifying the attitudes of those who must 
use the innovation, and realizing the innovation's goals (see Table 2). 

Changes in Behavior. The first indicau>r of succeSs taps the de­
gree to which activities required by the innovation were actually put 
into place. If no changes in activities take place, the innovation has 
been adopted in name only, e.g., efforts to convert it into practice 
either failed to materialize or were overcome by institutional obsta­
cles. 

Table 2 

DEFINITION OF SUCCESSFUL INNOVATION 

OOMPOSITE INDEX OF SUOOESS 

5 - Exemplary: achievements exceeded initial aims (highest score on 
all three indices) 
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4 - Very Good: attained all or most goals; implemented all activities 
and modified attitudes of all or m09t relevant par­
ticipants (scores of 4 on goals and actiVities, 3 or 4 
on attitude change) 

3 - Moderate: partial goal attainment, most activities implemented, 
some attitude change (scores of 3 on goals and activi­
ties, 2 on attitude change) 

2 - Poor: very few goals attained, some activities implem~nted, 
some or no attitude change (scores of 2 on goals and 
activities, 1 or 2 on attitude change) 

1 - Failure: goals not achieved, very few or no activities imple­
ment~d, no attitude change (lowest score on two or 
more indices) 

SUBINDIOES 

Ind~ of Behaviop Change 
5 - All requisite activities implemented and more added 
4 • All requisite activities implemented 
3 • Most requisite activities implemented 
2 a Some requisite activities implemented 
1 - Very few requisite activities implemented 

Inde:r: of Attitude (fhange 
4 - All relevant groups or staff modified attitudes 
3 - Most relevant groups or staff modified attitudes 
2 - Some relevant groups or staff modified attitudes 
1 • No relevantsroups or staff modified attitudes 

Inde:r: of Prtogpess in Meeting Goats 
5 - All original goals m~t; additional goals added 
4 - Allor most original goals met 
3 - Some original goals met 
2 • Very few original goals met 
1 m No original goals met 
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For example, innovative career criminal projects typically require 
defining what a career criminal is; implementing methods for screen­
ing cases and identifying career criminals; instituting early, more 
thorough investigations for career cr~minal cases; and carrying out 
vertical prosecution. Such projects may vary in their specifics (e.g., 
critoria, screening methods, thoroughness of investigation), but they 
usually specify that some form of the above activities must be imple­
mented. Some projects may also specify other modifications in behav­
ior, such as early contacts with victims alld witnesses, or access to a 
court set aside for career criminal cases. 

To measure changes in behavior, we ranked each project on the 
degree to which it succeeded in instituting the changes implied by the 
project's initial statements of implementation objectives. This proce­
dure allowed us to take into account the differing objectives and im­
plementation requirements of the various types of innovations 
studied. 

Changes in Attitudes. All of the innovations we studied also re­
quired changes in attitudes among those who put it into place. For 
example, both career criminal attorneys and police personnel have to 
believe that cooperation in identifying and investigating the cases has 
payoffs. Programs that offer community service work to offenders 
have to convince judges, staff, offenders, and the agency directors 
where offenders are placed that this alternative is worthwhile. Even 
such a simple innovation as tapping into a computerized information 
system for answering officer queries about stolen property or wanted 
persons requires convincing radio dispatchers and officers that the 
system is more efficient than its manual predecessor. Thus our second 
indicator of effective knowledge-use gauges success in changing the 
attitudes of those who must use the innovation or convert it into prac­
tice. We have ranked innovations on whether they are associated with 
attitude change on the part of all, most, some, or none of the relevant 
groups and staff associated with its implementation. 

Progress Toward Meeting Goals. Measuring the attainment of 
goals poses several methodological difficulties. First of all, it is simply 
not possible to establish links between a single innovation an~l very 
broad goals, such as lowering crime rates or increasing pr(lbli~ confi­
dence in the criminal justice system. Criminal justice agencies consti­
tute only one of the complex set of societal factors that affect criminal 
behavior or public perceptions of the system. 

Moreover, accurately measuring progress toward more moderate 
goals, such as increasing conviction rates for career criminals or im­
proving officer efficiency, necessitates the analysis of be forel after data 
that were rarely available to us. For example, while all of the career 
criminal programs we studied could provide information on conviction 
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rates f?r offenders they prosecuted, only one could provide compari­
sons wl~h a comparable group of career criminais who were prosecut­
ed routInely. 

Therefore, we have relied on a cruder approximation of progr.ess 
Where articulat.ed goals include both broad societal objectives and 
more moderate aims, we have ignored the former. To assess progress 
toward the latter, we have integrated information from two sources: 
those who. ~now the most a~out an innovation-the project initiators 
an? pra~tItIoners 'Yho put ~t into place; and statistical records and 
wr~ttenJudgmen~ Included In either external or internal evaluations. 
NeIther source YIelds the accuracy of a well-designed evaluation' 
~evertheless, they allow us to rule out the possibility that an innova~ 
tlOn has ~roduced si~i~cant, but counterproductive, change. They 
also permIt a crude ranKIng of progress based on whether most some 
very fe~, 0: none of the original objectives were met, and w'hethe; 
Inore obJeC~IVes were added over time and also achieved.5 

Composite Success Index. These three indices were combined to 
form a composite ranking of success where: 

• 5 = ~xe~plary (score equals the highest attainable on all 
three IndIces); 

• 4 = Very Good (score equals 4 on goals and activities 3 or 4 
on attitude change); , 

• 3 = Moderate (score equals 3 on goals and activities 2 on 
attitude change); , 

• 2 = Poor (score equals 2 on goals and activities 1 or 2 on 
attitude change); , 

• 1 = Failure (score equals the lowest attainable on two or 
more of the three indices). 

W ~ emph~size that this index stresses implementation outcomes 
(th? InnovatIon's success in altering local criminal justice practice and 
attItudes), and only crudely taps the degree to which the innovation's 
broader goals were achieved. 
Throug~out the report, ,!e ~enerally present a collapsed three-cate­

gory verSIon of the compOSIte Index: 1. High (scores of 4 or 5); 2. Mod­
?rate (s;ore o~ 3); and 3. Low (score of 1 or 2). However, because 
Inr..ovatIons w~th scores o~ 5 and 1 highlight sharp contrasts between 
ex~mplary projects and faIlures, we occasionally present the more de­
taIled outcome measure.6 

1 5~fi°te ~hat innovations starting off With unrealistic goals are penalized under this 
c asSI IcattOn system. 

6When implementation has proceeded over a long period it may be a ro date to 
as~ w~ethh the innovation has been institutionalized. Institutiona1izatit~ re~resents 
en urmg c ange: It may be partially indexed by a transition to local funds, the estab. 



.... ' --

\ 

14 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Uncertainty about how fiscal retrenchment affects innovation in 
the criminal justice arena argues for a study approach that is explora­
tory and qualitative, i.e., seeks to develop hypotheses rooted in an 
empirical understanding of the innovation process in criminal justice 
rather than proceeding immediately to a quantitative test of hypothe .. 
ses borrowed from other local service delivery systems. 

We have chosen the case study approach for this research because it 
has several features that facilitate exploration of a process that may 
change over time and has no clear end-point. Case studies allow one to 
analyze events that occur over a long period of time, to gather data on 
the perspectives of multiple participants, and to develop an under­
standing of agency contexts and historical backgrounds that may in­
fluence an innovation's development. Case studies also allow the 
integration of information from agency documents, news reports, and 
other written sources with data collected from interviews. In contrast, 
cross-sectional analyses of survey data or official records do not yield 
appropriate contextual data or information covering a series of events 
over time. 

Selection of Study Sites and Projects 

The data base consists of 37 case studies conducted in eight counties 
and five states-Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, and Mis­
souri. Several analytic requirements influenced our selection of this 
mix; we wanted to be able to: 

• Study criminal justice innovations in all four regions of the 
United States-Northeast, North Central, South, and West; 

• Compare similar innovations across different locations; 
• Analyze a broad range of innovations affecting different 

agencies and stages of the local criminal justice process; 
• Take into account potential effects of the local criminal 

justice system on implementation; 
• Compare innovations that were locally initiated and funded 

with those that began with external seed money; and 

lishment of personnel classifications and job descriptions that specifically include the 
tasks required by the innovation, and the ability of the innovation to survive turnover 
in leadership or staff (Yin, 1978). We have not incorporated a measure of institution ali­
zation into our index. An obvious indicator of a project's long-term continuation is 
whether or not it survived the withdrawal of external funding. However, since one of 
our objectives was to ask how fi.scal retrenchment affects implementation and survival, 
we did not want to prejudge the issue by assuming a correlation between success on the 
other three indices and survival in a period of fiscal strain. 

---- -----------.-
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• Compare existing innovations with those that had been ter­
minated. 

The first four requirements aim at expanding the richness and gen­
eralizability of our findings; the next two enable us to ask how fiscal 
retrenchment and the demise of LEAA have affected the implementa­
tion and survival of criminal justice innovations. 

To ensure coverage of a broad range of innovations affecting differ­
ent agencies and stages of the criminal justice process, we specified 
four innovation categories for analysis. These categories were derived 
from an analysis of LEAA-funded projects in 25 states and 100 coun­
ties between 1977 and 1981. They include: (1) programs aimed at the 
arrest or prosecution of specific offenders, typically Career Criminal 
Programs (CCPs) run by the prosecuting attorney, or targeted appre­
hension programs lodged in police departments or sheriffs' offices; (2) 
computer-assisted information processing innovations directed at im­
proving the efficiency of local criminal justice agencies' (3) victim and 
wit;ncss assista~ce programs variously run by prosecuting attorneys, 
polIce or probatIOn departments, private agencies or some combina­
tion of the above; and (4) offender-oriented progra.:ns designed to pro­
vide nontraditional alternatives to criminal justice defendants such 
as pretrial release, community service or financial restitutio~, and 
wo~k release .. T~e latter could be run by private agencies, probation, 
polIce or sherIffs departments, the courts, or some combination of the 
aboye. These four categories cover a sufficiently broad array of inno­
vatIOns to ensure that our findings will be applicable across different 
criminal justice functions and agencies. 

Selection of the final eight study sites and 37 innovations encom­
passed several steps. Using a combination of statistical techniques, we 
selected a representative sample of 100 counties in 25 states.7 We 
then collected LEAA profile data on projects funded between 1977 and 
1981 in each of the 100 counties.s Using this information, we 
developed a preliminary classification system for LEAA-funded 

. 70riginally we planne,d a ~uantitative follow-on analysis in 25 states and 100 coun­
ties. To ~hoose that combm!ltIOn of states and counties, we used sequentially controlled 
MarkovIan ~andom ,SamplIng (SCOMAR) to select tlfamilies" of counties in each of the 
50 ~tate.s, ThiS alg?rlthm allowe~ us. to ~ary the selection probability with county popu­
lation SIze, producmg an even dIstrIbution of county population sizes from each state 
:rhe s~cond step involve~ gathering add,itional,data on each state and county (geograph~ 
IC regIon, state, ~opulatIon, rate of serIo~~ crIme i~ the county, county per capita in­
come, and ethmcIty). We then used the FmIte Selection Model to select ~ representative 
sample of states and counties based on these characteristics, 

&r:he Profil,e system is a computer record of all LEAA-funded projects that includes 
such ~nf?rmation as n!lme and address of grantee, size of grant, grant dates, and a brief 
descrIptIOn of the proJect. 

_ .--.-----.-----.. --~--.------.!..--"-~----------------------------, ''---
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projects and selected the four substantive program areas described 
above. 

We then narrowed the potential case-study sites down to 10 states 
and 20 counties with potential candidates for study in at least three of 
the four designated categories. At this point, each region was repre­
sented by two states. This step ensured our capacity to compare simi­
lar innovations across regions while also allowing us to analyze 
several projects in one county, thereby gaining a more grounded 
understanding of local criminal justice system effects on the innova­
tive process. 

We had yet, however, to identify innovations that had been either 
locally funded at adoption or terminated after initiation. This process 
involved locating and calling informants in each potential site who 
could provide such information (criminal justice reporters, local offi­
cials, staff at state or regional criminal justice planning agencies). We 
based our selection of the final sample of 37 projects in eight counties 
on the requirement that each county have at least one locally funded 
or one terminated innovation. 

Basic Project Characteristics 

Table 3 shows the distribution of case study projects by category 
and agency involved in implementation. Among the 37 projects are 
nine victim/witness programs, ten computer-assisted applications, 
eight targeted programs, and ten offender-oriented innovations. In 
each county, we studied one or more innovations from at least three of 
the four substantive areas and at least one locally funded or terminat­
ed project. Nine of the total (24 percent) were locally funded at com­
rnencement and eight (22 percent) were terminated one or more years 
after they began. 

Project duration at the time we interviewed participants or, if ter­
minated, when ended, ranged from less than six months to fifteen 
years; the modal age was between three and five (see Table 4). All but 
one of the terminated projects ended within a year prior to the inter­
views, although one had ceased to function slightly more than two 
years before. 'fhe recency of these terminations reflects our inability 
to locate and interview key actors associated with projects that had 
disappeared earlier. Project age at time of termination ranged from 
one and a half to seven years; two of the eight terminated projects 
operated for less than two years; four lasted for three to four years; 
and two survived five years or nlore. 

At the time we studied them, most of the innovations had operating 
budgets ranging between $20,000 and $300,000. One computer-as­
sisted program was funded at approximately $10,000 and one offend-

17 

Table 3 

SroDY INNOVATIONS BY CATEGQ~Y AND AGENCY 

Innovation Category 
Agency 

V1cU./ 
1'1"0 eet 

OUender Targeted COaputer lIitne .. Oriented 1'1"0 rOil Allabted DAa Multipla SheriEt 1'011cII Courtll _Private PDs Probation Ilthtorb 1 X 
2 X 2 1,2 
3 X 1 2 

" X 2 1,2 
S X 1 2 2 6 X 1 2 2 
7 X 1 2 2 
8 X 1 2 2 
9 X 1 2 2 

10 X 1 1 2 
11 X 2 1,2 2 12 X 2 2 1 13 X 2 2 1 14 X 2 2 
15 X 1 2 2 2 

1 
16 X 2 1 17 X 2 
18 2 2 2 1 

1 
X 

19 X 2 1 2 2 
20 

X 
1 2 2 21 

X 
1 2 2 22 

X 
1 2 2 23 1 2 2 

24 X 1 2 2 X 25 
X 

1 2 2 
26 

X 1 
1 27 1 

28 X 1 
29 X 1 1 
30 X 1 
31 X 1 
32 X 2 1 
33 X 
34 X 1 2 
35 X 1 

1 

36 X 1 
37 X 1 2 

X 2 2 2 2 
NOTE I 1 • Operating 8gency(1c8) 1,2 

a 2 • Other participating ageneyeiea) 
The ter. "District Att " i d 

thb chief prolacuting a8l!:~eIor : ~:~y !~r~~~~:~ the report to refar to 

Include. city or c~unty dael proee.eing ctnter., the jeil. and the highway patrol. 

e~.oriented pro~am ~pe~t sl~ghtly over $600,000 annually, Within 
t e four categorIeS, vIctun/wItness innovations tended more toward 
the.lo,wer end of the distribution (under $100,000), while the eat 
~8JorIty of the targeted programs had annual budgets over $200~OO 
SIxty p?rc~nt ~f the computer-assisted applications fell in the middl~ 
of the dIstrIbutIon (between $100 000 and $200000) d 80 
the o~ d . t d . . t "an. percent of 

uen er-orlen e InnovatIons had budgets of $200 000 1 ( Table 4). . , or ess see 

Study Site Characteristics: Fiscal Context 

?f the five sta,tea included in the sample-California, Missouri, 
ArIzona, ConnectIcut, and Alabama-four have enacted limitations 

t' t 
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Table 4 

INNOVATION CATEGORIES BY AGE AND ANNUAL BUDGET 

Age a Annual Budget ($1000)a 

Category <2 2<3 3<5 5<8 8+ <100 101-200 >200 

Victim/witness 1 2 2 3 1 5 2 2 
Targetecl 2 6 1 2 5 
Offend~r oriented 2 2 3 3 4 4 2 
Compu:,er assisted 1 1 4 2 2 3 6 1 

Total 6 3 14 8 6 13 14 10 

aAt time of interviews (summer 1981) or when terminated. 

on local government revenues or expenditures in the past few years; 
the fifth, Connecticut, has not. 

California's Proposition 13, approved by the voters in 1978, is the 
most restrictive of the four. It limited property taxes to 1 percent of 
the full market value, rolled beck assessed values to those shown on 
the 1975/1976 tax bill, and limited increases in assessment to 2 per­
cent annually (except for newly sold or constructed property). 

Arizona enacted an annual growth limit of 6 percent on local expen­
ditures in 1978 (later amended in 1980 and 1981).9 Less restrictive 
than California's Proposition 13, the Arizona law nevertheless caps 
thE: resources available for coping with community growth in a period 
of inflation and rising municipal popUlations. In 1979, Missouri 
passed an act requiring that local government property .. tax collections 
remain substantially the same after any general reassessment, This 
act has forced local governments to rely :lnore heavily on sales tax 
revenues, which also are declining, Finally, Alabama's voters ratified 
a 1978 constitutional amendment decreeing that uall taxable property 
shall be forever taxed at the same rate"; coupled with an earlier 
limitation on total property taxes collected,lo this amendment means 

9Since 1921, however, Ari:wna has had a property-true-levy limitation that precludes 
budget or levy increases of more than 10 percent above the prior year's amounts. How­
ever, because Arizonian localities have adapted to this limit over a 60·year period, by 
itself it does not present a new fiscal restraint nor one that requires modification of the 
prevailing budget calculus. 

l<lTotal property taxes in Alabama may not exceed 2 percent offair market value for 
utilities, 1 percent for agricultural and owner-occupied residences, 1.25 ~rcent for pri­
vate cars and trucks, and 1.5 percent for all property not otherwise classified. 
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that property-tax collections may ri I ~ 
Alabama property rises, Alabam ,se on y as "he ,assessed value of 
restrictive of the four, a s amendment IS thus the least 

While Connecticut has no ov 11 t·· 
levies or state revenues, it is cera res rIctIO?S O? local property-tax 
linked to the state's decl" urrently experIencIng fiscal restraints 
taxes and federal assistan~~I:! t~on~my and its dependence on sales 
cut has no income tax and 'ts I pr=ry revenue sources, Connecti­
with inflation; as transfers I fr:~ e~ revenues have not kept pace 
declined, the legislature has had t 1e federal government have also 
squeeze directly affects criminal ?u c~~ th? overal,l bud,get. This fiscal 
because most criminal justice fun J fS Ice ll~novatIons In .connecticut 
and youth services) are funded at ~~~~~~:i~!~~ exceptIon of police 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Data collection activ't' 
1981. About three days ~~~: ::~~ condu~ted, durin~ th~ summer of 
ty prior to the field work' the i!te ~rr~ngIng Intervlews In each coun­
days per site. :r,."or each c~se stud rvIe~ng pr?cess itself averaged four 
sons associated with the innovati~n~~ I;~e~Iewe~ at least three per­
all, we talked to 186 persons, an av:rr:IeI~;~n or Imple~entation; in 

Because we expected individuals 1 ~ . IV~ per proJect. 
~ initiation and implementation t~ ~YIng d~~tInct roles Wit~ respect 
Information, We interviewed peo 1 ave, I erent perspectives and 
for each innovation: (1) head of t~ e OCCUi!Ing the following statuses 
e1" (if different from agency head) ::~eta~ In1 agency, (2) project lead .. 
staff engaged in translating the'inn t,at ?:st ~wo members of the 
in~erviews were arranged prior to o~;a I0I?- I e? Into. practice. Most 
aSIde enough unscheduled time to alIo an;val II?- aal~, but we set 
persons whom we identified on-sit w:or ~:ervlews WIth additional 

The interviewE followed a sched el as ey 1 onnants. 
covering the following topics: u e of largely open-ended questions 

• Project initiation and reasons for adoption' 
• Goals and components' ' 
• PI'· ' 
• a?ning and implementation activities and roblems' 

~~e~!c~grso:~eds (fund~nt g, authority; leade~ship and staff 
, , commI ment and expertis . xte I 

eration; and facilities);' e, e rna coop-

: ghanges in goals, activities, or resources over time' 
urrent and future project status' ' , 
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• Project outcomes (actual changes in practice and attitudes; 
perceived project success and factors accounting for it; com­
parisons with similar projects). 

Although structured by topic area and question, the interview 
guides were flexible enough to accommodate· differences in the type of 
innovation, the local context, and the perspectives of informants. 
Schedules for project leaders and staff were similar but adapted to 
their different roles. An additional interview schedule (usually ad­
ministered to the head of the operating agency) covered the agency's 
fiscal context, past and current priorities, relationships with other 
criminal justice agencies, planning and research capability, and deci­
sionmaking process vis-a-vis new policies and practices (see Appendix 
for interview guides). 

For each inr.ovation, interviewers also collected written documents. 
These typically included initial grant applications (where relevant), 
internal or external evaluations, annual reports, brochures, and forms 
used for conducting daily work or collecting statistics. 

All of these materials were used to rank innovations on the analytic 
variables. An important part of this process involved two separate 
validity checks designed to correct for any perceptual bias on the part 
of project participants: (1) cross-checking the information and percep­
tions supplied by interviewees holding different positions (head of op­
erating agency, project leaders, implementing staff, and external 
actors whose cooperation was required for successful implementation); 
and (2) cross-checking information collected during interviews with 
that contained in written documentation. 

STUDY LIMITATIONS 

The study objectives required an intensive examination of criminal 
justice innovations in a few counties. Our sample was deliberately 
constructed to allow us to compare existing with terminated innova­
tions as well as those that were locally funded at commencement 
with those that began with external seed money. However~ there is no 
data set from which one could construct a sampling universe of crimi­
nal justice innovations in these categories. We cho~e instead to begin 
with a list of LEAA-funded innovations between 1977 and 1981 (in 25 
states); to narrow that list down to 10 states and 20 counties with 
candidate projects in three out of four substantive areas; and to base 
final sample selection on our ability to identify at least one terminat­
ed or locally funded innovation in each county. Our sample is there-

:, 
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fore too small and too narrowly drawn to represent the nation as a 
whole. 

Nevertheless, our primary objectives were to illuminate the char­
acteristics of successful criminal justice innovations and to identify 
implementation strategies that enhance the likelihood that they will 
improve actual practice. Moreover, we have studied widely different 
innovations affecting different agencies and stages of the criminal 
justice process. It would be misleading to suggest that tabulations of 
project success or survival rates represent an accurate distribution of 
outcomes for criminal ju~tice innovations in general, but we believe 
we have identified common characteristics and strategies that pro­
mote successful implementation. The degree to which our findings sup­
port the results of studies in such diverse fields as education, energy, 
and housing reinforce this belief. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

Section II identifies six key characteristics of successful innova­
tions, while Sec. III discusses strategies for obtaining them. Section 
IV treats the etTects of fiscal retrenchment on both the implementa­
tion and survival of criminal justice innovations, and Sec. V examines 
the policy implications of our findings. 

i1 _______ ~ ___ ~I." __ ~ ____________ -..-......."_ 
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II. CORRELATES OF SUCCESSFUL 
INNOVATIONS 

Over half of the 37 innovations ~e studied qualified as highly suc-
ful' 11 of these (30 percent) achIeved exemplary status and 10 (27 

c:~~ent) ranked as very good. The other 43 percent were less success­
rul; 19 percent achieved only. moderate success, and 24 percent fell 
into the poor or failed categorIes. 

A T ble 5 shows no single type of innovation had a corner on 
ucc:ss aor failure. P;ojects that qualified as highly successful (~cores 
~f 4 or 5) are fairly equally distributed across the four cate~o~e:u as 
are those that had little or no success (scor:s of 2 ~r 1). ThIS In. ~g 
suggests that the substantive features ?f ~n InnovatlOn-:h:tfi~~I~t :~ 
a victim/witness project or a career crImInal program- av 
tell us about its ultimate results. 

Table 5 

SUCCESS BY TYPE OF INNOVATION 

Innovation Type 

Computer Offender Victim/ 
Assisted Oriented Targeted Witness 

Degree 
of Success No. % No. % No. % No. % 

High 5 50.0 6 60.0 4 50.0 6 66.6 
Moderate 3 30.0 1 10.0 2 25.0 1 11.1 
Low 2 20.0 3 30.0 2 25.0 2 22.2 

Total 10 100.0 10 100.0 8 100.0 9 99.9 

What, then, are the key ingredients of success? Our analysis indi­
cates that they are the following: 

• Sincere motivation at initiation; 
• Support from top leadership an~ each grou~ whose coopera­

tion is required for implementatIon and use, 
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• Staff competence; 
• A benefit/cost surplus; 
• Clarity of goals and procedures; and 
• Clear lines of authority. 

Within this group are three factors that tend to reflect preexisting 
characteristics of the environment into which the innovation is intro­
duced: motivation at initiation, top leadership support, and project 
director commitment. These attributes act as indicators of an innova­
tion's likely success at adoption. Thus, they also provide relevant 
clues for judging which innovations might profit most from external 
seed money. The remaining characteristics reflect features of the in­
novation or its implementation that typically change over time. 
These, then, constitute manipUlatable attributes, features that local 
criminal justice officials can strive to achieve through adopting and 
carrying out appropriate implementation strategies. 

Before discussing these characteristics in detail, we emphasize that 
there are no simple cause-and-effect relationships. The relationship 
between a single attribute and an innovation's success may in fact 
reflect the effects of another attribute on both. For example, a positive 
benefit-cost ratio may be associated with success indirectly, e.g., be­
cause participants are more cooperative when they perceive the inno­
vation as benefiting themselves. Moreover, support that manifests 
itself in actual implementation efforts closely resembles one of our 
three measures of success-achieving behavioral change among those 
who must use or implement the innovation. Al'though expending ef­
fort, time, and energy does not necessarily ensure implementation of 
an innovation's requisite procedures, the distinction is a subtle one. 
We emphasize, therefore, that these characteristics qualify as con­
comitants of successful innovation, but not necessarily as prior deter­
minants. 

Finally, the vulnerability of several key factors to mutation over 
time makes them particularly sensitive to the chronological period 
during which they were measured. Thus we have classified each char­
acteristic that tended to change at its most recent level, also indicat­
ing any changes in value over time. In the following tables, the 
numbers and arrows in parentheses represent the number of innova­
tions in each cell that shifted from a lower to a higher level of the 
variable after initiation, or vice versa. 

SINCERE MOTIVATION AT INITIATION 

Several stUdies suggest that innovations adopted to solve a pressing 
need or problem typically produce more successful implementation 
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outcomes than those adopted opportunistically (Berman and 
McLaughlin, 1978; Chelimsky and Sasfy, 1978; Wasserman et aI., 
1973). To tap sincerity of motivation, we looked at who initially 
sought to adopt the innovation, why they did so, and who provided 
start-up funding. 

Among the 37 innovations studied, 9 were both initiated and funded 
at the local level, while the rest started with external (usually fed­
eral) seed money. We label the first group as locally initiated and 
locally funded and have treated that initiation pattern as represent­
ing the ((purest" type of motivation at adoption. In the remaining 
group, several patterns of initiation emerged: (1) Local Initiation. Lo­
cal identification of a problem or opportunity that could be met by the 
innovation preceded the availability of external funding and local offi­
cials took the initiative in seeking outside fiscal assistance; (2) Joint 
Initiation. Federal or other external officials sought an appropriate 
site for funding the innovation and initiated contact with local actors, 
but the local agency had a prior interest in the innovation; (3) Reluc­
tant or Acquiescent Initiation. Federal or other external officials 
sought an appropriate site for funding and initiated contact with local 
officials who either passively acquiesced or reluctantly agreed to 
adoption; (4) Opportunistic Initiation. Local officials took the initia­
tive in seeking external funding, but their predominant motivation 
was unrelated to the innovation itself (the desire for extra funds, a 
hidden agenda that they hoped to pursue, but which was not deline­
ated in the grant application). 

Table 6 depicts the relationship between reason for initiation and 
project success. The first three categories reflect sincere motivations 
for adopting the innovation, with locally funded and initiated innova" 
tions representing the greatest degree of sincerity and jointly initi­
ated innovations representing the least. The last two categories 
reflect mixed motivations at best and opportunistic ones at worst. 

As we expected, innovations adopted to solve locally identified prob­
lems fared better than those adopted in response to external pressure 
or opportunistic motives. As Table 6 shows, 89 percent that were lo­
cally initiated and funded and 71 percent that were locally initiated 
but externally funded achieved high success ratings. Only one of the 
reluctantly adopted and none of the opportunistically initiated inno­
vations did so. 

Neither sincere motivation nor the lack of it is an infallible indica­
tor, however. One Career Criminal Program that was initiated by 
outside officials and only passively agreed to by the District Attorney 
has since generated his and the staff's active support and a highly 
successful record. In contrast, a community-service program that be­
gan with local funds and enthusiasm lost both fiscal and psychological 
support because it was implemented poorly. 
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Table 6 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY REASON FOR INITIATION 

Externally Funded 
Locally 

Funded and Local Joint Reluctant Opportunistic 

Initiated Initiation Initiation Initiation Initiation 

Degree 
% No. % No. % of Success No. % No. % No. 

High 8 88.9 10 71.4 2 40.0 1 20.0 
Moderate 3 21.4 2 40.0 2 40.0 
Low 1 .. 11.1 1 7.1 1 20.0 2 40.0 4 100.0 

Total 9 100.0 14 99.9 5 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 

Among innovations that were jointly initiated, the pattern is less 
clear-cut. In this group, 40 percent achieved a highly successful rat­
ing, but the remainder attained only moderate or limited success. In 
these situations, federal or state officials initiated negotiations for ex­
ternal funding, but looked for prior local interest in the idea when 
seeking an appropriate site. All three of the less successfu~ innova­
tions in this group are ICAP projects. Because of the complex1ty of the 
changes being introduced and the number of police officers involved, 
these projects typically undergo a prolonged. period of adolescence ?e­
fore attaining full implementation or matur1ty. Two of the~e look hke 
promising candidates for eventually moving into the high-success 
category; one does not. Thus, external funders who press an innova­
tion on a reluctant or apathetic agency appear to foster only moderate 
success or worse; but those who combine promotion with careful 
screening of local motives may achieve nlore favorable outcomes. 

KEY ACTOR SUPPORT 

In Sec. I, we noted that successful implementation typically re­
quires the support of several key actors or groups: top leadership, a 
project director who champions the innovation. and guides its ~a~-to­
day operations, and those practitioners or users who convert 1t 1nto 
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practice. We also noted i;hat many criminal justice innovations re­
quire the cooperation of people in several organizations.1 

This distinctive LCJS feature complicates the task of identifying 
just who those key actors are and makes that identification a major 
prerequiF;ite for success. As we see below- innovations fail when they 
do not satisfy this prerequisite. When they meet the prerequisite but 
fail the next step-mobilization of key actor support-they achieve 
mediocre results. 

Below we discuss the kind of support that is required from each of 
four central participant groups: (1) top leadership, (2) the project di­
rector, (3) practitioners or users within the core operating agency, and 
(4) practitioners or users from external agencies whose cooperation or 
resistance affects the innovation's operation. 

Top Leadership Support 

Among the 37 innovations studied, all but five were primarily 
lodged within one agency. F,'\r this group, we define top leadership as 
the head of the core implementing agency (e.g., the police chief, the 
sheriff, the DA, the head of a probation department or private agency, 
the chief a<klinistrative judge or his equivalent). 'rhe other five were 
operated jointly by two or more agencies.2 For these projects, top 
leadership consists of the individual agency heads or members of the 
regional board. 

We identified four top leadership roles: active, supportive, neutral 
or mixed, and detrimental. Active leaders spearheaded project initia­
tion and then continued to make key policy or staffing decisions or 
fought for funding whenever its availability became problematic. 
Supportive leaders did not initiate the innovation and typically dele­
gated key pclicy and staffing decisions to a project director; they did, 
however, uphold such decisions and support funding requests when 
their cooperation was solicited. Neutral leaders typically ignored the 
project but did not speak out against it, while mixed leadership repre­
sents a division of roles among two or more leaders-at least one be-

lVictimlwitness projects may require cooperation among police prosecutors and 
~embers of social service agencies, while career criminal programs ~ften bring police, 
Judges, and prosecutors into the implementation procestJ. Community service inn ova· 
ti?ns t.ypjc~l1y neceBsitate in\Tolvement by judges, attorneys, probation officers, commu­
mty agencles, and volunteer centers. Even computer-assisted applications designed 
sol:IY for prosecutor or police use may need the assistance of city or county data proc­
essmg centers. 

20ne ~ictimlwltness project had joint police and district attorney sponsorship. One 
computenzed record system, two targeted programs, and one victim services unit func­
tioned under the aegis of a regional policymaking board (of police chiefs in tht> first four 
instances and repr~.sentatives of the police, a private agency, the county r upervisors 
and the conununity in the latter). ' 
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ing active or supportive and one being neutral. Detrimental leadership 
occurred when anyone in the top leadership group attempted to un­
dermine or terminate the innovation. 

Active leadership at initiation clearly facilitates success. As Table 7 
shows, highly successful innovations are much more likely to have 
been the agency head's ((baby/, that is, a project that the head both 
desired and brought into being. Of the projects in which top leader­
ship played the lead role in project initiation, 80 percent were highly 
successful, as opposed to 25 and 40 percent of those where the agency 
head(s) merely supported or refrained from opposing the initiatives of 
others.3 

Once the decision to adopt has been made, however, an effective 
innovation can get along almost equally well with an active or sup­
portive leader. Indeed, the movement from active to supportive lead­
ership may well be one indicator of an innovationYs 
routinization-indicating its ability to survive changes at the top and 
to operate smoothly without continual high-level direction. But 
negativism on the part of the relevant agency head(s) or board after 
adoption signals both limited success and the innovation's subsequent 
demise. As Table 7 shows, all seven innovations in this category no 
longer exist. 

The subtle role of top leadership support or the lack of it is illus­
trated by a comparison of two innovations lodged in one prosecutor's 
office. The first, a victirn/witness project, was the DA's special project: 
Well knowa for his concern about victims, he initiated the project and 
hand-pick~.i; its director, directing him to conduct a citizen survey 
that would facilitate designing a program tailored to victim concerns. 
Over time, he successfully supported state legislation facilitating 
more efficient property return and encouraged the program's expan­
sion to include counselling and referral services for special groups. 
His successor, an attorney who had served under him for more than a 
decade, has continued to accord the program high priority. 

In contrast, the same DA was pressured by state officials to start a 
Career Criminal Program (with external funding) to which he reluc­
tantly agreed. While he hand-picked this program's director as well, 
he did not actively encourage its expansion nor ensure staff continui­
ty. After two years, the entire staff and its director were replaced by a 

3Note that we observed no innovations that began under agency heads who were 
actively opposed to their adoption. However, lower-level staff can succeed in ipitiating 
new practices when a single agency head is supportive or neutral at adoption-or when 
multiple top leaders are split between neutral and supportive postures. This kind of 
initiation from below is particularly likely when the innovation starts out with external 
seed money: All of the innovations that started under supportive Of neutral top leader­
ship began with federal or state funding. 
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Table 7 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY EARLY AND LATER Top LEADERSHIP SUPPORT 

Nature of Support 

Neutral/ 
Active Support:l.ve Mixed Detrimental 

Degree 
of Success No. % No. % No. % No. % 

At Adoption 

High 15 78.9 2 25.0 4 40.0 
Moderate 2 10.5 4 50.0 1 10.0 
Low 2 10.5 2 25.0 5 50.0 

Total 19 99.9 8 100.0 10 100.0 

Post-Adoption 

High 11 91.7 10 76.9 --b 
Moderate 1 8.3 2 15.4 3a 60.0 Ib 14.3 
Low 1 7.7 2 40.0 6 85.7 

Total 12 100.0 13 100.0 5 100.0 7 100.0 

NOTE: Later top leadership support was measured at time of 
fieldwork or, if project had been terminated, just prior to 
termination. 

a One of these projects was terminated. 
b Projects have been terminated. 

new team, a major turnover that presaged a drop in staff commitment 
and expertise plus a corresponding decline in both the quality and the 
quantity of implementation activities. This program is now only mod­
erately effective, a situation that the new DA, who shares his prede­
cessor's less than enthusiastic view of the program, is unlikely to 
change." 

"A similar comparison can be made between two of the alternatives to incarceration 
programs we examined. In the successful (and continuing) program, the agency head 
refers to it as one of his top priorities. He feels the project exemplifies probation services 
at their best--screening offenders according to risk, actively pursuing employment for 
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As we can see by comparing early and later support, leadership 
response to an innovation frequently changes over time. The seven 
innovations that ended because agency heads were oppose(i to con­
tinuation nonetheless began under more positive auspice~mixed 
(5), supportive (1), or active (1) leadership. Moreover, of the five that 
experienced neutral or :..nixed support post-adoption, only one started 
out at that level. The other four originally received more enthusiastic 
leadership support but lost it over time. 

In part, shifts in top leadership support reflect changes in who 
heads the implementing agency or policymaking board. Indeed, the 
majority (57 percent) of innovations in our sample experienced top 
leadership turnover between initiation and the time we studied them. 
Nevertheless, turnover did not automatically lead to change in top 
leadership attitudes, much less to a downturn. Of 21 innovations that 
experienced turnover, 38 percent maintained the level of leadership 
support they started with, 10 percent garnered stronger support, and 
33 percent experienced erosion.5 

Thus, maintaining supportive leadership at the top is an important 
ingredient that leadership turnover does not necessarily erode. More­
over, it was our perception that the task of convincing a new agency 
head that the innovation is worthwhile and deserves backing typical­
ly rests with the project director and staff.-and that depends on how 
energetically and capably they carry out implementation activities. 

Project Director Commitment 

Committed project directors enthusiasti.cally endorse the innovation 
and energetically guide the 1J0nversion into practic~, They typically 
produce successful innovaticlns. Among the 21 most efn~ctive projects, 
19 (or 90 percent) had highly committed project directors; of 22 
projects with highly committed directors, 86 percent also ranked as 
highly successful. (See Table 8.) Low commitment is most frequently 
associated with low success, whereas moderate commitment appears 
to produce a relatively equal distribution across the success continu­
um. 

those who can remain in the community, and providing a broad array of backup ser­
vices. Additionally, he sees the program as beneficial in terms of reducing the costs 
associated with overcrowded jails. In another county, the agency head sees a similar 
program as dearly tangential to probation services. He has repeatedly reduced the staff 
associated with the program, so that the program exists at a bare-bones level. His staff 
arC! similarly uncommitted to the program, and anticipate that it will be terminated 
within the next year. 

5Nineteen percent shifted from active to supportive leadership, but, as we have seen, 
either is consistent with successful innovation after adoption. 

---- ,-,------.--.. --~------ ---------"-~---------------------------



.4 i 

30 

Table 8 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY PROJECT DIRECTOR COMMITMENT 

Degree of Project Director Commitment 

High Moderate Low 

Degree No. that No. that No. that 
of Success No. r. Changed No. r. Changed no. % Changed 

High 19 86.4 (3+) 2 25.0 
Moderate 2 9.1 (2+) 3 37.5 (1+,1+) 2 28.6 
Low 1 4.5 3 37.5 (240) 5 71.4 

Total 22 100.0 (5) 8 100.0 (4) 7 100.0 

NOTE: Director commitment was measured at the time of fieldwork or, 
if project had been terminated, just prior to termination. Numbers in 
parentheses represent the number of projects that started under differ­
ent commitment conditions and the direction of the change after imple­
mentation commenced. 

(2+) 
(5-1-) 

(7) 

The difference between committed and apathetic project leadership 
shows up in the contrasting experience of two Career Criminal 
Projects. One CCP director truly believes in Uputting these bad guys 
away;" he puts in considerable overtime necessary to carry out his 
administrative duties, keeps in constant touch with the po: :ce who 
screen and investigate cases and the judge who assigns them to specif­
ic courtrooms, always knows the status of the team's cases, and con­
tinually looks for ways to improve the team's effectiveness. His 
dedication inspires the other CCP staff members. In contrast, his un­
committed counterpart in another county thinks the program is tta 
good idea," but expects to rotate out of it eventually. He lets the ad­
ministrative work slide, believes police screening of cases ctis more 
trouble than it's worth," and has dropped several procedures institut­
ed by his predecessor because of the extra effort they require, rather 
than an objective assessment of their effectiveness. His staff is simi­
larly uncommitted to the program. 

While enthusiasm and energy are hallmarks of the committed 
project leader, both can quickly fade when top leadership support is 
lacking for an extended period of time. For example, one victim/wit­
ness project lodged in a DA's office experienced a shift in its funding 
source and is now answerable to both the DA and the state board that 
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finances it. While the DA continues to be supportive, the boar,t now 
requires the director to seek renewal of fiscal support every six 
months; in this uncertain environment, his ;-oncems about the stabili­
ty of his job have understandably dampened the energy he formerly 
devoted to implementation. 

In our sample, all but one project characterized by mixed, neutral, 
or negative top-leadership support lacked a highly committed project 
director. And the more frequent tCcausal" sequence involves a decline 
in the director's enthusiasm following ambiguous or hostile behavior 
on the part of the top leadership. In one case, however, the precipitat­
ing behavior came from the project leader, whose ineffectual and apa­
thetic direction lost the agency head's confidence.6 

Moreove:t~ while top leadership can shift from active to supportive 
without jeopardizing success, stability in project director commitment 
appears to improve the chances of success. Among the highly success­
ful innovations, 16 (or 76 percent) began operating with enthusiastic 
project leaders whose commitmsnt remained stable over time. Among 
the 9 less successful innovations, all but 2 also experienced a decline 
in leader morale and activity. 

Successfully overcoming a crisis in project leader morale is not un­
heard of, but its occurrence is rare and typically associated with a 
change in who occupies the role. Thus, one highly successful regional 
police records project suffered a period of turbulence when its survival 
was in grave doubt. Its director, who was hampered by lack of author­
ity and inability to cope with the different demands of mUltiple police 
departments, had lost all confidence in his capacity to get the system 
implemented. The staff was equally demoralized. Only when a new 
project director was brought in (and the split authority system 
changed to a more integrated structure) did the staff acquire a 
renewed sense of purpose, the police departments begin resolving 
their differences, and implementation get under way. 

'rhis example underlines the key role of the project director in de­
veloping and maintaining staff commitment. As the project leader's 
commitment is bolstered by top leadership support, staff tommitment 
typically reflects the project leader's posture. When he exhibits high 
enthusiasm and effort, the staff usually does so as well. But when the 

6It is also true that a committed project direcl;or and staff can stave off the potential 
loss of support implicit in a change at the top leadership level and, in some cases 
convert an initially mixed or neutral stance on the part of the new agency head or board 
to a more active or supportive posture. Nevertheless, whatever the causal relationship 
between director and top leadership support, the combination of an apathetic project 
director with a wavering or hostile agency head typically precludes successful innova­
tion. 
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director's coml'llitment wavers, a decline in staff effort and morale 
typically follows. 

Staff Commitment and Competence 

By project staff, we mean all those within the core operating agency 
whose cooperation is required for translating the innovative idea into 
practice and, in the case of computer-based information systems, oper­
ating the system and using its prodacts. Although we .disc~ss staff 
and director support separately, the reader should keep In mInd that 
staff commitment frequently includes an assessment of director com­
mitment as well-particularly when the director undertakes many of 
the activities also carried out by other staff without that title. 

Support at the operating level manifests itself in attitudinal and 
behavioral commitment-acceptance of the innovation and corre­
spondingly active efforts to make the innovation ((work." As Table 9 
shows, without practitioner commitment the innovation p~ocess 
breaks down. Not one innovation implemented in an uncooperatIve or 
apathetic agency environment (low commitment) achieved high suc­
cess, whereas 90 percent of those generating high commitment did so. 

As Table 9 also indicates, high levels of practitioner commitment do 
not typically characterize criminal justice innovations at the outset. 
Fully 17 of the 19 projects that achieved high commitment over time 

Table 9 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY STAFF COMMITMENT 

Degree of Staff Commitment 

High Moderate Low 

Degree No. that No. that No. that 
of Success No. % Changed No. % Changed No. % Changed 

High 17 89.5 (15t) 4 36.4 
Moderate 2 10.5 (2+) 3 27.2 (It,H) 2 28.6 
Low '" 

36.4 (24-) 5 71.4 

Total 19 100.0 (17) 11 100.0 (4) 7 100.0 

NOTE: Staff commitment was measured at time of fieldwork or, if project 
had been terminated, just prior to termination. Numbers in parentheses 
represent the number of projects that started under different commitment 
conditions and the direction of the change after iwplementation commenced. 

(2+) 
(4+) 

(6) 
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started out at moderate or low levels. Commitment can also be lost 
over time: Of the 7 innovations manifesting low commitment, 6 suf­
fered a decline in both morale and effort during the implementation 
process, a decline that signalled reductions in both the quality and 
quantity of implementation activities. 

Two exemplary community service programs illustrate high com­
mitment. In both, considerable emphasis is placed on ensuring the 
project's credibility and effectiveness by the project director and core 
implementing staff who screen, place, and monitor participating of­
fenders. They have learned and adapted to the varying requirements 
and biases of different judges and prosecuting attorneys and they take 
into account agency restrictions on ttacceptable" placements, carefully 
screening their clients and placing them in positions where both the 
clients and the receiving agency will feel comfortable. Moreover, they 
check on and counsel clients who miss their workdays or do not per­
form to the agency's satisfaction. In the process, they continually ex­
pand their job skills, identify weak links in the implementation chain, 
and institute new or modified procedures that promote smooth oper­
ations. 

This example also shows the close relationship between staff com­
mitment and competence-the ability to mobilize support, clarify what 
it takes to implement the innovation, and resolve problems. Theoreti­
cally, commitment without skill could produce misdirected or ineffec­
tual activity; in our fieldwork, however, the two invariably went 
together. If they lacked it at initiation, committed staff developed 
competence over time-learning how to provide payoffs to other actors 
and reduce the costs of cooperation, clarifying goals and procedures, 
and identifying and resolving implementation problems. Uncommit­
ted staff displayed lower levels of competence even if they ((looked 
good" on paper; they typically overlooked or ignored procedural or 
motivational problems and failed to clarify ambiguous goals and au­
thority. 

Unraveling which comes first, commitment or competence, is not an 
easy matter. Our observations in the field suggest that the two in­
teract. Once they have agreed to participate, competent professionals 
are frequently committed to making a project work. And all the exem­
plary innovations in our sample recruited staff with relevant experi­
ence (though not necessarily higher educational degrees or knowledge 
of the criminal justice process). Nevertheless, we noted several in­
stances where competent staff lost motivation and subsequently 
downgraded the quality of their work. These cases typically followed 
the loss of an enthusiastic project director or a decline in his motiva­
tion that was attributable to top leadership vacillation or hostility. 

_. - ~-~-~~-""",,~~--"--~.~~---------"-------------------~-----------------' ..... ""--,--
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We also noted cases where the inability to diagnose project difficul­
ties and resolve them took its toll on staff morale. For example, one 
community work program began with a staff that believed in the pro­
gram, but utterly failed to translate that belief into appropriate ac­
tion. Having no sense of the need to build support among the agencies 
in which offenders were placed, they failed to implement screening 
criteria, monitor offender performance, or respond to agency com­
plaints. Not surprisingly. the project soon ran out of agencies willing 
to accept offenders. Both leadership support and staff morale plum­
meted and the project was ultimately terminated. 

Staff competence is clearly an important correlate of success. More­
over, in successful innovations, staff capacity to mobilize support and 
identify and resolve implementation problems builds over time. It 
does so because criminal justice innovations typically encounter con­
straints and opportunities that are peculiar to the local environment 
in which they are implemented-specific cases of resistance from ex­
ternal agencies, procedural modifications needed to overcome institu­
tional obstacles, new opportunities to expand the core innovation. 
While one can anticipate these challenges in the abstract, knowing 
how to respond to concrete examples comes from doing it and then 
learning from one's mistakes and successes. 

Staff competence and commitment are linked, then, and also facili­
tate the achiever.aent of another key ingredient of success-external 
cooperation. 

External Cooperation 

By external cooperation, we mean the cooperation of individuals 
who are outside the core implementing agency but whose active par­
ticipation is a requisite for putting the innovation into place. Only 
four innovations in our sample could be implemented by members of a 
single criminal justice agency. These included three of the four IOAP 
projects (those that had no connection with a prosecuting attorney's 
career criminal component and/or relied on their own, as opposed to 
city or county, data processing facilities) and one computerized inves­
tigative record system.7 

7The remaining computer-based innovations either included tw~ or more criminal 
justice agencies or required the services of a city or county data processing department. 
Each offender-oriented program brought judges and at least one other criminal justice 
agency into the implementation process. Among the targeted programs, career criminal 
projects depanded on cooperation between the DA and the police plus timely access to 
the courts, while the others involved two or more police departments. Finally, each 
victim/witness project relied on bei'.1g able to refer clients to public or private social 
service agencies and some involved I ',e joint cooperation of police, attorneys, and pri­
vate groups. 
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External cooperation is crucial, then, but may suffer from the 
strains between agencies that have their own organizational impera­
tives and distinct views of what the criminal justice system should 
accomplish. Not surprisingly, innovations that require but do not ob­
tain cooperation across different organizations typically attain only 
low or moderate levels of effectiveness; those that achieve high levels 
of external support are much more likely to realize their full potential 
(see Table 10). 

Only one innovation combined a high level of external cooperation 
with low achievement. This was an IOAP program with a highly effec­
tive career criminal component linked into the DA's office, a compo­
nent that was, however, peripheral to its primary and unrealized 
objective of enhancing the patrol officer's investigative function. A 
more typical pattern among ineffective innovations was the experi­
ence of a narcotics task force that constantly battled each depart­
ment's individual and counterproductive concerns about tcturf," e.g., 
that ((busts" made by a regional task force in another jurisdiction 
would not redound to that department's credit. 

However, as Table 10 shows, innovations that achieved high exter­
nal cooperation almost never began with it. Persuading police depart­
ments to set up an efficient screening system for career criminal 
referrals, enlisting agencies or firms willing to accept criminal justice 
defendants as workers, persuading the police to refer victims for assis­
tance or set up a more streamlined system of property return-all of' 
these achievements took time and effort on the part of the director 
and staff of the core implementing agency. Only one of the 20 projects 
~hat garnered high external support achieved it effortlessly, that be­
Ing a computer system for answering officer field queries that was 
adopted by a sheriffs department. This system originated in the high­
way patrol office that later helped the sheriff install it. In that case 
incentives fbr cooperation on the part of the highway department pre~ 
dated the sheriffs project. 

More typically, as we see below, the key to obtaining external sup­
port rested on the Stfl.ft'S ability to demonstrate that cooperation prom­
ised greater benefits than costs. 

BENEFIT·COST SURPLUS 

The joint product of supportive leadership, motivated staff, and 
cooperative external agencies is a receptive climate for change in 
which initial implementation problems are more easily resolved ~nd 
obstacles overcome. Sincere motivations at adoption foster this cli-
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Table 10 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY EXTERNAL COOPERATION 

Degree of External Cooperation 

Not 
High Moderate Low Applicable 

Degree No. that No. that No. that 
of Success No. % Changed No. % Changed No. % Changed No. % 

High 18 90.0 (18t) 2 28.6 1 25.0 
Moderate 1 5.0 (It) 2 28.6 (2+) 1 16.7 (1+ ) 3 75,,0 
Low 1 5.0 3 42.8 (It,l+) 5 83.3 (2+ ) 

Total 20 100.0 (19) 7 100.0 (4) 6 100.0 (3) 4 100.0 

NOTE: External cooperation was measured at time of fieldwork or, if project had been 
terminated, just prior to termination. Numbers in parentheses represent the number of 
projec~s that started under different levels of external cooperation and the direction of 
the change after implementation commenced. 

!I 
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mate and, as Table 11 shows, so do perceptions among all project par­
ticipants that the benefits of cooperation outweigh the costs. 

Innovations with a very high benefit-cost ratio all achieved exem­
plary status; e.g., they exceeded their initial goals, implemented ac­
tivities beyond those initially prescribed, and modified the attitudes of 
participating groups and staff. Those with a positive ratio were also 
highly successful-they met all or most of their goals, modified atti­
tudes among most relevant groups and staff, and implemented the 
requisite activities. Those with a cost-benefit deficit ended as failures, 
while those that offered. a benefit surplus to some participants but not 
others (mixed benefit-cost ratio) ended up with a success ranking of 
moderate, poor, or failed. 

Table 11 does not show, however, the subtle nature of the incentives 
that yield a benefit-cost surplus. Notably, monetary payoff's typically 
contributed little to the calculus. Instead, participants usually re­
sponded to more intangible incentives, including: 

• The belief that the innovation was worthwhile; 
• The challenge of making it work; 
• The feeling of personal investment in the problem-solving 

process; 
• The satisfaction of having their own concerns addressed; 
• The satisfaction of furthering agency objectives or doing the 

job well; and 
• The enjoyment of good working relationships or higher 

status. 

For example, the attorneys in one exemplary career criminal project 
all believed they were making a worthwhile contribution to society by 
getting repeat off'enders off' the streets for lengthy periods of time. 
Each also gained a sense of personal investment from contributing to 
a continual process of refining and improving the program as well as 
resolving existing problems. Moreover, they experienced considerable 
comradery and support in their 'working relationships as well as 
deriving satisfaction from their individual and group achievements. 

In contrast, many of the judges involved in a now defunct restitu­
tion program initially opposed the program's objectives, while the pro­
bation officers disliked taking on the extra burden of calculating 
restitution payments. These disincentives were never counter­
balanced by efforts to reconciJe opposing viewpoints or to develop a 
process whereby the participants could air grievances and devise solu­
tions to problems. 

As ~hese examples suggest, innovations that work provide partici­
pants with a stake in their success. Contributing time and energy to 
the innovation is a cost of implementation; so is changing qne's behav-

-------
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Table 11 

DEG:ftEE OF SUCOESS BY BENEFIT-COST RA'l10 

Benefit-Cost Ratio 

Very High Positive Mixed Negative 

Degree 
of Success No. % 

No. that 
Changed No. % 

Exemplary 11 100.0 (11t) 
Very good 10 100.0 
Mc~erate 
Poor 
Failed 

Total 11 100.0 (11) 10 100.0 

No. that 
Changed No. % 

(9t) 

(9) 

7 58.3 
4 33.3 
1 8.3 

12 99.9 

No. that 
Changed No. % 

(4+ ) 
(2+ ) 
(1+ ) 

(7) 

4 100.0 

'~I 100.0 

No. that 
Changed 

(41- ) 

(4) 

NOTE: The benefit-cost ratio was measured at time of fieldwork or, if project had been ter­
minated, just prior to termination. Numbers in parentheses represent the number of proje~ts that 
started under different payoff conditions and the direction of the change after implementation 
commenced. 

I 
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ior. Successful innovations reward those who do so, increasing their 
sense of involvement in the innovation's outcomes. 

Nevertheless, most successful criminal justice innovations do not 
begin operations with a ready-made benefit-cost surplus, but instead 
build it up during implementation. For example, the police who re­
ferred and investigated cases for the CCP discussed above initially 
questioned the prosecutors' sincerity and the likely payoffs of extra 
effort on their part. However, the prosecutors reduced the police bur­
den associated with referral by streamlining the process. They also 
provided officers additional benefits in the form of investigative train­
ing and warrant assistance. Over time, the police came to believe in 
the program's objectives and to derive personal satisfaction from their 
contributions to its success. 

Section III, which discusses the innovation process in greater detail, 
lays out specific strategies for successfully generating a surplus of 
benefits over costs. 

CLARITY OF GOALS AND PROCEDURES 

Both adoption and implementation analysts have singled out clari­
ty of goals and procedures as an important correlate of success. By 
this they mean that the innovation's goals and the specific operations 
required to put it into place are easily understood and easy to learn. 
But the analysts differ in when they expect clarity to be achieved. 
Adoption analysts see it as an inherent characteristic of the innova­
tion that predates its adoption 8.nd does not change over time; im­
plementation analysts merely stress the importance of achieving 
clarity during implementation. 

Successful criminal justice innovations also exhibit clarity of goals 
and procedures, but they do not typically possess it at adoption (see 
Table 12). Moreover, lack of clarity may arise out of several sources, 
including vague or contlicting goals and uncertainty about the rela­
tive feasibility and effectiveness of various methods for achieving 
them. 

For example, ICAP programs typically promulgate broad goals such 
as improving all facets of policing or increasing the police depart­
ment's efficiency and effectiveness. Clearly, such vague goals c~n be 
furthered by any number of activities and, not surprisingly, ICAP 
programs typically face a confused rank-and-file response at their in­
ception. Over time, however, successful programs evolve more specific 
objectivea (e.g., increasing the sophistication and use of crime-analy­
sis data) that narrow the range of potentially effective procedures still 

------ ----- ---- ---~---------------. -
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Table 12 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY CLARITY OF GoALS AND PROCEDURES 

High 

Degree No. that 
of Success No. Changed No. 

High 20 90.9 (18t) 1 
Moderate 2 9.1 (2t) 4 
Low 2 

Total 22 100.0 (20) 7 

Clarity 

Moderate Low 

% 

14.3 
57.1 
23.6 

100.0 

No. that 
Changed No. 

(It) 

No. that 
% Changed 

(2+2t) 1 12.5 (1+) 
(1+) 7 87.5 (3+) 

(6) 8 100.0 (4) 

NOTE' Clarity of goal and procedures was measured at time of Nfiebldwor~n 
• m1 t d j t prior to termination. um era or, if project had been ter na e) us that started under different 

~~~~~~~~::so~e~~:~~~; !:~ ~~:b:~r:~tr~:j~~t~hange after implementation 
commenced. 

further. Then within this context, each ?epartment cl.arifies fi.ner 
points of implementation-whether they WIll develop theIr own crIme 
analysis programs or rely on software developed by ot~ers, ho~ th~y 
will encourage patrol officers and sergeants to use the InformatIOn, In 

h t form and detail crime-analysis data will be presented, etc. 
w ~milarly, conflicts among the innovation's goals imped~ suc~essful 
outcomes but only when they remain unresolved. CompetIng VIews of 
the inno;ation's purpose hindered implementation for 8 of 21 success­
ful innovations early in their history, but were subsequently r~con~ 
ciled and no longer presented a barrier. In contr~st, 7 of t~e 9 eas 
successful innovations also experienced goal conflICts and faIled to re-
solve them. 'rf 

Victim/witness projects located in prosecutors offices are ~a ICU· 
larly vulnerable to such conflicts. These tak.e the ~~rm ~f ~~fferent 
interpretations of the priority that should be gJ.~en to . he~p.In~ versus 
efficiency objectives. Overemphasizing counsehng and ~rlSlS-l?terv~n­
tion services for victims-particularly for those cases In WhIch a e­
fendant has not been arrested-may take r~sources away from 
activities designed to increase witn~~s co?peratlo~ (property return, 
notification of court dates and dispOSItion, InformatIon abo~t the ~o~rt 

s) While staff usually applaud this implicit emphaSIS on VIctim 
~~~~:~n~e (particularly staff with counseling experience), prosecutors 
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tend to deplore its deleterious effects on the objective of improving 
witness cooperation. In one of the four cases where such conflicts 
arose, crisis intervention eclipsed witness-oriented activities and 
damaged the project's contribution to core prosecutorial goals. This 
project achieved only moderate success and was subsequently ter­
minated. In the remaining cases, the conflict was resolved by a policy 
decision to pursue both goals, subject to the requirement that the 
cChelping" activities not interfere with or downgrade prosecutorial re­
quirements. These projects all merited highly successful ratings. 

Even when goals are clear, the cCbest" procedures or methods re­
quired to achieve them may not be. Career criminal programs illus­
trate this point. They typically start with highly specific and easily 
understood objectives: identifying repeat offenders, prosecuting them 
quickly, and sending them to prison with lengthy sentences. Never­
theless, each program tried out and modified different procedures dur­
ing implementation. For example, two programs in the same state 
solicited police cooperation in identifying repeat offenders. One ini­
tially developed forms for the departments to fill out, but Soon recog­
nized that police resistance to this task negated its effectiveness. This 
program switched to notification by telephone. The other followed the 
first program's model and experienced the same problems. It now re­
lies primarily on its own staff for repeat offender identification and 
uses police logs as a backup check. 

This trial-and-error precess typifies the implementation of success­
ful innovations. Understanding which procedures are both feasible 
and effective rarely occurs at the outset. It requjres experimenting 
with different methods, learning which ones work, and adapting them 
to the capacities and motivations of those who carry them out. This 
learning-by-doing process suggests that Olle strategy for success 
should stress adaptive planning and implementation. We explore this 
approach in Sec. TIl. 

CLEAR LINES OF AUTHORITY 

Convening an innovative idea into practice typically requires I:.lak­
ing sure someone is in charge. However, several innovations in our 
study suffered from ambiguous authority, which restricted the capac­
ity to make and calTY out essential decisions (see Table 13). We iden­
tified three types of authority problems: those stemming from the 
formal designation of two or more agencies as the core implementing 
organization, and those associated with a lack of internal legitimacy 
within the core agency or external legitimacy with cooperating agen­
cies. 
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Table 13 

DEGREE Olt' SUCCESS BY STATUS OF AUTHORITY STRUCTURE 

Current Status of Authority 

Clear, Never Formerly Unclear, Currently Unclear 
Any Frob 1ems Now Resolved Unresolved 

Degree 
of Success No. % No. % No. % 

High 15 75 6 85.7 
Moderate 4 20 1 14.3 2 20 
Low 1 5 8 80 

Total 20 100 7 100.0 10 100 

The first type, split authority, leads to a contest in which each orga­
nization seeks to establish hegemony over the other. For example, one 
computer-assisted project that aimed at improving police dispatching 
shared two heads, one from the city data processing department and 
one from the police department. ttTurf" disputes between the two ham­
pered progress until authority became centralized in the police de­
partment. Similarly, a regional computerized records system initially 
suffered from designating a director who was accountable to two orga­
nizations and relied on a staff whose performance was evaluated by 
the head of a third department. He was unable to satisfy the organiza­
tional concerns of either department, to make consistent decisions, or 
to mobilize his staff into an effective team. These problems were 
solved by designating a new director who was accountable only to the 
central city police department and was accorded the power to hire and 
fire his staff. 

Lack of or inadequate internal authority may stem from insufficient 
or ambiguous top leadership support, or inadequate placement within 
the organizational structure. For example, the director of one work­
restitution project lacked the confidence of the agency head, who be­
lieved neither in the program nor in the director's ability to carry it 
out. The agency head's lack of confidence further undermined the di­
rector's authority vis-a-vis both staff and external agencies. Similarly, 
the civilian director of an ICAP project encountered resistance to his 
authority at all levels of the police department, a resistance that 
hardened under the chiefs alternating support and neglect. Another 
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leAP director found himself positioned lower in the organizational 
hierarchy than his responsibilities indicated. Until corrected, this 
placement conveyed a misleading impression of both his authority 
and the project's priority, thel'eby lowering staff incentives to cooper­
ate. 

Inadequate ~;ternal legitimacy is typically associated with the in­
ability to persuade outside actors that their participation is worth­
while. Here the project director's formal authority has little relevance . 
the issue is whether the director and staff have or can establish infor~ 
mal influence. One privately run victim-assistance unit nearly col­
lapsed because the police actively disavowed the unit's legitimacy; a 
restitution project failed in part because its legitimacy and that of its 
director were constantly challenged by outside actors with different 
views of the project's objectives and the director's responsibilities. 

Such authority problems frequently, but not always, coincided with 
conflicts over goals. Pure tcturf' disputes may arise even when the key 
actors agree on overall objectives-as was the case in a community 
service restitution project whose director and screening staff found 
their prerogatives to monitor placement activities disputed by the pri­
vate agency responsible for carrying them out. Similarly, goal con­
flicts may exist without creating authority problems. 'rhis happened 
in two victim/witness projects whose directors successfully resolved 
questions about whether the program should emphasize victim or wit­
ness assistance and thereby consolidated their authority instead of 
losing it. 

As Table 13 indicates, authority problems tend to be associated 
with moderate or low success, but only if they remain unresolved. 
Indeed, 80 percent of the innovations that suffered a crisis of legitima­
cy and failed to overcome it fall in the lowest category of success. But 
innovations can weather an interlude of ambiguous or uncertain au­
thority: 6 of the 21 most effective innovations (28.5 percent) under­
went a period of indecisive authority but subsequently clarified the 
issue of ««who's in charge" and legitimized leadership responsibility. 
As a result, organizationai capacity to make and carry out decisions 
vis-a-vis the specific innovations was consolidated and strengthened. 
Where such resolutions did not occur, however, that capacity was seri­
ously weakened and implementation activities were compromised. 

SUMMARY 

Contrary to the expectations of adoption theory, initial character­
istics of the innovation itself rarely provide useful information about 

t« t 
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its eventual success. This is because most criminal justice innovations 
change over time as they are adapted to their institutional environ­
ment. Implied benefits and costs at adoption mayor may not be real­
ized during implementation. Similarly, clarity of goals and procedures 
typically develops over time as participants settle questions about pri­
orities, define more specific objectives, and learn which methods work. 

For criminal justice innovations, resources such as absolute expend­
iture levels, information about similar projects, and outside technical 
assistance are less important to success.S Innovations that spent less 
than $100,000 annually are fairly equally distributed among the best 
and the worst. Moreover, several of the successful and more 
generously funded projects started out at significantly lower levels . ' suggesting that success led to more ample funding instead of the 
opposite.9 

Innovations that started without access to written information 
about relevant research results or similar projects fared no better or 
worse than those initiated with such knowledge. However, 80 percent 
of those innovations that ultimately became successful did have ac­
cess to relevant written materials or knowledgeable individuals. 
Moreover, those few that obtained information through face-to-face 
contacts (site visits, meetings, workshops) were more likely to be ef­
fectively implemented, probably because going to workshops or meet­
ings reflects a greater investment by the participant. Outside 
technical assistance had a moderately positive association with suc­
cess, but only 10 innovations used it. Over half of the innovations that 
obtained no such aid also ranked as highly effective.1o 

Among the features that characterize effective innovations, only 
three qualify as potential predictors of success at (or near) the point of 
adoption. These are sincere motivation at initiation, early top leader­
ship support, and project director commitment. These predictors are 

8See App. A for tables presenting the relationship between success and each of these 
variables. 

9In fact, fiscal resources playa more subtle role in successful innovation than can be 
isolated by absolute funding measures. See Sec. IV for an elaboration of this point. 

lONevertheless, outside technical assistance tends to be particularly appropriate for 
co~puter.based innovations. Six of the l~ innov~tions that received such help fell in 
thIS category; of the four computer.based mnovations that made no use of outside con· 
s~ltants, three .suffeted unnecessary delays in software development and implementa. 
tl~n .. Bec!lus~ Implementation of compu~r-based innovations requires skills that a 
crimmal Justice agency may lack (or have m short supply), external assistance ill hard­
ware selection and system design can help avoid unnecesssary and expensive errors and 
delays. But such assistance must be closely linked to the specific information needs and 
organizational requirements of the potential users. The smaller police departments that 
imported "ready-made" computer software packages found they needed considerable 
additional assistance in adapting the programs to their own operations. 
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not infallible, however, because both. agency heads and projec direc­
tors can become more or less supportIve over time. 

The remaining. characteristics (staff commitment and competence, 
external cooperatIOn, a benefit-cost surplus, clarity of goals and proce­
dures, and clear lines of authority) tend to change substantially over 
time. Goals and procedures may become more or less clear to the key 
actors; benefits and costs may rise or fall; resources such as authority 
~nd the. in~ividual c~mmitment and competence needed to put the 
InnovatIOn Into practice may disintegrate or coalesce. The dynamic 
nature ?f ~he p.roc~ss thus. provides an opportunity and a challenge to 
~ocal cr~mInal J~stI~e offiCIals to devise implementation strategies for 
IncreasIng the lIkelIhood of achieving these key features of successful 
innovation. The following section describes such strategies. 
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III. STRATEGIES FOR SUCCESS 

At initiation, the typical criminal justice innovation embodies a set 
of hypotheses yet to be tested: about whose support is required for 
implementation and whether they will cooperate; about what the in­
novation is intended to accomplish and how; and about the linkage 
between objectives, procedures, resources, and ultimate results. Dur­
ing implementation, these hypotheses come up against the realities of 
the local institutional context. The key actors and organizations in­
volved in translating ideas into practice may have different perC2p­
tions of the innovation's goals and how to achieve them, as well as 
different incentives, disincentives, and abilities. 

Of the six features characterizing successful innovations, only the 
motivation to adopt both precedes implementation and remains in­
variant over time. Thus, converting an innovation into practice typi­
cally requires developing strategies to accomplish the following tasks: 

• Maintaining or enhancing top leadership or director support; 
• Building external cooperation; 
• Developing staff commitment and competence; 
• Generating a benefit-cost surplus; 
• Clarifying goals and procedures; and 
• Resolving authority problems. 

Our study has identified three such strategies: providing mUltiple 
payoffs, ensuring key actor participation in project planning and deci­
sionmaking, and building in a flexible problem-solving process. As the 
experience of one exemplary career criminal program illustrates, each 
strategy contributes toward the realization of more than one correlate 
of success. 

This project's design required considerable police cooperation-par­
ticularly in identifying and referring an appropriate pool of career 
criminal cases and conducting investigations. From the District At­
torney's perspective, the program's objectives were clear. Moreover, 
his commitment and that of his hand-picked director and staff were 
not in doubt. But several questions remained, among them: (1) Would 
the police cooperate? (2) What referral procedures would best facili­
tate the speedy identification of repeat offenders? and (3) Would police 
investigative work satisfy the DA's criteria for prosecution? 

Initial efforts to obtain police cooperation involved meetings with 
the (~hiefs of the several police departments in the county, during 
which screening and referral procedures were developed. But referral 
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delays soon emerged, particularly in the outlying departments. More­
over, police investigation fell far below the DA's requirements. On 
their own initiative, the CCP staff set about resolving these problems. 
Learning that the more rural departments felt overburdened by 
cCexcessive" paperwork requirements, they compromised on a less bur­
densome system of biweekly phone checks suggested by the police. 
They also instituted a series of formal and informal training sessions 
in investigative techniques, and provided warrant assistance to police 
whether or not they had specific career criminal responsibilities. 

As a result, the CCP staff reduced the costs of police invoivement, 
generated additional rewards for cooperation, and ensured police sup­
port. They also clarified referral and investigative procedures, rein­
forced their own commitment to the program, and acquired new skills 
in problem identification and resolution. They did this by: 

8 Providin.g multiple payoffs for cooperation (the satisfaction of 
being listened to, improved investigative skills, warrant as·· 
sistance); 

• ~nvolving police in the design and modification of the referral 
process; and 

• Flexibly adapting procedures to accommodate local resistance 
and rectify inefficiencies. 

PROVIDING MULTIPLE PAYOFFS 

Because so many criminal justice innovations cut across agency 
boundaries, providing multiple payoffs takes on added importance. 
Cross-cutting innovations need to generate a benefit-cost surplus that 
will ensure the cooperation of peoplE; from several organizational envi­
ronments. But each agency has its own organizational imperatives 
and uses its own incentives to motivate its members. Hence the need 
for a varied menu of rewards. 

Community service programs offer a graphic example of this propo­
sition. Those that succeed offer something different to everyone-a 
feeling of challenge, personal investment, and worthwhile activity to 
the director and core implementing staff, savings in time to probation 
officers who might otherwise have the offender ill their caseload, ex­
tra help with their own work for agencies that accept offender place­
ment, and to judges the satisfaction of offering Ctdeserving" offenders 
an alternative to jail or a fine. Programs that do not work offer disin­
centives-additional burdens to the employing agencies of undoing or 
making up for sloppy work, staff frustration at poor results, and judi­
cial dissatisfaction with low completion rates. 

w_. ________________________________ ~~ __ .. 
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Even innovations wholly encompassed within a single agency must 
generate multiple payoffs if they are to succeed. In these situations, 
the need for diverse incentives arises out of the different organization­
al positions and perspectiv~s held by those within the agency. Thus, 
successful IOAP programs provide several benefits: Patrol officers get 
the chance to do more investigation, analysts the chance to put crime 
analysis into action, and detectives the chance to allocate more time 
to important cases. 

Providing multiple payoffs works because it helps create allies who 
have a stake in the ·innovation's success. What distinguishes innova­
tions that succeed in generating multiple incentives from those that 
do not is, primarily, the director and core staffs sensitivity to the need 
to overcome resistance and give key actors reasons for cooperating. 

The staff of the career criminal program described above exempli­
fied this sensitivity. So did the staff of the best community service 
programs. They continually responded to the varying requirements of 
judges and prosecuting attorneys, took into account both agency and 
offender desires about placement and facilitated positive performance 
by careful monitoring and counseling of laggard offenders. Moreover, 
they did so in a manner that reflected wholehearted commitment and 
enthusiasm. In contrast, staff who engaged in opportunistic or cal­
culated attempts to provide acceptable payoffs tended to alienate the 
very people whose cooperation they were trying to obtain. 

Strategies designed to ensure key actor participation in project deci­
sionmaking and a flexible problem-solving process also generate in­
centives for cooperation. We consider each approach in more detail 
below. 

ENSURING KEY ACTOR PARTICIPATION 

Bringing key actors into the planning and problem-solving process 
has three important by-products: It helps generate additional rewards 
for cooperation, mobililize participant support, and identify problems 
that need attention. Such participation has been identified as a key 
feature of successful implementation processes in such diverse fields 
as energy, education, and health (Ellickson, 19'78, 1979; Baer et aI., 
1976; Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; and Larsen and Agarwala­
Rogers, 1977). It is no less significant in criminal justice. But its reali~ 
zation may be more problematic because so many criminal justice in­
novations require cooperation across agency boundaries, thereby 
complicating the tasks of identifying who those key actors might be 
and including them in decisionmaking. 
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Four participation patterns emerged out of our analysis: 

• Proactive participation involved actively soliciting inputs 
from all relevant actors and groups; 

• Reactive participation occurred when inputs from relevant 
groups were solicited only after they were identified as resist­
ent or insufficiently cooperative; 

• Inconsistent participation showed up in projects that inter­
mittently ignored a key individual or group; and 

• An isolating pattern occurred when a key group was system­
atically isolated, ignored, or alienated by the core implement­
ing staff. 

Either proactive or reactive patterns can produce success, but the 
others cannot. Among the 21 highly successful innovations, 66 per­
cent actively solicited inputs from all relevant actors and groups and 
the rest brought key actors in as needed (see Table 14). Put another 
way, 82 percent of the proactive and 87 percent of the reactive projects 
became highly successful; among those with inconsistent participa­
tion styles, half were mod.erately successful and half fell into the least 
Ruccessful category. All of the projects that isolated or ignored key 
groups were faihrres. 

Table 14 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY STYLE OF PARTICIPATION 

Style of Participation 

Proactive Reactive Inconsistent Isolating 
Degree 

of Success No. % No. % No. % No. % 

High 14 82.4 7 87.5 
Moderate 2 11.8 1 12.5 4 50.0 
Low 1 5.9 4 50.0 4 100.0 

One victim assistance project that successfully switched from alie­
nating key actors to actively involving them illustrates the two ex­
tremes of proactive participation and isolation. Originally set up by 
volunteers who believed that female victims of assault received insuf­
ficient . counseling and were maltreated by the police, the project 
aimed to provide victim services and change how the police treated 

- ' 



,,,'4 

50 

these victims. However, its staff alienated law enforcement officers 
through ridicule and insults. They also ((put off' both police and po­
tential sources of financial support in the community by dressing in a 
style that offended more conservative sensibilities. Moreover, they 
failed to solicit client advice and thereby remained ignorant of client 
reluctance to expose parents and friends to the center's radical atmo­
sphere. 

Faced with the imminent loss of funding, the center staff sharply 
altered their style. Today, the unit is proactively linked with all the 
key actors in the community. It operates under a board of community 
leaders who decide on major policy changes. Its staff offers police re­
cruit training and in-service seminars, and solicits both police and 
client advice. Acting on that advice, they changed their style of dress 
and added services: a children's assault unit, and counseling for male 
relatives or friends of the victim. 

Clearly, including key actors in planning and problem-solving helps 
mobilize their support, while excluding them fosters indifference or 
hostility. But why does this happen? Participation ((works" because it 
offers payoffs to the actors, and helps provide early warning of poten­
tial problems. Involvement in decisionmaking increases the partici­
pant's sense of personal involvement and, therefore, his or her 
commitment to helping it succeed.! Because they help formulate the 
victim assistance center's policy, the community leaders on the board 
have greater incentive to provide or lobby for funds that ensure its 
survival. Because their complaints motivated change in staff behavior 
and the provision of useful training, the police have greater incentive 
both to refer victims to the center and to modify the way they 
themselves react to assault victims. 

However, if the process fails to achieve results or is fraught with 
conflict, Uparticipation" can backfire. Soliciting inputs with no inten­
tion of incorporating them into operations merely alienates the ig­
nored group. As one ICAP program discovered, asking officers to 
provide feedback on a new patrol allocation scheme and then ignoring 
their complaints exacerbated rank and file resistance to the change. 
Open-ended participation-a process that delays rather than facili­
tates problem resolution-also diminishes project support. In Table 
14 one innovation classified as proactive ranks among the least effec­
ti;e. This project's manager recognized that the staff might imple­
ment new reporting procedures more readily if they helped design the 

lInvo!vement in planning and problem-solving has other payoff's as well-the feel­
ing of effica9Y or challenge ass.ociated with ~uccessfully resolving a prob~em, the plea­
sure of being' ps.rt of a congemal or productlve grollP, and the opportumty to develop 
new problem-solving or personal interaction skills. 
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forms. Accordingly, he set in motion an interative process of soliciting 
inputs, drafting forms, soliciting more inputs, revising the forms, etc. 
Unfortunately, this process continued over many months without clo­
sure, delaying implementation and also producing frustration over 
unrealized expectations. 

Police departments that have traditionally operated on hierarchical 
principles are most likely to succumb to the subtle dangers of symbol­
ic or open-ended participation. An organization that typically issues 
orders from the top down through a highly articulated chain of com­
mand may experience difficulty establishing an atmosphere in which 
officers feel comfortable giving their opinions. Or top-level manage­
ment may doubt the wisdom of altering a highly structured system of 
authority relationships and, as a consequence, ignore the suggestions 
of lower-level staff (symbolic participation). Finally, pure lack of 
experience may produce an overemphasis on the process of soliciting 
staff inputs without a corresponding emphasis on achieving closure 
(open-ended participation). Among the four ICAP projects we ob­
served, three proactively sought inputs from everyone in the depart­
ment whose routines would be affected by proposed changes. Only one 
of those three avoided the dangers of symbolic or open-ended partici­
pation; the fourth implemented an inconsistent pattern that involved 
technical personnel but frequently ignored the rank and file. 

Surprisingly, innovations that cut across organizational boundaries 
had fewer problems with symbolic or open-ended participaton. All the 
exemplary innovations in our sample required cooperation from one 
or more external groups and all obtained that cooperation by proac­
tively seeking their advice. The ten innovations in the next highest 
success category also followed effective participation strategies. None 
in either group treated the concerns of external agencies symboli~ally 
or yielded to the delayed decisionmaking syndrome. 

Nevertheless, eight of the nine innovations with a low success rat­
ing also cut across organizational boundaries and none of that group 
developed successful styles of participation. Theirs was a failure of 
motivation rather than of capacity to carry through. They simply did 
not attempt to bring relevant groups into the process, or alternated 
between ignoring them and seeking their advice. 

BUILDING IN A FLEXIBLE PROBLEM-SOLVING 
PROCESS 

To capture the essence of a flexible problem-solving process, we ex­
amined how criminal justice innovations coped with implementation 

! , 
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rt 'f s The data yielded four different ap­problems and oppo unl Ie . 
proaches: , , 

. . I . d fforts on two fronts: (1) ldentl-
• Proactive stratelS!-es l,nc ~d.e e tation problems; and (2) seek-

fying and resolvIng Imp emen d ortunities 
ing out and meetJng new challeng;~b~:m °rlentificatio~ and 

• Adaptive strategu:s £llocusett~~ :fforts geared to identifying resolution but typlca y om 

new challenges, . bl solving efforts, but 
• Mixed strategies yielded sporadic pro em-d ed ttempts to 

none gearedd to new Ch:;;::~gp:~bi~: :~il~c neg~ecting oth .. identify an overcome 

ers. , ~ 'I d to identify much less resolve, cru-• Limited strategIes lal e , 
cial problems. 

. d d tive patterns of implement a-As Table 15 shows, pr~actlve ~n a w~fle mixed and limited strate-
tion promote succesJ~llln~ov:;lfe~els of success, All of the proactive 
gies yield correspon lng y o~ 'ts ranked as highly effective; 
and 82 percent 0: ~~e ad~Ptl;:rP~%~~ed flexibility did so. Moreover, 
none of tho~e exh.lbltIng mIxeat the extremes of innovation success: 80 
strong relatIOnshIps show up t' 1 adjusted to their environment 
percent of the projects that pro~c 8~ep~rcent of those exhibiting only achieved exemplary status an , 
, . ddt b'lity ranked as faIlures. ? 

hmlte a ap a 1 f flexibility look like in concrete ~nns. 
What do t~es~ extre~es 0, sed above illustrates a proactIve ap .. 

The career crlmlllal pr~JectbdIsCUS 't sought new challenges (expand­proach to problem-solVIng ecause I 

Table 15 

DEGREE OF SUCCESS BY IMPLEMENTATION FLEXIBILITY 

Proactive Adaptive 
Degree 

of Success No. 

High 12 
Moderate 
Low 

% No. 

100.0 9 
2 

81.8 
18.2 

Mixed Limited 

No. % No. % 

5 55.6 
4 44.4 5 100.0 

9 100.0 5 100.0 __ T~o~t~a~1 ____ ~1~2 __ ~1~0~0~.0~~1~1 __ ~1~0~0~.0~_~ __ ~~~ ______ ___ 
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ed its activities to include the prosecution of repeat offenders Who 
technically qualified for lower court handling of their cases), and iden .. 
tified and resolved problems that impeded efficient implementation 
(worked out compromise procedures to improve access to the courts, 
enhance investigation, and streamline POlice referrals), 

In contrast, a work-release project exhibited limited flexibility. Its 
staff failed to clarify oh.jectives (whether the primary objective was to 
help misdemeanants perfonn productive work while in jailor to pro­
vide additional bedspace). Consequently, they ne../er developed specif­
ic procedures for selecting participants or clarified lines of 
decisionmaking responsibility. They also failed to recognize the bur­
densome costs of renovating and operating a separate facility for par­ticipant inmates. 

A flexible approach to problem-solving prodUces clarity of goals, 
procedures, and authority, incentives that enhance key actor support, 
and improved competence. As they identifY and resolve problems, par­
ticipants develop clear lines of responsibility, understand goals better, 
and learn what procedures work. In the process, they add to their 
problem-solving skills and experience the satisfaction of meeting new 
challenges and doing the job well. 

Thus, a flexible implementation process inevitably prodUces change 
in the innovation itself. For example, career criminal programs, 
which typically begin with relatively clear goals and procedures, 
nevertheless refine and expand them over time. Most start with a 
specific definition of repeat offenders, but in time discover that the 
initial criteria yield an offender pool that is either too large or small. 
One program expanded its objectives to include some misdemeanants 
while others decided to focus only on felons who had committed rob­
beries or burglaries. The Successful programs also modified proce­
dures to improve efficiency-accommodating police resistance to 
particular referral or investigative techniques and expanding their 
activities to include appeals, bond argumellts, or memoranda in aid of sentencing.2 

These changes mean that innovations with similar names vary 
from one locality to another, taking on subtly different characteristics 
aE· they adapt to local institutional constraints and priorities. Earlier 

2Another example of a project that was able to survive and even expand, partly due 
to ita flexibHity, was a correctional volunteer center. The center originally began with 
a group of volunteers who wanted to assist criminal justice agencies in routine clerical 
tasks. When they saw their local jails becoming overcrowded, they applied for and 
received federal funds to study ways of alleViating the problem, then applying to their 
local governing body for funds to implement the study recommendations. They con­
tinued to expand their operations by providing services to inmates released in the com­
munity. This group, which has grown from 15 to over 100, exemplifies the need for 
flexibility and capitalizing on locally felt priorities. 
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studies concluded that education and mental health innovations rare­
ly foster significant change in local practice unless the original idea 
itself becomes transformed over time. They labeled this two-way pro­
cess of change !tmutual adaptation" (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978) 
or ttreinvention" (Larsen and Agarwala-Rogers, 1977). Criminal 
justice innovations are no exception. Those that substantially change 
local practice also change in form and substance. Those that cause 
minor or no changes in practitioner activities remain static them­
selves. 

COROLLARY FEATURES OF A SUCCESSFUL STRATEGY 

Project managers and staff who fostered participation and followed 
a flexible problem-solving approach displayed four additional 
strengths: 

• Rather than starting out with a full-fledged program, they 
followed an evolutionary path that rested on the prior 
achievement of cCcredibility milestones)'; 

• They generated craft knowledge about how to make the inno­
vation work in the local context; 

• They treated planning as an ongoing activity; and 
• They encouraged frequent communication. 

Linking Implementation Stages with Credibility Milestones 

For example, the director of a successful community service pro­
gram built credibility as follows: He initially spent considerable time 
meeting with each judge who could assign defendants to the program 
and explaining the program to the heads of a core group of community 
agencies where they hoped to place offenders. To gain a concrete sense 
of potential problems and implementation requisites, he and his staff 
actually Uassigned" themsehres to ~ork in a local agency. Only after 
the initial procedures had been tested and a credible track record 
achieved did they venture to increase the number of program partici­
pants (judges, agencies, and the offenders themselves). Moreover, this 
iterative process continued over time. To cope with unusual require­
ments for short-term work, they developed a variety of weekend work 
opportunities; and to obtain input from the employing agencies, they 
added staff visits to the more routine mode of telephone communica­
tion. Now that the program has built a solid reputation, they are pre-
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paring to further extend its reach, again concentrating first on obtain­
ing judicial cooperation. 

Generating Craft Knowledge 

Throughout that program's life, the director and staff have con­
tinued to build a solid core of craft knowledge: about how to generate 
support and obtain cooperation from diverse actors in the criminal 
justice community, about effective and ineffective screening and 
monitoring procedures, about pitfalls to avoid, and about fostering 
both offender and agency responsibility. Much of this knowledge is 
specific to the institutional environment in which the program oper­
ates; indeed, part of the raison d'etre for developing craft knowledge 
lies in the inescapable need to adapt the general features of a commu­
nity service program to the local environment. 

Thus, succeesful innovation entails considerable knowledge crea­
tion. We label this !tnew" information cccraft knowledge" because it 
arises out of actual experience. "Vhen a criminal justice innovation is 
adopted, the stage is set for this creative process to begin; as the idea 
unfolds in practice, its likely success can be gauged by the degree to 
which the pal'ticipants learn from experience and apply their newly 
developed knowledge to their tasks. If they do not, the implementa­
tion process stultifies and little change in behavior or attitudes re­
sults. Significant craft learning characterized all eleven exemplary 
innovations; little or no craft learning characterized all nine that 
failed or achieved only limited success. 

Ongoing Planning 

Closely linked to craft learning and an evolutionary approach, on­
going planning represents the third corollary of building in key actor 
participation and flexible problem-solving. The community service 
program just described did not segment planning from implementa­
tion: After it started operating, program participants continued to ad­
just procedures, adapt to problems as they arOtle, and identify new 
challenges. They not only devoted time to planning what the program 
would do prior to implementation, but also remained open to modifica­
tions as they encountered new problems. For example, during im­
plementation they perceived the need for and instituted face-to-face 
visits with participating service agencies, short-term weekend work 
opportunities, one-on-one nleetings with the participating judges, and 
streamlined paperwork. 
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In contrast, two IOAP programs took planning so seriously that 
they spent between one and three years designing forms and proce­
dures prior to implementation. However, lengthy planning that pre­
cedes implementation can erode the morale of staff who begin to think 
the promised change is a chimera, and encourages a tendency to 
become locked into a design that is difficult to modify because of the 
energy already invested in it. In one ICAP program, the director and 
st.aff have taken steps to counter these dangers. They decided to test a 
scaled-down version of a new departmental information system and 
see what modifications may be required. The other is locked into a 
plan that leaves little room for flexibility; modifying it would now 
require jettisoning much of the design. 

Regular Communication 

Regular communication (among all actors whose cooperation. is re­
quired for success) is the fourth by-product of flexible problem-dolving 
and participation. It allows conflicts and problems to surface, pro­
motes their resolution, and is the channel for feedback on modifica­
tions. AU but one of the exemplary innovations held frequent 
meetings with key actors during initiation and early implementation. 
And this communication continued over time, although its form and 
frequency changed as implementation problems decreased in number 
and intensity. Phone contacts replaced some of the face-to-face meet­
ings, and personal contacts with external agencies became fewer. 
However, core staff meetings remained weekly events. The one exem­
plary project that neglected to develop formal and informal communi­
cation channels in its infancy flirted with disaster until the gap was 
rectified. 

Thus, an effective innovation process integrates the three mEijor 
strategies for success with the four corollary tactics described above. 
As Table 16 summarizes, each strategy promotes the characteristics of 
success that we identified in Sec. ll. Moreover, each strategy is inex­
tricably linked with the others. Effective key actor participation re­
quires a flexible approach to problem-solving; providing mUltiple 
payoffs is facilitated by emphasizing participation and flexibility. To­
gether they promote both the realization of change and progress 
toward the innovation's goals. 

TilE EXCEPTION TO THE RULE 

Among the 37 innovations studied, one success story does not fit our 
model of how to produce succesaful innovations. This is a computer-
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Table 16 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF SUCCESSFUL INNOVATION STRATEGIES 

Characteristics of Successful Innovations 

Innovation Features Organizational Features 

Clarity of Clear Key 
Implementation Goals and Benefit/Cost Lines of Actor Staff 

Strategy Procedures Surplus Authority Support Competence 

Provide multiple 
payoffs x x 

Ensure key actor 
participation .; x x 

Build in flexible 
problem-solving x .; x .; x 

NOTE: x = primary contribution; .; m secondary contribution. 

based information system that supplanted earlier methods for an­
swering officer queries from the field. Prior to the installation of com­
puter terminals linked to a state and nationwide information 
network, officers called the station when they stopped a suspiciotls 
person and the radio dispat.cher manually checked local files or called 
other local or state agencies for a vehicle or person check. With the 
terminals, the local radio dispatcher can read the information off the 
screen and answer the query more quickly. 

Like the other successful projects, this innovation also exhibited the 
six correlates of success. Its goals were clear and specific (increasing 
officer safety in the field through decreasing response time to field 
inquiries); it had been on the local agenda long before federal funding 
made its installation possible; and installation was not hampered by 
any authority conflicts. Moreover, the sheriff and his deputies be­
lieved that the system's benefits outweighed its costs, were committed 
to its implementation from the beginning, and clearly undarstood how 
to install and use it. 

The key difference was that those characteristics were present at 
adoption. Consequently, there was no need to develop effective strate­
gies for achieving them. As the adoption perspective suggests, this 
1.nnovation was nearly self-executing: Once adopted, it was both 
quickly and routinely converted into practice. Only minor modifica­
tions were necessary, and the state department that originally set up 
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the information retrieval system carried them out. Thus the im­
plementation process was highly telescoped and rudimentary. In both 
substance and form, it bore little resemblance to the model we have 
pictured above. 

This exception is important because it suggests the likelihood of at 
least two different innovation models: one that depends on how the 
implementation process proceeds and one that does not. In the latter 
case, initial characteristics of the innovation itself may actually pro­
vide useful gauges of success. Such attributes as initial clarity of goals 
and procedures and implied benefits and costs are not likely to change 
because of how the innovation is implemented when that process itself 
is rudimentary. 

But how does one tell which model applies? We suggest that the 
implied scope of change constitutes the primary distinguishing char­
acteristic. Innovations that require only a few people to make minor 
alterations in their routines impose limited costs on the participants 
and encounter little or no resistance. The field inquiry system re­
quired no behavior change by most deputies in the sheriffs office. 
They simply continued to call into the central office for relevant infor­
mation. Only a few dispatchers had to learn anything new, and that 
was relatively costless and simple (how to get the appropriate infor­
mation on the terminal screen). Because its advantages to the users 
clearly outweighed i.ts costs at adoption, it did not arouse resistance or 
the need to mobilize support. 

A secondary characteristic may be clarity of goals and procedures. 
In the field inquiry case, both were clear and learned at the outset. 
Because the system already existed at the state level, no decisions 
regarding information content or form were necessary. Thus, translat­
ing the system into practice meant putting together a minimal set of 
components and necessitated only a few steps in the causal sequence 
of events, e.g., buying terminals and teaching the dispatchers how to 
access the information on the screen. This clarity also minimized the 
amount of change required by the system and the difficulty of produc­
ing it. 

We would also argue that only a few criminal justice innovations fit 
this second model. They are most likely to be drawn from the subset 
that entail using a material object, but only those that require mini­
mal departures from previous practice-for example, two-way radios 
or bulletproof vests. Computer-based applications would seem to fit 
this category but we suspect that the majority do not. All the other 
computer-assisted applications in our study required considerable 
change in behavior among those who translated them into practice 
and used the information products. And all of them also required (al-
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though they did not always receive) substantial efforts to mobilize 
cooperation, build a benefit-cost surplus, and reduce uncertainty 
about the innovation's goals and how to carry them out or about the 
implementing organization's authority structure.3 

. Distinguis~ing between innovations whose success hinges on the 
ImplementatIOn process and those that do not requires additional re­
sear~h. It also re~uires being. open to the merits of both the adoption 
a,nd ImplementatIOn perspectIves. Each has been in conflict for some 
tIme-the former singling out initial characteristics of the innovation 
itself as predictors of success, the latter arguing that their vulnerabil­
ity t? change du~ing implementation obviates their predictive value. 
Yet Implem~~tatlOn analysts also ~eek to identify factors whose early 
presenc~ faCIlItates suc~ess. The dIfference is that they place greater 
e~phasls on the adoptIng organization's characteristics and strate­
gIes. 

Our research suggests that resolving the conflict between these two 
traditions does not point toward replacing one theory with the other. 
Instead W? need a more sophisticated understanding of the conditions 
?nder. wh~ch ~he two approaches apply. Developing that understand­
Ing wIll reqUIre further efforts to (a) delineate the conditions under 
which the implementation prceess plays a preeminent or backseat role 
in ~uccessful inno~at~on, and (b) identify those innovation and organi­
zatIOnal characterIstIcs whose presence at adoption obviates the need 
for devising implementation strategies. 

, ~For example, one regionalized records system involved replacing the different case­
mCIden~ report forms of s~veral police departments with a standard form. That required 
developmg a system of mterdepartmental communication and monitoring obtaining 
con~ensus on the form's content (and thus the system's objectives), providi~g training 
~sIstance to the officers who fill out the forms and the clerks who feed the information 
mto the machine, and generating incentives for each department to use the information 
produced. Another system inv~lved a c~mpu~r file on sexual assaults to be both gener­
ated and used ~Y. the five ~r ~IX dete~tIves m the Sex Crimes Unit. Despite the small 
nUl!lber o~ partICIpants, thIS InnOvatIon was predicated upon considerable change in 
the~r routm~. Hence. they spent several months working with computer analysts to 
deCIde what mfo~atlon should be logged into the system and how it should be format­
ted and. co~ed. ThIS pro~ess both generated support for using the system and reduced 
uncertamtIes ab~ut preCIsely what the file would contain and what it would allow them 
to do more effectIvely. 

, , 
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IV. INNOVATION, FISCAL 
RETRENCHMENT, AND THE LOCAL 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

In all but one of the eight study sites, local criminal justice officials 
repeatedly emphasized the strained fiscal environment in whic~ they 
operated. The root causes of that. stra~n v~ried .in emphas~s. WhIle a~l 
the sites have suffered from natIOnwIde InflatIOn, those In ConnectI­
cut have also witnessed more severe economic stagnation. Those in 
California and, more recently, Arizona and Mi~souri, have experi­
enced more restrictive formal limits than those In Alabama or Con­
necticut (see Sec. I). Some localities had also relied more heavily on 
LEAA funds for starting new criminal justice programs, and there.fore 
viewed LEAA's demise with trepidation. Others had carefully aVOIded 
becoming dependent upon federal funds. 

Within localities the degree of fiscal stress varied from one agency 
to another, depending on how an agency had traditionally be:~ fi­
nanced and its political muscle in the annual bud?etary competItIOn. 
In one community, the TLlunicipally supported polIce department had 
shrunk by 16 percent over the past two years, whil~ the state-~unded 
District Attorn€lY's office had added to its profeSSIOnal staff. In an­
other, all segments of the criminal justice community had ~xperienced 
staff cutbacks, but none quite so severely as the probatIon depart-
m~t . 

These variations allowed us to ask how a fiscally strained enVIron­
ment affects the survival and implementation of criminal justice inno­
vations, and to develop some hypotheses about the fiscal 
retrenchment process. 

THE BRIGHT SIDE OF FISCAL RETRENCHMENT 

Of the innovations in our sample, 8 (22 percent) no longer exist, 7 of 
which were terminated partly because local officials had to deal with 
a shrinking budget. The one exception was terminated without :efe:~ 
ence to the fiscal status of its core operating agency. The questIOn IS 
whether local officials jettisoned effective innovations while main­
taining less successful ones. 
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Fiscal Retrenchment and Termination: Success Makes 
a Difference 
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The simple answer is no. None of the 8 disbanded innovations 
achieved a high success rating; 2 fell into the moderate and 6 into the 
low-success categories. We classified 9 innovations ill the lowest suc­
cess category (see Table 5); by our criteria, all 9 ranked as prime 
candidates for termination and, indeed, 6 'Of them no longer exist. 
Among the relnaining 3, one has not yet faced the transition from 
external to local funding (and thus the need for local reevaluation of 
its worth). Another survives on a tenuous six-month f1.IDding sched­
ule, and the third has been scaled down to a minimal operating level. 
Local criminal justice agencies appear to spot clearly ineffective inno­
vations with relative ease and to cut off or decrease financial support 
when a fiscal squeeze forces them to do so. 

Local decisions vis-a-vis the more problematic category of moder­
atelyeffective innovations also appear rational. The two terminated 
innovations in this group lost out in the budgetary game because 
their objectives no longer satisfied organizational priorities. In one 
career criminal case, fiscal pressures and a changing crime profile 
forced the DA to redefine office priorities. The new focus on upgrading 
staff professionalism and prosecuting violent crimes resulting in vic­
tim injury did not mesh with either the small size of the career crimi­
nal unit or its targeted crimes. In the second case, a young 
victim/witness assistance unit had not yet resolved the problems of 
serving two organizational masters. In meeting police objectives, it 
neglected the DA's goals and vice versa. Although steps were being 
taken to remedy these problems, the project was clearly in transition 
when federal funding ended. 

Among the five moderately successful survivors, three have not yet 
faced the transition to local funds. Of these, two show promise of even­
tually moving into the highly successful category and are likely to be 
continued with local funds; the third has outlived its usefulness and 
would have been dropped, but the availability of state funding has 
skewed the local decisionmaking process.1 Of the two locally funded 
survivors in this group, one costs less than $12,000 a year and Was 
only a couple of months away from full implementation when federal 
funding ended. The other has demonstrated effectiveness in all but 
one sphere and has been put on notice that its continued survival 
hinges on overcoming that gap. 

lIn other words, this project has a low priority within its core implementing agency. 
If the agency were to receive additional funds that covered the innovation's costs but 
were not specifically tied to that project, it would be dropped. Its continued survival 
rests on the fact that state funding is tied to the specific mnovation and unavailable 
otherwise. 
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These decisions about the fate of ineffective and marginal innova­
tions suggest that fiscal pressures force local criminal justice agencies 
to m.ake trade-off's they might otherwise postpone. Six of the eight 
terminated projects had outlived their usefulness considerably before 
fiscal pressures forced reevaluation of their worth. Five of the six be­
gan under less than auspicious circumstances and never overcame the 
disadvantages of reluctant or opportunistic adoption. The sixth 
started with local support but was haphazardly inlplemented. In these 
cases, fiscal scarcity forced local actors to reassess their priorities and 
seriously reevaluate each innovation's goals and results. 

In contrast, fiscal abundance provides a climate in which organiza­
tions can afford to maintain the status quo and avoid either/or deci­
sions. Indeed, one of the moderately effective innovations in ~ur 
sample still exists only because it continues to get external funds that 
also help support other office functions. Lacking the bottom-line crite­
rion of profitability by which to judge their actions, public agencies 
tend to follow the imperatives of organizational maintenance (Pincus, 
1974; Wilson, 1973). When the fiscal pie is increasing, these impera­
tives militate against cancelling whole programs or projects and ill 
favor of prolonging the survival of mediocre innovations. When the 
fiscal pie shrinks, the same organizational imperatives appear to prod 
local officials to eliminate some projects. Our analysis suggests that 
they make these survival/death decisions by sacrificing the less 
worthy and saving the more effective innovations. 

Fiscal pressures also appear to foster careful consideration of the 
value of individual project components. While retrenchment stimulat­
ed local decisionmakers to drop most of the unsuccessful and some of 
the moderately effective innovations, it did not always lead to their 
complete elimination. 

Notwithstanding his decision to focus on an overall program of of­
fice reorganization, the DA who dropped. a career criminal unit also 
extended several of its features throughout the office-including a 
slightly modified version of vertical prosecution for serious cases, the 
use of experienced attorneys for major felony pl"osecution, and re­
stricted plea bargaining. Similarly, the demise of the victim/witness 
unit in another site did not signal the end of all its activities. Witness 
notification procedures that served the DA's emphasis on effective 
prosecution still endure as do police referrals of victims to local ser­
vice agencies.2 Both of these programs had been well implemented, 

2 Another example is a work release program that was originally adopted largely to 
get funds for a separate jail facility. When federal funding ended, the facility closed 
down. Nevertheless, the advantages of the work release program itself led to continua­
tion of a scaled-down version operating out of the regular jail. 
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although wavering commitment to their objectives eroded staff 
nlOrale and caused implementation quality to decline during the last 
ifew months. While effective implementation did not guarantee 
survival when fiscal pressure forced a reconsideration of 
organizational priorities, it did foster retention of t.hose components 
that could be refashioned to support the new agenda. 

Survival Under Fiscal Retrenchment: A Cooperative Game 

The prevailing image of fiscal retrenchment politics is one of 
heightened conflict and division in which competition for one's share 
of a smaller pie takes on the attributes of a zero-sum game (Levine, 
1979): ~~If you win, I lose; therefore, I will fight to get my share at your 
expense." When local governments and agencies make trade-offs 
among competing objectives and programs, the process does resemble 
a zero-sum game. But that is not the whole story. 

We found that those innovations that survive do so precisely be­
cause they operate cooperatively. Whether they started with local or 
federal funds, the ~riminal justice innovations that have been con­
tinued with local support are those that offer payoffs and minimize 
costs to the agencies or actors with which they interact. As actors see 
that their cooperation yields benefits, they also tend to perceive the 
i?novation's goals as more central to their own institutional priori­
tIes. Consequently, they are more likely to press for its continuation 
when fiscal concerns give rise to questions about the innovation's 
relative contributions and costs. 

That happened with two exemplary community service projects. 
Both get their funds under the local probation department's budget 
and, in both cases, the department itself has suffered budget and staff 
downturns. Nevertheless, because they provide benefits to everyone 
involved in the program, they have many allies with a stake in their 
survival. Strong judicial and community agency support combined 
with each probation department's belief that community service 
reduces its caseload, saved both programs from extinction. 

The p~ojects that died lacked this support. For example, another 
communIty work program generated disincentives rather than pay­
offs. It alienated community agencies who found themselves faced 
with sloppy \:~rk or frequent no-shows, frustrated the presiding judge, 
who repeatedly saw offenders return to the court, and annoyed other 
probation staff who viewed the program's poor image as likely to tar-
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nish their own reputations. In deciding its ~ture, t~e d.epartm~nt 
head deliberately separated it from a companIon restItutIon project 
that provided benefits to the judiciary, the community! and the prob~­
tion department. The multiple-payoff innovation survIved; the multI-
ple-cost program did not. . . 

Because innovations that cut cross several organIzatIOns cannot 
function in the absence of multi-agency action, they most clearly dem­
onstrate the link between cooperation and survival. But agency-spe­
cific innovations also require a cooperative style of management that 
recognizes the need to accommodate t~e con~ems of dif!erent acto:s 
within the organization and generate Incen.tIves to WhICh, they wIll 
reapond. The cooperative imperativ.es o~ survlv~l cannot be Ignored by 
either agency-specific or cross-cuttIng InnovatIons. 

These findings belie the conventional wisdom th~t local gOV?r.n­
mental agencies respond to fiscal pressures by ~aking h~sty ~rlsIs­
oriented decisions or none at all. Nevertheless, thIS reassurIng pIcture 
of the effects of fiscal retrenchment does not tell the whole story. On 
the darker side, we have also seen s.lgns that fiscal pressures may 
jeopardize the continu~d succes~ ?f m.ature iI?novations and stunt the 
development of otherwIse promIsIng InnovatIOns. Moreover, fiscal re­
trenchment itself may proceed in stages; passage from moderate to 
SE.. v'~ re fiscal stress may exacerbate its negative effects. 

THE DARK SIDE OF FISCAL RETRENCHMENT 

When we examine the recent experiences of innovations that have 
survived the budgetary axe, the other face <.'f fiscal retrenchment 
r.omes into view. Although clear-cut decisions about what stays and 
vThat goes reveal a promising shift to strategi.c decisionmaking,. deci­
sions about the resources allocated to the survIvors reflect more Incre­
mental patterns. Local agencies also appear less aware of or l~ss able 
to handle the ways in which t;:trained resources can stunt an Innova­
tion's developmental process. 

Constraints on Mature Performance 

Within the funding parameters we observed, the amount of money 
allocated to an innovatirm did not substantially affect its outcome. 
Innovations with large budgets at initiation became highly successful, 
but so did those with small budgets. Moreover, shrinking local re­
sources have not spurred the tertt.Llnation of successful innova~ions. 

But we have seen signs that their continued success can be Jeopar-
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dized by fiscal retrenchment. For example, two exemplary commun.ity 
s~rvice projects have recently experienced staff I'eductions that reflect 
their ushare" of budget cuts inflicted on the sponsoring agency. How­
ever, the demand for their services has not dropped. Instead, the num­
ber of clients referred to the programs has increased. Consequently, 
both have experienced rising caseloads and have been unable to keep 
up with incoming cases or to continue the community agency visits 
that they deem essential to continued smooth operations. Both have 
also experienced a slight decline in staff morale. 

When we visited these projects, these difficulties had not yet pro­
duced clear evidence of diminished performance. Ov~r time, however, 
preventing such results win require a counterbalancing infusion of 
staff resources or restriction of the number of clients admitted to the 
program. In the absence of one of those events, both could lose the 
capacity to provide differentiated payoffs and satisfy the demands of 
their mUltiple organizational clients. 

Sl..!~-cessful innovations that are already operating on shoestring 
budgets may not be able to survive incremental cuts without restrict­
ing their objectives or lowering their level of perfbrmance. Such 
modifications could in turn erode their ability to provide multiple pay­
offs and thereby sustain the support required for survival. 

Among the 21 innovations that we have classified as highly success­
ful, 8 have experienced such incremental cuts while the rest have 
maintained or increased their former funding base; 4 of the 8 have 
suffered corresponding staffing cutbacks that one might expect to pro­
duce declining performance. But only in the cases just described did 
we observe serious strains, In one of the other two cases, the project no 
longer required the full complement of computer programmers needed 
for earlier design stages; in the other, the loss of two paid staff mem­
bers was counterbalanced by the acquisition of additional volunteer 
assistance. 

Because the community service projects faced cutbacks at a time 
when demands for their services were increasing, finding ways to di­
minish or negate their negative effects has been more difficult. 'fhe 
clear implication is that local criminal justice agencies faced with de­
clining resources should avoid the joint occurrence of incremental cuts 
and rising demand. 

Stunted Development 

Fiscal retrenchment may also impede the development of adoles­
cent innovations, those that have not yet reached the mature growth 
associated with full implementation. We identified two sources of 
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stunted development in this study, one stemming from resource short­
ages unrelated to the innovation's own funding and staffing require­
ments, the other arising out of pressures to cut short the grace period 
allotted for experimentation and learning. The logical thirr possibil­
ity, arrested development associated with insufficient Innovation 
funds or staff, did not emerge in our sample. 

External Fiscal Fallout. Two innovations fell short of full im­
plementation because of resource shortage spillovers. One recently 
implemented career criminal unit sought to decrease case-processing 
time from arrest to disposition. In this particular county, however, 
severe courtroom and judge shortages inhibited timely access to the 
court docket. Alleviating those resource (.onstraints would require 
budgetary action by legislative and executive actors, action that the 
career criminal unit itself cannot control. Faced with this situation, 
the unit has in fact downplayed the specific objective of reducing case­
processing time, emphasizing instead the twin goals of obtaining high 
convi~tion rat.es and lengthy sentences. 

In contrast, its more mature counteroart in anoth~r county nego­
tiated a compromise solution with the presiding judg'3 that aSdures 
career criminal access to at least one of the criminal courts at all 
times. An objectively mor~ severe court shortage, coupLed with the 
insecurity of an adolescent program struggiing to secure stable fund­
ing, appear" to have stunted the younger unit's capacity and motiva­
tion to achieve at bast one of its objective3.3 

Another example of stunted growth surfaced in an ICAP program 
being implemented in a police department that has recently lost 16 
percent of its sworn personnel. Like many of i.ts counterpS\rts, this 
program seeks to implement a directed patrol progrJ.lm informed by 
analysis ot local crime patterns. But constraints on patrol officer 
availability and the department's continued emphasis on first re­
sponding to traditional calls for service have severely eroded its ca­
pacity to man deterrent patrol operations. In effect, scheduled 
assignments have been fraCtuently called off for lack of available man­
power. 

In the career criminal and ICAP examples, the impedjments to full 
implementation stemmed from external or internal rusource s!lort· 
ages-a court shortage and an overal1 manpower shrinkage-.:.that 
have little to do with either innovation's individual staff or funding 
requirements. While decisions to reduce funds or staff directly allotted 

3Career criminal programs in general have had limited SUCCCSR in reducing case­
processing time, and this unit's performance is not atypical. The combinatic)n of exter­
nal resource shortages and development immaturity appear to have stunted the search 
for soluti'lns that might otherwise have occurred in a less fiscally constrained environ­
ment. 
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to the innovation could have the same general results, they are also 
more easily reversed by counterinjections of money or personnel. 

Unanticipated spillover effects stunt development in ways that re­
quire more complex countermeasures. Relieving a shortage of court· 
rooms or judges does not fall within the typical District Attorney's 
decisionmaking power. Counteracting an overall manpower shortage 
in a police department requires either persuading the local body that 
authorizes the budget to add funds for more staff, renegotiating sala­
ries with the police union or, failing those options, instituting internal 
measures that make more efficient use of civilian and sworn person­
nel. None of these strategies is easily implemented. None confines its 
effects to the innovation alone. 

Thus, curtailed development that arises out of spillover effects 
linked to fiscal scarcity constitutes a particularly insidious feature of 
retrenchment. It illustrates Levine's (1979) ((paradox of irreducible 
wholes," whereby cutbacks in one part of the system impinge on the 
operation of other components. It also points out a danger to which 
criminal justice innovations are particularly susceptible: fiscal fallout 
from other agencies whose performance affects the innovation's im­
plementation and results. While resource shortage spillovers do not 
confine themselves to cross-cutting innovations, the likelihood of their 
occurrence directly increases as the number of agencies whose cooper· 
ation is a requisite for full implementation expands. 

Telescoped Development. Fiscal retrenchment also poses a more 
direct threat to infant or ,.idolescent innovations: the temptation to 
shorten the grace period allotted to fledgling projects for experimenta­
tion and learning. Two innovations in our study-one a sexual assault 
assistance project, the other a computer-assisted information system 
for several police departments-were on the verge of falling apart 
well into their third or fourth implementation year. The first had de­
veloped no clear lines of authority and also antagonized important 
groups whose resultant noncooperation jeopardized future progress. 
The second suffered from split authority, low staff morale, lack of 
computer expertise, and police department resistance to standardiza­
tion. 

However, becaus\~ they were initiated when fiscal resources were 
relatively plentiful, each received sufficient risk capital and time to 
resolve their implementation problems. Both have since generated 
beneiits to the participating agencies and thus mobilized the support 
re,=!uired for survival. In a more stringent fiscal envil'onment, they 
might easily have been cut off during their turbulellt, but growth .. 
vroducing, adolescence. 

Anott-2r innovation in our study, a victim/witness project that last­
ed for only a year and a half, did not receiv~ that risk capital and 
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. of two moderately effective innovations that time. The. pr~e:\ o~~ufficient time to implement most ?f i~s compo-
were termlna e, a I the fundamental split in organIzatIonal au­
nents but not to reso ve t b'l'ty to two different b . ts .. t accoun a I I 
thority caused y I JOlf. de artment During its early oper-
agencies-the ~A and th~,.. P~~~ea!'ilY on criSiS intervention activi­
ations, the project concen l~, d rtment As the end of federal 
ties that benefited t?e p~ Ice ct:; that the project's future rested 
funding came closer, It be~~el the DA began shifting its focus to 
with the ~A's office. Accor~ng y, doubt diminished the already 
witness orIented tasks, a ShIft that n~ the olice Given time, the 
low probabilitl

y ~ fis~~.l sur~~~:o might tave ;tabilized, thereby 
project's clear y ranSI Iona r additional funds to the DA's of-
strengthening the ~ase fO:t a~oc:e~n:jUdgment before it had overcome 

::'d~~r:~~~;!:~:il~;r;~tl;~ and e~~:I~~etn:pf!~a:;:~!~Y~rob_ 
Considerable .researc? ..a~ ~~~m ublic sphere; that research also 

lems that face Innovat~O:eI~ost ;uccessful innovations undergo a 
concludes that many. 0 h' h they look like poor candidates for sur-

~~~~ I~~!:~~!~~c:~~~~~~r ~req~::~~!f;~::,::::.o~~e~~:; 
growth and learnIng t a os ers 1 ents the dark prospect of dimin-

f:~:do~i~~c:~¢~!~e:~~:: :~:~l~~~= for nurturing promising innova-
tions through this development stage. 

RECONCILING TI1:E TWO FACES OF FISCAL 
RETR.ENCHMENT 

With respect to criminal justice innovations'hfisc~le r~:~~n~~%:~l 
.t'. Th reassuring face shows up w en w ~ 

has two laces. . e . sting innovations. These clear-cut decisions to termInate or save eXI 
decision points suggest that fiscal pressure: 

• Forces local criminal justice agencies to reeva~uate ~heir p,ri­
't' and make tradeoffs they might otherWIse p08tpon~, I 

• ;:~~~Sthem to discard clearly ineffective and some margIn a 

innovations; h 'th r "valuat-• Fosters retention of components that mes !1 a eu 
ed or redesigned organizational ~genda; .and h l'r 

• Places a survival premium on Innovatlons t at exemp 1 y 
cooperative management. 
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However, the recent implementation history of the survivors re­
veals more ominous effects. We have observed signs that a strained 
fiscal environment: 

• Leads to incremental cutbacks that can jeopardize the con­
tinual effectiveness of successful innovations; 

• Causes resource shortages that impede the full implementa­
tion of adolescent innovations; and 

• Shortens the grace period allotted to fledgling projects for 
learning and experimentation. 

Specific features of the local criminal justice system-its fragmen­
tation and interdependence-combine with fiscal scarcity to reinforce 
both positive and negative outcomes. They enhance the likelihood 
that innovations will cross agency boundaries, thereby reinforcing the 
link between cooperation and survival. But they also enhance the 
likelihood of negative spillover effects associated with resource short­
ages experienced by participating agencies. In a resource-short world, 
fragmented interdependence is a two-edged sword. 

How do we reconcile these conflicting findings? Local decisions 
about what stays and what goes suggest a promising shift to strategic 
decisionmaking. This pattern is characterized by judicious reexamina­
tion of agency priorities, a willingness to make choices among differ­
ent programs and projects, and the c.ft::>acity to distinguish between 
effective and ineffective innovations and cast out the latter. Local ac­
tions with regard to the care and treatment of the survivors suggest a 
tendency to rely on incremental cuts that could jeopardize continued 
success, and an inability to recognize and cope with spillover effects 
that threaten to impede maturation. 

The clue may lie in the developmental history of fiscal retrench­
ment itself. Just as innovations undergo periods of infancy and adoles­
cence, fiscal retrenchment appears to proceed by stages. Initial 
revenue shortages (or declines in the rate of local revenue growth) 
follOWing a period of fiscal abundance appear to pose less difficult 
choices than those necessitated by a sustained period of retrenchment. 
Indeed, a limited degree of fiscal stress may provide the justification 
that a110'vs administrators to identify and eliminate clearly in­
effective innovations. Six of the eight terminated projects fit such a 
patadigm. They had never been or, by virtue of ineptitude, had lost 
any semblance of being, central to the participating agencies' goals, 
and their existen.ce had been prolonged by the lack of.any necessity to 
conserve fiscal resources. 

However, once the obviously unsuccessful innovations have been 
purged, continued fiscal stress calls for more difficult tradeoffs. Both 
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of the moderately successful projects that failed to survive fit this 
category. The abandoned career criminal project had once meshed 
with t.he DA's priorities but its targeted crimes no longer fit a changed 
community crime profile. Moreover, fiscal cutbacks had already 
caused a ten-percent reduction in staff. When the fiscal squeeze con­
tinued the DA had to choose between upgrading the entire office or 
maint~ining the CCP as a small bastion of professionalism. 

The purged victim/witness project represented a more onerous tra­
deoff as well. This innovation had seesawed back and forth between 
the demands of two organizational masters and was just beginning to 
establish priorities and a clear identity when federal funciing ended. 
The DA had no leeway within an already reduced budget to sustain 
the project and his efforts to secure private or state funding failed. 
Consequently, a potentially promising innovation did not get the risk 
capital it neeGed to prove itself. 

Finally, resource shortage spillovers that indirectly impede ~ull im­
plementation, and incremental cuts that endanger successful Innova­
tions appear to be products of sustained fiscal retrenchment. In the 
CCP 'example, the external court shortage that inhibited full im­
plementation existed before the project bega~. Similarly, the depa~­
mental gap in manpower that Interfered WIth the ICAP program s 
deterrent patrol schedules had built up over a four-year period. And 
the two probation departments that reduced their community service 
programs had previously absorbed staffing reductions. . 

The negative effects of fiscal retrenchment cropped up In only a 
handful of the innovations we studied. But the context in which they 
appeared implies that such outcomes will become mor~ frequent un­
der conditions of sustained fiscal stress. Moreover, sustaIned retrench­
ment will likely produce more severe spillover effects and force ever 
more difficult tradeoffs on local criminal justice officials. Managing 
fiscal stress thus requires recognition of its developmental nature and 
the design of strategies adapted to different stages of retrenchment. 

v. POLICY IMP;LICATIONS 

Our findings suggest several policy implications for managers of 
criminal justice innovations and those local, state, or federal officials 
who must decide whether to fund new innovations and/or maintain 
existing ones. We have considered them below under four headings: 
successful implementation strategies, dangers to avoid during im­
plementation) specific issues associated with managing innovations 
under fiscal retrenchment, and choosing among candidate innovations 
for external funding. 

SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 

Embedded within our analysis of criminal justice innovations lie 
several precepts of a successful innovation strategy-what outcomes 
one should strive for and how to get them. These findings indicate 
that managers who want to increase an innovation's chances of suc­
cess should endeavor to achieve those characteristics identified in Sec. 
TI: clarity of goals and procedures, key actor support, staff competence, 
a benefit-cost surplus, and clear lines of authority. 

Achieving those characteristics rests in turn on integrating the fol­
lowing strategies into a single overall approach to implementation: 

• Providing multiple payoffs, 
• Ensuring key actor participation in planning and problem­

solving, and 
• Building in a flexible problem-solving process. 

It also entails realizing four corollary strategies: phased implemen­
tation linked to the achievement of prior credibility milestones, the 
production of substantial craft knowledgey ongoing planning, and reg­
ular communication. All the exemplary innovations in our study fol­
lowed these implementation precepts; all eventually produced the 
correlates of success listed above. 

DANGERS TO AVOID 

Nevertheless, several innovations pursued these guidelines with lit­
tle success, revealing the subtle ways in which well-intentioned ap-
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proaches can be undernlined. We des~ribe the more common of these 
implementation pitfalls below. 

Open-ended and Symbolic Participation 

Implementing a participatory innovation process does not come 
easily in many organizational environments. It is particularly dif­
ficult for police departments whose customary organizational style is 
hierarchical and highly structured. Most of the following examples of 
(tpitfalls to avoid" come from police departments. Some of them repre­
sent errors that have since been corrected. 

Including key actors in the planning and problem-solving process 
should not lead to open-ended participation-prolonged planning 
unaccompanied by clear operational targets and its corollary, abdica­
tion of responsibility at the top. One department that seriously took 
the participatory prescription to heart committed both nf these mis­
takes. Having been burned earlier by the backlash ensuing from a 
highhanded neglect of rank a·- i file concerns, leAP managers went 
overboard the second time around. They brought everyone likely to be 
affected into the process of designing new incident reporting forms. 
But this is precisely the kind of effort we have singled out as central 
to developing a sense of personal investment in organizational 
change. What went wrong? 

In subtle ways, the process be&an to dominate and then to supersede 
the objective. The iterative series of meetings, revisim~.s, and more 
meetings continued for more than two years, thereby .calling into 
question the rank and file's belief that anything would ever happen. 
Moreover, it culminated in a complex four-page reporting form backed 
up by several appendices, and a sixty-page manual that appeared to 
complicate rather than streamline patrol officer duties. Open-ended 
participation delayed and complicated the realization of operational 
performance. 

All but one of the ICAP departments we studied manifested some 
form of open-ended participation. But this disorder is not hTeversible, 
nor does it necessarily produce permanent damage. In small depart­
ments, officer complaints fairly quickly alerted ICAP managers to the 
dangers of raising expectations only to convert them into frustration 
through prolonged participatory planning. In larger departments, the 
feedback system took longer to work and the consequent delays and 
drop in morale were more serious. 

A participatory process also does not mean soliciting inputs from 
key actors only to ignore their concerns. Symbolic participation of this 
sort represents the opposite end of the unintegrated spectrum. We 
observed these tendencies in police departments as well. In one de-
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partment, the project head alternated between telling the men that 
the program could only work with their ideas, and issuing abrupt 
orders and threats. The officers soon decided that their involvement 
was pro forma only. In anot!ler, meetings were held with the police 
departments participating in a regional computer system. However, it 
was clear that the director had neither the motivation nor the author­
ity to carry out any of their recommendations. Again, the Upartici­
pants" caught on quickly to the empty nature of the process. 

Such symbolic or pro forma participation produces frustration based 
on a feeling of betrayed trust, and is more difficult to overcome than 
frustration associated with unrealized expectations. Erasing it may 
require a changs at the director or top leadership level-precisely 
what happened in both cases. 

Avoiding the temptation tG engage in an open-ended or symbolic 
participatory process also avoids their consequences: delays, frustra­
tion, lowered morale and, po!;sibly, hardened resistance to the innova­
tion. A greater awareness of what these pitfalls look like in. reality 
may help well-intentioned but une.ophisticated managers to avoid 
stumbling over them. 

Split Authority 

Although there are several wrong paths to take in developing clear 
lines of responsibility, we identified one that invariably has negative 
consequences and is easily avoided: setting up a formalized system of 
split authority. We can illustrate the dangers of split authority by 
comparing two similar victim/witness projects. 

Both were labeled as integrated prosecutor/police programs but had 
different lines of accountability. In one, the staff was hired by the 
DA's office and was accountable to him; under the director hired by 
the DA, they worked closely with the police in setting up objectives 
and procedures for carrying them out. In the other, authority was 
formally split: the DA had primary responsibility for policy and daily 
operations; the director, who was a member of the police department 
and physically located there, focused on management/administrative 
issues; and the staff were hired by the city and thus were not directly 
accountable to either the DA or the police department. Not surpris­
ingly, the first program faced fewer jurisdictional conflicts and an 
easier implementation process than the second-which alternated be­
tween satisfying police and DA objectives and, in the process, dam­
aged staff morale. 

Formally dividing authority hatween two or more agencies exacer­
bates the inherent differences in organizational priorities that sup-
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port different interpretations of the innovation's objectives. It also 
promotes a situation in which one organization ends up the winner 
and the other feels short-changed. In contrast, when authority is for­
mally placed in one agency, participants expect that agency to have 
final responsibility for deciding priorities. The task of building cooper­
ation then becomes one of satisfying external agency agendas without 
necessarily making them predominant. 

In effect, the core implementing agency's job is to ensure that pe­
ripheral organizations receive benefits from cooperating that out­
weigh their contributions of time, money, or effort. When two or more 
agencies share formal authority for an innovation, no one plays this 
role. Thus the split-authority victim/witness project seesawed back 
and forth between satisfying the DA and the police. Similarly, a law 
enforcement task force working under several police departments had 
no mechanism for determining when the staff wore regional as op­
posed to departmental hats. 

Because formal and informal authority systems frequently lack a 
one-to-one correspondence, establishing a single center of formal au­
thority does not necessarily obviate these problems. However, it does 
avoid the extra distortion of incentives associated with formallv divid­
ing authority among several organizations-the emphasis o~ estab­
lishing one's agency as ttfirst among equals" coupled with a 
deemphasis on soliciting the cooperation of others. 

Premature Certainty 

The projects we identified as exemplary were constantly growing; 
their staff both sought new challenges and adapted to problems as 
they arose. In so doing, they avoided becoming locked into a too ambi­
tious (or too circumscribed) agenda or mindlessly following ineffective 
procedures. 

Premature certainty represents the opposite of an adaptive and evo­
lutionary innovation process. It also constitutes another subtle danger 
to avoid. In our study, an overemphasis on planning prior to im­
plementation was its most common precursor. This dQes not mean one 
should plunge into implementation without prior planning. But it 
does mean that managers of innovations need to be alert to the su,btle 
ways in which traditional planning processes can be distorted. 

In two cases, we observed overly lengthy planning periods devoted 
to identifying and resolving problems that could have been more easi­
ly spotted through a trial and error process. In one case, management 
realized its error and pulled back from the too-detailed blueprint the 
planning group had produced, trying out a more limited version that 
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allowed them to make needed adaptations. Lengthy planning delayed 
implementation but did not preclude it. In the other, a protracted 
planning process produced a rigid agenda that no one has yet been 
able to implement, in part because the blueprint cannot easily be bro­
ken down into pieces that can be tried out separately or, alternatively, 
adapted to smaller groups within the organization. 

In contrast, several exemplary projects did undergo planning peri­
ods in which initiai objectives and operations were clarified but the . ' process was vIewed as one that would continue during implementa-
tion. For example, one victim/witness project fielded a citizen survey 
to determine its initial priorities. After the first implementation year, 
however, the staff proceeded to add components and modify old ones. 
Clearly, they did not view the original plan as inlmutable. 

A successful planning process does not end when implementation 
begins, nor should it produce an unchangeable set of objectives and 
procedures. Both projects that sought premature certainty prolonged 
t~e initial planning period in a vain attempt to resolve more ques­
tIOns than could reasonably be addressed in the absence of actual im­
plementation. Both acted as though planning constituted a clearly 
defined activity with sharply delineated beginning and end points­
boundarie~ that were, moreover, confined to the period preceding im­
plementatIOn. Consequently, they laid a heavier agenda on pre-im­
plt:;.mentation planning than was either necessary or wise. In one case 
the main negative cons~quence amounted to delay; in the other, dela; 
was compounded by the production of a rigid agenda that resisted 
later modification. 

Thus innovation managers need to avoid the twin dangers of com­
partmentalizing the planning process and protracting the pre-im­
plementation planning period. They also need to recognize the need 
for flexible blueprints that can be added to, modified or taken away 
from. Viewing planning as a continual, rather than compartmental­
ized, process helps ensure this flexibility and avoid the pitfalls of 
producing unnecessary delays and planning uproducts" that defy 
implementation. 

MANAGING FISCAL RETRENCHMENT 

When fiscal pressures impinged on them, local criminal justice offi­
cials exhibited a laudable (.!apacity to identify and terminate less suc­
cessful innovations. However, they appear to have more difficulty 
coping with the continuing problems that fiscal retrenchment poses 
for the survivors. These problems f~t:: into two categories: preserving 
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the high performance of successful innovations and identifying and 
bolstering promising but adolescent innovations. 

Preserving Successful Innovations 

For several reasons, organizations undergoing a fiscal squeeze pre­
fer to make across-the-board rather than selective cuts in the budgets 
allotted different programs. Making everyone share a ten-percent re­
duction avoid~ the necessity of carefully weighing the virtues and 
faults of differ.ent organizational components; it also preserves a sense 
of equity in the face of hard times. While avoiding hard choices does 
not constitute a valid justification for incremental cuts, preserving 
equity has more to recommend it. Maintaining morale is crucial to an 
organization's ability to weather a fiscal crisis; to the extent that pre­
serving an equity of misfortune prevents a severe erosion in morale, 
following the ueasy" path of across-the-board cuts has more merit 
than appears at first glance. 

Nevertheless, uequitable" across-the-board cuts can also have ine­
quitable results. Some programs or units may have been operating 
closer to the bOl1e than others; a ten-percent cut may merely eliminate 
waste in program A but entail a twenty-percent reduction in perfor­
mance for program B. The same principle holds for innovations. As we 
have seen, those t4at are already on a shoestring budget may suffer 
severe performance declines when forced. to absorb their cCshare" of an 
across-the-board cut. Those that are entering a less labor-intensive 
period of development, have alternative sources of unpaid or less ex­
pensive labor, or have been operating under a cCfat" budget may suffer 
no negative performance effects. 

The issue then involves how one defines equity-equity in sha~;~g 
budget cutbacks or equity in sharing the performance constraints ',:., .t 
cutbacks may entail. Making decisions based on the latter criterion is 
considerably more difficult than making decisions based on the for­
mer. Instead of applying a simple decision rule such as that implied 
by incremental reductions across the board, decisions based on per­
formance equity necessitate making sensitive distinctions, taking into 
account past performance and input levels, future directions of the 
innovation and the organization, and the relationship between all 
these factors. 

Such distinctions are difficult but not impossible. We observed local 
criminal justice agencies engaged in strategic decisionmaking when 
deciding which innovations to save and which to drop. Applying per~ 
formance equity criteria to budget decisions that reduce but do not 
eliminate fiscal support represents the strategic decisionmaking ana-
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log for the survivors. Successful management of fiscal retrenchment 
requires using more sensitive scalpels when applying budget cuts to 
mature innovations, carefully separating those that can absorb reduc­
tions from those that cannot. It also requires a shift in decisionmak­
ing strategy from an incremental style of decisionmaking that seeks 
to maintain equity in sharing cutbacks to a strategic style that seeks 
to maintain equity in performance. 

Bolstering Promising Innovations 

Shifting to a strategic decisionmaking mode based on performance 
equity criteria would help prevent unintended damage to mature, suc­
cessful innovations. But what about adolescent innovations? Many 
may not be able to absorb budget cuts at all; some may actually need 
additional capit I and time to grow to maturity. How is a manager to 
separate the promising adolescent innovations from the unpromising? 
To assess the performance of an innovation that ha~ not yet achieved 
full implementation? 

Fiscal retrenchment poses the substantial threat that promising in­
novations undergoing an adolescent stage of turbulence and growth 
will never reach full bloom. What local officials need is a developmen­
tal strategy that allows them to target risk-capital to the most prom­
ising candidates, while cutting others off at the knees. 

This is no easy task; moreover, there are no guidelines for develop­
ing or carrying out such an approach. Little, if anything, is known 
about how to identify which adolescent innovations will profit from 
risk-capital injections and which will not. 

We can, however, derive some useful hints gleaned from the experi­
ence of the innovations we studied. First of all, it may be helpful to 
distinguish innovations that suffer from resource problems afflicting 
external participating agencies. If the innovation requires access to 
the courts (as in the case of community service and career criminal 
projects) but that access is severely limited because of space or judge 
shortages, managers should ask serious questions about the degree to 
which these external impediments limit potential performance and 
reduce the innovation's value. Because they may impede full im­
plementation in ways beyond the control of the innovation's manag­
ers, such spillover effects provide a basis for questioning whether 
fiscal support should be co.ntinued. 

Resource shortage spillovers within the core implementing agency 
raise similar questions. The difference between external and internal 
spillover problems is that the latter may be amenable to ameliorative 
action on the part of the innovation's managers or, more likely~ the 
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organization's top leadershir For example, if general manpower 
shortages threaten a police department's capacity to implement deter­
rent patrol, one of two options should be considered: eliminating de­
terrent patrol or finding a way to overcome the manpower problem. 

Other problems faced by adolescent innovations call for difl'erent 
decision criteria. As we have seen, inadequate director nr staff' com­
mitment, ambiguous goals, insufficient payoff's, or confused authority 
can all be overcome provided the organization's top leadership stands 
behind the innovation, recognizes its weaknesses, and is prepared to 
take steps to remedy them. However, without top leadership support, 
director/staff' eff'orts to move beyond an adolescent crisis have a low 
probability of success. Thus when these problems emerge, assessing 
the likelihood that additional risk capital or time, or both, will yield 
worthwhile payoffs requires a detailed assessment of the innovation's 
unique organizational environment. 

Understanding the Effects of Sustained Retrenchment 

Finally, the distinct possibility that fiscal retrenchment itself pro­
ceeds through developmental stages underscores the importance of 
further research on its effects. This study postulates the likelihood 
that sustained retrenchment will force increasingly difficult tradeoffs 
on local criminal justice decisionmakers. We surveyed survival-or­
death decisions in a context in which local officials had the option of 
terminating ineffective or marginally successful innovations. But we 
have had little to say about the decisionmaking process when sur­
vival-or-death tradeoffs have to be made among successful innova­
tions. 

Moreover, the survival decision depended largely on the initiative 
of officials heading public criminal justice agencies. While they clear .. 
ly had th6ir eye on the likely reactions of local or state bodies, it was 
up to the implementing agencies to decide whether to continue fund­
ing an innovation within the allocated budget or to seek additional 
public or private support for its continuation. Nevertheless, a decision 
to solicit additional public funds subtly altered decisionmaking, 
bringing the influence and concerns of elected bodies into the decision 
cal~ulus. For example, continuing two career criminal programs 
necessitated lobbying the state legislature for funds. Ultimately, 
legisl8tive calculations that involved weighing the arguments of the 
prosecutor's office against those of other contenders for pieces of the 
budget determined their survival. In contrast, another victim/witness 
program that was terminated failed to convince elected officials of its 
worth. Similarly, the agency head responsible for dropping an in-
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eff'ective community service program had a strong sense that the city 
council would not countenance its survival. 

To the extent that locally elected officials determine the criminal 
justice budget, one might expect that sustained retrenchmE::nt will 
heighten their influence on what may formerly have been inte.l."l1al 
agency decisions. Such a development could, in turn, force local crimi­
nal justice officials to deal more explicitly with fiscal tradeoff's among 
the various criminal justice agencies in a jurisdiction and between 
criminal justice and other local services. Such tradeoffs are considera­
bly more difficult to make when the fiscal pie is decreasing; moreover, 
they pose issues wit \ which officials accustomed to fiscal prosperity 
have had little experience. 

We have already suggested that local criminal justice officials have 
difficulty moving to a strategic decisionmaking mode when it comes to 
the treatment of surviving innovations, a sign that local capacity to 
deal with sustained fiscal retrenchment is limited. We suspect that 
they are even less equipped to cope with an enlarged decisionmaking 
arena in which fiscal scarcity forces explicit tradeoff's among criminal 
justice agencies and between criminal justice and other local agencies. 
There is a clear need for further research on how sustained retrench­
ment affects criminal justice agencies within the context of both the 
LCJS and the political jurisdiction within which it operates. 

CHOOSING AMONG CANDIDATE INNOVATIONS 
FOR EXTERNAL FUNDING 

We have singled out change as the hallmark of successful criminal 
justice innovations. Moreover, we have suggest.ed that innovations 
fall into two categories: the few that have, and the many that do not 
have, initial characteristics that provide evidence on which to base 
predictions of success. This puts federal, state, and local policymakers 
into a quandary. If they cannot distinguish between the two kinds of 
innovations, how are they to develop criteria for choosing which ones 
to fund? 

We postulated that innovations in the first. category-those that 
proceed automatically from adoption to implementation-require lit­
tle change on the part of the people who put them into place. We also 
suggested that they change the behavior of only a few organizational 
members and that their goals and procedures are clear and easy to 
learn at adoption. However, these clues to distinguishing the two in­
novation types represent hypotheses supported by evidence from only 
one case in our sample. More research is needed to help us distinguish 
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when initial characteristics of the innovation help predict eventual 
success, and when they do, what characteristics are most useful. 

But policymakers must use other criteria to decide which innova­
tions to fund among the majority whose success rests on how they are 
implemented. Because they are subject to substantial change after 
adoption, the initial characteristics of implementation-dependent in­
novations provide little useful data. Our research does not provide 
definitive funding guidelines for this group of innovations. It does, 
however, suggest a strategy for choosing among .:.hem-a strategy 
that places greater emphasis on locating appropriate organizational 
environments than on promoting the extensive adoption of particular 
innovation types. 

The clearest early signals that an innovation might succeed in a 
particular organizational context rest with the motivations for adop­
tion and the posture of top leadership. If local officials seek external 
seed money opportunistically, e.g., solely to take advantage of the 
a"ailability of funds or to fulfill an agenda only loosely related to the 
innovation, the innovation is unlikely to succeed. If they reluctantly 
or apathetically accede to external pre~sures for adoption, a similar 
prognosis is justified. On the other hanl1, when local officials have 
already diagnosed a problem or opportunity partiCUlarly suited to the 
innovation's substantive features, the innovation ia considerably more 
likely to find a receptive climate in which the fnctors that promote 
success can be generated. 

Because the idea for adopting an innovation may come from middle 
management or lower levels of the hierarchy, the presence or absence 
of top leadership support at initiation constitutes another important 
indicator of potential success. Without such support, the most en­
thusiastic staff will have difficulty mobilizing coopel'ation from those 
who mllst provide assistance to translate the idea into reality, and 
resolve problems associated with resistance to change, insuffiCient in­
centives, vague or conflicting procedures, or confused authority. 

Sincere motivations for adoption and top leadership support signal 
a receptive climate for the innovation to take root, While neither as­
sures success, both together make it more likely, But how does a fund­
ing agent distinguish opportunism, reluctance, or apathy from 
sincerity? How does one see through an opportunistic agency head's 
assurance that this innovation has been on the local agenda for years 
but unrealized only because of lack of funds? 

A plausible route to acquiring a sensitive sense of organizational 
climate involves face-to-face contact with those who will be responsi­
ble for implementation. By talking to potential participants, one can 
gain a sense of their sincerity as well as their understanding of the 
process involved in changing people's beha'Vior and attitudes. When 
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?ppropriate, one can also look for innovation precursors-efforts to 
I~~lement son;e components or related features that require only 
lImIted expenditures or staff time. While face-to-face contact of this 
kind will not guarantee the selection of organizations in which an 
innovation is likely to succeed, it will certainly raise the probability of 
success.! 

Clearly, carrying out this funding strategy entails a greater ex­
pense the more geographically removed the funding agency is from 
the potential recipient. Local funding agencies have less distance to 
travel and more local contacts through which the information can be 
obtained than state or federal agencies. Nevertheless the recent con­
striction of funds available for local criminal justice innovations 
places greater weight on avoiding decisions that are biased against 
success from the beginning, As the availability of seed monies 
shrinks, it may justify greater up-front expenditures to ensure that 
the available resources are wisely allocated. 

, l~e s?ou!d n,ote tha~ the general strategy we are recommending applies also to 
crun,mal JustIce mnovat~ons th~t do not fit the process model we have identified as 
crucla! to s~ccess. Even l!l~ovatlo~s that can be implemented with minimal change in 
behaVior stll~ need to. eX~lblt the SIX correlates of ~uccess discussed in Sec. II. Neverthe­
less, evaluatl?g motlvatI~ns to adopt and top leadership support should be easier in 
~~es where l,mpleme?tatlon resistance is unlikely and initial innovation character­
IStiCS are subject to lIttle or no change. In such cases, information based on written 
sources and phone calls may suffice. 
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Table A.I 

SUCCESS BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE 

Latest Expenditure Level ($1000) 

<100 100 to 200 >200 

Degree 
of Success No. % No. % No. % 

High 5 38.5 9 64.3 7 70.0 
Moderate 2 15.4 2 14.3 3 30.0 
Low 6 46.1 3 21.4 0 

Total 13 100.0 14 100.0 10 100.0 
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Table A.2 

SUCCESS BY AWARENESS OF OUTSIDE INFORMATION AT ADoPTION 

Awareness of Outside 
Information at Adoption 

None Some a 
'A Great b Deal 

Degree 
of Success No. % No. % No. % 

High 4 57.1 10 50.0 7 70.0 
Moderate 5 25.0 2 20.0 
Low 3 42.8 5 25.0 1 10.0 

Total 7 99.9 20 100.0 10 100.0 

aOutside information known to project initia­
tors and/or staff was confined to written 
materials (research, brochures, evaluations of 
similar projects, etcc). 

bOuts ide information known to project initia­
tors and/or staff came from face-to-face contacts 
as well as written sources (meetings, workshops, 
conferences, site visits, etc.). 

Table A.S 

SUCCESS BY USE OF TECHNICAL AssrS'fANCE 

Use of External 
Technical Assistance 

No Yes 
Degree 

of Success No. % No. % 

High 14 51.9 7 70.0 
Moderate 6 22.2 2 10.0 
Low 7 25.9 1 20.0 

~ota1 27 100.0 10 100.0 

I 

I 

-------------------

Appendix B 

INTERVIEW GUIDES 

PROJECT QUESTIONS FOR PROJECT DIRECTOR, HEAD OF AGENCY 

1. First of all, how long have you been involved with the ( ) 
project? 

Project Initiation 

2. How did it get started? IF NOT KNOWN ALREADY: When? 

• Where did the original idea come from? (PROBE: Who initiated 
it? Where did they hear about it?) 

• 
Why did the department/office decide to undertake this program? 
(e.g. funding was available; status, prestige; specific local problems) 

3. IF SUPPORTED BY LEA! FUNDS: Was it started with LEA! funds? Do you 
think it would have been undertaken if LEA! funding had not been 
available? (PROBE: Why is that?) 

Components, Goals 

4. Could you briefly describe the ( 
) project? For example: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

What activities or tasks does it involve? 

How would you characterize the various project components--what 
parts would you say are new to (you/the people participating in 
it), and what parts constitute things (you/they) have done before? 

Who is involved in carrying it out? (PROBE: within the 
department, outside) 

How does this project compare with other (Name of Project) in (State)? 

5. What were the project's original goals? (What was it originally 
intended to a~complish?) 

• How specific do you think the project's goals were at its 
inception--very specific, moderately specific, not at all 
specific? 

• How close do you think the project's goals are to this 
(department's/office's) major criminal justice objectives? 

85 
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6. IF NOT KNOWN ALREADY: 
staffing level? 

~lhat is the project's yearly budget and 

Project Planning, Mobilization of Support 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

What activities went into getting the project underway? 

• For example, what kind of planning, if any, occurred? 
(PROBE: Who was involved?) 

• How about trainingft-were there any training activities for 
those involved in carrying the project out? IF YES: What 
kind of training took place? (PROBE for substance, duration) 

Whose ~upport or cooperation did you need to get the project 
underway? 

• FOR EACH GROUP (PERSON) NAl'IED: What was the role of ( ) in 
the beginning? 

• Do you feel the project got adequate support from (person(s) 
named)? (PROBE: Why or why not?) 

Did anyone assess the project's likely effect on other criminal 
justice agencies? IF YES: What did they conclude? 

Is there anything you think should have been done differently at 
the beginning of the project? IF YES: What kind of things? Why? 

Project Implementation 

11. 

12. 

How difficult would you say this praject has been to implement-­
very difficult, moderately difficult, not at all difficult? 

• Why is that? 

• What kind of problems did you encounter? How were they 
resolved? 

Would you say this project has changed at allover time--either in 
its original goals or in the kinds of activities and people involved? 

• What specific changes have taken place? 

• FOR EACH CHANGE MENTIONED: What led to (specific change)? 
(e.g. complaints from staff, realization that pro~edure 
wouldn't work, etc.) 
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13. When changes were made in the project, how did they get decided? 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

• Who participated in decisions concerning modifications in the 
project? 

• How did you learn about problems? 

• WerE>. there project meetings or training sessions once the 
project got underway? What we::e they designed to accomplish? 

Did you feel you had enough authority to make necessary changes? 
IF NOT: Why or why not? 

Do you feel you had sufficient resources to implement the project 
effectively? IF NO: What kind of resources did you need? 

How would you rate the staff's commitment to the project at the 
beginning--would you say they were generally enthusiastic, neutral, or 
opposed? Why was that? 

• How do you think they feel now? 

• What accounts for the (difference/lack of change/continued 
enthusiasm)? 

How would you characterize the (project director's/head of 
agency's) support for the project? 

• Did he/she take an active interest in it? Why or why not? 

• Has his/her support changed over time? IF YES: In what ways? 

18. IF PROJECT REQUIRES COOPERATION FROM OTHER AGENCIES: What about 
other criminal agencies? Has it been difficult or easy to get their 
cooperation? (PROBE: Why is that? Have any other agencies actively 
opposed the project? Why?) 

18a. IF PROJECT DOESN'T REQUIRE COOPERATION FROM OTHER AGENCIES: What 
about other criminal justice agencies: Have any other agencies actively 
supported or opposed the project? (PROBE: What accounts for their 
attitudes?) 

19. What impact, if any, have citizen groups had on the project? 

Project Outcomes 

20. Overall, when you take into account the .goals the project started 
with and the resources it had, how successful would you say it ha£ been 
in meeting its goals--very successful, moderately successful, not at all 
successful? 

• What factors do you think have contributed to its 
success/failure? 

• How would you compare it with (other similar projects) 'in 
(State)? 
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21. Specifically, what do you think the project (achieved/has 
achieved)? 

• What is the department/office doing now that it would not have 
been doing in the absence of this project? 

• ASK IF NECESSARY: What changes has it brought about in 
criminal justice practice? 

• ASK IF NECESSARY: Has it altered practitioner attitudes in any 
way? 

22. As far as you know, have there been any spin-off projects from this 
one? IF "lES: What are they? How did they hear about your project? 

23. Have there been any changes made in other agencies or jurisdictions 
because of this project? IF YES: What sort of changes? 

24. What impact, if any, has this project had on the capacity of your 
office to use new ideas? to carry out innovative programs? 

25. IF FUNDED BY LEAA: After termination of federal funds, do you 
expect this project will be continued at the present level, cut back, or 
not continued at all? (PROBE: Why is that?) 

• What elements will be maintained? Why? 

• When did planning for the eventual withdrawal of federal funds 
start? 

OR: 

25a. IF ALREADY TERMINATED: Why did thi~ project end? 

• If federal funds had been available, do you think it would have 
been continued? Why or why not? 

OR: 

25b. IF LOCALLY FUNDED: Do you expect this project will be continued at 
the preaent level, cut back, or not continued at all in the next fiscal 
year? 

• Why is that? 

• What elements, if any, will be maintained? Why? 

26. What advice would you give to another (department/office) planning 
to start a (name of project)? 
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PROJECT QUESTlONS FOR PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 

1. First of all, how long have you been involved with the ( 
project? 
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Project Initiation 

2. How did it got started? IF NOT KNOWN .ALREADY: When? 

• 

• 

Where did the original idea come trom? (PROBE: Who initiated 
it? Where did they hear about it?) 

Why did the department/office decide to undertake this program? 
(e.g. funding was available; status, prestige; specific local 
problems) 

3. IF SUPPORTED .BY LEAA FUNDS: Was it started with LEAA funds? D~') you 
think it WQuld have been undertaken if LEA! funding had not been 
available? (PROBE: Why :I.s that?) 

Components, Goals 

4. Could you briefly describe the ( ) project? For example: 

5. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

What activities or tasks does it involve? 

How would you characterize the various project components--what 
parts would you say are new to (you/the people participating i~ 
it), and what parts constitute things (you/they) have done 
before? 

Who is involved in carrying it out? (PROBE: within the 
department, outside) 

How does this project compare with other (Name of Project) in 
(State)? 

What were the project's original goals? (What was it originally 
intended to accomplish?) 

• 

• 

• 

How well do you think the project1s $taff understood its goals 
at the beginning? (PROBE: What sort of things were unclear?) 

How specific do you think the project's goals were at its 
inception--very specific, moderately specific) not at all 
specific? 

How clo~e do f(OU thil,:-:' the project t s goals are to this 
(department's/office's) major criminal justice objectives? 

') 
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6. IF NOT KNOWN ALREADY: What is the project's yearJy budget and 
staffing level? 

Project Planning, Mobilization of Support 

7. What activities went into getting the project underway? 

" For example, what kind of planning, if any, occurred? 
(PROBE: Who was involved?) 

• How about training--were there any training activities for 
those involved in carry~ng the project out? IF YES: What 
kind of training took place? (PROBE for substance, duration) 

8. Whose suppor.t or cooperation was needed to get the project underway? 

• 

• 

FOR EACH GROUP (PERSON) NAMED: What was the .role of ( ) in 
the beginning? 

Do you feel the project got adequate support fr~m (person(s) 
named)? (PROBE: Why or why not?) 

-
9. Were there any initial uncertainties about what the (name of 

project) required you to do? IF YES: Did things become clearer over 
timG? How did that happen? 

10. Is there anything you think sho~ld have been done differently at 
the beginning of the project? IF YES: What kind of things? Why? 

Project Implementation 

11. How difficult would you say this project has been to implement-­
very difficult, moderately difficult, not at all difficult? 

• Why is that? 

• What kind of problems did you encounter? How were they 
resolved? 

12. Would you say this project has changed at allover time--either in 
its original goals or in the kinds of activities and people involved? 

• What specific changes have taken place? 

• FOR EACH CHANGE MENTIONED: What led to (specific change)? 
(e.g. complaints from staff, realization that procedure 
wouldn't work, etc.) 
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13. When changes were made in the project, how did they get decided? 

• Who participated in decisions concerning modifications in the 
project? 

• How did you learn about problems? 

• Were there project meetings or training sessions once the 
project got underway? What were they designed to accomplish? 
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14. Did you feol the staff had sufficient influence on making necessary 
changes? IF NOT: Why not? What things should have been done that 
weren't? 

15. Do you feel you had sufficient resources to implement the project 
effectively? IF NO: What kind of resources did you need? 

16. What do you like about the project? Dislike? 

17. How would you rate the staff's commitment to the project at the 
beginning--would you say they were generally enthusiastic, neutral, or 
opposed? Why was that? 

• How do you think they feel now? 

• What accounts for the (difference/lack of change/continued 
enthusiasm)? 

18. J1.ow would you characterize the (head of agency's) support for the 
project? 

• Did he/she take an active interest in it? Why or why not? 

• Has his/her support changed over time? IF YES: In what ways? 

19. How would you characterize the (head of agency's) relationship with 
his staff? (e.g. tends to make decisions with little or no staff 
participation; delegates most authority; open, friendly; informal) 

20. How effective has the project director been? (PROBE: lIas he/she 
been able to keep the project on track? Why or why not?) 

21. IF PRO.tECT REQUIRES COOPERATION FROM OTHER AGENCIES: What about 
other criminal agencies? Has it been difficult or easy to get their 
cooperation? (PROBE: Why is that? Have any other agencies actively 
opposed the project? Why?) 

21a. IF PROJECT DOESN'T REQUIRE COOPERATION FROM OTHER AGENCIES: What 
about other criminal justice agencies: Have any other agencies actively 
supported or opposed the project? (PROBE: What accounts for their 
attitudes?) 

.' 
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22. What impact, if any, have citizen groups had on the project? 

Project Outcomes 

23. Overall, when you take into account the goals the project started 
with and the resources it had, how successful would you say it has been 
in meeting its goals--very successful, moderately successful, not at all 
successful? 

• What factors do you think have contributed to its 
success/failure? 

• How would you compare it with (other similar projects) in 
(State)? 

24. Specifically, what do you think the project (achieved/has 
achieved)? 

• What changes has it brought about in what you do? 

• Has it altered your (or other participants') attitudes in any 
way? 

• ASK IF NECESSARY: What is the department/office doing now that 
it would not have been doing in the absence of this project? 

25. As far as you know, have there been any spin-off projects from this 
one? IF YES: What are they? How did they hear about your prcject? 

26. Have there been any changes made in other agenc.ies or jurisdictions 
because of this project? IF YES: What sort of changes? 

27. What impact, if any, has this project had on the capacity of your 
office to use new ideas? to carry out innovative programs? 

28. IF FUNDED BY LEAA; After t~rmination of federal funds, do you 
expect this project will be continued at the present level, cut back, or 
not continued at all? (PROBE: Why is that?) 

• What elements will be maintained? Why? 

• When did planning for the eventual withdrawal of federal funds 
start? 

OR: 

28a. IF ALREADY TERMINATED: Why did this project end? 

• If fedoral funds had been available, do you think it would have 
been continued? Why or why not? 
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OR: 

28b. IF LOCALLY FUNDED: Do you expect this project will be continued at 
the present level, cut back, or not continued at all in the next fiscal 
year? 

• Why is that? 

• What elements, if any, will be maintained? Why? 

29. What advice would you give to another (department/office) planning 
to start a (name of project)? 



\; 

94 

GENERAL QUESTIONS FOR HEAD OF AGENCY, CJ REPORTERS 

Fiscal Context 

1. How would you characterize the present fiscal situation in 
(City/County)? 

• How has this situation affected your(department/office)? 

2. What is your department's current staffing level? It~ total 
operating budget? 

3. How do you think the loss of LEAA funds (will affect/has affected) 
your (department/office)? 

~rities 

4. What are the current criminal justice priorities in your 
(department/officQ)? 

S. Why have these particular issues become priorities? 

e.g. pressures from local elected officials, pressuros from 
citizen groups, legislative or judicial mandates, specific 
local problems, federal program priorities. 

o. Do you thirlk your (department 's/office's) priorities have changed 
much over the past three yrars? IF YES: In what wuys? 

Relationships with Other Agencies 

7. How would you characterizQ relationships among criminal justice 
agencies in (County/City)? 

8. In your opinion, is there much coordination across the different 
sectors--law enforcement, the courts and prosecution, corrections? 
PROBE: Why is that? 

9. What specifi~ incentives or obstacles are there for: 

coordinating activities? 
sharing information? 
working together on a specific project? 

10. How would you characterize relationships between your 
(office/department) and (City/County) elected officials? PROBE: 
rolo do they play in your (department's/office's) decisionmaking? 
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Planning, Research Capability 

11. What kind of planning resources does your (office/department) have 
available to it? (e.g. planning staff, outside consultants, computer 
information, etc.) 

12. How useful do you find these resources in your own decisionmaking? 

Innovativeness, Structure 

13. How would you rank your department's posture toward trying criminal 
justice innovations or experiments--is it more or less likely to try 
innovations than other departments in (State)? 

• What do you think accounts for this difference? 

14. Who generally decides on new policies or practices within your 
(office/department)? 

15. Could you describe the typical decisionmaking process for deciding 
upon and implementing new policies or practices? 

• 
• 
• 

Who is involved? 

How are decisions made and communicated? 

How do you learn about any problems that arise during 
implementation? 

Now ltd like to ask you a number of questions about the ( 
project. 

) 

I, 
( 

; ~ 
" II 
II 

1\ 



tl...." 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Allison, Richard, ctLEAA's Impact on Criminel Justice: A Review of 
the Literature," in Criminal Justice Abstracts~ December 1979. 

Aoki, Ted T., and Associates, British Columbia Social Studies Assess­
ment, Vols. 1-3, British Columbia :Ministry of Education, Vic­
toria, 1977. 

Baer, W. S., L. L. Johnson, and E. Merrow, Analysis of Federally 
Funded Demonstration Projects: Final Report, The Rand Cor­
poration, R-1926-DOC, April 1976. 

Bardach, E., The Implementation Game, MIT Press, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1977. 

Beck, Mary Ann, ((Effecting the Research to Action Linkage: The Re­
search Utilization Program of NILECJ ," unpublished paper, NI­
LECJ, September 1978. 

Bennis, Warren G., Kenneth D. Benne, and Robert Chin (eds.), The 
Planning of Change, 2d ed., Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 
New York, 1969. 

Berman, Paul, and M. W. McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting 
Educational Change, Vol. I: A Model of Educational Change, The 
Rand Corporation, R-1589/1-HEW, 1974. 

Berman, Paul, and E. Pauly, Federal Programs Supporting Educa­
tional Change, Vol. ll: Factors Affecting Change Agent Projects, 
The Rand Corporation, R-1589/2-HEW, April 1975. 

Berman, Paul, et a!., Federal Programs Supporting Educational 
Change, Vol. Vll: Factors Affecting Implementation and Con­
tinuation, The Rand Corporation, R-158917-HEW, April 1977. 

Berman, Paul, and M. W. McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting 
Educational Change, Vol. VIII: Implementing and Sustaininrg In­
novations, The Rand Corporation, R-1589/8-HEW, May 1978. 

Bingham, Richard D., The Adoption of Innovation by Local Govern­
ment~ Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1976. 

Caplan, Gerald, ((Reflections on the Nationalization of Crime, 1964-
68," in Law and Social Order, Vol. 2, 1973. 

Caplan, Nathan, et aI., The Use of Social Science Knowledge in Policy 
Decisions at the National [.level, Institute for Social Research, 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1975. 

Chaiken, Jan M., ctTransfer of Emergency Service Deployment Models 
to Operating Agencies," Management Science, Vol. 24, No.7, 
March 1978, pp. 719-731. 

97 

Preceding page blank 

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



\ 

98 

-, Two Patrol Car Deployment Models: History of Use 1975-1979, 
The Rand Corporation, P-6458, March 1980. 

Charters, W. W., and Roland Pellegrin, ttBarriers to the Innovation 
Process: Four Case Studies of Differentiated Staffing," Educa­
tional Administrative Quarterly, Vol. 9, 1973, pp. 3-14. 

Chelimsky, Eleanor, High Impact Anti-Crime Program: National 
Level Evaluation Final Report: Executive Summary, The MITRE 
Corporation, January 1976. 

CheIimsky, Eleanor, and Judith Dahmann, Final Report of the Career 
Criminal Program National Evaluation, The MITRE Corpora­
tion, June 1980. 

Chelimsky, Eleanor, and Joseph Sasfy, Improving the Criminal Proc­
essing of Misdemeanants, The Improved Lower Court Case Han­
dling Program,' Cross-J urisdictional Analysis , National 
Evaluation: Final Report, The MITRE Corporation, January 
1978. 

Coch, Lester, and John R. P. French, Jr., (COvercoming Resistance to 
Change," in Harold Proshansky and Bernard Seidenberg (eds.), 
Basic Studies in Social Psychol(jgy, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 
Inc., New York, 1965. 

Cohen, L. H.; UFactors Affeding the Utilization of Mental Health 
Evaluation Research Findings," Professional Psychology, Vol. 8, 
1977, pp. 526-534. 

Colton, Kent W., URoutine Computer Technology: Implementation 
and Impact," Chap. 3 in Kent W. Colton (ed.), Police Computer 
Technology, Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1978. 

Comptroller General of the United States, The Pilot Cities Program: 
Phaseout Needed Due to Limited N atioru.~l Benefits, Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration, Department of Justice, Wash­
ington, D.C., 1975. 

Congressional Budget Office, The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration: Options for Reauthorization, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., May 1979. 

Cushrnan, Robert C., uLEAA's CPilot Cities'-A Model for Criminal 
Justice Research and Demonstration/' San Diego Law Review, 
Vol. 9, June 1972. 

Dahmann, Judith, et al., Local Criminal Justice Planning: A Study of 
the Institutionalization Process, The MITRE Corporation, May 
1980 (draft). 

Danziger, James N., and WJIliam H. Dutton, 1'echnological Innova­
tion in Local Government: The Case of Computers in U.S. Cities 
and Counties, Urban Information Systems Research Group, Uni­
versity of California, Irvine, July 1976. 

Derthick, Martha, New Towns In-Town, The Urban Institute, Wash­
ington, D.C., 1972. 

\ 
l 

'i 
I 

----'-~---~----------------.~~----~--~-.--.-.------------

" 
/, 

11 
11 
" J 
l' 
I 
j 

99 

Domestic Technology Transfer: Issues and Options, U.S. House of Rep­
resentatives, Committee on Science and Technology, 95th Cong., 
2d sess., November 1978. 

Downs, Anthony, Inside Bureaucracy, Little, Brown, and Company, 
Boston, Mass., 1967. 

Eisenstein, James, Politics and the Legal Process, Harper and Row, 
New York, 1973. 

Ellickson, Phyllis, Balancing Energy and the Environment: The Case 
of Geothermal Development, The Rand Corporation, R-2774-
DOE, July 1978. 

--, The Fiscal Limitation Movement: Present Context and Outlook, 
The Rand Corporation, N-1160-FF, May 1979. 

Ellickson, Phyllis, and Edward Merrow, Resolving Environmental Is­
sues in Energy Development: Roles for DOE and Its Field Offices, 
The Rand Corporation, R-2335-DOE, January 1979. 

Elmore) Richard F., tCOrganizational Models of Social Program Im­
plementation," Public Policy, Vol. 26, No.2, Spring 1978, pp. 
185-225. 

Emrick, John A., and Susan M. Peterson, A Synthesis of Findings 
Across Five Recent Studies in Educational Dissemination and 
Change, Far West Laboratory, San Francisco, California, 1978. 

Eveland, J. D., and E. M. Rogers, Measuring the Innovation Process in 
Public Organizations, unpublished manuscript, National Science 
Foundation, Washington, D.C., December 20, 1980. 

Ewing, Blair G., ccResearch into Action: The Approach of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice," paper 
presented at the Annual American Society of Criminology Meet­
ing, Dallas, Texas, November 1975. 

Feeley, Malcolm M., et al., ttImplementation of the Safe Streets Act: 
The Role of State Planning in the Development of Criminal 
Justice Federalism," paper presented to the Midwest Political 
Science Association, Chicago, Illinois, May 1976. 

Feeley, Malcolm M., and Austin D. Sarat, The Policy Dilemma, Uni­
versity of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1980. 

Feldman, Martha S., and James G. March, uInformation in Organiza­
tions as Signal and Symbol," paper presented at the Western 
Political Science Association Meetings, San Francisco, March 27-
29, 1980. 

Feller, Irwin, and Donald C. Menzel, ttDiffusion Milieus as a Focus of 
Research on Innovation in the Public Sector," Policy Sciences, 
Vol. 5, 1977, pp. 49-68. 

Feller, Irwin, Donald C. Menzel, and Lee Ann Kozak, Diffusion of 
Innovations in Municipal Governments, Institute for Research on 



100 

Human Resources, Pennsylvania State University, University 
Park, June 1976. 

Freed, Daniel J., ((The Nonsystem of Criminal Justice," in J. S. Carnp­
bell et al. (eds.), Law and Order Reconsidered, Report of the Task 
Force on Law and Law Enforcement to the National Commission 
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, 1969. 

Fullan Michael, ((Research on the Implementation of Educational 
Change," in R. Corwin (ed.), Research in Organizational Issues in 
Education, JAI Press Inc., Greenwich, Connecticut, 1980. 

--, School Focused In-Service Education in Canada, prepared for 
CERI (Centre for Educational Research and Innovation), OECD 
Project on In-Service Education for Teachers (INSET), Toronto, 
1979. 

Fullan, Michael, and Alan Pomfret, uResearch on Curriculum and In­
struction Implementation," Review of Educational Research, Vol. 
47, No.1, Winter 1977, pp. 335-397. 

Gay, William G., et al., Issues in Team Policing: A Review of the Liter­
ature, NILECJ, LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice, September 
1977. 

Glaser, E. M., «Knowledge Transfer and Institutional Change," Pro­
fessional Psychology, Vol. 4, 1973, pp. 434 .. 444. 

Glaser, E. M., and C. G. Wrenn, Putting Research, Experime;ttal, and 
Demonstration Findings to Use, Office of Manpower Pohcy, Eval­
uation and Research, U.S. Department of Labor, Washinli;10n, 
D.C., 1966. 

Goodlad, John 1., and M. Frances Klein and Associates, Behind the 
Classroom Door, Charles A. Jones Publishing Company, Worth-
ington, Ohio, 1970. . . 

Gordon, Gerald, and G. Lawrence French (eds.), The Dzffuswn of 
Medical Technology, Ballinger, Cambridge, Mass., 1975. 

Gross Neal C., Joseph Giacquinta, and Marilyn Bernstein, Imple­
:nenting Organizational Innovations: A Sociological Analysis of 
Planned Educational Change, Basic Books, Inc., New York, 
1971. 

Hall, G. E., and S. F. Loucks, (Innovation Configurations: Analyzing 
the Adaptations of Innovations," p~per presented at the ~n~ual 
meeting of the American EducatIOnal Research ASSOCIatIOn, 
Toronto, March 1978. 

Hargrove, Erwin C., The Missing Link: The Study of the Implementa­
tion of Social Policy, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 
1975. 

Havelock, R. G., ttNew Developments in Translating Theory and Re­
search into Practice," paper presented at the 96th Annual Meet­
ing of the American Public Health Association, Detroit, 
Michigan, November 1968. 

101 

--, Planning for Innovation, Institute for Social Research, Univer­
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, July 1969. 

-, The Change Agent's Guide to Innovation in Education, Educa­
tional Technology Publications, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 
1973. 

-, Ideal Systems for Research Utilization: Four Alternatives, Social 
Rehabilitation Service, DHEW, Washington, D.C., 1974. 

Havelock, R. G., and D. A. Lingwood, R&D Utilization Strategies and 
Functions: An Analytical Comparison of Four Systems, Institute 
for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1973. 

Havelock, R. G., and R. C. Mann, Research and Development Labora­
tory Management Knowledge Utilization Study, Final Report on 
Contract No. AF49(638)1732, Center for Research on Utilization 
of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social Research, Univer­
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1968. 

Herriot, Robert E., and Neal Gross, The Dynamics of Planned Educa­
tional Change: Case Studies and Analyses, McCutchan Publish­
ing Corporation, Berkeley, California, 1979. 

Horst, Pamela, et al., A Case Study of LEAA's Implementation of the 
Managing Criminal Investigation Demonstration: Toward an 
Evaluation Methodology, The Urban Institute, Washington, 
D.C., June 1977. 

Human Interaction Research Institute and the National Institute for 
Mental Health, Putting Knowledge to Use: A Distillation of the 
Literature Regarding Knowledge Transfer and Change, National 
Institute of Mental Health, Rockville, Maryland, 1976. 

Ingram, Helen, ttpolicy Implementation Through Bargaining: The 
Case of Federal Grants-in-Aid," Public Policy, Fall 1977 , Vol. 25, 
No.4, pp. 499-526. 

Jolly, J. A., J. W. Creighton, and P. A. George, Technology Transfer 
Process Model and Annotated Bibliography, Naval Postgraduate 
School, Monterey, California, 1978. 

Keeny, J. K., et aI., «Reformulation of the Role(s) and Operations of a 
Big City Police Department's Sex Crimes Unit: A Process of 
Change from Within," paper presented at Academy of Criminal 
Justice Sciences, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, March 1980. 

Kiesler, C. A., B. E. Collins, and N. Miller, Attitude Change: A Criti­
cal Analysis of Theoretical Approaches, John Wiley and SOIlS, 
New York, 1969. 

Klein, Malcolm W., and Katherine S. Teilman, The Handbook of 
Criminal Justice Evaluation, Sage Publications, Beverly Hills 
California, 1980. ' 

Knott, Jack, and Aaron Wildavsky, ulfDissemination Is the Solution, 



102 

What Is the Problem?" Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utiliza­
tion, Vol. 1, No.4, June 1980, pp. 537-578. 

Larsen, Judith K., uKnowledge Utilization: What Is It?" Knowledge: 
Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Vol. 1, No.3, March 1980, pp. 
421-442. 

Larsen, Judith K., and Rekha Agarwala-Rogers, ((Re-invention of In­
novative Ideas: Modified? Adopted? None of the Above?" Evalu­
ation, Vol. 4, 1977, pp. 136-140. 

Levine, Charles H., tCMore on Cutback Management: Hard Questions 
for Hard Times," Public Administration Review, Vol. 39f No.2, 
March-April 1979, pp. 179-183. 

--, ttOrganizational Recline and Cutback Management," Public Ad­
ministration Review, Vol. 38, No.4, July/August 1978, pp. 316-
325. 

Lindblom, Charles E., and David K. Cohen, Usable Knowledge: Social 
Science and Social Problem Solving, Yale University Press, New 
Haven, 1979. 

Louis, Karen Seashore, uThe Role of External Agents in Knowledge 
Utilization, Problem Solving and Implementation of New Pro­
grams in Local School Contexts," unpublished paper, n.d. 

Lukas1 C., and C. Wohlleb, Implementation of Head Start Planned 
Variation: 1970-71, Part 1 and 2, Huron Institute, Cambridge, 
Mass., 19~13. 

Mann, Dale, Making Change ]lappen, Teachers College Press" New 
York, 1978. 

March, James G., and Herbert Simon, Organizations, John Wiley and 
Sons, New York, 1958. 

McLaughlin, Milbrey W., Evaluation and Reform: ESEA, Title I, Bal~ 
linger, Cambridge, Mass., 1975. 

McLaughlin, Milbrey W., and David D. Marsh, UStaff Development 
and School Change," Teachers College Record, Vol. 70, No.1, 
1978. 

Miles, M. B., Westgate Schools: A Case Study of Two Open-Space Ele­
mentary Schools, Part III, Project' on Social Architecture in Edu­
cation, Center for Policy Research, New York, 1978. 

Miles, M. B., et al., Final Report, Part IV: Conclusions-Reflections on 
the Case Studies and Implications, Project on Social Architecture 
in Education, Center for Policy Research, New York, 1978. 

Milio, Nancy, ((Health Care Organizations and Innovation," Journal 
of Health and Social Behavior, Vol. 12, June 1971, pp. 163-178. 

Milton, Catherine, ttDemonstration Projects as a Strategy for 
Change," in Institute of Criminal Justice and Criminology, Uni­
versity of Maryland, Innovation in Law Enforcement, Depart­
ment of Justice, Washington, D.C., 1973, pp. 15-133. 

~ 
1\ 
" 

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

j 
I 
" ! 

103 

Moore, Mark H., et al., cCThe Case of the Fourth Platoon" Journal of 
Urban Analysis, Vol. 3, 1974, pp. 207-258. ' 

Murra~, Ch~les A., and R. E. Krug, The National Evaluation of the 
pzlot Cztzes Program, American Institute for Research, Washing­
ton, D.C., November 1975. 

National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Criminal Justice Research and Development, Report of the 
Task Force on ~riminal Justice Research and Development, U.S. 

. Gove~ent PrInting Office, Washington, D.C., 1976. 
NatIonal InstItute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Innova­

tion in Law Enforcement, U.S. Government Printin~ Office 
Washington, D.C., June 1973. ' 

Natio~al Institute of Mental Health, A Manual for Research Utilize;,­
tlOn, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1971. 

Nelson, Margaret, and Sam Sieber, UInnovations in Urban Secondary 
Schools," Schoo~ Review, Vol. 84, February 1976, pp. 213-231. 

Nelson, R. N:, a~d SIdney G. Winter, uIn Search of Useful Theory of 
. Innovatwn, Research Policy, Vol. 6, 1977, pp. 36-76. 

OhlIn, Lloyd ~., A. E. Miller, and R. B. Coates, Juvenile Correctional 
Ref~rm zn Massachusetts, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tratIOn, U.,S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C., 1977. 

Pal~bo, DennIS, and Elaine Sharp, (cProcess Versus Impact Evalua­
tIOns ~f Community Corrections," in David Nachmias (ed.) The 
Practwe of Policy Evaluation, St. Martins Press New York 1980 
pp. 288-304. " , 

Pascal, A. H., et al., Fiscal Containment of Local and State Govern­
ment, The Rand Corporation, R-2494-FFIRC September 1979 

Patto~, M. Q., et al., CtIn Search of Impact: An An~lysis of the Utili~a­
tIOn of Federal Health Evaluation Research," in C. H. Weiss 
(ed.), Using Social Research in Public Policy Making D C 
Heath, Lexington, Mass., 1977, pp. 141-163. - '" 

Pelz, D?nald C., ttSom€! Expanded Perspectives on the Use of Social 
SCI~nce in .Public Policy," in J. M. Yinger and S. J. Cutler (eds.) 
MaJo:- Socml Issues: A Multidisciplinary View, The Free Press' 
New York, 1978. ' 

Perrin, JO. R., .and C. A. Johnson, Active Technology Transfer, Ameri­
can InstItute of Aeronautics and Astronautics Technical Infor-
mation Service, New York, 1972. ' 0 

Pincus, John, cCIncentives for Innovation in the Public Schools" 
Review of Educational Research, Vol. 44 Winter 1974 pp 113'-
144. " . 

Planning for Creative Change in. Mental Health Serui\Jes: A Manual on 
R~search U~ilization, National Institute of Mental Health, 
DHEW PublIcation No. (HSM) 73-9147, Washington, D.C., 1971. 



I -
I 

104 

Pressman, Jeffrey L., and Aaron Wildavsky, Implementation, Univer­
sity of California Press, Berkeley, California, 1973. 

Radnor, Michael, Studies and Action Programs on the Law Enforce­
ment Equipmerd R&D System, Graduate School of Management, 
Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois, January 1975. 

Radnor, Michael, and H. D. Hofler, UBeyond Measurement to Appro­
priateness and Learning: Evaluating LE~ Experimental Pro­
grams," in Robert Rich (ed.), Translating Evaluation into Policy, 
Sage Publications, Beverly Hills, California, 1979. 

Regan, Katryna J., et aI., Managing Criminal Investigations: A Sum­
mary Report, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., March 
1979. 

Rice, R. E., and E. M. Rogers, ccReinvention ,n the Innovation Pro-
cess," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Vol 1, No.4, 
1980, pp. 499-514. 

Rich, R. F., teUses of Social Science Information by Federal Bureau­
crats: Knowledge for Action Versus Knowledge for Understand­
ing," in C. H. Weiss (ed.), Using Social Research in Public Policy 
Making, D. C. Heath, Lemngton, Mass., 1977. 

Roessner, J. David, ccfu{!entives to Innovate in Public and Private Or­
ganizations," Administration and Society, Vol. 9, Nn. 3, Novem­
ber 1977, pp. 341-365. 

Rogers, Everett M., Diffusion of Innovations1 The Free Press, New 
York, 1962. 

_, CfCommunication of Vocational Rehabilitation Innovations," 
Communication, Dissemination, and Utilization of Rehabilitation 
Research Information, Joint Liaison Committee of the Council of 
State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation and the 
Rehabilitation Counselor Educators, Studies in Rehabilitation 
Counselor Training, No.5, Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, Washington, D.C., 1967. 

Rogers, Everett 1\;., and F. Shoemaker, Communication of Innova­
tions, The Free Press, New York, 1971. 

Rogovin, C., ((Law Enforcement Assistance Administration: A Sym­
posium on Its Operation and Impact," Columbia Human Rights 
Law Review, Vol. 5, 1973. 

Rosenblum, Sheila, and Karen Seashore Louis, Stability and Change: 
Innovation in an Educational Context, Abt Associates, Cam­
bridge, Mass., 1979. 

Ruth, Henry S., toTr., Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts, 
The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., January 1977. 

Sasfy, Joseph H., An Examination of Intensive Supervision as a Treat­
ment S~rategy for Probationers, The MITRE Corporation, Novem­
ber 1975. 

.... -~- ----'--- --~~-~-~--~~-------'--- -

II 
il 
II 
Ii 
1\ 
iI 

105 

Sherman, Lawrence W., uThe Case of Neighborhood Team Policing," 
in R. N. Nelson and D. Yates (eds.), Innovation and Implementa­
tion in Public Organizations, D. C. Heath, Lexington, Mass., 
1978. 

Territo, Leonard, nPlanning and Implementing Organizational 
Change," Journal of Police Science and Administration, Vol. 8, 
No.4, 1980, pp. 390-398. 

Tien, James J., et aI., An Alternative Approach in Police Patrol: The 
Wilmington Split-Force Experiment, Public Systems Evaluation, 
Inc., Cambridge, Mass., March 1977. 

U.S. Comptroller General, Evaluation Needs of Crime Control Plan­
ners, Decisionmakers and Policymakers Are Not Being Met, 
Washington, D.C., 1979. 

U.s.. House of Representatives, The Block Grant Programs of LEAA., 
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1976. 

Van Horn, Carl, uImplementing CETA: The Federal Role," Policy 
Analysis, Vol. 4, Spring 1978, pp. 154-183. 

Van Meter, Donald S., and Carl E. Van Horn, ((The Policy Implemen­
tation Process: A Conceptual Framework," Administration and 
Society, Vol. 6, No.4, February 1975, pp. 445-488. 

Walker, Jack L., ccThe Diffusion of'Innovations Among the American 
States," American Political Science Review, Vol. 63, September 
1969, pp. 880-899. 

Walker, W. E., et al., The Impact of Proposition 13 on Local Criminal 
Justice Agencies: Emerging Patterns, The Rand Corporation, N-
1521-DOJ, June 1980. 

V\Tarner, David C., ccThe New York City Health and Hospitals Cor~ 
poration," in R. N. Nelson and D. Yates (eds.), Innovation and 
Implementation in Public Organizations, D. C. Heath, Lexington, 
Mass, 1978. 

Warner, Kenneth E., «The Need for Some Innovative Concepts of In­
novatioll," Policy Sciences, Vol. 5, No.4, December 1974, pp. 435-
451. 

Wasserman, Robert, Michael Paul Gardner, and Alana S. Cohen, I m­
proving Police Community Relations, LEAA, Washington, D.C., 
June 1973. 

Weatherly, Richard, and Michael Lipsky, «Street-Level Bureaucrats 
and Institutional Innovation: Implementing Special Education 
Reform," Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 47, No.2, May 1977, 
pp. 171-197. 

Weimer, David L., «Federal Intervention in the Process of Innovation 
in Local Public Agencies: A Focus on Organizational Incentives," 
Public Policy, Vol. 28, No.1, Winter 1980, pp. 93-116. 

-, t.'The Inducement and Implementation of Innovations for Prose-



I -

106 

cution Management," unpublished dissertation, University of 
California, Berkeley, 1978. 

Weiss, Carol H., uKnowledge Creep and Decision Accretion," Knowl­
edge.' Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Vol. 7, No.3, March 1980, 
pp. 381-404. 

Weiss, Carol H., and Michael J. Bucuvalas, tcThe Challenge of Social 
Research to Decisionmaking," in Carol H. Weiss (ed.), Using So­
cial Research in Public Policymaking, D. C. Heath, Lexington, 
Mass., 1977. 

-, UTruth Tests and Utility Tests: Decisionmakers' Frames of Ref­
erence tor Social Science Research," American Sociological 
Review, Vol. 45, April 1980, pp. 302-313. 

White, Thomas, et al., Evaluation of LEAA's Full Service Neighbor" 
hood Team Policing Demonstration: A Summary Report, The Ur­
ban Institute, Washington, D.C., December 1977. 

Williams, Walter, cCImplementation Analysis and Assessment," Policy 
Analysis, Vol. 1, No.3, Summer 1975, pp. 531-566. 

Williams, Walter, and Richard Elmore (eds.), Social Program Im­
plementation, Academic Press, New York, 1976. 

Wilson, James Q., ulnnovation in Organization: Notes Toward a 
Theory," in James D. Thompson (ed.), Approaches to Organiza­
tional Design, University of Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh, Penn­
sylvania, 1966. 

-, Political Orga11-izations, Basic Books, New York, 1973. 
Wycoff, Mary Ann, and George L. Kelling, The Dallas Experience: 

Organizational Reform, The Police Foundation, WashingtoIl, 
D.C. 1978. 

Yin, Robert K., uContemporary Issues in Domestic Technology Trans­
fer," in Domestic Technology Transfer: Issues and Options, U.S. 
House of Representatives, Committee on Science and 'Fechnol­
ogy, 95th Cong., 2d sess., November 1978. 

Yin, Robert K., et at, Changing Urban Bureaucracies: How New 
Practices Become Institutionalized, The Rand Corporation, R-
2277-NSF, March 1978. 

Yin, Robert K., Karen A. Heald, and Mary E. Vogel, Tinkering With 
the System, Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1977. 

Zaltman, Gerald, ctKnowledge Utilization as Planned Social Change," 
Knowledge, Vol. 7, No.1, September 1979, pp. 82-105. 

Zaltman, Gerald, et at, Innovations and Organizations, John Wiley 
and Sons, New York, 1973. 



.... 

" 

{ 

J. 
f ' 
i 
I 

i 

. " t 
i 




