PART FOUR

elivery Analysis

The analysis of implementation, evaluation, change
and impact

Introduction

The “problem” focus of the policy approach has meant that, until the
1970s, policy analysis was primarily concerned with the ‘front end’ of
the policy process. This is to say, the analysis of the policy process
tended to be preoccupied with issues such as how rational, open or
fair decision-making was or could be; and, from the point of view of
analysis in and for the policy process, how knowledge could improve
decision-making {Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 450-1). However, in
the aftermath of policy-making in the 1960s there emerged a growing
interest in what might be termed the ‘post-decisional” phases of public
policy. It became apparent in the 1970s that many policies and pro-
grammes had not performed as well as their advocates had hoped.
Problems had not been ‘solved’; indeed some had been made worse.
The best-laid plans had all too often gone awry, and in place of a
‘problem/solution’ discourse, analysts and actors began to direct their
attention to what had gone wrong, why and how. This theme of good
decisions and poor or unintended outcomes had, as we noted earlier,
been touched upon in Selznick’s study of the great hope of inter-war
liberalism, the TVA (see 3.6.2). As it became evident that policy-mak-
ing in so many areas had not achieved its stated goals, or that those
goals had not been well defined, so students of public policy began to
shift their attention from inputs and processes towards the withinputs,
outputs and outcomes.

At first, this concern with the ‘delivery’ end of the policy process was
framed by attempts to model a rational set of sequences involved in
successful implementation, thus extending the logic of the policy stage
approach to a more detailed analysis of the closing phases of the
decision-making cycle (4.3.2). However, this so-called ‘top-down’ model
soon came under attack from those who argued that implementation
problems were far more complex a phenomenon than the hierarchical
framework suggested. In the 1970s and 1980s the study of implemen-
tation was to expand and several alternatives to the ‘top-down’ view
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were to be advanced (4.3.3-4.3.8). During the 1980s ther. .
important developments in the ‘real world’ of public poli M
and America, and later in most other industrial couitricy‘ InB
tudes towards the role of government and the ‘public - —
Prpblem—solver and service-provider came to the forefro SteCtOij
11lt1cal agenda (see Massey, 1993; Hughes, 1994). Market i th S
rial approaches offered a radical alternative to the hieraraFI e
work within which analysis of ‘implementation’ and ‘eval Ca‘l T
‘for so long taken place. The financial constraints of the 1951;)&&0&
in attempts by governments throughout the industrial wo IZrGSHI
spending and control the growth and influence of bureauc: y
Pressure on the state to ‘live within its means’ and ‘cut its ¢ e
ingly to its cloth” increased, so did the demand for techni s
could facilitate more control over the fiscal crisis of the m(?(li1 iy
"ljhe (?mphasis on the delivery end of public policy signalled aren
tion in the discourse of governance: the language of econo . ‘re‘f
r%'lar:agement came to replace that of ‘professionalism’ ’adml‘cst "
tion’ and the ‘public interest’ (Massey, 1993: 12-29). R

This m'ove.ment towards new forms of public-sector ‘manage
and prlvaftxzation has not been confined to the Anglco-Saxozig o
(see Martin, 1993; Letwin, 1988). This was reflected, for exam “1@"d
.the decision by the OECD in the 1980s to strengthen tileir €o-0 ot
in maftters of public management so as to facilitate an exdfat:' at{
experience in the public sector. What the OECD has found j gt;’
notwithstanding the obvious differences between member co 1Strx
the problems which they confront seem to show a remarkabl convd
gence (see 2.12). As it reported in 1990: s

to be improved.
{OECD, 1990)

'lthe -framework of public policy is consequently being shaped by con:
tml.xmg and increasingly common concerns about cost~effectiv§nes
delivery of policies and services, mproving human resource manage
ment, and better monitoring and evaluation (OECD, 1993a) Furthir
more, as we discussed in Part Three, a key trend in i)olic -n-1akin

industrial societies, which many scholars have identifiedy is ﬂlatgtﬁ
growth of government has taken place less in the expansio’n of centra
'govemme'nt bureaux - as the budget-maximization model would hav
it -~ than in the growth in new interorganizational and intergovern
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mental arrangements at the implementation level (see Dunleavy, 1991:
223-5). The experience of the 1980s and 1990s has thus been in marked
contrast to earlier periods in Western democratic systems: whereas
‘overload’ (see 2.11) was claimed to be the main feature of policy-
making in the 1970s, subsequent decades have witnessed a process of
‘downloading’ — or what Dunleavy terms ‘deinstitutionalizing” — via
market-type mechanisms (such as competitive tendering and coniract-
ing-out) and the expansion of the role of the voluntary mon-profit’
sector. The analysis of the delivery side of public policy therefore
increasingly involves taking account of techniques {or fads) of man-
agement control developed in the private / profit sector being applied
with missionary zeal in the public/non-profit sectors (Anthony and
Herzlinger, 1980; Handy, 1988; Drucker, 1990.)

o -
“Trends in public management

surveys the trends in four Anglo-American systems towards managerial reforms.
16 concludes that, in the four countries surveyed, ‘all are more performance-orientated, and
jace greater emphasis on mobility and executive development than previously. Though still
isparate in size, there is a trend towards flatter structures’ (p. 507). Aucoin (1990) surveys the
idespread international swing of the pendulum towards a managerialist ‘paradigm’. More-
gcent surveys, such as by the OECD, confirm that this trend is not confined to Anglo-American

de (1991)

_bEiﬁcaI systems.

avid Osborne and Ted Gaebler, Reinventing Government, 1992

his book has proved a very popular and influential approach to government reform (especially
n the Clinton administration). In its first year it went through some nine printings and was the
ubject of much discussion. Osborne and Gaebler attack the bureaucratic approach to deliver-
ng public policy, which they regard as being ill-suited to the late twentieth century. As they
dmit, the book owes a good deal fo the critiques of bureaucracy put forward by Drucker, Reich,

eters and Waterman, and Toffler.

Oshorne and Gaebler urge that government should be reinvented’ to take account of the
.information-rich possibilities of the 1990s and exploit entrepreneurial spirit, greater decentrali-
‘zation and more responsive forms of public organizations. They draw on examples from the

US, Britain and other industrial countries which illustrate the ‘reinvention’ which is actually

taking place.

?;The reinvention should be built on a2 number of principles:

governments should steer more than they row;

- * policy-making should be about empowering communities, rather than simply delivering

services;
* governments should encourage competition in the delivery of services rather than monopoly;




460 pusLic PoLIcY

® public organizations should be driven by a sense of mission rather than fules;
funding should be focused on outcomes rather than inputs;
the needs of the customer shouid be the priority, not the needs of bureaucrats;
public organizations should concentrate on eamning, nof just spending;
invest in prevention, rather than cures;
authority should be decentraiized: :
soive problems by leveraging the market place, rather than by simply creating public pro
grammes. :

OECD, Administration as Service, 1987

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development was established in 1981
promote economic growth, employment, financiai stability and living standards. lts membershig
's composed of all the major market economies, The publication of the report on publis
administration marked the degree to which concern about the management of the public secty
and the citizen as ‘client’ had become an international phenomenon. Here is the summary of
the main conclusions:

programme design can affect the ability of 1

administration to be responsive. Particular attention must be given to the selection of poii
instruments and to the specification of administrative tasks, '
Adapting institutional arrangements: The broad institutionai arrangements of the pubj
service at all levels must be considered as the essential context for improving administratiy
responsivenass,
Organizing for defivery. The responsiveness of units responsible for implerentation d
pends upon finding an appropriate balance between management components of personné
organization, control, procedures and communications. -
Increasing administrative responsiveness: Administrative behaviour (organizations and ind
viduals) is largely determined by controls and incentives which are specified through perform
ance standards. Performance measures should be adjusted to incorporate responsiveness

The summary for policy-makers offers words of wisdom drawn from the policies of memb
states:

‘Engage the participation of users in the design of administrative processes’ {Austria).
‘Simplify and improve relations between the citizen and the administration’ (France).
‘The recognition of the primacy of the customer must be paramount’ (Ireland).

‘Public administration must respond to the public’s rights, wishes and needs’ {Norway).
‘Lifting the burden of government fon private enterprise]’ (UK).

‘The success of new economic policies de
administrative cperations’ {Turkey). &
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In addition to this replacement of a ‘public administration’ paradigm
by the ‘public-sector management paradigm’, students of the policy
process have also been busy revising their frameworks to take moge
account of the changing structures and institutional arrangements in
modern political systems. As proponents of ‘network’ and ‘sub-sys-
tem’ approaches to policy-making have noted, government is no longer
a matter of triangular relationships and ters of decision-making: new
metaphors are required to explain the dynamics of policy formulation
and implementation in a more complex ‘post-modern’ society (see
2.10). It is against this background of changing ideas and institutional
forms that the study of the ‘output’ side of policy-making and of
policy analysis must be viewed in the 1990s.

The arrangement of Part Four

The remainder of the book is divided into five sections plus conclu-
sions (4.8):

Implementation (4.3): reviews different approaches to the analysis of
how policy is put into action or practice.

Delivery systems (4.4): looks at how we can analyse implementation
in terms of the mix of instruments, institutions and values which
are used in providing public policy.

Evaluation (4.5): examines how public policy and the people who
deliver it may be appraised, audited, valued and controlled.
Change and continuity (4.6): considers various approaches to study-
ing the way in which policy change takes place.

Promise and performance (4.7): focuses on the evaluation of policy
impacts and outcomes.

Implementation

4.3.1 Approaches to implementation

The implementation problem is assumed to be a series of mundane deci-
sions and interactions unworthy of the attention of scholars seeking the
heady stuff of politics. Implementation is deceptively simple: it does not
appear to involve any great issues.
(Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 450)

A study of implementation is a study of change: how change occurs,
possibly how it may be induced. It is also a study of the micro-structure of
political life; how organizations outside and inside the political system
conduct their affairs and interact with one another; what motivates them
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to act in the way they do, and what might motivat i '
(Jenking, 1978: 203) & tvate them to act Aiferen

Policy-making does not come to an end once a policy is set Out.
.appr.oved. As Anderson nicely expresses it: "Policy is being made 5+
is being administered and administered as it is being made’ (Anclersc.I

— (to paraphrase Clausewitz on war). However, tfédff'i'dh'élly we have
tended to view the political system in a way which reinforceg i
problem, by demarcating between policy and administration. Adrmip:
istration, according to this (Wilsonian) viewpoint, takes over where
policy ends. The job of the administrator is to carry out policy formy
lated by decision-makers, and the role of the service
carty out the policy administered by the bureaucrat. The interplay
and interaction between politicians, administrators and service prbjf_
viders has, until comparatively recently, been a neglected area of analy;

sis and research: a “missing link’ in the policy process (see Hargrov,
1975).

provider i3 {5

To a great extent, the lack of concern about the problems of
policy-making” was due to the dominance of the models and map
which structured inquiry. The black-box model, for example, pro-
vided a powerful framework to analyse policy gua ‘system’, but tende.
to assume much about the processes which took place within th
system, and within the ‘output’ and ‘feedback’ activities. Analysts of |
policies tended, unti] the 1970s and 1980s, to bypass the impact of
bureaucracy and service-providers on the effectiveness of a policy. A
policy was judged in terms of the decision-makers rather than by th
“street-level” implementation of fine-sounding ideas from national an
local leaders. At the same time, the tradition of Anglo-American pub
lic administration has tended to lay great stress on the different func
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f - - ]
An outline of the development of implementation studies

‘Key readings
Y 1940s: the work of Selznick on the TVA (1949).

1975: 98). Implementation is policy-making carried out by other meg. implementation stage ‘discovered

The analysis of failure: Derthick (1972); Pressman and Wildavsky {1973); Bardach (1977).
Rational {top-down) models to identify factors which make for successful implementation:
van Meter and Van Horn (1975); Hood (1976); Gunn (1978); Sabatier and Mazmanian

Bottom-up critiques of the top-down model in terms of the importance of other actors and
organizational interactions: Lipsky (1971); Wetherley and Lipsky (1977); Elmore (1978,
1979); Hjern et al. (1978).

Hybrid theories. Implementation as: evolution (Majone and Wildavsky, 1978); as learning
{Browne and Wildavsky, 1984); as a policy-action continuum (Lewis and Flynn, 1978, 1979;
Barrett and Fudge, 1981); inter-organizational analysis (Hjern, 1982; Hiern and Porter,
1981); and policy types (Ripley and Franklin, 1982); as part of a policy sub-system (Sabatier,
1986a); and as ‘public sector management’ (Hughes, 1994).

in the sections which follow we examine several of these contributions.

- Coflections of readings or commissioned chapters on implementation which provide useful
© material are: Williams and Eimore (eds) (1976); Younis (ed.) (1990}; Hill (ed.) (1993).

= Williams and Elmore is essential to get a feel of the disillusionment with the reforms of the
~ 1960s and 1970s out of which implementation was to grow. Younis is one of the few books in
the field which takes a comparative perspective and includes studies of implementation from
- Europe, America and the developing worid. Hill's colfection also provides a variety of case
studies drawn from European experience,

The best review of implementation theory is Sabatier (1986a). @

tions of the administrator and the politician. These distinctions, al
though a necessary part of the liberal-democratic idea of the state and
accountability (see Massey, 1993 200-1), were in practice somewhat
unrealistic and bore little relation to the political reality in which
bureaucrats were not just neutral servants, but also had ideas, values,
beliefs and interests which they used to shape policy. This distinction
between policy as politics and administration as implementation, which
was fundamental to the Anglo-American notion of public administra-
tion, was perhaps less evident in other continental European politicaf
systems, where the civil servant has long been characterized as having
a more dynamic “policy’ role (see Aberbach ef al., 1981).

4.3.2 Top-down rational system approaches

This model was the first on the scene. The neglect of the politics of
implementation was brought to an end with the publication of a study
by Martha Derthick of urban policy New Towns in Town: Why a Federal
Program Failed (1972), and Implementation by Pressman and Wildavsky
(1973). Although Derthick’s study was an important breakthrough in
the development of a new focus on implementation, it was Pressman
and Wildavsky’s book which has had the most impact. Not least of the
reasons for this is because it must hold a record for one of the longest
subtitles of any book in public policy, including government reports:
Implementation: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in
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Oakland; or, Why It's Amazing that Federal Programs Work At All, This
Being a Saga of the Fconomic Development Administration as fold by Tupg
Sympathetic Observers who Seek to Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruipey
Hopes! In 1968 the authors became interested in the efforts by Oaklanq
Economic Development Administration (EDA) in California to imy
ment a programme of economic development for the city. As ﬂie_ji
explored the programme they became aware of the fact that, althoy
often discussed, the problems of implementation were rarely ap
lysed. The study involved interviewing the actors concerned, ang
examining policy and other documents over a three-year period ;
find out what went wrong. A policy, they posited, is ‘a hypoths
containing initial conditions and predicted consequences. If X is 4

at time t;, then Y will result at time ¢,” (Pressman and Wildavsky, 197
xiii). Implementation therefore is a ‘process of interaction between the
settings of goals and actions geared to achieve them’ (p. xv). It s

essentially an ability to ‘forge links’ in a causal chain so as to put

policy into effect. Implementation will, they argued, become less an
less effective as the links between all the various agencies involved
carrying out a policy form an ’ implementation deficit’. Goals have to
be clearly defined and understood, resources made available, the chajn
of command be capable of assembling and controlling resources, an
the system able to communicate effectively and control those ind
viduals and organizations involved in the performance of tasks. -

In so dissecting the mistakes of the EDA, the authors hoped that th
experience of Qakland would serve as an example to other poIic"y
makers: implementation requires a top-down system of control an
communications, and resouirces to do the job. The moral is, tha
decision-makers should not promise what they cannot deliver. If
system does not permit of such conditions, then it is best to rein in thy
promises to a level which is more attainable for the implementatio
process:

Promises can create hopes, but unfulfilled promises can lead to disillii
sionment and frustration. By concentrating on the implementation of pto-
grams, as well as their initiation, we should be able to increase the prob
ability that policy promises will be realized. Fewer promises may be mad
in view of a heightened awareness of the obstacles to fulfillment, but more
of them should be kept.
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: &)

study had helped to stimulate. Wildavsky, in conjunction with Ma;'on{’;
and Browne, put forward a more developed theory of implementation
which form new chapters to later editions of the Oakland study: -
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¢ Majone and Wildavsky (1978): ‘Implementation as evolution’
* Browne and Wildavsky (1984): Tmplementation as mutual adaption’
* Browne and Wildavksy (1987): ‘Implementation as exploration’.

The main theme of these pieces is that implementation has to be
understood as a more evolutionary, ‘learning” process, rather than as
the kind of policy-implementation sequence which was originally put
forward. In the adjustments to the first edition, the study acknowi-
edges that implementation is a process which involves implementers
in making policy as well as in carrying out, or putting into effect,
policy from above. These chapters written with Majone and Browne
serve as a bridge between the ‘top-down’ model and later ‘bottom-up’
critiques.

The original study, however, set out an essentially ‘top-down’ view of
implementation. Effective implementation required, they argued, a
good chain of command and a capacity to co-ordinate and control
which was sadly lacking in the case of the ODA. This “top-down’
notion of a rational system model - or ideal type — of implementation
was later developed in the work of Andrew Dunsire (1978a, 1978b,
1990), Christopher Hood (1976) and Lewis Gunn {1978). These ana-
lysts proposed models which asked what would ‘perfect’ implemen-
tation ‘look like’. The idea, of course, has much in common with
Weber’s construction of the ideal type of bureaucracy. In his book
Limits to Administration Christopher Hood (1976} set out five such
conditions for perfect implementation:

that ideal implementation is a product of a unitary ‘army’-like or-
ganization, with clear lines of authority;

that norms would be enforced and objectives given;

that people would do what they are told and asked;

that there should be perfect communication in and between units
of organization;

that there would be no pressure of time.

* Lewis A. Gunn, ‘Why is implementation so difficult?’, 1978

In this seminal article Gunn asked a very pertinent question. He draws attention to the generat
negiect of the issues and sums up what the state of play was with regard to the theory and
practice of implementation. Gunn then set out ten conditions {or perhaps commandments)
which could be said to provide a framework of questions that might be asked about a pro-
gramme:

1 Circumstances external to the implementing agency do not impose crippling constraints.
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Adequate time and sufficient resources are made available to the programme.

Not only are there no constraints in terms of overall resources, but also at each stay
the implementation process the required combination of resources is actually availa[;

The policy to be implemented is based on a valid theory of cause and effect. °
The relationship between cause and effect is direct and there are few, if any,

links. ,

There is a single implementation agency which need not depend upon other agencie:'-

success. If other agencies must be involved, the dependency refationships are rniraims.'f
number and importance.

There is complete understanding of and agreement upon the objectives to be ag
and these conditions persist throughout the implementation process.

In moving towards agreed objectives it is possible to specify, in complete detail and
sequence, the tasks to be performed by each participant.

There is perfect communication among, and co-ordination of, the various eleme
agencies involved in the programme.

Those in authority can demand and obtain perfect obedience. ¢

inten.re:

hieveg

peﬂé

nts.

This “top-down” approach has a view of the policy-implementatio
relationship which is summed up in Rousseau’s Fmile: ‘Everything i
good when it leaves the Creator’s hands; everything degenerates

the hands of man.” The rational model is imbued with the ideas thi
implementation is about getting people to do what they are told, an
keeping control over a sequence of stages in a system; and about th
development of a programme of control which minimizes conflic
and deviation from the goals set by the initial ‘policy hypothesis
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973: xiii). Andrew Dunsire (1990: 15), fo
example; puts forward a ‘rationalist model’ which deliberately ex
cludes all considerations of “love, hate, envy, in fact any motivationa
factors whatsoever’. Where implementation has failed — that is"
policy objective has not been met - it may be said to be due to factor
such as the selection of the wrong strategy, or wrong ‘machinery’ o
‘instruments’; the ‘programming’ of the bureaucracy was incorrect
operationalization was poor; something went wrong at the ’shoij
floor level’; or there was a poor response to problems. However, i
we are to arrive at an explanation of what goes wrong, Dunsire

argues, we must start (@ Iz Weber) with the rational ideal - ‘wh
things go right”:

We have to understand the nature of a bureaucracy, the essence of which
in structural terms, is an advanced specialisation function in both horizo
tal and vertical planes, so that each member has a well defined function
the essence of which, in process terms, is advanced routinisation of per-
formaz}ce ... We have to understand the nature of ‘implementation’ itself,
comprising, basically, a repeated and widespread exercise of a thoug
process called ‘operationalising’; ... and secondly of an organising of ‘en-
gineering’ or ‘designing’ ... called "programming’ ... The number of points
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at which things could “go wrong’ is clearly immense ... the wonder is that
things ever ‘go right’ ...
(Dunsire, 1990: 26)

The rational model is essentially a prescriptive theory in the sense
which we may find in Taylorism and scientific management, and may
be subjected to the same kind of criticisms. Too much emphasis is
placed upon the definition of goals by the top, rather than on the role
of the workers on the line. It assumes a great deal about goal defini-
tion and human interaction and behaviour, or, as in the case of Dunsire,
it just blatantly excludes any consideration of how real people actu-
ally behave, all the better to understand the logical relationship be-
tween input, process and output. However, the distinction between
‘policy” as input and implementation as the administrative output is
specious. As ‘bottom-up’ critics argue, the implementation process
involves ‘policy-making’ from those who are involved in putting ‘it’
into effect. Implementation is not a process in which x follows y in a
chain of causation. Unlike a sausage factory, the output of public
agencies is not so well-defined and quantified — or ‘evaluated’ ~ and
what actually counts as success and failure is a matter of controversy
and conflict.

4.3.3 Critiques of the rational control model

Bureaucratic ‘street-level” behaviour

The top-down model has been greatly criticized for not taking into
account the role of other actors and levels in the implementation
process. A major source of this criticism actually pre-dates the top-
down model. In an article published in 1971 Michael Lipsky argued
that students of public policy had to take account of the interaction of
bureaucrats with their clients at a ‘street-level’ (Lipsky, 1971). Later, he
developed his ideas more fully for a collection of papers on urban
policy (Lipsky, 1976). He concluded that:

To better understand the interaction between government and citizens at
the ‘place’” where government meets people, I have attempted to demon-
strate common factors in the behaviour of street-level bureaucrats. I have
suggested that there are patterns to this interaction, that continuities may
be observed which transcend individual bureaucracies, and that certain
conditions in the work environment of these bureaucracies appear to be
relatively salient in structuring the bureaucrat-citizen interaction ... If this
analysis has been at all persuasive, it suggests that in significant respects
street-level bureaucracies as currently structured may be inherently inca-
pable of responding favorably to contemporary demands for improved
and more sympathetic service to some clients. Street-level bureaucrats
respond to work-related pressures in ways that, however understandable
or well-intentioned, may have invidious effects on citizen impressions of
governmental responsiveness and equity in performance. If, indeed, gov-
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ernment may be most salient to citizens where there is fr i i
with its ‘representatives’ and where the interactions maﬁ;lgi?r:al?temcﬁ
consequences for their lives, then these conelusions should evokle-znpc
thy for current proposals for urban deceniralization of authori RAaL]
ever their other merits or difficulties, these propaosals commer?é Wh
selves at least for their concentration on fundamental alteratio o
work environment of street-level bureaucrats. "8 ot
(Lipsky, 1976: 208-10)

Following this piece, in 1977 a study by R. Wetherley and M. Lips

: : itutional innovation: implemengy
special education reform’, showed how the rational model wag’
effective in practice, or convincing in theory. The authors exmm‘,i'1 :
the implementation of a law in the state of Massachusetts (Compre
hensive Special Law, 1972}, which depended on a shake-up in?m
attitudes and practices of teachers, welfare workers and others in th,
public sector who had direct contact with the public (service-provig

command, well-defined objectives, and so on) were in large part jn

place: the law was well defined; there was plenty of support; ampj

schools and staff increased dramatically. The services were maintairied
by ’?oping strategies’ employed by the dedicated and committed peo-
ple involved at the ‘street level’ (see Hudson, 1989, for a review and
interesting application of the Lipsky model to public policy and the
disabled). The implication of this study was that control over peop'.'
was not the way forward to effective implementation, Instead of
garding human beings as chains in a line of command, policy-make
should realize that policy is best implemented by what Elmore (197
1983) termed a ‘backward mapping’ of problems and policy, whi
involves defining success in human or behavioural terms rather ths
as the completion of a ‘hypothesis’. Forward-mapping ~ or the top
down approach — Elmore regards as little more than a myth whi
was ‘ncreasingly difficult to maintain in the face of accumulating
evidence on the nature of the implementation process’ (Elmore, 198
20). Elmore suggested that we should begin ’

with a concrete statement of the behaviour that creates the occasion for
policy intervention, describe a set of organizational operations that can b
expectgd to affect that behaviour, describe the expected effect of thos
operations, and then describe for each level of the implementation proces
what effect one would expect that level to have on the target behaviou

and what resources are required for that effect
(Elmore, 1985: 28) k! ect to occur.
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What is really important, argue the bottom-uppers, is the relationship
of policy-makers to policy deliverers. It is Alice in Wonderland in
reverse. Alice says: ‘Begin at the beginning and go on to the end.” The
idea of backward mapping is to begin at the phase when the policy
reaches its end-point, then analyse and organize policy from the pat-
terns of behaviour and conflict which exist. The bottom-up model is
one which sees the process as involving negotiation and consensus-
building. These involve two contexts or environments: the manage-
ment skills and cultures of the organizations involved in implement-
ing public policy (schools, hospitals, police forces, welfare agencies,
armed forces, government departments), and the political environ-
ment in which they have to work.

Bottom-up models lay great stress on the fact that ‘street-level” imple-
menters have discretion in how they apply policy. Professionals have
a key role in ensuring the performance of a policy: teachers, doctors,
planners, engineers, social workers, architects, all have opportunities
and responsibilities of control and delivery of a service. This means
that, as Dunleavy notes, the policy formulation process may be ‘skewed’
by policy implementation which is dominated by professionals
(Dunleavy, 1981, 1982). Teachers, for example, may develop ways of
teaching or implementing ‘government policy” which actually result
in outcomes which are quite different to those intended or desired by
policy-makers. The same could be said for other professions charged
with carrying out law or policy. Of course, this raises the question of
analysis and prescription: street-level implementers may be shaping
policy — but is it right for teachers or the police to be making up
‘policy’? (See Linder and Peters, 1987.)

That this may come about is because implementation involves a nec-
essarily high margin of discretion. The analysis of discretion in public
policy is a subject addressed by students of social policy (Hill, 1969;
Titmus, 1968), administrative law (Wade, 1967; Davis, 1969), law
enforcement (Cain, 1973; Lambert, 1967; Wilson, 1970); and organiza-
ticnal sociology (Simon, 1945; Dunsire, 1978b; Gouldner, 1954). Poli-
cies, regulations, laws and procedures contain an interpretative ele-
ment. As Davis expresses it: ‘A public officer has discretion wherever
the effective limits on his power leave him free to make a choice
among possible courses of action and inaction’ (Davis, 1969: 4). Whether
the mode of implementation is top-down or bottom-up, those on the
front line of policy delivery have varying bands of discretion over
how they choose to exercise the rules which they are employed to
apply. On a larger scale, the existence of discretion within interna-
tional law and policy-making makes very clear the problems of differ-
ences in interpreting and applying general policy to specific circum-
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stances_. This is especially the case in the European Union where
law (directives and regulations) show considerable variation in hgy

they are implemented by memb i
195 v er countries {see From and Sta’_v__

Implementation as a political game

Models of organizations which see icy bei
) policy bein it
mented in situations of human in y g made and llnpl%

implementation, for example, is something which involves the recqs.
nition that organizations have human and organizational limita;mg:
and that these must be recognized as a resource. Effective im Ie o
tation is a condition which can be built up from the knowleg o
experience of those in the front line of service delivery. seene

tI‘hls theme of interaction is also the focus of models which v'.
Jm.pl.ementation as a process which is structured by conflict and T;EW:
galning. Rational models, of course, also recognize that conflict a:‘
T:ieal—making will take place in implementation. However this u:oni;a;:1 .
is seen as something which is essentially dysfunctional aI;d in need Cft"
co-ord_mation (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973 134) or resolutioo
(Dunsire, 1978a). In these models conflict and bargaining take plaé::':

within shared goals, in which case implementation is effective when

groups resolve their differences and put a policy into action. An effe
1t:1v;3];1'1plementation process will have methods and systems of con
rolling such conflict so as to bring about complian i
: ce (D
It is all a matter of control. ’ (Dursize b

y political process involving .

m
P p

This game model was advanced by Bardach in 1977 in his book The
{mplementation Game. Implementation, he argues is a game of ‘bargain-
Ing, persuasion, and manoeuvring under conditions of uncertainty’
(Bardach,1977: 56). Implementation actors are playing to win as much
control as possible, and endeavouring to play the system so as to
achieve their own goals and objectives,

The Bardach model is essentially one which suggests that politics
extends beyond the formal “political” institutions. Politics does not
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stop once a bill becomes law. It does not stop in the political process,
nor does it cease in the decision-making process. Models of the kind
which Bardach proposes are urging us to redefine the boundaries
between politics and bureaucracy, and between the decision-making
process and the delivery of those decisions. Implementation is there-
fore simply another form of politics which takes place within the

domain of unelected power.

As we noted above, the rational-control model of implementation
tends to see interests as capable of being united for common goals,
and conflict as a manageable source of friction. However, models of
implementation which stress power, conflict and interests as the stuff
of which implementation is made, divide on how it may be inter-
preted. The various models of power that we discussed in Part Three
(3.3) would see the conflict and power struggles within and around an
organization responsible for implementing policy in very different
ways (for a review of these, see Morgan, 1986: 362-5).

4.3.4 Policy-action frameworks: implementation as an
evolutionary process

A problem with both the top-down and bottom-up frameworks is that
they tend to over-simplify the sheer complexity of implementation.
Two early models which incorporated and developed the insights of
both approaches were developed by Lewis and Flynn (1978, 1979) and
Barrett and Fudge (1981). Lewis and Flynn, in an examination of
urban and regional policy, put forward a behavioural model which
views implementation as “action” by individuals which is constrained
by the world outside their organizations and the institutional context
within which they endeavour to act (figure 4.1).

Figure 41 Lewis and Flynn's model

Perception Channels of action

The individual __| The institutional
within an context
organization

The world outside
the organization

Source: Adapted from Lewis and Flynn {(1978: 11}

Policy implementers inhabit a world which bears little resemblance to

the rational ideal:
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In reality there are disagreements about policy goals and objectives  Vagua.
ness and ambiguity about policies and uncertainty about their operatig;.
alisation in practice; procedural complexity; inconsistency between o
ers available and existing problems; and conflict arising from public P
ticipation, pressure group activity and political dissensus. .
(Lewis and Flynn, 1978: 5)

The interaction with the outside world, the organization and its ins.
tutional context means that policy objectives are not the sOurce
guides to action. In the cases the

found that

and policy areas; may precede

with similar cases in future and therefore the policy; or may result frq
what is feasible in the circumstances rather than the fulfilment of t,
original objectives.

{1bid )

This theme of analysis in context is also present in the ideas of Barrett
and Fudge, who argue that implementation may be best understood
in terms of a ‘policy-action continuum’ (figure 4.2) ‘in which an inter:
active and negotiative process is taking place over time, between those
seeking to put policy into effect and those upon whom action de-
pends’ (Barrett and Fudge, 1981: 25).

Figure 4.2 Policy—action continuum

Policy ~———— Reformulation

Actioh —————  Reaction

Source: Barrett and Fudge (1981: 25)

Power is central to the dynamics of this relationship. Implementation
in this policy-action model is an iterative bargaining process between
those who are responsible for enacting policy and those who have
control of resources. In their model, ‘more emphasis is placed on
issues of power and dependence, interests, motivations and behav-
iour’ (Barrett and Fudge, 1981: 29} than in either the top-down or the
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bottom-up frameworks, Furthermore, the policy-action perspective
focuses on the factors which affect the scope for action and behaviour
of individuals and agencies, as well as how perceptions of that scope
are formed. The policy-action model shows that policy is not some-
thing that happens at the ‘front end’ of the policy process. Policy is
something which ‘evolves’ or “unfolds’. The “front end’ of policy in
this sense produces potentialities and principles which change and
adapt in practice. In the words of Majone and Wildavsky (1984: 116):
‘Implementation will always be evolutionary; it will inevitably refor-
mulate as well as carry out policy.’

The “action’ approach emphasizes the extent to which implementation
involves more than a chain of command — it is a process which re-
quires that we understand the way in which individuals and organi-
zations perceive ‘reality’ (cf. Vickers in 3.7.5 on this point) and how
organizations interact with other more-powerful or less-powerful or-
ganizations in order to attain their goals. This is an issue which is
addressed in more depth in theories of interorganizational behaviour
(see 4.3.7, 4.6.3). The policy-action model is also supportive of the
idea in garbage-can theory that organizations do not have goals in the
rational sense, but define them in the process of attaching problems to
solutions (see 3.4.5).

4.3.5 Implementation in a managerialist framework

The line between the prescriptions of implementation theory — espe-
cially top-down models — and managerialist approaches to the prob-
lems associated with implementation “failure’ (sic) is a very fine one
indeed. Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979), for example, offer a guide to
perplexed managers on how to accomplish policy objectives (see 4.3.8).
Many other models of implementation are redolent of the kind of
advice and ‘how-to” approach which is the stuff of management text-
books. Managerialist approaches to implementation have come to form
the dominant ‘operational’ paradigm in the administration (gua man-
agement) of public policy. As the management of the public sector has
endeavoured to become more ‘business-like’, so techniques which were
once thought of as ‘private-sector’ methods have been adopted. We
may consider these in terms of three kinds of approaches:

¢ operational management;
® corporate management;
¢ personnel management.
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Operational management

We touched on operational management techniques when we revjq;
the use of OR in decision-making (3.8.6). Operational researc_hv} %
a.ppl.lc?d in the delivery process in terms of ‘project manageme I'S:"
significant that the OR approach to project management de el
out of the public sector, In the 1950s the US government ado “EEIOP
techniques to manage the Polaris missile project (see Sapolsk;l: :;17;

¢ Critical Path Method (CPM);
* Project, Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT).

Both methods employ the idea of managing large-scale project
terms of ‘networks’; for this reason they are known as forms ]ofc ’S ;
work analysis’. The aim of CPM and PERT is to ‘control” the exec ?G‘i
of a project by controlling the network of activities and events x:rlhi
compose the stages of implementation. CPM is a method which gin
to identify those activities which are ‘critical’ to the successful unalm
mentation of a project on time. A network is mapped to show the Ft) {
of' t.he project and the estimated timings involved in movin froms .
critical activity to another. PERT is a method which predicatges ’fhatc:ij
duration of critical activities are uncertain. PERT systems are pro:
grammed on the basis of three types of calculation of this uncertaiir
the most probable duration of moving from one activity to anothe
.the most optimistic (shortest) forecast of the duration of a given acti .
1t‘y;.and the most pessimistic (longest) forecast of duration. PERT analy=
sis is used in the implementation of large-scale projects where therej',":
a h1-gh level of uncertainty surrounding the completion of a project Ilr?
f‘latilonal and local government network analysis has most appiica‘;)il"
1ty in construction projects which involve problems of managing a
process with many areas of uncertainty, not least associated with com-
pleting the project on time and within budget, given the contingenci .
of weather, geology, labour relations and inflation, to name but &
handful of the problems which can prevent the successful completion:
of roads, tunnels, power stations, buildings and the rest. F

In th'e OR framework we must also include ‘systems analysis’. This
considers implementation problems as something that should be ana'-.{
Iys?d in the context of the “system’ which as a whole is involved in fhe
delivery of public goods and services. The systems analyst is inte ;

ested in how a total sequence of activities, inputs and ouputs, and

information ﬂows contributes to the success or failure of projects:
Implementation in human ‘soft systems’ (as opposed to ‘hard sys

terzs’ such.as Plant and machinery) is viewed as a problem of control.
and co-ordination. Effective implementation in this model is therefore

dependent on such elements as:
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defining objectives and formulating a plan;
monitoring the plan;
e analysing what has happened in terms of what should have hap-

pened according to the plan;
o implementing change so as to remedy the failure fo realize a goal.

L]

Carter et al. (1984: 96) suggest that a successful implementation sys-
tem involves four types of control:

s co-ordination over time;

o co-ordination at particular times;

s detailed logistics and scheduling;

e defending and maintaining structural boundaries.

The systems approach lays stress on attaining good levels of co-opera-
tion within a ‘soft system’ by focusing on the importance of ‘team-
work’ for successful implementation (Carter e al., 1984: 106~7).

Corporate management

Unlike OR techniques, the ‘corporate management’ approach to im-
plementation is a framework which was developed in the private
business sector and has been adopted by public-secfor managers. As
we noted in our discussion of PPBS, corporate management tech-
niques found their way into government through the door opened by
reforms to the budgetary process. The corporate management model
has, therefore, much in common with PPBS, with its emphasis on the
analysis of management problems in a strategic fashion proceeding

Figure 4.3 The corporate management planning cycle

Define goals and objectives

e .

Strengths — Forecasts — Opportunities
Weaknesses Threats

Develop strategies

implement

\

Formulate action plan
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through a cycle of defining objectives, planning, organizing
and controlling (figure 4.3). ’

direc

Plam'ﬁ.ng involves a process of defining objectives and thence 5

f:eedmg to develop strategies to attain them. Akey phase in the 3

15 so-called SWOT analysis, that is, identifying the internal Strzode
anization, and the external gth.

- )- The monitoring of the im le-:
mentation of the action plan provides the ‘feedback’ to managenint'

on how objectives are being met and what problems need to be a4z
dressed to facilitate success.

Corporate management has been an influential approach in ‘new pub-

lic-sector management’, especially in the environment of the 1980

onwards when the pressure for cost-cutting, value for money and a-

more business-orientated culture has been evident in many industrial

ized countries (Kooiman and Eliassen {eds), 1987). As in the 1960s and

1970s, th'e budgetary process has been used to bring about change in
the public sector. Performance measurement, for example, is advo-

cated as a technique wherein the disciplines of financial control can be
used as a way to achieve objectives more effectively (Thompson, 1990:

582).

- - - - )
 Culture as a model of implementation failure and organizational improvement

The culture model has many exponents. Amongst the more widely cited in books about public-

sector management are thoss by Peters and Waterman {1982) and Charles Handy (1976).

Charles Handy, Understanding Organizations, 3rd edn, 1985

Handy argues that there are four main types of culture: power, role, task and person. These

turn organizations into coherent tribes, with values, private languages, tales and heroes. And
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stond cultures make for strong organizations which do not suit all times, purposes and indi-
iduais. Each can, he argues, be good and effective cultures, but they can lead to ineffective-

Je5s and failure.

ach type of culture has a patron god which symbolizes its cuitural values and structures:

. power Culture: a web in which decisions are the outcome of power and influence. God: Zeus

. who ruies by impulse and whim.

- Role Cufture. a Greek temple whose culture is one of rationality and function. Bureaucracies
have come to typify these cultures. God: Apollo, the god of reason.

' Task Culture: a net-like culture which is concerned with getting tasks done. It is efficient, and
adaptive to the demands of consumers. Handy believes it has no patron god.
Person Culture: a cluster culture in which individuals predominate over structure and organi-
zation. Rarely found, save in communes. God: Dionysus, the god of the self-orientated

individual.

“what influences cultures?

.. History and ownership;

size;

technology;

goals and objectives;
the environment;

the people.

The Plus Programme and the Metropolitan Palice

- Asign of the way in which management discourse is being incorporated within what were once

thought of as activities far removed from business criteria and culture is found in palicing. The
policing of London has been subjected to high levels of criticism in the past decades. The
London bobby, an international symbol of London and ‘community policing’, is no longer what it

- was in the ‘good old days’.

In response to the changing ‘customer perceptions’ of the police, the Commissioner of the
Metropoiitan Police, Sir Peter Imbert, commissioned a study by management consultants Wolff
QOling. It was a decision which he later described as a ‘bit of blood-letting in order to ensure that

the patient becomes heafthy’.

They interviewed over 250 people, examined practices, visited police stations, and surveyed all
aspects of police work. What they produced was highly critical of the Met. it questioned their
clearmess and effectiveness of purpose, organization, management, attitudes, communication
and presentation. The report argued that the police force had a job on its hands to make the
service more effective. The Met had five tasks:

* to feel more united and be clear about what it is there for;
* to improve leadership as well as management systems:
* to adopt a more positive attitude towards the concept of a service;
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¢ to improve its communication techniques, both internally and with the outside world;
* to improve its appearance in terms of buildings, uniforms, equipment and associated m:
ters.

The report, A Force for Change, was distributed to all personnel and was foliowed up With 5
strategy of implementation, the Plus Programme, to make it happen. It included a 'mission
statement’ designed to encapsulate the aims and purposes of the police. The Commissioner's
1990 strategy statement was to make it clear to both the public (consumers) and to the poljg
service that the Met was determined to see the report's recommendations through. Signi

cantly, this has involved building up from the canteens, rather than down from the Plus team af

Scotland Yard. For a review of changing management approaches in the poiice service sgq

Loveday (1993). ¢

Personnel management

The “cultural’ aspects of the corporate management approach takes yi
to another important aspect of managerialism in the public sector: the

management of people. The quintessential method of corporate mans

agement is the setting and the getting of objectives. How people in
public organizations and services respond to these objectives which
they are being asked (told)} to implement is of the greatest importance;:
Two techniques have been utilized to improve the human side of
implementation, performance appraisal and management by objec-

tives:

Performance appraisal is a method of appraising individuals in terms
of his or her ‘performance’ as set against the objectives of the or-
ganization and in the context of the development of the potential of

the individual.

Management by objectives (MBO) is a technique in which objectives
are agreed between manager and managed so as to set clear and.

well-defined goals (Drucker, 1954). The aim of MBO is to facilitate
the integration of the goals of the individual and the goals of the
organization (Drucker, 1964). -

As methods of approaching implementation problems, appraisal and
MBO are designed to address the issues associated with changing’
cultures by changing people. They are a mix of carrots and sticks to

cteate an environment in which administrators/managers and ‘street-

level” implementers can be encouraged to modify or adapt their be-

haviour so as to attain corporate as opposed to departmental, indi
vidual or professional goals.
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e

- & The managerial approach as creating ‘self-regulating’ systems

- The development of techniques in delivery which are no ionger ‘purely’ public or administrative
. marks the predominance of managerialist valugs {concerned with efficiency and effectiveness)
" in shaping the mix of delivery instruments. Advocates of the need to ‘reinvent government'
~ argue that such changes involve a more market-driven ‘decentralizing’ policy process, in which

there is a shift from hierarchy to participation and teamwork in order to manage a more complex
society {Osbome and Gaebler, 1993). However, this remixing of government, sectors and
instruments may also be viewed as measures aimed at increasing the capacity of government
to maintain control (and legitimacy} in conditions of greater social, economic and poiitical
complexity and financial constraint. Decentralization in this sense may be viewed as essentially
an attempt to ‘download’ control to more built-in, seif-regulating (Kickert, 1993) delivery sys-
iems. At one level this has involved the use of new mixes of government, sectors and instru-
ments to promote more ‘self-regulating’ systems (through markets), and at another level, to
create more ‘self-regulating’ paople by applying new management techniques. We may classify
these controls in terms of micro and macro self-reguiation.

Micro delivery controls

These controls have sought to control the discretion and to change the attitudes of providers.
They include:

human resource management;
performance-related pay;
appraisal schemes;

peer review;

fimitations on tenure.

These techniques signal a move away from improving the rationality and expertise of bureau-
crats and professionals as a way of improving services, to an approach which seeks to improve
the methods of controlling the non-policy-making stratum so as to make it more responsive to
the demands of 'taxpayers’ qua customers. This move from rationality of production to the
sovereignty of consumers and control by decision-makers may be read as subjecting bureau-
crats and professionals, long held to be different from workers and managers in the private
sector, to forms of control which have been familiar in the profit sector. Thus the flipside of
consumerism is the ‘proletarianization’, deskilling and ‘de-professionalization’ (see Braverman,
1974; Clegg and Dunkerly, 1980) of bureaucrats and professionails,

Macro delivery controls
These techniques have sought to change the organizational and wider social and political
contexts of service provision. We have reviewed these elsewhere (see 3.10.6, 4.3.5). They

include:

* increasing the number of providers by measures to increase competition:
—— privatization;
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— contracting-out.
* measures to create a more business-like structure of delivery:
— internal markets;
— charging for services.
« direct controls over costs and size of public sector:
— incomes policies for the public sector:
— budgetary contrals through performance measurement;
— cuts in numbers of civil servants and professionals;
— financial management.
* monitoring and improving performance:
— enforcement of performance indicators:;
— institutional audits;
— departmental audits;
— league tables of performance;
— organizational learning.

PUBLIC POLICY

Micro technigues aim to change the context within which individuals and groups work in the pubj
sector, whereas the macro technigues are aimed at changing the organizational environment

bringing market, or quasi market, forces to counteract the supposed bias in bureaucratic hieray
chical organizaticns and professional and ‘street-leve) discretion, whilst at the same time makin
policy delivery more open to the demands and requirements of ‘consumers’. ¢ i

4.3.6 Implementation and policy type

Is implementing a missile development programme the same
human service programme? Is it easier to put a man on the moon
put a homeless family in decent accommodation? The trouble with sc
much of the managerialist and ‘rationalist’ models of implementation
is that they derive from a notion of decision-making which fail
take account of the fact that human problems are varied in their n
ture and complexity. Putting a man on the moon or developing
missile system does not serve as a convincing model for policy areas
in which defining goals, building consensus and acquiring resources
are infinitely more problematic. A more useful approach, therefore,
may well be to focus on the relationship between the type of policy
and the factors which may impact on the implementation proce

Lowi’s (1964, 1972) categorization of distributive, regulatory and
redistributive policy types, for example, has been applied to imple-
mentation by several analysts (see Van Meter and Van Horn, 197,
Ingram, 1978; Ripley and Franklin, 1982; and Hargrove, 1975).

One of the first attempts to analyse implementation, by Van Meter
and Van Horn (1975), took the view that the study of implementatib_ﬁ
needed to take account of the content or type of policy. Drawing on
Lowi’s work on policy types (see 2.5) Van Meter and Van Horn argue

Lo I A
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that the effectiveness of implementation will vary across policy types
and policy issues. The key factors operating in implementation —
change, control and compliance - suggested to them that where there
was a high degree of consensus and a low or marginal amount of
change required, policy implementation was likely to prove more
successful.

Ripley and Franklin (1986) suggest that relative difficulties of success in
implementation is low where distributive policies are concerned, mod-
erate in regulative policies and low in redistributive policies. The vari-
ous policy areas have different patterns of relationships, which means
that in the redistributive areas there is more bargaining and politicking
than in the distributive areas, where a higher measure of control may
exist. Ingram (1978) has related this variation in the pattern of relation-
ship in terms of decision-making costs, structure of statute, appropriate
approach, criteria for evaluation and critical variables.

4 Gordon Chase, ‘A framework for implementing human service programmes:
how hard will it be?’, 1979

in the arguments of Gunn we see a general model of ‘perfect implementation’. However, for the
provision of human services, welfare, education, health (that is services directed at people),
how can this general model be made more specific to policy types? Gordon Chase provides a
framework to examine the obstacles confronting the implementation of human services: lead
control, methadone maintenance, and prison health reform. Using these three examples he
constructs the following framework which, he suggestis, may be used by implementers as a
map to enable them fo identify the key problem areas for their programmes. What is significant
about his analysis is that he demonstrates that in implementing human service policies, the
context is complex and uncertain, even in such matters as space and equipment resources,

| Difficulties arising from operational demands

Who are the people to be served?

What is the nature of the service to be delivered?

What are the potential distortions and irreguiarities in the population?

Is the programme controliable? Can it be measured? Are any parts not controllable?

Difficulties arising from the nature and availability of the resources required to run the

. programme

-1 Money; what are the limits on funds, and what are the prospects for more?
-2 Personnel: are they in place, and with the right qualifications? Does the programme have

enough?
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3 Space: has the programme got enough? Will it need more? ' Power and resource dependency

4 Supplies and technical equipment: are they available and usable? Is technology importy, ' This argues that the interaction of organizations is a product of power
relationships in which organizations can induce other less-powerful
and more-dependent organizations to interact with them. In turn,
those organizations which are dependent on other more resourceful
organizations have to engage in strategies of working with more pow-
erful organizations so as to secure their interests and maintain their
relative autonomy or space within which to act (Aldrich, 1972, 1976;
Kochan, 1975; Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967).

Difficulties arising from the programme manager's need to share authority with or rét
the support of other bureaucratic and political actors '

1 Overhead agencies: how many will 2 manager have to deal with, and will they he Support
ive?
Line agencies: how many are there involved and can the personnel work together? A;
lines of responsibility clear?
Elected politicians: can they help or hurt?
What higher levels of government are involved?

If A cannot do without the resource mediated by B and is unable to obtain
them elsewhere, A becomes dependent on B. Conversely, B acquires power
over A ... dependence is an attribution of the relation between A and B,

Private-sector providers: how badly will the programme manager need private-sector p and not of A or B in isolation. It is thus possible that A may be dependent
viders? How well will the programme manager be able to control the private contractors? upon B, while having power over C.

Special interest groups: what are their interests and political influence? _ {(Aldrich and Mindlin, 1978: 156)
The press: will the programme have high visibllity? Could the media do any good/harm?

A key factor in policy type analysis is the issue of the organization of 3
policy subsystem (see Sabatier, 1986a; and 4.3.8). In the case of a simple
problem — such as putting a man on the moon - the subsystem (NASA
was tightly organized, influential and well resourced. Putting a man o
the moon was a triumph of rational comprehensiveness in both capit
ist and communist societies. However, PERT, CPM, PPBS, Zero Budg
ing and the rest, when applied to more complex social and economic
problems and policies, was less than a spectacular success. Where
putting a man on the moon was a well-defined goal and had a narn
policy subsystem, the problems of man (and woman) on earth have
long exhibited fuzziness and subsystem complexity. As Mayntz (1993
notes, for example, policy sectors differ in the degree to which th
have well-organized subsystems capable of resisting guidance or dire
tion. Some organizations will be better informed, better financed, more
powerful, or more independent than others. Implementation has thez
fore to be set in the context of types of policy and political priorities but
also in terms of interorganizational relationships. '

4.3.7 Inter-organizational analysis and implementation

A major focus of implementation studies has been the issue of ho
organizations behave, or of how people behave in organizations. How+
ever, if we accept that implementation is a process which involves
‘network’ or multiplicity of organizations the question arises as
how organizations, interact with one another. Two approaches have
informed and framed this debate. '

Organizational exchange

This takes the position that organizations work with one another so as
to exchange what is to their mutual benefit. Levine and White (1961)
argued that the defining characteristic of exchange between organiza-
tions is that it is voluntary interaction which is undertaken for the
realization of the goals and objectives of the participants. Whereas in
the power-dependency model the organizational relations are based
on dominance and dependence, interaction based on exchange is struc-
tured by mutual interests (Bish, 1978; Tuite, 1972; White, 1974). Even
though an agency may be dependent on central resources, it may also
be the case that the centre is dependent on the local agency for imple-
menting policy goals. As Scharpf argues:

While the seemingly dominant party may exercise hierarchical authority
or control over monetary resources, it may, at the same time, be fully
dependent upon the specialist skills, the clientele contacts and the infor-
mation available only to subordinate units ... In short, unilateral-depend-
ence relationships which are stable over time may be more rare, and mu-
tual dependency more frequent, than the ubiquitous nature of hierarchical
authority and unidirectional flows of budgeted resources in inter-organi-
zational relations might suggest.

{Scharpf, 1978: 359)

- Hanf and F.W. Scharpf (eds), Interorganizational Policy-making, 1978

This book comprises a number of key readings in interorganizational analysis based on Euro-

- Pean and American case studies. At the time this book was published there was increasing
: oncern with the apparent ‘overload’ taking place in liberal democracies and alarm at the
: Prospects of ‘ungovernability’. By examining the growth of organizational complexity the au-
- thors explore the structural features of poiicy formation and implementation which influence the
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capacity of governments to soive problems. The theme which the studies investigate is thy Figure 4.4  Organizational ‘pools’
in which the existence of organizational networks of exchange and dependence imposg
on co-ordination and control in the making of policy and the attainment of policy goals. ¢ - Programmes

/] ~
=

P1 g
Benson (1975, 1977a, 1977b, 1982} has argued that, in order to und
stand the way in which interorganizational relationships Operate.

need to consider the network of interests within a policy sector, whie P2 \

he defines in terms of: ‘a cluster or complex of organizations  co
nected to each other by resource dependencies and distinguished fr
other clusters or complexes by breaks in the structure of resoy
dependencies’ (Benson, 1982: 148). Benson’s approach also streg
the importance of ‘deep structure’ of the kind suggested by Bachiach
and Baratz, which takes into account the bias which exists in a given
policy sector and its constituent structures: administrative networ
interest group networks; and the rules of structure formation. Bens o1 Organizations
argues that the rules of structure formation within a policy sectos
which incorporates the ideas of agenda-setting which we have en
countered in non-decision-making theories and in critical theory
need to be explored in relation to the administrative and intere positions at any of the nine points of intersection ... have to serve “mas-

group networks (see 2.7.2). (Benson's ideas have been applied by ters’ both in programmes and in organizations. Failure to identify imple-
Rhodes in a network approach to central-local relations: see 210 mentation structures as administrative entities distinct from organizations
and Rhodes, 1985, 1988.) : : has led to severe difficulties in administering the implementation of pro-
grammes. When a new programme is enacted, it is assigned to a single

] . . . - organization ... If there is a failure, the programme is assigned to another
Applying the theories to public policy organization, or the department head is fired, or both ... such reactions

The application of interorganizational analysis developed by Aldri may be inappropriate and dysfunctional.
Benson and others has been applied in the study of public policy (Rjern and Porter, 1981: 217)

through the work of Hjern and Porter (see also Hjern et al., 1978; an
Hjern and Hull, 1982). Adopting a bottom-up framework Hjern an
Porter (1981) argue that implementation should be analysed in th
context of ‘institutional structures’ composed of ‘clusters’ of act

Source: Hjern and Porter (1981)

Such arrangements whereby a programme is in the hands of a multi-
plicity of organizations give rise to a complex pattern of interactions
which ‘“top-down’ frameworks (and practices) fail to take into ac-
count, with the consequence that their theories do not satisfactorily
explain implementation, and that in practice programmes are not suc-
cessful. Implementation structures are not organizations so much as
‘localized implementation structures’. Hjern and Porter believe that
the implications for the theory and practice of public policy of this
model are extensive, and should prompt us to revise our conceptual-
ization of the implementation process in terms of both analytical and
Organizations (O1 .. normative frameworks. As we shall see below (4.3.8), the theoretical
Persons from within a si izati ' ¢ _ implications of their model have been taken on board in more recent
theories of implermentation.

private and voluntary, business and labour, and so on. Programme
are not implemented by single organizations, but through a matrix o
set of organizational pools (see figure 4.4): :
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4.3.8 Implementation - towards a synthesis

We have already encountered Sabatier’s ideas in other parts of
book. The model he advances for viewing the policy-making pro
may also be extended into the study of implementation. For S

the policy-stages approach does not help in understanding the policy
making process because it splits it up into a series of artificia] 2
unrealistic sections. From this point of view, therefore, Implement,
tion and policy-making become virtually one and the same proc'.
His early contribution to the study of implementation came w;
highly top-down account written with David Mazmanian (Sabat
and Mazmanian, 1979). This work has, perhaps, been more Wid?
tested (see Sabatier, 1986) than most theories and is justifiably seen
one of the most developed top-down models. Their work ende;
oured to synthesize the ideas of both top-down and bottom~up h
rists into a set of six sufficient and necessary conditions for the eff,

tive implementation of legally stated policy objectives. These co
prised:

¢ clear and consistent objectives, so that they can provide a standag
of legal evaluation and resource; :

* adequate causal theory, thus ensuring that the policy has an accy
rate theory of how to bring about change; :
implementation structures that are legally structured so as
hance the compliance of those charged with implementing the polic§
and of those groups who are the target of the policy; :
committed and skilful implementers who apply themselves to u
ing their discretion s0 as to realize policy objectives;
support of interest groups and ‘sovereigns’ in the legislature and
executive; .
changes in socio-economic conditions that do not undermine the

support of groups and sovereigns or subvert the causal theory:
underpinning the policy.

This model has been applied in a wide range of US and European case:
studies which demonstrated the usefulness of the framework to em-.
pirical research. Their framework was subsequently modified in the:
light of this research (Sabatier, 1986: table 1), and an evaluation of the:
bottom-up case as developed by Hjern ef al. Sabatier (1986) propose g
that a synthesis of the two positions is possible drawing on the insights:
of Hjern et al. into the interorganizational dynamics of implemention
and its network/matrix form, and the top-down focus on how institu-.'

tions and social and economic conditions constrain behaviour, This is:

accomplished through the use of the model we have discussed in Part.
Two (2.10.4): implementation as taking place within the context of a
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policy subsystem, and bound by ‘relatively stable parameters’ and
‘events external to the subsystem’. Central to this model of implemen-
tation is the notion that it is an ongoing part of policy-making within
ACs (‘advocacy coalitions’), and that the deep, near core and second-
ary aspects of the belief systems of implementation coalitions should
be a main focus of analysis.

The model takes into account, therefore, the concerns of the bottom-
up approach in that it emphasizes the network which structures im-
plementation, whilst at the same time stressing the importance of top-
down considerations within the system, including the beliefs of policy
elites and the impact of external events. Implementation in this sense
may be conceptualized as a learning process {Heclo, 1974: 306; cf.
Browne and Wildavsky, 1984). The aim of the approach is o analyse
the way in which policy learning takes place amongst ACs, and to set
out those institutional conditions which are most appropriate or con-
ducive to ‘learning’ and change in core beliefs.

Although the incorporation of the bottom-up concern with subsystem
dynamics makes for a comprehensive model of implementation, the
advocacy-coalition approach does not confront the normative dimen-
sion of the bottom-up versus top-down argument. Whereas the bot-
tom-up approach, for example, is interested in the ‘street level’, the
AC model is primarily focused on the policy elite. Policy learning, for
Sabatier, is something which essentially takes place within ‘the sys-
tem’ and its policy subsystems. The framework is designed to analyse
instifutional conditions in which such learning changes the policy
core. The more radical implications of the bottom-up approach ques-
tion whether success in implementation is more to do with wider
social learning than policy learning by subsystem coalitions. The top-
down position adopted by Sabatier and Mazmanian in their original
model is concerned with the relationship of decisions to attainments,
formulation to implementation, and the potential for hierarchy to con-
fine and constrain implementers to achieve those legal objectives de-
fined in the policy. Bottom-up approaches, however, are predicated on
the significance of the relationship between actors involved in a policy
or problem area and the limitations of formal hierarchy in such condi-
tions. As Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) make clear, their model is
concerned with effective control and compliance; bottom-uppers, how-
ever, are in various ways concerned with interactions, conflict, power
and empowerment. In their desire to construct a comprehensive model,
the authors ignore the possibility that what they are trying to combine
are, in a Kuhnian sense, incommensurate paradigms. This is most
apparent when we move from using the models analytically to using
them in a normative way. Top-downers are essentially working within
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a frame which focuses on decision and power, and the Potentia] f5
decision-makers to effect change in society is regarded as a problem =
developing effective modes of control and elite learning. The botmm‘
up models are suggestive of implementation as a process of poli .
making and (possibly) empowerment of those seen as targets of g
sions. The preference of the top-down models is for tiers, hierarchie
control and constraints, whereas for bottom-up models, spheres, na
works or markets constitute a more desirable state of affairs,

The clash of frameworks and the values and beliefs which they cb
tain provides competing frames of analysis and prescription. The g
thesis thus serves to produce a consensus which is not there, If the aim
of policy analysis is (as Lasswell argued) to clarify values, then thy
synthesis advanced by Sabatier only serves to muddy the waters.

More satisfactory on this score is the synthesis which Sabatier (1986).

commends as a guide to policy-makers, but as inapproriate as '

explanatory model of the policy process (Elmore, 1985). Elmore ars
gues that a variety of frameworks need to be deployed in analysis and:

implementation: ‘backward-mapping’ (bottom-up) and “forward-ma
ping’ (top-down); and that policy-making, if it is to be effective
implementation terms, must adopt multiple frameworks. What thi

means when applied to the study of the policy process is that analysis

must aim not so much for a synthesis as a sensitivity to the frame-

works (in Vickers’s sense, the value, reality and action judgements) of -

theorists, policy elites and those at the ‘street level’.

lier in this book (2.7.3, 3.8.8). The use of models as ‘lenses’ {in Allison’s
sense) through which we can explore implementation is suggested by
Elmore’s (1978) categorization of four sorts of implementation model:
systems management; bureaucratic process; organizational develop_-:
ment; and conflict and bargaining. Elmore argues that models of im-
plementation should not be regarded as rival hypotheses which could
be empirically proved, but as ambiguous and conflicting frames of
assumptions.

This idea of models as essentially incomplete, partial perspectives on
complex problems and realities is an issue which has been most fully
addressed in the work of Gareth Morgan (1986,/1993). Mozrgan main-
tains that if we are to understand complexity, we are required to adopt:
a critical and creative approach to thinking in terms of models - or.
‘metaphors’. From this point of view an attempt to bash differerit
models together to create a synthesis based on the strengths of two.
different frameworks is a somewhat misguided exercise. Developin

Machine
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his approach under the influence of ‘postmodernist’, ‘constructivist’
theory, Morgan takes the view that the analysis of complexity in-
volves not a vain quest for synthesis but, on the contrary, a recogni-
tion of the differences, partiality, incompleteness and distortion which
is inherent in human knowledge and discourse. Metaphors/models/
theories create insight, or ways of seeing, but also ways of not seeing.
For Morgan there can be no single metaphor which provides a general
theory. In terms of implementation, this means that the problems of
implementation may be constructed in a variety of different ways.
Each approach or theory gives some insight into a particular dimen-
sion of the reality of implementation, and, as in the case of the some-
what constrained debate on top-down versus bottom-up, both ap-
proaches and their hybrids and variants provide us with part of the
picture. As students of public policy we should aim to become skilled
in the art of reading the frameworks which are employed in the theory
and practice of implementation in the contexts in which they occur. As
Sabatier (1986) concedes, the different approaches have comparative
advantages as explanations in different contexts. Applying Morgan’s
metaphors, for example, we should recognize that frames will dis-
close or illuminate various dimensions of implementation. No one
metaphor provides all the answers.

In terms of the policy sciences, the approach which approximates

most closely to the method which Morgan uses in organizational analy-
sis is Lasswell’s idea of contextual mapping (see p.447). Thus, for

Figure 4.5 Metaphors of implementation failure

Organism Brain

metaphor

Result of poor chain of
command — problems
with structures and roles

Domination
metaphor

Result of labour/
management conflict

Psychic

metaphor

Result of subconscious
forces — groupthink/
ego defences/repressed
sexual instincts

metaphor
Result of ‘human
relations’ or the
‘environment’

‘Implementation
failure’

Autopoietic
metaphor
Result of 2
‘self-referencing
system

metaphor

Result of poor
information flows — or
‘learning’ problems

Culture

metaphor

Resuilt of the ‘culture’
of the organization

Power

metaphor

Result of power in and
around the implementation
process
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example, a Lasswellian approach to implementation would inv, v

mapping the participants/stakeholders, their perspectives, situationg
values and strategies, and their desired outcomes and actual effecty
The method recognizes that implementation has a specific context iy
terms of the values and institutions involved in a given problem
Furthermore, as with the Morgan approach, the Lasswellian Orienty
tion would also stress the idea that analysis is fundamentally a ‘learn.
ing” activity which should lead to the enlightenment of partici :

Mapping the context of problems offers the possibility of understan:
ing the muitiple dimensions of knowledge, beliefs, power, meanin

and values which frame policy-making and implementation, The quest
is not for Sabatier’s ‘promised land’ (sic) — a general theory - but'a
clarification of the values of theorists and practitioners. -

% Sandra Kaufman, ‘Decision-making and conflict management’, in Bingham ef
al,, 1991

We examined Kaufman's ideas in 3.7.7. Her model seeks to explain decision-making ang:
implementation in terms of theories of cognition and conflict. As we noted, her model does:
provide — like Sabatier's —a way of synthesizing a number of approaches to analyse implemen::
tation. Her main point is that impiementation takes place in a situation in which there ig
necessarily conflict between numerous divergent interests, actors and organizations. This:
agrees with the arguments we encountered in 4.3.7. She believes that the confiict which takes
place between different stakeholders can be both positive and negative. However, if such:

conflict is not managed, Kaufman argues that it can

these organizations’ services. The more complex a decision situation — in terms of the
number of parties, issues at stake, consequences unfolding over time and affecting large
groups —the more important it becomes to all involved that conflict be managed.

(Kaufman, 1991; 129)

She offers a number of recommendations to improve implementation and decision-making in
such conditions (see Kaufman, 1991 131-2). ¢
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Delivery systems

44,1 Mixes

Modes of delivery or ‘systems’ of policy delivery have become a cen-
tral concern of analysis of and in the modern public sector. This focus
on the increasingly diverse intergovernmental and interorganizational
network of delivering public goods and services has been considered
elsewhere in this book (see 3.4.6). As Kaufman (1991} observes (above),
implementation now involves a large number of stakeholders and the
potential for a good deal of conflict and “dysfunctionalities’.

From being a neglected area of interest in the 1970s and early 1980s
(see Hogwood and Peters, 1983: 165), the study of the ‘technology’ of
delivery has come to assume a dominant posttion in the literature of
public sector management. This is especially the case in the context of
the ‘complex” conditions facing modern governance (Kooiman (ed.),
1993) and the changing ‘architecture’ of the state in modern society
(Dunleavy, 1989). As Self notes, for example, with regard to the deljv-
ery of welfare services:

The provision of welfare can be regarded as a complex mixture of contri-
butions from four sources: government, market, voluntary organizations
and individual households.

(Self, 1993: 121)

(See also Rose, 1986, on the idea of the welfare ‘mix’.)

In this section of the book we examine these delivery systems in terms
of the way in which public goods and services are now provided
through an ever more complex and diverse set of institutions and
instruments. We term these sets or combinations delivery ‘mixes’ to
convey the idea that policy fields are composed of a plurality of ac-
tors, institutions and organizations, modes of enforcement and values,
Policy fields - such as health, housing, economic development and so
on - may be viewed as a mixture of relationships which change and
vary over time and space - in both unitary and federal political sys-
tems. As Rhodes observes of the former:

governments increasingly resort to a variety of instruments for pursuing
their policies. Functions are not allocated to general purpose governments
.- but to special purpose authorities. Institutional ‘adhocracy’ is the order
of the day, a process which generates conflicts between agencies compet-
ing for “turf” and between central and loca! governments which resent
being bypassed. Government has not been rolled back but splintered and
politicized, a process which can only frustrate the attempt to control through
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centralization. Such fragmentation not only thwarts control and fuels
slippage (or deviancy from central expectations) but it also increases &
ernmental complexity. .

(Rhodes (ed.), 1992: 330)

This fragmentation also, as he notes, creates new problems for congyg
and accountability in a democratic society (see 4.4.8). Citizens Yoy
confront an often bewildering array of agencies responsible for th
provision of public services. Simple hierarchies and ters have giy
way to delivery systems which use a mix of governmental rely
ships, new ‘partnerships’ between the public and private sectors,

ket mechanisms and ‘marketized’ public policy; and new roles s
being defined for the voluntary sector and ‘the community”. Iy plaq
of the relatively ordered patterns of relationship which existed ten
years or more ago - like a cake made of well-defined sections — indy
trial societies have become more jumbled up, and resemble not
much a Battenberg as a marble cake. As we take a slice through oyp
cake we find that the arrangement or mix varies considerably between
policies. Another metaphor which captures the idea of a mix is the
notion of a ‘field” or ‘space’ as used by Lewin (see 3.7.7) in which, over
time, the relationship of parts of the policy field change and interact
with one another.

In this section we examine four ‘mixes’:

governmental mix (4.4.2);
sectoral mix (4.4.3);
enforcement mix (4.4.4);
value mix (4.4.5).

mixes. The resultant ‘mix’ in delivery systems may be viewed as a.

blend or compound of ‘market’, bureaucratic’/hierarchy’, and ‘net
work’/’community’ models of organization (see 1.8). By using the

term “mix’, therefore, we are suggesting that thinking in terms of
clearly defined sectors or modes of co-ordination is not, in practice,

helpful, since in the real world there is considerable ambiguity and
overlap between them. As Colebatch and Larmour point out, the world
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can’t be divided into ‘market’, ‘bureaucratic’ and ‘community’ organiza-
tions, because there are likely to be elements of all these in any organiza-
tion. It will not be the same in all organizations ... and an organization in
the 1990s may operate quite differently from the way that organization
worked in the 1950s. The task is to identify the nature of the mix, not to
place the organization into one box or anofther.

(Colebatch and Larmour, 1993: 80)

50, too, in public policy our task is not to put policies into boxes, but
to analyse and map the mix of elements that make up particular
policy fields. If we envisage delivery systems as a function of the mix
of market, bureaucratic and community forms, we might represent
them in the context of a triangular relationship which changes over
time and space (figure 4.6).,

Figure 4.6 The delivery mix

Hierarchy/ Community/
bureaucracy network

Thompson, et al. (eds) (1991: 15~16) suggest that we may envisage this
in terms of three ‘analytical lights’ which focus on different aspects of
governance (figure 4.7). In practice the mix of analytical lights over-
laps and combines to provide ‘hybrids’ or ‘plural forms’ (see Bradach
and Eccles, 1991).

Figure 4.7 Analytical lights on delivery

Market-Hierarchy—Network

Source: Adapted from Thompson et al, (1991)
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4.4.2 The governmental mix

In the first instance, we must consider the territorial dimension, Wha
part or level of goverrunent is responsible for the delivery of 5 pro-
gramme? How is responsibility shared in terms of administrative an,
financial arrangements? The mix of levels will, of course, vary frofﬁ
policy arena to policy arena. The mix will also be determined by the
political and constitutional traditions and arrangements between cer
tralized unitary states and decentralized federal systems. Althoug,
political systems may share policy goals, the level of governmen
which is deemed responsible for actually providing a service varjes
widely between:

national;
regional/state;
local;
neighbourhood.

OECD surveys (1990, 1992, 1993a), for example, which profiled the leve]
of system delivery in its member states, illustrates that, in the cage of
education, health and welfare policies, a very diverse pattern of govern:

mental responsibility exists even between countries that share unitary.
or federal characteristics. A service such as education may be highly
decentralized, as in the USA, or highly centralized, as in France and:
Greece. Some countries have sub-national tiers of government and ad-
ministration which may have responsibility for regions or states. The

role of local government also varies considerably, from having tight

control on service delivery to others where the local authorities’ powers:
are weak. Furthermore, the delivery mix (local-public-private-volun-
tary) has, in the European context, long been highly diverse compared:
with Britain. However, as Batley and Stoker note in their review of

changes in service delivery in European local government:

the language of reform has much in common in the countries studie
(France, Germany, Italy, Britain, Holland, Ireland, Denmark, Norway, Spai
and Portugal) ... In different ways the issues of choice, proximity to th
iti ntrol, complexit

gy of efficiency of competition, market -

and business ... (Britain, Holland, Germany and to some extent Italy) ... I
other cases the ideology is more to do with the citizen's access to a dermo
cratic state (Sweden, Norway, Spain,

both sorts ... the monopoly provision of certain defined, mainly socia
services by British local government has been unusual ... [since] in every
other European state there has been a long history of partnership ... be-
tween levels of government, between communes and between the private
and public sector ...

{Batley and Stoker, 1991: 215)

DELIVERY ANALYS1s 495

An important trend in the delivery mix has been with regard to the
neighbourhood and community decentralization which began in the
1980s (see Hoggett and Hambleton (eds), 1987) and has continued in
the 1990s in Britain and other countries (see Carmon (ed.), 1990;
Osborne and Gaebler, 1992; Batley and Stoker, 1991; Burns ef al., 1994).
Two notable examples of this decentralization of service delivery are
the London boroughs of Islington and Tower Hamlets who have un-
der respective Labour and Liberal control developed multi-service
neighbourhood offices to manage services, and forums/committees
which provide for local participation, access and accountability. These
two authorities have led the way in moving from centralized bureau-
cratic structures towards local management networks which are closer
to citizens/consumers/clients/voters. At the time of writing, a con-
siderable number of British local authorities are endeavouring to de-
vise schemes which decentralize the management of service delivery
(see Burns ef al., 1994). Given the experimental nature of the reforms,
the range of models which have emerged is very pluralistic. The lead-
ing researchers in the field have suggested a four-point ‘ideal type’ of
neighbourhood decentralization (see Burns et al., 1994: 88):

* localization: the physical relocation of services from a centralized to
a neighbourhood or ‘patch’ level;

* flexibility: the promotion of more flexible forms of management and
work organization through multi-disciplinary team working, multi-
skilling, local general and corporate management;
devolved management: the devolution of decision-making powers to
service delivery managers and staff;
organizational culture and change: the reorientation of management
and staff values to promote quality of service and local empower-
ment.

Hoggett (1987) has argued that this shift towards neighbourhood modes
of service delivery must be viewed in the context of a wider process of
‘post-Fordism’ in modern society. Control through a Weberian/
Taylorist/Fordist hierarchy, it may be argued, is giving way to less-
bureaucratic, flatter, more-fragmented ‘post-modern’ structures (see
Clegg, 1990: 180-207). Hoggett and his co-workers believe that in this
new context public-sector organizations will go the way of business
and industrial organizations:

the conditions now exist for entirely new forms of service organization
which allow both for much greater degrees of operational freedom and for
centralised strategic control. The key question is how these conditions are
shaped by political choices and strategies, for it is the struggle around
these issues which will decide the relative weight given to internal as
opposed to external decentralisation, where strategic command is to be (in
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local or central government) and so on. Our vision of a reformed u
service seeks to replace complex bureaucracies with far more intery;
devolved structures ... Within the context of a local authority, inte
devolution gives service managers and staff the power to déliver
simultaneously frees the centre from absorption in administrative deta;
In place of deparimental hierarchies a new kind of organization emgy
in which there is a strong but lean centre with an outer ring of derlié
service delivery units. f

(Burns et al., 1994: 272)

The mix of governmental levels in a given policy arena will clear]
structure the context within which interorganizational relations fak,
place. One level will be dependent on another for resources, and:th‘
pattern may be such that the notion of ‘levels” and ‘tiers’ may b
inappropriate to describe a relationship which is more akin |
‘spheres” and ‘networks’ (Rhodes, 1981). Increasingly the patt
which has emerged in the mix of governmental organizations i
volved in public policy in Europe, America and elsewhere is inter
governmental and interorganizational in form (Dommel, 1991; Batle
and Stoker, 1991; see 3.4.6, 4.3.7, and 4.6.3). As with other mixes, th
patterns of interaction and power relations between levels in indis
trialized societies is becoming ever more complex and diverse within
and between political systems - as the experience of multi-servia
neighbourhood delivery illustrates. Indeed, it is this complexity which
perhaps constitutes the main common denominator in the experi
ence of public policy implementation in modern (perhaps post-mod
ern) conditions. The managerial and political pressures which inflis
ence the mix of responsibility creates some difficult and intractabls
problems. As Brian Smith notes:

The managerial needs of national organizations can only be met by del
egating authority to field officers. Politically, threats to integration from
culturally distinct communities can only be met by a measure of devolix
tion ... However, having decided that an administrative presence in th
regions and localities is needed does not conclude the process of politica
choice. A decision still has to be made on how the administration is to be
carried on, and whether it is to be politicized. There are too many cases o
state intervention in the fields of income maintenance, transportation
public utilities and health care that have been centralized after a period
during which they were the responsibility of regional and local gove
ments, and too many instances of government functions which are unde;
central administration in one state and local in another, to believe tha
there is some politically neutral formula for the territorial allocation o
governmental powers. The distribution of power between levels of gov
ernmnent, as well as the choice of institutions for decentralizaticn, are

outcomes of political conflicts at the centre which originate in group and
class interests which sometimes have a territorial identity but which alsd

unite and mobilize people regardless of region. '
(Smith, 1985: 201-2)
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The mix of governmental levels of responsibility is therefore an issue
which prompts the need for both centralization on the one hand, to
secure control — of national finances in particular — whilst, on the
other, requiring decentralization in order to secure managerial ben-
efits. Centralization in order to decentralize, and decentralization as a
mode of centralization thus constitutes a key paradox in the allocation
of responsibilities in the modern siate (Metcalfe and Richards, 1992:
77-94). As Smith notes (above), this dilemma is not open to one neat
neutral solution. In part, the reason for the attractiveness of focusing
on the sectoral mix is that it provides a mode of delivery which over-
comes the problem of which level of government should be responsi-
ble.

4.4.3 The sectoral mix

The mix of levels {or spheres) of government must also be considered
alongside the sector which is involved in the delivery of public goods
and services. Here again, the pattern is complex. The relationship
between the public, private and voluntary sectors, for example, is one
which has undergone considerable change in the last decade or so.
Services may comprise a mix between public and private responsibil-
ity, as well as between the voluntary sector and ‘community” agencies
which may have a role in delivering a service.

The public-private mix: partnerships
The setting-up of parimerships between the public and private sectors
{or PPPs) has occurred in a number of policy areas. These include:

¢ infrastructure developments;
s urban renewal;

* regional development;

* training and education;

¢ the environment.

The reasons for the expansion of PPPs involve understanding the
advantages which government obtains in terms of private-sector fi-
nance and management expertise, and the financial and other benefits
which may be gained by the private sector. Kouwenhoven (1993: 125-
7) suggests that we consider the development of successful PPPs in
the context of three sets of conditions:

» Start conditions for a PPP
-— interdependence between the two sectors;
~— convergence of objectives.
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Given these conditions in which both sides need one anothe;

share objectives, two secondary conditions or ’i.nterlinkjng' e
nisms are required: "

Secondary (interlinking) conditions _
— the existence of a network of communication channelsg béfw@
the public and private sectors concerned; :

— the existence of a broker to facilitate negotiations,

Project conditions
In terms of the project in process, the PPP must me
list of conditions:

— mutual trust;
— unambiguity — and recording — of objectives and strategy;

— unambiguity — and recording — of the division of costs, risks
returns; :
— unambiguity - and recording — of the division of responsibilit
and authorities;

— phasing of the project;

— condlict regulation laid down beforehand;

— legality;

— protection of third parties’ interests and rights;

— adequate support and control facilities;

— business- and market-orientated thinking and acting;

~— “internal” co-ordination;

— adequate project organization.

et a form1dab1’é

This model - as with models of perfect implementation — draws at
tion to the sheer number of things that can, do and will go wrong. *
PPP is a ‘learning process’ for both the private and public sectors; th
experience of partnerships which have not proved as successful:
both sides hoped occupy a good deal of the literature on the topic.
problems which arose with the London Docklands developm
scheme illustrates only too well that PPPs do not present an easy r

out of the apparent dead-end of top-down implementation in publi
policy (Massey 1993: 167-8). Even so, as long as the two sectors fin
mutual advantage in the risks which PPPs involve for both sides, the
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acceptance of social responsibilities and an ethical approach to busi-
ness.

The voluntary sector

The involvement of the voluntary sector in social and other policy
areas is a matter of growing interest. The voluntary sector has been
historically very important in the history of the welfare state. Volun-
tary groups seeking to do good works for the Ppoor and needy have a
long and distinguished history (Butler and Wilson, 1990: 9~14). Reli-
gious organizations in particular have made an enormous contribu-
tion to the development of charitable institutions which, until the
emergence of the welfare state, served as a principal provider of many
“social services’ as well as education. Some services have remained in
the voluntary sector: notably fire services and sea rescue services in a
number of countries, and religious institutions have retained their
involvement in education and other social activities. The growth of
the welfare state and mass education made the existence of the volun-

tary sector apparently less necessary in the twentieth century. How-

ever, in recent years, the role of the voluntary sector has come to the

fore as the state is no longer capable or no longer desires to provide

the range of services that was once expected of it (Mellor, 1985},

As a sector the terms ‘voluntary” and ‘non-profit’ are something of a
misnomer. Their role has been described more extensively and more
accurately in terms of being private agents of public policy (Streeck
and Schmitter, 1985). Voluntary organizations employ people on a
permanent basis, and they have to ‘make’ money and run on a sound
financial footing. Charity is big business. This has led some to propose
that the idea of the ‘voluntary sector’ should be replaced by the notion
of a ‘third sector’ (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 44} which is recognized
as having a major role in the delivery of goods and services. The
responsibilities which have been devolved to this sector as a result of
cuts and anti-welfare-state policies mean that it composes a key ingre-
dient in the mix of delivery systems in the modern state, even in those
societies which have traditionally had a large welfare state, and even

more so in those (such as the USA) where state welfare programmes
are less developed.

How this restructuring of the welfare state and the role of the volun-
tary sector is interpreted depends on where analysts and commenta-
tors are located on the ideological spectrum. On the ‘right’, the rise of
the welfare state and the demise of voluntary services and self-help
was a detrimental development, and from this viewpoint the future of
social policy turns upon the growth of a less state-dominated system
in which the voluntary sector has a wider role in actually delivering
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services under cvontract (see Gutch, 1992). On the ‘left’, the growth In this relationship state agencies and government have considerable

?.roluntary organizations as agents or instruments of government pg, influence over the strategic decision-making of the voluntary sector

1s seen as symptomatic of the crisis of the liberal state in capital; - through its funding and mediating powers.

society (Loney et al. (eds), 1991: 206-13). ‘Communitariang’ Wcﬁi

view the use of the voluntary sector as coniributing to a greater gq Contracting-out services to voluntary sector organizations has ex-

of community and personal responsibility (Willets, 1994). ' panded rapidly in the UK, the USA and elsewhere, with the conse-
' quence that we are witnessing the emergence of

Whatever the framework used to explain the rise of voluntary org

zations as service-providers, the fact remains that in designing t, a new type of relationship between governments and private organiza-

delivery of public services, the contribution of the voluntary sectg tions, which changes the beh.a}riour of both parties, increases their interde-

a factor which cannot be excluded from an analysis of the develop ' Fsi?j? irgx;g.alr;c;)blurs the traditional distinctions between them.

ment of modern delivery systems. The mix of voluntary to privi ’ '

and pujbhc sectors and the ‘partnership’ forms is diverse. Privata Voluntary agencies seek to raise finance from the public by fund-

sector finance may support activities of voluntary groups in associa; raising campaigns so as to minimize their dependency on governmen-

tion with government; government may choose to deliver via tal and non-governmental funding. The growth of the voluntary sec-

v01u1.1tary sector and fund through grants; or there may be a web o tor has raised issues as to the role of ‘management’ in the organization

funding and support which facilitates an exchan i ; and strategies of ‘non’-business/profit organizations (Butler and
Wilson, 1990; Handy, 1988; Drucker, 1990b). In becoming more de-
pendent on private-sector expertise and resources it may be that the
voluntary sector will come/has come to resemble the resourcing or-
ganizations in their field (Di Maggio and Powell, 1991; 4.3.8, figure
4.9).

_ : a neo-corporatis
pattern of interaction between the state, the National Association of Figure 4.9 Voluntary sector funding and activities

Voluntary Organizations, local government and charities (figure 4.8).
: Partnerships Membership of policy
with public/private networks/communities

sectors 3 i
Public sector

resources Voluntary sector organizations/
(grants, tax breaks etg.) ———se- activities*
Service provision
Private sector campaign
Local _ ? resources Self-help
oca Qowgmment National Association of : (money, management —— Intermediary bodies
N A Voluntary Organizations . expertise)
~ - .

Figure 4.8 Government—voluntary relationships

Central
government

N s Individual & community
\ 3 support/membership =g *Handy (1988)

Charities

Funt_iing retionships At the same time, public agencies may become dependent on the
Medtation rolationships — - g voluntary sector to deliver services which they find either difficult to
provide or have not the resources to provide or which have tradition-
ally been provided by the voluntary sector. The level of dependence of
the private sector on the voluntary sector is comparatively small.

Source:  Adapted from Butler and Wilson (1950}
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'ride' and counter the effects of individualism and social fragmentation. Think-tanks such as
pemos and the Social Market Foundation have been widely credited with advancing the cause
of communitarianism’ in Britain. See, for example, Willetts (1994} and Etzioni (1968, 1993).
Dave willetts, a leading ‘think-tanker’, makes the ‘new right’ case by arguing for ‘civic con-
grvatism’ which looks to strengthen community and voluntary organizations:

However, the participation of the private sector in sponsorshiy
voluntary organizations indicates that the private sector doeg Seep
such activities offer PR opportunities and advertising potential whi
can only do the ethical image of the organization a power of 800
The spillover effects of private-sector management involvement jyy th
voluntary sector may also be seen as having a wider benefit to ¢

; Conservatives understand that intrusive and overweening government poses far more of a
company or business (see Lloyd, 1993).

threat to our traditions and institutions than the free exchange of goods and services ...
Looking back we can see that the destruction of old communities and the building of
However, as Knight (1993) argues, the danger is that the close gnormous housing estates ... did more damage. The insidious expansion of regulation ...
tionship which increasingly exists between the state and the Private has clearly become a threat to local communities, imposing unacceptable burdens on a host
and voluntary sectors will have a damaging effect on the inEPen of independent grqu_ps., fr'om.]ocal charities to childcare providers and lunch clubs ... The
ence of voluntary agencies gua service-providers competing for ra. weakening of our CIIVIC 1r‘lstitutions, as govemment. has encroached on them - is_ re§ponsib!e
sources. In recent years the voluntary sector has, ar gues Knight, takes for many of our social dlscoln-tents ... A concern with the strength of Britain’s institutions ... is
a ‘safety first’ approach and opted for a cosy relationship with the at the?ﬁeart 0: thJe Tor;; tradition.

public and private sectors. The consequence of this cosiness has beer (The Times, 17 June 1994)

a loss of direction, and a preoccupation with financial opportunities
and managerialist values with the result that it feels ‘a strong sense of
.- low morale and spoiled self-worth’ (Knight, 1993: xi). The contribij.
tion which they have to make in terms of being important critics of The concept of community has a diverse theoretical background, The concern for the loss and
government is gravely undermined by the existence of a ‘contract renewal of ‘community’ has been an enduring theme of social and political thought in industrial
culture’ in which criticism may result in the loss of funds and cope gocieties (see Nisbet, 1874). The idea of ‘community’ as providing an alternative mode of
tracts (see Gutch, 1992). governance may be seen at its most developed form in the work of M. Taylor (1982, 1987), who
has formulated a philosophy of community derived in part from anthropological observations.
Furthermore, if voluntary sector organizations become ever more e Laver {1983: 147-66) considers the community as the basis of an anarchic society.

twined in the state and the private sector, there is also the question of
whether they can serve as the kind of intermediate bodies envisaged:
by the various advocates of ‘communitarianism’. The voluntary sector
has long had a vital role in providing ‘mediating structures’” which ca \
stand between the individual and large state and business institutions

The ‘community’ as an alternative to markets and bureaucracies

A ‘community approach’ to public policy may be traced back to the colonial administration of
Britain, France and Belgium, whereby administrators aimed at making a community more self-
reliant and responsible for problems in their locality. In the 1960s the idea was taken up in the
USA through the Economic Opportunity Act, 1964, and the Model Cities Program {amongst
others), which aimed at increasing (‘maximizing’, sic) the participation of the community in
(Berger and Neuhaus, 1977). If delivery mixes continue to use the. solving its social and economic problems {see Marris and Rein, 1967). In Britain the 1969
voluntary sector as a service-providing instrument, their role in acting: Community Development Act initiated a range of schemes to promote the community and
as means of ‘citizenship’ and ‘empowerment” or ‘social learning’ and: - ‘neighbourhood’ approach {on the development schemes of the late 1960s and 1970s in
their critical function in society may well be put at risk. Britain, see Loney, 1983). By this time, of course, much of the damage to communities — such
85 East Londen — had already been done in the name of ‘redevelopment’ {see Young and
Willmott (1957) for a timely, but sadly unheeded sociological warning). Significantly, the newest
wave of ‘community’-based public policy in the 1890s has come in the aftermath of the massive
destruction of communities in the industrial regions and inner cities which had taken place in
the previous decade. ¢

<+ Community

‘Communitarianism’

This is a theory which has proved aftractive across the political spectrum: Clinton, Gore, thef_':
Labour Earty in Britain; the ‘new right’, Helmut Koh! and Jacques Delors! As we noted in 1.6, The ‘community’ and public policy
communitarians argue that modern society has seen the destruction of a sense of community Another important component in a sectoral delivery mix is the ‘com-

and voluntary organizations, and an over-development of the demand for individual rights at the: munity’ — as opposed to ‘the market” or ‘the state” or ‘hierarchy’. As
cost of a sense of responsibility and obligation. In policy terms it suggests that policy-makers :

. : we noted above (see 4.4.2), community-based public policy strategies
should seek to build up intermediate social institutions so as to foster social cohesion, civic: 4 P pOREY &
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have been a significant development in new approaches to local .Oli'
making and implementation in the 1980s and 1990s. As a Concel;f -
idea of ‘community’ is notorious for the variety of constructions w’

are deployed by policy-makers and academics. As Willmott Notes

Those Iadvocat‘ing anew initiative, or those attaching or defining a partj
la-r peint of view, may invoke the community in support of their
without making it clear which community they mean, in what sense the

refer to it or how far they have establi i i . £}
are. y blished what its opinions or mtef‘?sts

{Willmott, 1989: 5)

Hillery (1968) suggests that there are some 94 definitions. So when
ever two or three social scientists or policy-makers are gathered {o.
gether to discuss ‘community’, there are probably many more defing
tions than people! In general terms, the idea refers to groups wh

share a location or physical space or who have common interes

traits or characteristics. Thus, in ‘community policy’ the concept iz
applied in either a “territorial’ or a ‘non-territorial’ sense. Community
policy may, for example, be directed at a neighbourhood or a part of 3
town, or it may be directed at a group of people who share a probleﬁ;
or an interest: ‘young people’, the ‘gay community’, the ‘disable

community’, or the ‘arts community’. Forms of community policy can
be divided into three major approaches (Glen, 1993): E

* community development: this approach is concerned with helping the
community to help itself. A good example would be that of prol
grammes designed to promote the economic development of a com:f
munity or to improve housing. The aim is to create a ‘bottom-up’
process in which people ‘in the community” participate in voicing
{defining) and meeting their needs and goals;

° community service: this is an approach which is directed at improv-
ing the relationship between the outputs of a service-provider and
its users or clients. The aim is to make a service more responsive to
the community, and increase the involvement of the community in
the way in which services are delivered. Example of a ‘service’
community approach is the idea of Neighbourhood Watch schemes

which are designed to improve the relationship between the police:

and the public, and to involve the community in policing their
imimediate environment;

community action: is an approach which is focused on the problems:

of power and the mobilization of interests. Community action is a

form of “voicing’ which is concerned to campaign for the interests

of and policies for those who feel excluded from the political
agenda/process. An instance of the ‘action’ approach is the way in
which the ‘gay community” has sought to engage in campaigns £o
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get their views about Aids to the attention of the public and into the
policy-making process.

As there are numerous definitions of ‘community’, it is only to be
expected that there are many frameworks within which we may un-
derstand the notion of ‘community policies’. Butcher and Mullard
{Butcher ef al., 1993: 217-37) suggest that we can differentiate between
three main approaches to ‘community policy’ by focusing on their
different attitudes towards ‘citizenship”:

o the public citizen framework: which places an emphasis on participa-
tion and rational judgement, rights and obligations. In this frame-
work community policy is seen as a way of enhancing democratic
participation, extending democracy and devolving power beyond
the decision-making processes of bureaucracy, legislatures and
political executives. More democracy, at a ‘community’/neighbour-
hood level is seen as a way of involving people in the decision-
making processes which impact on their lives. This view of com-
munity policy covers ‘liberal’, ‘pluralist’ strategies to improve local
democracy and increase participation, as well as more radical poli-
cies which relate to the ‘entitled citizen’ model;
the entitled citizen framework: here the emphasis is on the distribu-
tion of outcomes in a fairer way. The thrust of ‘community policy”
in this sense is towards greater social and economic justice through
the use of strategies to empower the weak and marginal members
of society. The entitled framework is committed to a radical view of
the ‘community’ as an agent of social change and reform/revolu-
tion. The strategy is to use the community as a means of defending
the interests and rights of individuals and groups who are threat-
ened by the power of bureaucracy, capitalism and professionals;
the dutiful citizen framework: in this approach the prime values are
those of order, tradition and the organic nature of society. The aim
of community strategies is therefore to strengthen the intermediate
organizations and bodies in society and strengthen traditional so-
cial institutions as an alternative to state intervention. This is a
framework favoured by the conservative right, which sees the use
of community as a means of combating the growth of state interfer-
ence and ‘nannying’. The aim of policy is therefore seen as the
encouragement of a sense of civic or public duty, community serv-
ice, mutual aid, self-help, and voluntary work.

Butcher et al., (1993) propose a synthesis of community policy which
incorporates these frameworks (see figure 4.10).
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Figure 410 The commmunity and public policy - given policy field. It is also a development \.avh.ich further subx.rerts and
challenges the power/autonomy of professionals, such as social work-
- Pursuit of goals, outcomes and processes ers, in their relationship with the service users as more active part-

that embraces one or more community ners’ (Cochrane, 1993b).
values (solidarity, participation Coherenge

Community policy: Relating to the targets/beneficiaries
a mode of public of the policy as members of a
poli::y—maltd?g a?s t ertorialor nerest community ' ‘pshorne and Gaebler (1992) suggest that there are (in the US context) over 30 alternatives to
implementation tha . )

en?ails: “sarvice delivery by public employees:

Authentic engagement with groups
and organizations active at the
community level

» Alternative delivery systems: a menu for change

creating legal rutes and sanctions;
regulation ot deregulation;
monitoring and investigation;
licensing;

Priority given to the needs

and interests of disadvantaged,

oppressed and marginalized segments
of society :

Source:  Adapted from Butcher (1993}

Examples of the ‘community’ as an instrument of policy-making which

display some potential for realizing this model include:

community health care (McNaught, 1987); '
community care for the mentally ill and physically handicapped
people with learning difficulties, child care (Walker, 1982; Hoyes
and Means, 1993; Bornat ef al., 1993; Dallos and Boswell, 1993
Nixon, 1993; Fimister and Hil, 1993);

community development programmes (Higgins et al., 1983; Loney,
1983; Broady and Hedley, 1989; Roberts, 1979; Robinson and Shaw,
1991; Smith and Jones (eds), 1981; Rasey ef al., 1991; McShane, 1993);_-":
neighbourhood and decentralization of government (Smith, 1985;
166-84; Sharpe (ed.), 1979; Habeebullah and Slater, 1993; Hoggetf
and Hambleton (eds), 1987: Burns ef al., 1994);

local economic development policies (Lynn, 1993; MacFarlane and:
Mabbot, 1993; Young and Mason (eds), 1983; Community Develop-
ment Foundation, 1992; Bennett and Krebs, 1990); '
the community and race relations (Hill and Issacharoff, 1971; Sagga

The community dimension of policy delivery adds to the ‘network’.
and interorganizational character of the ‘mix’ which may pertain in i

W~ RN =

{ax policy;

grants;

subsidies;

loans;

loan guarantees;

contracting;

franchising;

public—private partnerships;
public~public partnerships;
quasi-public or private corporations;
public enterprise;

procurement;

insurance;

rewards, awards and bounties:
changing public investment policy;
technical assistance;

information;

referral;

volunteers;

vouchers;

impact fees;

catalysing non-governmental efforis;
convening non-governmental leaders;
jawboning;

seed money;

equity investments;

voluntary associations;
co-production or self-help;

quid pro quos;

demand management;

sale, exchange, or use of property,
restructuring the market.
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in one of the most comprehensive surveys (OECD, 1993a) of the trends in public-
management the OECD reported that the most popular initiatives amongst member st
1982) comprised:

seg
ateg

* deconcentration of central government {6)
* development of ‘agencies’ (7);
reorganization of public enterprises (9);
limits to the public sector (9);
privatization (10);
decentralization (14);
new role of central management bodies {18);
market-type mechanisms (18)

H

What is driving this re-mixing of structures and instrum
forms of public management are, for the most \

which are bringing about a ‘heightened awareness, both in governments and by citizens, of th

size and. performance of the public sector’ and growing pressures to reform the structures of:
the public sector so as to make it ‘leaner and more competitive’. Thus, throughout the OECh
, y of policies designed to make the public sector emulate th:

private sector and bring the delivery of public services closer to citizens (OECD, Survey, 19934
9). ’ ’ i

OECD, Managing with Market-type Mechanisms, 1993

The OECD’§ review of the use of ‘market-type mechanisms’ {(MTMs) is one of the most.
comprehensive analyses of its kind. The use of MTMs in 17 member countries is reviewed. | &
focuses on several of the main instruments in widespread use in those countries, including:

* vouchers (US and UK);

* contracting-out (Australia, Canada, France, Finland, Netherlands, Sweden, USA and UKY; -
* internal markets (Australia, Denmark, Ireland and UK. ’ .

The report notes that the practice of MTMs is very broad and varied between member states

and that, as a consequence, generalizations are somewhat dangerous. However, the authors .

come to three general conclusions as to the experience of MTMs:

* in the design of MTMSs, the defiberate inclusion of as many basic features of competitive
markets as possible is likely to maximize efficiency gains. Opting for MTMs that close!y'
resemble market arrangements is a less-risky strategy than grafting on only a few aspects of
market arrangements or private-sector policies;

Pbtaining improvements through MTMs is never automatic, fast or painless, Implementation
is not easy;

fears of the distributive effects between different income and wealth groups seems less than
many have anticipated.

in the light of the somewhat limited experience of MTMs, the OECD report believes that they
can'serve to increase efficiency in the public sector, but that it requires investment in the
design, resourcing and implementation of the methods. They conciude that:
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-: public administrators should be encouraged to introduce MTMs in order to improve resource
: gliocation and make savings on public expenditure. But if MTMs are poorly planned, under-
“funded and, as a consequence, badly implemented, they will almost certainly fail to achieve
 their objectives. Devoting the necessary financial, human and technical resources to the
~ design of MTMSs has to be considered a sound investment, but it needs to be complemented

py campaigns to inform the public and stakeholders about their nature and operation.
(OECD, 1993b: 103) &

4.4.4 The enforcement mix

Policy is all very well, but without an enforcement or compliance
capability, the delivery of public policy is unlikely and uncertain. We
only have to consider, for example, the difficulties which Buropean
Union policies (and other international agreements and laws) have
encountered to realize that a good policy, if it is to be carried out, must
have effective means of enforcement. The mix of enforcement meth-
ods may range from brute force and fixed bayonets to information

_ broadcasts which seek to change behaviour. Markets, bureaucracy
and community, for example, may be viewed in terms of different
ways of enforcing. The market does it through supply and demand,
prices, and the interaction of buyers and sellers; bureaucracy relies on
rules; whilst community enforcement relies on such modes as shared
values, reciprocity, trust, and gossip (see Colebatch and Larmour, 1993:
23). Here we shall examine four approaches to the mix of enforcement
modes. One approach focuses our attention on enforcement and power
(Boulding); another examines forms of administrative enforcement
and their effectiveness (Hood); and a third provides a framework for
analysing the relationship of enforcement to policy type and regime
(Burch and Wood). Finally, we examine Etzioni’s schema for analysing
kinds of power as providing a link between the enforcement of public
policy, and the problem of compliance within the organizations re-
sponsible for implementing it.

Boulding

We have already discussed the work of Kenneth Boulding (3.5.2). As
an economist, his ideas about power have great relevance to under-
standing the enforcement ‘costs’ of delivery and the ‘boundary possi-
bilities’ of different mixes of enforcement strategies. Boulding distin-
guishes between three kinds or categories of power: threat; exchange;
and love (figure 4.11). He then considers these against their conse-
quences: destruction; production; and integration. The consequence of
destructive power is to destroy people and valued things. The conse-
quences of productive power is to be seen in the ‘fertilized egg’,
blueprints, ideas, tools and machines, and the activities of construc-
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Figure 411  Boulding’s categories of power

Destructive

Exchange Praductive

Integrative

D (Destructive)
P (Productive)
] (integrative)

Source:  Adapted from Boulding (1990)

tion and manufacture. Integrative power ‘may be thought of as an

aspect of productive power that involves the capacity to build organ
zations, to create families and groups, to inspire loyalty, to bind pec
ple together, to develop legitimacy’ (Boulding, 1990: 25),

Significantly, Boulding does not see his cate
forms: as in the case of
being ‘fuzzy sets’, i

contracts — and trust
and courtesy (integrative traits), to make exchange possible. The power
of love is such that it calls for compliance on the basis of ‘respect’ and;
‘legitimacy’, out of social and personal responsibility. The use of ‘Jove’
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the appeal to a social sense or loyalty to the nation. However, as with
the other categories of power, love also contains a capacity to generate
its destructive opposite: to create enemies, to alienate people; it has a
destructive as well as a productive aspect. And also as a power, the
integrative consequences of ‘love’ as a mode of enforcement may
prove highly productive: compliance takes place because of concern,
care or a sense of duty, rather than for money or avoiding the long
arm of the law.

As a model for a delivery strategy, Boulding’s classification points
towards the mix of enforcements which societies seek to use to gain
compliance (integrative enforcement), or to force compliance {threat
enforcement), or to produce compliance (exchange enforcement). Some
policies may contain more threat than exchange, others more love
than threat.

Hood
Hood (1986: 48—60) identifies four options or modes of enforcement:

© set aside/modify rules: in cases of non-compliance, government may
choose either to set the rules aside or to modify the rules in order to
bring about compliance;
spread the word: government may choose to use publicity and per-
suasion. This amounts to a kind of ‘please keep off the grass’ notice:
an attempt to gain compliance by giving information or advice
which aims at modifying behaviour;
pursue and punish rule-violators: the use of legal and police action to
deter non-compliance;
make it physically difficult, impossible, inconvenient to break rules: in
this case, the enforcement method is not to use notices to inform
people about the grass, but involves making the grass physically
difficult or inconvenient to get at in the first place. Hood examines
the problems of different modes of enforcement in different condi-
tions. We have simplified this in figure 4.12.

In the case of incompetent (1A) non-compliance, the application of
mode 1 enforcement has no effect on non-compliance. Mode 2 may
change behaviour, whilst mode 3 is unlikely to diminish an incompe-
tent form of non-compliance. However, modes 3 and 4 (3B and 4B)
may depend on whether the prevention of non-compliance is feasible
and affordable. In the case of an opportunist non-compliance, mode 1
is kikely to increase the oppportunities for non-compliance; mode 2 is
unlikely to have much effect on an opportunist; modes 2 and 3, how-
ever, are more likely to have an effect on the opportunist, through fear
of getting caught (3B) or inability to do it (4B). In the realm of princi-
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Figure 4.12  Hood’s mode! of enforcement

Type of ‘ Enforcement response
non-compliance

Soft Hard
1 @ @) @

Incompetent

Opportunist Unprincipleq

Al A
BB
cC|cC _
5 5 Principleq -

Al A
B B
{a) Specific ruleflaw C C
| D

(b} Authority in general

Enforcement response options:

1 Set aside / modify rules.

2 Spread the word.

3 Pursue and punish rule vigiators.

4 Make it physically difficult, Impossibie, inconvenient to break rules,

Source:  Adapted from Hood (1986)

pled objection to a rule or a specific application, mode 1 may influence
dissent, without doing too much damage to basic rules. Mode 2 in
conditions of an objection in principle, is unlikely to change behavi;ﬁf
(2C); 3C may lead to ‘martyrdom’, whilst 4C may make matters worse.

% Evaluating the effectiveness of campaigns

With the growth of mass communications and the use of information campaigns in many areas’

o.f-social and environmental policies, an increasing emphasis is placed on individual respons
bility il‘or problems. Campaigns on road safety, for example, urge that we take responsibilty fo
crossing roads which are becoming more dangerous because there are more cars. Why ther
are rpore cars is not something which such campaigns tend to address. If, for example, we take:
the view that road deaths are essentiaily due to public policies which favour cars against publi

.tran.spor’(, then the road-safety issue is less a problem of personal fault or carelessness than a
evitable consequence of public policy,
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wrence Watlack, ‘Mass communication and health promotion: a critical perspective’,
in Rice and Atkin, 1988
wallack notes that the way in which society sees problems has a great impact on how it

ponds in terms of public policy. The media presentation of health issues and government
campaigns have, he argues, a distorting effect on this process. Chauncey Gardner, in the film
ﬁefng There, is all too typical of the growing trend for citizens in Western sccieties to receive
most of their information about the world via the TV screen. Public health is a complex problem
which is bound up with a wider social and political context, and yet this context is ignored by the
?resentation of health issues on TV:

. One of the ways to ignore the debate and take what appears to be meaningful action is to
talk about fife-style factors as being significant influences on health status. This is a basic

_ marketplace concept that suggests that health problems are ‘purchased’ as a by-product of
goods consumed. (p. 360)

.He points out that the evidence strongly suggests that

life-style changes do not have leng-term effects on health status;

large segments of the population have little chance to participate in changes;

health status is determined far more by external factors (such as economic status) than by
iife-style;

the TV images of health and medicine may be bad for your health.

. The manufacture of iliness as a personal’/knowledge problem rather than as a complex public
-problem may therefore be actually making for a less-healthy population as a whole because it
‘results in the fundamentais of health status being ignored!

In many areas of government policy the aim is to change attitudes and behaviour. This is

particularly the case in areas such as health and crime, where government seeks not so much
to provide a ‘service’ as to alter life-styles through information and persuasion. In a sense it is a
form of public policy which tays the burden of change on individual behaviour rather than on
public choices. Life-style campaigns stress the responsibility of the individual for problems
which we may well argue are essentially social. Aids, smoking, drugs and crime prevention are

seme of the most common forms of campaign as instruments of public policy.

Evaluating the impact of such campaigns is fraught with difficulties, and there are a variety of
medeis on offer. For reviews of this material, see Rice and Atkin (eds) {1988).

it may be argued that such campaigns must be viewed as forms of social learning. But how that

can be measured is even more problematical. ¢

Two crucial aspects for Hood are: how much enforcement should take
place? and by whom? In the enforcement of a policy, government has
to make a decision about what levels of enforcement they consider to
be acceptable — 100 per cent, or 20 per cent, say — and what standard
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or quality shouid be enforced. The delivery of policy wi]j V. of political regime. The domain of positive sanctions and informal
terms of what levels and standards will be enforced. It may n controls permit of a political regime which is pluralistic and in which
cost-effective to put extra resources into enforcement for Mas enforcement takes place through bargaining. The domain of formal
improvement deemed not worth the effort. Delivery agencieg - _ controls and positive sanctions may be characterized as being highly
decide that enforcement will take place to attain a given 1@&1 : legalistic, but manipulated to induce compliance. (This is the domain
compliance. Or they may choose to hunt down and Prosecute gy, of Hood’s mode 1: set aside and manipulation.) The domain of formal
case of non-compliance. Standards of compliance may be low in '6 controls and negative sanctions is an area of authoritarian legalisim, in
areas and very high in others. The levels and standards of enfor which rules are rules, and enforcement takes Place in the use of law
ment may be related to who is doing the enforcement, and on w and policing and threat; whilst the domain of negative sanctions and
basis. For instance, we may decide that the enforcement of policy i~ informal controls takes us into the areas of tyranny and autocracy.
one area is a matter for public bureaucrats; in another, “professjoy; ' Discretion is high in the domain of positive sanctions and informal
may be responsible for ensuring compliance; it may be left to 4 pri controls, and low in the domain of negative sanctions and formal
vate-sector agency; or enforcement may be policed internally (sg]¢ controls (figure 4.13).
policing); or may be implemented via the community, _ '

_ Figure 413 Enforcement and regime type
The issues of how much compliance and by whom adds a fuirthe
layer of complexity in the mix of delivery systems. The low levels ¢ et Formal controls
enforcement (say of measures to counter racial Low discretion (clear rules,

harassment or social security fraud) or the lo ' Authoritative legally binding)
ment (in health and safety, for instance), and the fact that the enfore ‘P CManipuiative IegaliSﬁcD
ment is in the hands of professionals {who use their expertise to maks

judgements), or that enforcement is in the hands of insiders rath, o Centralized autocratia
. . . . ) g Negative direct  \_tyranny
than outsiders (in the police force, or in the medical and legal profe

tions Positive indirect
P & sanctions

(behaviour-inducing)

CBargaining, pluralist@

sions) may generate new issues and problems. Who does the enfore (restrictions ™
ment is a contentious matter. Here again we must examine the oth and modifying

behaviour)

dimensions of a delivery mix. If government chooses to move a pu
lic-sector service out of the hands of professionals into the hands g

private-sector businesses ~ such as prisons or policing — then we a Y
citizens may complain that the standards of enforcement in the deliv

ery of these services is driven by ‘profits’ rather than ‘the publ: zg::;g:,l-;g? ";;?,Iiemions)
interest’. Yet again, as we have seen elsewhere in this book, the pi_'o' Q Regime type

ess of deprofessionalization and a distrust of professionals reflects
broad-based social concern with the power of professional groups.”

High discretion

Seurce:  Adapted from Burch and Wood (1990)
Burch and Wood :
Burch and Wood ( i i ¢ As the authors admit, such attempts to classify the complexity of the
choices of enforcement methods in terms of ‘negative sanctions’ which interaction of control, sanctions, discretion and types of regime is
prevent people doing things. This corresponds with the ‘hard’ san invariably ‘crude’. However, this said, Burch and Wood do provide a
tions in Hood and the use of “threat’ power in Boulding. At the oth way of understanding the mix of factors which shape the delivery
extreme is the use of ‘positive’ sanctions, which are more indire process. As they observe:
they are aimed at inducing a change in behaviour. Positive sanctions
include the ‘soft’ sanctions of Hood, and the use of ‘love’ and ‘ex- In the top left quarter, we see the combination of formal and negative
change’ in Boulding. Agaist these Burch and Wood s i o o produce poices it i otk propes acountof ca
controls in terms of ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ controls. The modes of : carried out by the use of force or directives. Citizen allegiance to the
control which are employed in policies are set in the context of forms : regime and its policy products may be undermined. By contrast, the bot-
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tom right quarter illustrates the mixture of informal and positi
g‘iﬁse ;»vﬂo carry out policies hgve great powers, but at thep::;IIZfe tho.
et gb_u y accountable for their actions, which will not necessar; e_x
‘ Jectives of the original policy makers. And the treatm o
Fldual cases will vary from official to official, from place toent of
rom day to da){. Possibly the worst of all is the bottom left o
nlahfm of negative sanctions and informal controls. In sucﬁu’art
nies’, harsh and unpredictable behaviour by uncontrollable oOfficia]

sulfs in neith i i i
ety ither allegiance to the regime nor the effective carrying g
(Burch and Wood, 1990 184)

The Burch and Wood classification al

mixes of enforcement Vary across
systems.

lso brings out the fact that
policy areas, and types of politic

% Enforcing environmental policy

The problems of enforcement come into prominence when we consider

as the scope of Community regulations has
become more acute, The increased number

officials who are responsible for enforcing them.
(Vogel, 1993: 124-5)

The case of the EU's enforcement of environmental policy in the context of Burch and Wood

\r:lleg\'?;l;:dpll:rtzl:::;c :fn‘d diStt::‘re;ionary Guadrant (figure 4.13) illustrates that enforcement has to be
nhegotiation’ rather than top-down command. Fro i

. ' : - From the perspective of nation

z;a;s:i, Ll}e experience of t'op-down enforcement in environmental policy h:s not prov:tciiog

Cular success (Downing and Hanf {eds), 1983). Hanf {(1993) suggests that we ought to

revise conceptions of enforcement to tak
. € more account of th i i i
enforcment involves forms of ‘co-production’: R e the practice of

::Srialtterms it‘is nof Iegislatic-m. that determines what deviant behav.iour is, but rather thé'
pectors and investigative officials who do. It is these officials who create ce;ses of violation

of environmental law. Conse
g quently, the process of requlation i :
regulators cormmand and regulated obey. PRGN o ot Simply one where the

(Hanf, 1993: 91)
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the perspective of an interorganizational framework it might be argued that enforcement
a.poEicy area {network) involves notions of ‘co-operation’ and ‘negotiation’ as well as formal
Jeas such as legal authority, ‘command’ and ‘obedience’. ¢
ide

Etzioni: mixing love, fear and money

Etzioni (1961) takes the view that there are three basic reasons why
people in organizations comply with rules, disciplines, orders or poli-
cies: to begin with, they may do so out of a sense of agreement, love,
or morality. They do not need to be forced into doing something: they
do it because they want to do it. Secondly, people may comply be-
cause of fear. If they do not do what they are asked/told they fear the
consequences of non-compliance. Finally, they may comply because it
is in their monetary or remunerative interests. Although they may
disagree on moral grounds, or hate what they have to do, they do so
because of the monetary reward which compliance will bring. En-
forcement may therefore be the result of normative, coercive or remu-
nerative power. As we have seen from the other theorists above, in
seeking to make sure a policy is carried out, implementation will
require a mix of different enforcement modes. A policy may rely on
coercion or monetary rewards/sanctions, or it may ask people to exer-
cise a moral choice {sticks, carrots or kisses). When we consider that,
in order for a policy to be carried out, the implementing agencies must
also comply, we realize that enforcement has an organizational as well
as a “‘public’ context. In making policy, decision-makers have to choose
a mix of instruments which it is hoped, will ensure that a bureaucrat
or professional actually does what is required. As we shall seein 4.5.3,
this is the problem which has been addressed in public-sector reforms
which draw on the techniques of human resource management (EFIRM).

Etzioni argues that there will tend to be a balance between different
kinds of power and kinds of involvements:

e coercive—alienative;
s remunerative—calculative;
# normative—imoral.

Effective organizations, argues Etzioni, are those which attain a bal-
anced mix between low levels of ‘fear’ (coercion and alienation) and
high levels of ‘money’ (remuneration and calculation) and ‘love” (nor-
mative and moral) involvements. Significantly, from the perspective
of HRM and recent management reforms in the public sector, Etzioni
posits that organizations with ‘similar compliance structures tend to
have similar goals, and organizations that have similar goals tend to
have similar compliance structures’ (Etzioni, 1961: 71). As goals be-
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c‘ome more congruent, so do the compliance structures of ors
tions (see Clegg, 1990: 424, for a review of Etzioni). g
We could argue on this basis that, as schools, hospitals univi

and other ‘public’ organizations come to share similar g(;ais to f
the “private sector” — efficiency and profit for example - 50 the cop
ance structures will shift to resemble the structures found in bu'm
and industry. As Clegg notes, the evidence to support Etzioni's

is ‘considerable’ and has withstood much empirical scrutiny (? :
1990: 43). The model would predict, therefore, that as institutiors :
organizations which deliver public goods and services become m
‘businesslike’, their mix of compliance structures will increaé,m'
resemble those in the ‘profit’ sector. The public and private séctg1
may well come to look and behave in such a similar way tha i
distinction may become quite meaningless (see, for example, M: |
and Wildavksy, 1991; see also the arguments regarding institutio
isomorphism: 4.6.3). 3

Enforcement and organizational context

The enforcement or compliance mixes which are used have, of coﬁr
an organizational setting. The choice of market modes of Organiza
tion, for example, will perceive the problem of gaining compliance 3
one which is rooted in self-interested behaviour (figure 4.14). Policy in
a market model may be viewed as being enforced through mark”
type arrangements, the benefits of exchange, the incentive of rem
neration or the use of contracts to ensure that ‘agents” do what they
are contracted to do by principals (see 3.6.3, on agency theory).

Hierarchy or bureaucratic modes involve the notion that enforcemen
will require effective methods of command and the use of coercion’o

Figure 414 Modes of enforcement and modes of organization

Modes of
organization

Modes of enforcement/compiiance

DELIVERY ANALYSIS D19

threat to ensure compliance with authoritative rules. The selection of
‘network’ or * community” organizational forms will rely on the op-
eration of custom, fradition, common moral codes, values and beliefs,
love, a sense of belonging to a ‘clan’ (see Ouchi, 1991}, reciprocity,
solidarity and trust.

The selection of enforcement mix is therefore a matter of values, and it
is this issue of the mix of values that shape and inform choices which

we examine next.

4.4.5 The value mix

The value dimension

On the problems of equity, see Le Grand (1991}; Le Grand and Bartlett (eds) (1993); Rawls
g71). For the utilitarian approach, see Sen and Williams (eds} (1982); Smart and Williams
(1987); Allison (ed.) (1990). The case for a minimal state is addressed in Nozick (1874);

Buchanan (1877).

In general, see Frohock (1974, 1979); Beauchamp (1975); Lane (1993: 205~19); Bobrow and

Dryzek (1987: 101-16); Weale (1983); Miller (1990).

On the role of values in general, see the work of Vickers (3.7.5} and Young (3.7.7). ¢

Rigby
{1964/1990)

Etzioni
(1961)

Boulding
{1990)

Bradach & -
Eccles (1991}

Market

Contract

Remunerative

Exchange

Price

Hierarchy/
bureaucracy

Command

Coercive

Threat

Authority :

Network/
community

Custom

Moral

Love

Trust

The final mix to be considered in our analysis of delivery systems
should really go first: what is the distribution of values which frame
and inform the delivery mix of a given policy or programme? The
governmental, sectoral and enforcement mixes are ultimately mani-
festations of the values — or the ‘assumptive world’ — (see Young, 1977;
3.7.7} of policy-makers. In Vickers’s terms, ‘action’ judgements are the
outcome of the inferaction of reality judgements and value judge-
ments. The value mix will involve choices and priorities regarding the
allocation of resources between policy and problem areas as well as
between different programmes directed at common problems and poli-
cies. These choices in the distribution of resources between policy/
problem areas will have a major impact on the other choices of mix
between governmental, sectoral, instrumental and enforcement. Re-
source distribution reflects values and beliefs, power and interests,
and, as we have seen in 4.3.7, will shape the way in which organiza-
tions within policy fields relate to one another. As Colebatch and
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Figure 4.15  Institutions, values and meanings

Institutional
settings > Framework of meaning

Underlying values

Sotirce:  Adapted from Colebatch and Larmour (1993: 108)

Larmour point out with regard to organizational mixes, we have |
understand the choices between market, bureaucracy and comtnunj

as an interactive process involving mstitutions, values and meanings-.

(figure 4.15).

The framework of meaning they define as ‘the way people make seng

of the organizational activity; what action is appropriate and why
and how “underlying values’ form a pattern which ‘informs the frame

works of meaning people employ and the institutional settings within
which they operate’ (Colebatch and Larmour, 1993: 108-9). These dif
ferent dimensions interact and frame meaning for participants ang
what institutional or organizational mix they think is appropriate fo

dealing with a problem or delivering a policy response and valuing
the outcome:

For instance, a state’s youth unemployment is recognized as a major palicy
problem, and it is argued by some that the best way to combat it is to
remove the statutory restraints on the employment of young people
this claim is hotly contested, and the conflict reflects the clash between t
market and hierarchica

. (market place and law and police) ...
outcomes ... (agreement between employer and young person} ...
hierarchical models rest on a different set of val i
person as not having bargaining power ...
ests, and therefore needing protection of a
words each model offers a distinct wa
young people,
(Colebatch and Larmour, 1993: 110)

Colebatch and Larmour’s model may be combined with two models
we have encountered in Part Three: Vickers’s judgement approach
and Young’s idea of the assumptive world. Colebatch and Larmour’
dimensions of organizing are illustrations of Young’s assumptive worls
{see 3.7.7). They may also be read as the products of an interaction
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Figure .16 Values, reality and action

Institutional j~4— — {Assumptive
settings " Framework of meaning waorld) Young

Underlying values

*Colebatch and Larmour

Value judgements

—&-  Action judgement

Delivery mix

Reality judgements
ylude @arket Bureaucracy| Community)

Vickers

Source:  Adapted from Colebatch and Larmour {1993), Vickers (1965) and Young
(1977)

between Vickers's ‘value’, ‘reality’ and “action’ judgements. We com-
bine these ideas in figure 4.16.

Philosophy and public affairs

The approach which has been most commonly used to explore the
value or normative aspects of public policy may be broadly stated in
terms of one its leading journals: Philosophy and Public Affairs. The
philosophical approach to delivery systems would, in the context of
the mix between markets, hierarchies and networks, ask questions
about the assumptions, values and beliefs which underpin policy
choices:

utilitarian analysis would be concerned with whether a given mix
in a policy area is ‘efficient’;

analysis which is concerned with issues of social justice would ask
questions about whether the implementing of a public policy is
done in a fair or equitable way and/or whether the outcome of a
given mix is just;

an analysis predicated on the ideas of a ‘minimal state’ might be
more interested in the issue of whether individual rights have been
extended or reduced.

For exami:;le, a policy may be geared to the attainment of greater
‘efficiency’ rather than greater ‘equality’ or “equity’, in which case, it
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may be argued that markets (real or quasi .
i) best d -
value for money. Even though a p Ohc‘:; N ) best deliver efﬁmehs

\ ' ay include a concern &
Issues such as equality, the mix of delivery techniques ma brn :
more towards securing efficiency than e i

well endeavour to distribute values by Siti‘;l;ifﬂimgfamm. |
greatt-j:r efficiency, but it may also take account of th ep zlrnary- v
eguahty and equity. How policies are delivered — or ﬂqeiemand§:
tlor}al mix — will consequently reflect the priorities andr organ
poh'cy-r‘nakers. An instance of this tright be the way in whi Valu_?__
settmg in health policy may place ‘efficiency” at a hj cha v

s idea of ‘enlightenment’ as 4 value in ot
) , ) ue in

P ohcy, we might argue that ‘community”-based delivery ma P
predicated on a belief in developing or usi y wel]

people can learn about problems. On the
of quasi-market mechanisms may inclu
jchose of learning, of participation, and so

other hand, although the
de values of enlightenme

it is the values of the
... that have determ

political parties and not the organizational structures’
ined the outcomes which the decentralization pro-
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duces ... The Labour Party in Islington has a universalistic conception of
social justice (Rawls, 1971). Hence their stress upon equal opportunities
and anti-poverty ... The Liberals in Tower Hamlets, on the other hand,
have a conception of rights founded on historical relationships to territory
and property — which would not be uncomfortable with the radical liber-
tarian philosophy of Robert Nozick (1974). Thus their stress on ‘sons and
daughters schemes’ and endorsement of council house sales alongside
their enthusiasm for decentralization.

{Burns et al., 1994; 219)

Whose costs and benefits?

rat is optimal in the distribution of resources between one policy/programme/option and
another? The economist Pareto (1848-1923) provided an important model to explain and
xplore welfare problems. His argument was this. An optimal distribution of welfare is when
{;eryone is better off: costs = benefits / benefits exceed costs. Gost and benefit analysis was
ramed in terms of this notion of being able to make calculations as to the optimal distribution of
osts and benefits. Does the wonderful world of public policy inhabit this domain of Pareto
ptimality? The answer is that it depends on a number of factors. if the size of the cake is
igger over time, then it is possible for everyone to have an increase in resources for their
plicy/programme. And, if decision makers believe in equity acress the board {or horizontal
quity) then a bigger cake means everyone is better off. However, if policy-makers do not
elieve in equality of welfare then the allocation of the cake will be vertical, and unequal. Bigger
akes do not mean bigger slices for all: costs and benefits are not distributed equally. it
epends on the nature of the distributional values which inform the allocation. Of course, the
gally bloody position is where the cake is getting smaller. If the decision-makers have a
- horizontal welfare position then the model will be equality of misery: everyone is worse off.
:However, if they are of the view that equality should not be applied, there will be a vertical
“allocation in which case, there will be winners and losers {although according to the so-called
-Kaldor-Hicks modification of Paretian optimality, winners may compensate losers to satisfy an
-optimal distribution). The problem of the distribution of welfare in CBA raises the issue of the
relationship between what is efficient and what is equitable. It may be that the budget or a
series of policy decisions represents an ‘efficient’ use of resources, but they may not result in
an equitable allocation. This problem has been addressed in John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice
(1971). Rawls argues that the values we shouid apply to resource allocation are not those of
costs and benefits, but that of fairness’. His argument uses the metaphor of a veil of ignorance
under which we are placed to consider what kind of world we would choose to live in. Under this
veil we know all about the world, but nothing about who we are. What, asks Rawls, would we
vote for? The answer, he says, is that we would opt for a situation in which gains for the best off
- could only take place if the least well off were in a better position after the winners had gained.
Obviously this notion has many implications for the way in which we see the aims and purpose
of public policy as a whole. If we take the view that such an arrangement would make for a fair
soctety or a fair decision, then the policy process would be structured by the principles that
winners can be allowed to win only if they benefit the least well off, In figure 4.17, the 45 degree
ling {€) provides for equality. Every increase in A's income is met with the same increase in B's.
The distribution here is positive: y, represents a position in which A’s increase (1) is matched by
B's. However, in the case of the negative {j) line, an increase in A’s income actually makes B
worse off (¥, to y3). In a Rawlsian sense, we may see public policy as to do with ensuring line 7,
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Figure .17 Fairness and public policy

;
\ )3

N

A's
income

B’s income

or faitness provides the context of decision-making. Here we allow A to increase his income
but as it rises, so does that of B (¥s to y¥5). The more we move the fline to the right, the gre;
the advantage to B. It may therefore be necessary to keep a programme or a policy going, av
though it is not efficient or cost-effective so to do in order o be ‘fair. A Rawisian view of the
provision of public goods will mean that changes to policies, or the development of new policie:
will have to be set against the need to maintain existing allocations for reasons of equity rath
than for reasons of efficiency. ¢ S

tice and ‘efficiency’, which have been viewed as conditions best deli
ered by markets. However, this polarization of markets as more suited
to ‘efficiency’, and hierarchy as more fitted to provide equality and
equity, is grossly simplistic. In practice, market forms of public man:
agement often aim to arrive at a mix in the delivery process which
utilizes a range of instruments to improve ‘efficiency’, whilst seeking
to balance these values against the demands for ‘equity’ and ‘equality’.
(and enlightenment) (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 348).
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cies involved in the organizational matrix (see Hjern and Porter, 1981),
and between the values of high-level policy-makers (at the Ministry of
Health) and the values of ‘street-level’ implementers (health profes-
sionals) who may well disagree with the delivery mix within which
they have to do their job. In analysing the way in which values are
distributed in the delivery of public policy we are therefore concerned
with power: whose values predominate, when, and how (Lasswell,
1936)?

As we argued in 4.3.8, one of the problems with a ‘general’ or syn-
thetic theory of implementation is that it serves to make very distinc-
tive sets of values which operate in the delivery of public services less
clear. Bottom-up approaches are, in the main, predicated on values
which stress openness, decentralization, participation and so on. Thus
if the value which predominates in a given delivery mix is ‘control’,
the institutional arrangements and the modes of enforcement will
reflect this value. If, on the other hand, the delivery of a policy is
viewed in terms of ‘social learning’ (4.6.4) or as a means of ‘commu-
nity development’, the values which shape the choice of implementa-
tion are likely to be far more predisposed to a bottom-up framework.

4.4.6 Evaluating delivery systems: exit, voice and loyalty

The ultimate test for a delivery system is whether citizens are satisfied
with the goods and services which it provides. They may feel un-
happy with the value outcomes and be concerned about the falling
standards of service. When this happens, what options do citizens
have? This issue of response to deterioration was the subject of an
influential study by the economist Albert Hirschman (1970b).
Hirschman’s arguments as to the response of firms, organizations and
states to decline provides a framework and the language uses both
economic and political concepts to explore the relationship between
policy-makers and implementers and those who are actually on the
receiving end. As with other economic analyses, Hirschman employs
the notion of rational actors; however, his model also has a cognitive
dimension which is suggestive of other theories of group behaviour
which we reviewed in Part Three which address the ‘non-rational’
dimensions of decision-making (3.7.1, 3.7.2). For this reason, the
Hirschman model provides a useful integrative framework for the
analysis of organizational behaviour and the interaction of members
within and outside groups.

As a theory it also has a special relevance in those situations in which
policy-makers have sought to make public goods and services more
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like those in a market place. The model illustrates the problems

issues which may arise in market-driven public policy. Hirschy
argues that there are two options which may be considered aVaila:bI
to the consumer in the face of a decline in the quality of goods
services: exit and voice.

Exit
The capacity to exit is the essential ability of the consumer in a may
place. If the consumer is no longer satisfied with the goods or servigg
he or she can choose to buy from another firm or use another organ;
zation. For the exit mechanism to work, firms should have a mix
inert and alert customers; alert customers provide feedback on th
quality of goods and services, whilst the inert provide the “cushigy
needed for recuperation to take place.

Voice
Voice corresponds to the articulation of interest and protest in
political sense. Hirschman notes: “To resort to voice, rather than exit
is for the consumer or member to make an attempt at changing the
practices, policies, and outputs of the firms from which one buys-'o::r
the organization to which one belongs’ (Hirschman, 1970b: 30). ]ﬁé
as alert customers who opt to exit serve to improve quality (al-
though not always: Hirschman, 1970b: 27), so active, articulate cus.
tomers may serve to improve the quality of output: “Voice has the
function of alerting the firm or organization to its failings, but it mus
give management, old or new, some time to respond to the pressures
that have been brought to bear on it’ (Hirschman, 1970b: 33). The
readiness to resort to voice will depend on the extent to which the
certainty of exit advantages can be traded off against all the unce:
tainties of changing things through voice. It will also depend on the
strength of voice in terms of number and organization. The greatet

the capacity to exercise an exit, the louder and more effective will be
the voice option.

Voice may serve to complement the capacity to exit, or it may be an
alternative — and the only alternative for some - to exiting. Hirschman
argues that in general, howevet, the capacity to exit drives out voice.
If alert customers have alternatives, they are likely to take the option
to exit rather than to express dissatisfaction. However, the efficacy of
exit as a response to decline may not have a beneficial effect in coun
teracting decline: the firm may simply be content with its inert cus-
tomers and their reluctance or inability to exit. The exit option may
not be exercised for several reasons, including the customer’s belief
that voice may have the effect of changing the situation, or the cus-:
tomer/member/citizen may have a sense of loyalty to the organizﬂ:
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tion and its output. The exercise of loyalty constrains the exit option,
and strengthens the voice option.

In the case of public goods and services, the exit from a public good -
such as transport, education or health services - does not mean that
the citizen gives up voice: he or she still has a vote and may express
dissatisfaction about the service from which he or she has been con-
strained to exit. At the same time, public goods in a pure sense cannot
be exited from in the sense in which consumers of private goods can
“vote with their feet’ (although public-choice theorists would argue
that by marketizing public services consumers will be free to choose:
see Tiebout, 1956). Citizens cannot move out of society; although, of
course, they may ultimately leave and seek membership of another
country — assuming that they are fit and healthy and sufficiently well-
resourced to do so, and that immigration laws let them move about
(see Soysal, 1993).

Loyalty

Loyalty is clearly a primary factor in the choice between exiting and
voice. Loyalty restricts and retards exit and increases the propensity to
choose voice as the mode of response to decline. Even though a citizen
may have the capacity to exit from a public programme, he or she may
decide that to leave it would be disloyal and “wrong’. They may
reason that if ‘everybody”’ exited from the service, society as a whole,
which includes them, would be worse off, and thus they choose voice,
rather than exit. Another factor is the cost of exiting set against the
costs of entry. The higher the costs of eniry the lower the disposition
to exit; and the greater the loyalty, the lower the desire to exit. This
aspect of the model was subjected to a number of tests by psycholo-
gists who examined the relationship between severe initiation proce-
dures for admittance into groups and the degree of self-deception.
The more severe the initiation, the greater the group loyalty and exer-
cise of voice, and the lower the rate of exiting (Hirschman, 1970b: 146
55).

This finding is parallel to the idea of cognitive dissonance observed by
Festinger, whereby facts which disprove belief do not serve to dis-
prove, but to reinforce, beliefs. Even when beliefs are disconfirmed,
believers become even more vigorous in proselytizing (Festinger, 1957).
Loyalty, therefore, may well predominate in conditions where there
are high initial costs and high exit costs: in which case citizens may
choose to exercise loyalty and voice, rather than exit completely. Or
they may choose to exit for a temporary period in order to bring
pressure to bear — by the use of a boycott as an instrument of voice.
Loyalty, Hirschman argues, ‘holds exit at bay’.
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**» McPublic sector
George Ritzer, The McDonaldization of Society, 1993

Ritzer is a sociologist interested in the process of Weberian ‘rationalization’. He argues thag
McDonaids chain of fast-food outiets constitutes a model of the contemporary procgg
rationalization. He describes the spread of this as ‘McDonaldization’. Max Weber beiioveq th
the process of bureaucratic rationalization would result in an ‘iron cage’ from which industy
societies cannot escape. McDonaldization, however, represents less the triumph of an 'irb
cage’ so much as a ‘velvet’ or ‘rubber’ cage. In this world, people, especially those bor sing
the advent of McDonalds, ‘iike, even crave' McDonaldization: i

This is the world they know, it represents their standard of good taste and high quality, ap
they can think of nothing better than an increasingly rationalized world. They prefer a wor
that is not cluttered by choices and options. They like the fact that many aspects of their liv
are highly predictable. They relish an impersonal world in which they interact with huma
and even non-human robots. They seek to avoid, at feast in the McDonaldized portiong
their world, close, human conduct. For such people, and they probably represent with gac
passing year an increasingly large proportion of the population, McDonaldization represeni
hot & threat but nirvana. '
{Ritzer, 1993; 160-1)

Things to dof

Go and buy a hamburger, and while you are dining (sic) make a list of what you regard as th
key features of the McDonalds approach to delivering your yummy repast. This might inciude::

training people to do a limited task, rather than to be ‘cooks’;
a limited product range;

application of assembly-line principles;

quick turn-over of customers;

making customers do some work;

an emphasfs on speed of delivery;

the same wherever you go;

an emphasis on calculation and measurement;

a stress on ‘quality’ (sic) and ‘quantity’ (illusion of?);
customer-driven (illusion of?),

Next, think of a public-sector service and consider how it might be made to be more like a
McDonalds. Invent a McHospital, a McSchool, a McUniversity or a McPolice service. Then,
after this flight of fancy, check out the reaiity: books which suggest that McDonalds may have a
iot to teach the public sector (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 114, 167, 182-3, 220; Wilson, 1989:
135-6).
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A prausible story

nce upon a time, in a land where generations had grown up with McDonalds as an icon of
fationality, it was decided to ‘Ronaldize’ the education system. Over a period of five years all
:ié achers were sacked and fast-food chains were given the job of delivering education policy. in
'piace of public education, private-sector-funded schools were set up. McTeachers were trained
ina limited range of skills and dispatched to McSchools, where the range of subjects taught
was restricted to reading, writing and "rithmetic.

The schools were identical, and the subjects were prepared and delivered in the same way.
schoals employed McCentre-trained staff, motivated by the award of ‘golden apples’ which
were displayed on the rather fetching McUniform. These 'Mclnstructs’ used key McTexts de-
signed (by a team of 25 experts) to give lessons on a programmed, predictable, efficient and
controlled basis.

" Where possible, computers were heavily involved in teaching. The parents of customers, or
stunits, were encouraged to participate in the ‘fun’ of the school by helping to keep it clean, and
-“could register for a McTeaching Unit qualification. The school Manager's task was to ensure
.~ that the quality and quantity of output conformed with the McManagers Manual. To this end
- gach teacher had to complete a Star Date Manual on the completion of a task, such as meeting

a reading target. Attainment measures (McTargets) were evaluated by the area manager and
. published on a weekly basis; they were also displayed on a screen outside the school.

A drive-thru service was available for parents who wanted to have a ‘take-out teach’ {or
McHome video, CD, floppy etc.). Parents could choose (in a ‘Customers’ Cenference’) another
company for the next franchise period. Or, if they had the capacity, they could simply drive to
another educational outlet in the (vain} belief that another fast-education’ school might do
better. &

4.4.7 The limits of consumerism

The ability to exit from a public service is manifestly limited by other
factors which Hirschman does not consider: economic and financial.
Take the cases of private medical insurance and private education. If T
consider that state provision is deteriorating to the point at which I
review options, [ may decide that enough is enough and I am going
private. However, not everyone is able to do so. The capacity to exit
from a public service to private provision is limited by financial re-
sources and socio-econormic status.

In such conditions the capacity to exercise exit is unequally distrib-
uted. Those who find themselves in such a position may view their
captivity, in which they have little or no exit force and in which voice
may not be effective (Hirschman, 1970b: 44-54), as nothing to do with
loyalty to the national health service, so much as an expression of
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their dependency upon the service. They might want to go Priva
but they cannot afford to do so. In this case dependency/loyalty.r
sults in driving out exit and a total reliance on voice: the vote, politia
parties, interest groups, the use of the media. Even 50, the voice opﬁé
is one which, as Lindblom argues, suffers from considerable i.mp""
ment (Lindblom and Woodhouse, 1993: 104-13). :

The problem with exit as a mode of response is that, whereas forma])
all citizens have equality of voice, aithough their effectiveness wij h
be so equally distributed, exit is a response which is not availablg 4
readily to all, and, in many instances of public policy, may not |
available to anyone except the very, very rich. There may, therefore, b
no alternatives, or the alternatives may be too expensive for al} bu
relatively few. In some instances, it may be impossible to exit from thi
‘externalities’ of a public good: some goods and services impact on alj
even if some members of the community choose not to use them'
may have a private security force, but I cannot exclude myself fron
crime in society as a whole or riots which erupt on my doorstep, eve
if that doorstep is two miles away behind a security fence.

Two issues arise from this. The first is that policy-makers may seek

increase the capacities of citizens to get the best out of the publi

sector. They may see the ‘marketization’ of services in this light. Mar
kets, it could be argued, are more responsive to voice than are hierar-
chies. The strategy here will be to make the citizen a more effectiv

‘consumer” and create a relationship in which a ‘consumer” voice i

enhanced by improving ‘access’ to public agencies (Lamb and Schaffer
1981). Measures to improve the ‘access’ of citizens as a means o

enhancing voice could include:

citizenship (Ranson and Stewart, 1989; Hall and Held, 1989; Coote
(ed.), 1992), :
consumerization of public services (Gyford, 1991; Stewart an
Clarke, 1987; Winkler, 1987; Martin, 1993); -
equal opportunities policies (Lupon and Russell, 1990).

The effectiveness of access and voice may, however, still be ineffective

in communicating the responses of citizens to the values and instru-
ments of policy. Policies to improve access may, in Edelman’s sense,

be simply rhetoric which does lttle more than window-dress rather
than deal with the substance of the problems. In this case, the failure
of voice and conditions of dependence (rather than loyalty) may in-
duce disillusionment: inert exiting from the political process (figure
4.18). In these conditions citizens do not vote with their feet: they may.
{cf. Lindblom and Woodhouse, 1993) simply not bother to vote. The.
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Figure 4.18 “Active’ and “inert’ exit

Income 4

Loyalty/dependence

‘Active’ I
exit

perception that public policy is not something which has much to do
with them may well induce apathy and non-participation. Thus at
two ends of the spectrum exiting may take place: those who can, “opt
out’; and those who cannot, ‘drop out’. All of which puts further
strain on those members of the community who stay put!

The problem of an optimal mix
In concluding his study, Hirschman draws attention to the elusive
mix: a balance between exit and voice:

In order to retain the ability to fight deterioration those organizations that
rely primarily on one of the two reaction mechanisms need an occasicnal
injection of the other. Other organizations may have to go through regular
cycles in which exit and voice alternate as principal actors. Finally, an
awareness of tendencies toward instability of any optimal mix may be
helpful in improving the design of institutions that need both exit and
voice to be maintained in good health.

{Hirschman, 1970b: 126)

The challenge of policy-making in today’s world is to arrive at a
balance between the need to facilitate choices that work in market
conditions where exit and voice can be effective, and the use of modes
of delivery in which the provision of services fo ‘customers’ can also
be equitable. Furthermore, in addition to the arguments about whether
consumers (sic) can opt out of public goods and whether the resultant
distributions are fair, there are a number of other objections which
may be made to the model of consumer sovereignty (see Potter, 1988).
Hood (1986: 173-80) , for example, puts foward the following limita-
tions on the powers of exit and voice:
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® Is there a choice of suppliers? The lack of choice of supplier
significantly reduce the power of voice, P

* Is there a choice of brands and quality?

°* Is the consumer or user the best judge of his/her own lnt
They may not know enough to make informed chojces, Som 5
may have more merit than others. "V

and such limitations do restrict the r
consumer model. In practical (as well a itz
ship is more than consumership. Hood (1986: 181-6) suggests that'q

can identify a number of other lines of arguments against the
sumer model: B

® paternalist arguments that we cannot et the average citizen mak
choices on things about which he or she knows Iittle or nothing:

® competition, it may be claimed, will drive down standards tg’
lowest quality and level of safety;

® stress and strain on

providing services;
® average costs of production will be driven
uct uniform.

These objections to the theory and practice of Operationalizing a co:
sumer model of delivery prompts consideration of what we kng
ab'out how new modes of delivery actually work in practice. Th
brings us to the issue of policy evaluation. How can we evaluate th
success or failure of new modes of delivery? In a study of change in
the provision of pubilic services in Britain, Le Grand and Bartlett offe
the following framework for evaluating ‘quasi-markets’ in social polic
(the health service, community care, education and housing). Th

. . .
goals of ‘quasi-markets’ in welfare services, they suggest, are a mix o
values: improving efficiency,

lier:

market structure: i quasi-markets are to achieve their goals, there
should be a situation of competition between many provide;'s and
purchasers. If there is a monopoly, then it should be broken up, but
Where this is impossible, there should exist a countervailing pcm;er'
information: there should be accessible independent mformati(;n'
about costs (for providers) and quality (for purchasers);
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transaction costs and uncertainty: transaction costs, especially with
regard to uncertainty, should be kept to a minimum. Extra transac-
tion costs must not be higher than they would be in the administra-
tive systems they are replacing;

motivation: providers ought to be informed by financial motives.
They must be motivated to respond to market signals. Purchasers
ought to be motivated to pursue the welfare of users;
cream-skimming: there should be no incentives for providers or pur-
chasers to discriminate between users in favour of those who are
least expensive (Le Grand and Bartlett (eds), 1993; 33-4)

The conclusions reached by the contributors to the project are, as we
might expect, mixed:

The quasi-market reforms are in their infancy and it is too early to predict
their long-term consequences ... but we could summarise the argument so
far by saying that reforms which involve the district health authority as a
purchaser of health care and the social service department as a purchaser
of social care do not seem to hold out much prospect of gains in terms of
efficiency, choice and responsiveness, but may not have much adverse
impact on equity either; whereas the housing, education, GP fundholding
and care-management reforms seem to hold out the prospects of real im-
provetnents in efficiency, responsiveness, and choice, but, unless the in-
centives for cream-skimming are reduced, may have a detrimental effect
on equity.

{Le Grande and Bartlett (eds), 1993: 218-19)

However, as they point out, evaluation of this kind is problematic. It
imvolves comparisons with other imperfect systems, and is constrained
by the fact that reforms take time. State or hierarchical systems of
providing health, housing and education have a much longer time
period in which they may be judged. To be fair and methodologically
sound, the evaluation of new systems of delivery needs more time to
see if they work better or worse — or the same. But as a former British
Prime Minister (Harold Wilson) once noted: ‘a week is a long time in
politics”. To which may be added Keynes’s dictum that “in the long
run we are all dead’! Thus, although we need to make evaluations of
policy and programmes, the business of evaluation is riddled with
difficulties, not the least of which is time. It is to an examination of the
difficulties of evaluation to which we turm in 4.5.

4.4.8 The control-consensus mix

In analysing the mix of instruments, mechanisms and modes of gov-
ernment which may compose a given policy field, an important con-
sideration is the relationship between two sets of goals and values: the
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des.ire for control and the formation of social consensus, Etzion;
defines this problem in the following terms: 1 :

Contrgl — The process of specifying preferred state
Orn-going processes to reduce the distance fro
Consensus formation

of

While there is no simple, straight line substituti :
N - on, b s
ing one element reduces the other. (p. 481) n, by and large, incy

The different mixes we have discussed above may in practice be 5a
to represent formulations along this line of substitution. The d;al
opment of market-type mechanisms and other public-sector refoye
from the 1980s onwards were the result of increasing Pressur o
control the costs of public goods and services and increase thee:fﬁ
ciency and effectiveness of their delivery. New public-sector m
agement has been primarily control-orientated in its preference'ig
‘hands-on management’, measurement of performance, outpu ¢e;
trol, breaking up units, competition, discipline and cost-cutting (32
Hood, 1991: 4-5). A major feature of this control process has been t};
move to create a relationship between the citizen and public service
and agencies similar to that which pertains between

and a market place.

danger may well be that the new public-
trol, has undermined and subverted the

,

to the political or public order has been somewhat neglected. Ftzioni
himself has argued that this problem needs to be addressed through
Policies which rebuild the role of community, family and associations
in an active society (see Etzion, in 1.6; and 1993a, 1993b, 1994), '

Public policy is not only concerned with the three Es — economy,
efficiency and effectiveness — it is also about the two Ps — participaﬁor{E
and politics. It is also not simply to do with ‘exit, voice and onalty’. :
but also ‘voice, ear and respect’ (see Healey, 1993). It is through thé :
promotion of democratic skills and a ‘societal consciousness’ (Etzioni, |
1968: 224), however, that consensus-building may take place in th .
policy mix. The development of individual and community political".
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an exception to this rule, but in so many other policy fields and deliv-
ery systems, the relationship of the citizen to policy process qua poli-
tics is neglected in favour of managerialist controls, rather than politi-
cal accountability and consensus-building.

Citizens’ juries

However, there are soine indications that the control-consensus-build-
ing mix could evolve in a way which allows public policy to be a
source of public learning. An example of this is the growth in several
countries — especially Germany and the USA — of ‘people’s juries’ in
which citizens participate in decision-making by subjecting witnesses
— experts, politicians, bureaucrats, managers, interest groups and oth-
ers — to judicial-style cross-examination. The end result is a report
which can make a valuable input into the policy process (see Stewart
et al., 1994). As John Stewart points out:

It is often argued that the public are not interested in participating. Apathy
is the enemy and many in government will tell tales of frustrated initia-
tives in public participation. But these initiatives have too often worked
against the grain of how people behave. Citizens’ juries build on familiar
and robust institutions. A local authority could use a citizens” jury to test
out propositions on a school closure or a planning issue ... Problems of
law and order could be explored ... mediation groups which bring to-
gether conflicting interests, deliberative opinion polls, and consultative
referendums and electronic town meetings — all of these, as well as citi-
zens’ juries, can be seen as part of a strategy to strengthen democracy.
(Stewart, 1994)

Decision seminars and the case for social think-tanks

Another approach which can build on familar and robust institutions
is suggested by Lassweill’s decision seminar technique and his idea of
‘social planetariums’ (see Lassw'ell, 1959, 1960, 1970b; Cunningham,
1981; Ershkowitz, 1981; Gorrell et al., 1993; and 3.10.5). Citizens in this
model are not on the end of a delivery line, but are active in guiding
choices and selecting and evaluating the mix. The centre point of this
process should — in an information age — be the library or another
knowledge institution, such as a museum, in which the society /com-
munity /region or whatever social unit, can think about where it has
been, its present realities, the likely trends in the future, and what
kinds of guidance or control they would like to exercise over their
problems and opportunities, strengths and weaknesses. Lasswell sug-
gested that there should be exhibitions which can facilitate this open
exchange of values, ideas, beliefs, information, fears, hopes and dreams,
The social planetarium would be a place where a community could
observe itself, imagine possibilities and explore problems. 1t could
become a place where the schools, churches, voluntary organizations,
comumunity groups, universities, and so on, in a locality present argu-
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ments, images, ideas and schemes. The aim woul
self-knowledge and awareness of society so as t
which to enrich the political agenda.

d be to increas
O Create g fonm

Citizens would be encouraged to use this information-rich envi
ment for such purposes as citizens’ juries; town planning; discugsig,
on social and economic problems; neighbourhood forums ang $0
Policy—makjng will thereby become a way of poh’ticizing and Enéfy
ing: a process of enlightenment rather than a delivery and CONS 1Ty
tion nexus. Now, more than ever before, we have the capacity
utilize public institutions such as the jury system, libraries and mus
ums as ‘prototype’ (see Lasswell, 1963) sacial ‘think-tanks’ in whi
men and women, young and old, are engaged and are active in thin

ing about their society, making choices, shaping values and buildin
consensus.

% The idea of social think-tanks or ‘planetariums’

Lasswell envisaged that ‘social planetariums’ could extend

the use of decision seminars (s
3.10.5) to the community as a whole.

Using the idea of a planetarium where people can observe the sky,

should adapt it for social or self-observation (cf. Etzioni’s ‘societal consc
‘'self-guiding society'):

Lasswell argued that w
iousness’ and Lindblon’

Participants are liberated from the perceptual caves of the prasent. The planetarium tech:
nique makes it feasible to give proportionate weight to alternative versions of the future 6
the past ... In principle, every community can build its own social planetarium where stress
is put upon local objectives, local history, and local prospects ... {itis] ... a means of giving
importance to institutions that in many places are struggling feebly for public recognition, |
refer, for example, to art museums, mussums of local history, and museums of natural
history. The contextual frame of reference — the orientation towards the future and toward
decision-making — is a ‘shot in the arm’. It makes the past pertinent to the present and the
future ... In many circumstances .. it wili prove expedient to amaigamate the social plan
starium with a program that encompasses all the museums and related cultural resources of
the capitai of the locality, city, region, nation, or the transnational areas involved . .. Gradually
society can be changed until people leamn to live as much in imagination of the future as in

reminiscence of the past ... In such a configurative setting ... individual choices can b
made at a respectabie levei of rationality.

{Lasswell 1959: 106-12)

What might they look like, bearin
influenced by Habermas and other
the experience of ‘citizens’ juries’?

g in mind the approach taken to policy analysis by those
critical theorists {see 2.7.3, 3.10.4, 3.10.5) and in the light of

. video, film and drama facilities;

- tanks;

- For example, Bill Montgomery reports in the author's own neck of the woods on such a scheme
“in the London Borough of Barnet :
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a puilding compiex in a community, which could house rooms in which citizens’ juries would
sit to examine and contribute to poficy—makmg;

offices for the clerk of the citizens’ jury sys?em; '

an office for the director and staff to adminlster_the thlnk-tank; '

facilities for researchers engaged on research in and with the community (see, for example,
Rice ef al., 18894, Phillimore and Moffatt, 199%); _ o _

offices for people seconded from other organizations (such as universities, planning depart-
ments, and business) to work in the think-tank;

exhibition space to promote community thinking;
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communication (computer and video) technology to provide for networking between think-

reoms for decision seminars in which po[icy-makerg, peop_}le and policy profeslsionals could
engage in sustained long-term analysis and discussion of issues and problems:

fibrary resources;

technical support facilities to support activities; .

community advice facilities and personnel to act as citizen ‘a'd‘vocates ;

rooms for political surgeries {for elected politicians to meet citizens}.

A prototype for such a system is the idea of improving the advocacy capabilities of citizens.

The highlight of the well attended annual meeting was the signing of a thrge-way agregment
between Barnet Council’s new administration, the Barnet Health Autr'\ont-y, and Choice. It
means a new and improved advocacy service will be operated by Choice |n. the. borough ...
Choice works to ensure that all users of community services have a.l vome. in how they
operate. In particular it assists disabled people and others to establish their needs and
aspirations. And it will represent their interests in a way they may pot be- able to do
themselves. In Barnet it plans to support advocacy for all users of services, with the long-
term aim of establishing an entirely independent system owned and managed by the users.
(Edgware and Mill Hill Times, 24 November 1994: 20)

Social think-tanks or ‘planetariums” could coniribute to the growth of
a society which thinks about itself, clarifies its values and is aware and
informed, rather than passive and ignorant. Social think-tanks could
help to widen and enliven the policy agenda and counter the’ int:iu—
ence of other organizations in the ideas business. In such an ‘active
society’, Etzioni suggests:

a higher ratio of assets would be invested in political action, and inteflec-
tual reflection would have a higher, more public statu§. The status of
political and intellectual activity combingd would approximate to the sta-
tus of economic processes in modern society.

(Etzioni, 1968: 7)
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In other words, the ‘public and its problems’ (as Dewey, 192
pressed it) may over time become more directly connecteq an
gaged in forms of ‘communicative rationality’ (see Dryzek, 1987
3.10). The citizen could become less a ‘consumer” than a CO-prog
of public policy. Hupe, for instance, reports that in the developm, .
forms of ‘co-production’ in the delivery of social services in the Na
erlands: ‘clients ... can be seen no longer merely as calculating.
zens, but rather as integral parts of the implementation structyure
public policy’ (Hupe, 1993: 149). The ‘co-production’ of policy
phenomenon which has also been noted elsewhere (Bouckaert, 19
Mattson, 1986}, and is being spurred on by reforms in the puk
sector which have introduced more market and network forms
organization and less Weberian-style bureaucracy. A communicat

approach to public policy may therefore develop out of or bujj

the changing and increasingly complex mix of delivery systems wk;
have emerged over the last decade and more. The policy sciences
should — as Lasswell long ago hoped - function so as to facilitate this
interaction between the public and its problems by helping to clasi|
values, formulate arguments, undertake research

someone who can be involved in making a productive input to publi
policy. This requires that the state should aim to be as concerne:
about the promotion of what Etzioni (1968: 24) terms a societal con

sciousness as it has been in recent years with the promotion of effi
ciency, effectiveness and economy.

In re-mixing the relationship between control and consensus-buildin
we also address another crucial area of public policy: evaluation. As
we shall see below, the evaluative process has been primarily framed
by managerial or technical values. However, if we regard control as
having a political and wider social dimension, then evaluation should
provide a significant opportunity for social learning and the promo-:
tion of democratic skills (see, 4.5.4, 4.6.4) or active ‘citizenship’ (Coote '.
(ed.), 1992; Warren et al., 1992). Citizens in this model should be ac-
tively involved in making an input to the evaluation of public poIiCy.
in ways which are more meaningful than voting either through the
ballot box or with their feet. It should not be the monopoly of the
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manager, expert or bureaucrat (see Lindblom, 1990). In practice, of
course, it has been ever thus (for critiques of the dominant evaluative
paradigm, see 4.5.4).

Control and accountability

An essential aspect of the control-consensus mix are the modes and
methods of accountability. This has two dimensions: political and
managerial (see IHughes, 1994: 240-55). In the last decade or so the
main feature of the accountability mix is the extent to which manage-
rial approaches have been seen as applicable to the public sector. The
politics /administration divide, as framed by Wilson, Weber and oth-
ers, posited that the primary task of the political process was to hold
the bureaucratic workings of the state to account for its activities. A
strong legislature and party competition was viewed as the primary
way in which bureaucracy could be kept under control and steered
{see Weber, 1991: 43). However, the arguments of those advocating
privatization and managerialist reforms of the public sector in the
1980s cast doubt on the effectiveness of politics as 2 means of control-
ling bureaucracy. Day and Klein (1987: 51) argue that as society and
government have become more complex, so the relatively simple no-
tion that voters elect representatives who hold civil servants to ac-
count has become a less-convincing theory. In surveying accountabil-
ity in five different public services (health, police, water, education
and social services), they conclude that for accountability to be a
reality it requires a mix of political/community accountability supple-
mented with the use of managerial techniques which focus on the
performance of those who actually deliver public services. They con-
clude that accountability

must be seen in terms of individual institutions but as a system which is
woven into the fabric of political and social life as a whole ... [however]
this may, in turn, bring about excessive complexity in the machinery of
accountability and at the same time create dead ends. So, why not concen-
trate less on formal links or institutions and engage more in a civic dia-
logue to recreate at least something of the high visibility and directness of
the face-to-face accountability with which the story of the word began.
(Day and Klein, 1987: 248)

In practice this weaving of accountability into the social and political
fabric has taken place through privatization and the introduction of
management systems, forms of budgetary control, and performance
appraisal and measurement in most OECD countries (see Hughes,
1994: 247; OECD, 1991, 1992, 1993a and b). Allied to this has been the
idea of cultivating a “client’ or ‘customer’ orientation/ culture in pub-
lic-sector agencies and personnel (see Hughes, 1994: 248-50; OECD,
1987). However, the notion that we should also develop a more Athe-
nian, ‘face-to-face’ form of accountability in which citizens can engage
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in a ‘civic dialogue’ has been far less in evidence than manag ce production, delivery and evaluation. It should also be read in the context of 4.5.4 and
e :

reforms. As we have discussed above in this section, control aj
to address the issue of how citizens can make a real and mea-]-s

input into the process, so as to improve the political or civi:-'nm
sions of accountability. Indeed, it may be argued that in seekin
‘improve’ on the political model of control, managerialism may.:
be undermining representative government, thus leaving little oy
for hope in terms of a more participatory — or in Etzioni’gs s
‘active’ — democracy. As Andrew Massey eloquently puts it:

examines two main issues: the role of social research in health policy, and the

book
p of lay and expert knowledge to the shaping and evaluation of heaith care policy.

onshi

o case of the role of research, the authors draw attention to the fact that social science has
rtant contribution to make to health policy, yet it has been grossly underused, under-
aded, undervalued and underfinanced (Klein, cited p. 19). Although several official pro-
cements have argued that social scientists do indeed have a major part to play, in practice
arch into policy outcomes has had a relatively insignificant impact on the policy process.
anter, for example, says that there is an urgent need for more interaction between policy
practitioners and policy-makers — in Britain as in other countries (Hunter, 1994: 26-9).

mpo

Public administration cannot be judged by the same standards

for retailers, nor can it be run along the same lines. There are norese
laws of management that apply equally to the public and prival:esg or
... Managerialism is a very weak bulwark to defend democratic
ment against malpractice, however many citizens’ charters may b
vented. The difficulty for observers in assessing the worth of th \
Right's reforms is that of timescale and information. Government? :
perfo;mance indicators have changed, becoming more managerial fvh;
questions regarding morale, integrity and public service will take ’e
answer ... The emphasis of the New Right has been on managem}é t
control as a way to ensure the accountability of the state, devolving pg
out to the market and individual consumers. In short it has beei;;h"
tempt .to get the state to wither away. This is not the way to protect liber
The wisdom of America’s Founding Fathers was clear upon this poi ;
only men were angels we could do away with government. '
(Massey, 1993: 200)

ne of the problems is that actually evaluating the outcomes of health nolicy is a complex
sthodological issue. As Andrew Long comments:

tthough outcomes are high on the policy-making agenda, progress will not be straightfor-
ard. Despite the ultimate goal of health services to improve the health of patients, it is still
" gifficult to measure health outcomes. Indeed, there is no agreed taxonomy. This is partly due
to an underdeveloped theoretical framework and a paucity of people equipped to develop,
"apply and interpret outcomes measures ... Evidence on eftectiveness and outcomes and an
‘emphasis on health gain and health outcome provide an apparently value neutral, rational
approach and means of rationing health and social care. Beneath the range of technical
issues in assessing the outcomes are political and social values that need to be explicit.

(Long, 1994: 162, 175)

The danger is, as Massey maintains, that managerial controls whi
aim at eroding the state will end in destroying the very foundations of
political systems (such as those of Britain and the USA) which ha
provided liberty for generations: :

he long-term agenda, he believes, shouid be focused on the clarification of such values
volved in evaluating whether a poficy leads to improvements or to deterioration. This issue of
arification as an aim of research is taken up by the other theme of the book; the role of lay
owledge and participation, which has been discussed in 4.4.8. A number of contributors
ress how getting more input from users/customers/citizens has increasingly been seen as a

tal part of new research designs.

To the New Right with their obsession with efficiency, accountability m
appear like Aristo’s serpent, ‘a hateful reptile’ that hisses and stings. Yet
is the foundation upon which the two countries have avoided overbearin
ngernment: accountability may be inefficient, ‘but woe to those wh '
disgust shall venture to crush her’.

{Massey, 1993: 200-1)

n Interesting example of this is the Glasgow (Corkerhill) study into chiid accidents, which
ivolved local people. Instead of deing research on a community, researchers worked with lay
people to analyse the problem of child accidents, and developed recommendations to reduce
‘them. The contribution written for the volume is jointly authored, and includes one of the local
‘people involved in the project — Cathie Rice. They conclude that, although their work does not
provide a ‘knitting pattern’ to improve child safety: “The combination of the research and the
‘parents’ action group is one we feel may be an effective way of producing local data and
“exploring ways of making communities safer for children’ (Rice et al,, 1994: 132).

With this resounding defence of the theory of representative gove
ment ringing in our ears, let us now examine the issue of how public
policy in practice may be evaluated.

Another example of designing research so that people are participants and producers, rather
‘than objects or guinea pigs, is the use of Rapid Appraisal (RA) methodology - 2 method of
identifying and prioritizing community heaith nesds. The authors argue that we ought to rethink
ihe relationship between decision-makers and users, and make citizens an integral part of the
‘evaluative process. This rethink will involve, they believe, a ‘a paradigm shift whereby the

+ Linking policy delivery, evaluation, research and people knowledge

J. Popay and G. Williams (eds), Researching the People’s Health, 1994

This bqok provides an excellent link between the kinds of issues which we have been
discussing in 4.4.8 with regard to the relationship of people, as ‘consumers’ and citizens, 10
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community perspective will be used as the guiding principle for setting priorities in health car
{Ong and Humgphris, 1994: 80). :

As the editors of the book argue, there is a growing body of opinion that in health pofie
research and evaluation there ought to be provision for real participation by lay peopie (Popa
and Williams (1924a): 2, 8). Such a conclusion, it seems to the present author, has an urgep
the lay vojp,
er of Conesiy

relevance to other policy fields. This means that - as we note above in 4.4.8 ~
shouid be taken seriously and that the enhancement of that voice should be a matt
for both policy analysts and policy-makers, ¢

4.5 Evaluation

% Key texts

The textbook in the field is Rossi and Freeman (1993). This gives the essentials of ‘traditioﬁag
evaluation research. It is aiso supported by an excellent workbook. -
in order to develop a good grasp of the development of the subject the reader need go .no

further than a variety of books published by Sage publications {including Rossi and Freemany);
such as: !

Dolbeare (ed.) (1975) for a review of the field in the mid-1970s;
Saxe and Fine (1981) on experimentation;

Palumbo (ed.) (1987) for a coflection of papers reviewing the changes in evaluation and the
new frameworks.

On new approaches to evaluation, see:

Lincoln and Guba (1985);

Guba and Lincoln in Palumbo (ed.) (1987) give an account of their ‘naturalistic’ approach;
Miller (1984} and Bobrow and Dryzek (1987} for the ‘design’ approach; '
Cook (1985) on multiplism;

Rita Mae Kelly's essay on the politics of research methods in Palumbo (ed.) (1987) is a

important read on the development of new approaches to evaluation. The section on the
alternative approaches (4.5.4) draws on her article.

For the impact of audit, see Henkel (1991} and Power (1994). ¢

% Policy evaluation: linking theory to practice

Rist {ed.), (1995) is one of the most comprehensive surveys of evaluation available and is an:
essential reference book for studying the role and impact of evaluation in policy cycle terms. It:
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.ontains some of the most important articles in the field published in the US and Europe. It is
givided into three pars:

o policy evaiuation in the policy arena
Theoretical perspectives
Policy evaluation and policy instruments
policy evaluation and utilization
policy evaluation and governance

Policy cycle

Policy formulation
Policy implementation
Policy accountability

Sectoral policy evaluation
The environment

Health insurance
Education

Economic development
Industrial relations
Energy

Child support

Housing ¢

4.5.1 The modes and phases
Evaluation has two interrelated aspects:

* the evaluation of policy and its constitutent programmes;
* the evaluation of people who work in the organizations which are
responsible for implementing policy and programmes.

In this section of the book we shall examine evaluation in the context
of two dominant frameworks: as a form of rational analysis (4.5.2);
and as a tool for the management of ‘human resources’ (4.5.3). We
shall also review critical and alternative views of evaluation in the
formation and execution of public policy (4.5.4). These sections follow,
in broad terms, the phases in the historical development of evaluation
over the last thirty years or so:

* 452 The 1960s and 1970s saw the emergence of the subject in its
modern form, as marked by the publication of books such as those
by Campbell and Stanley (1966) and Suchman (1967) and the set-
ting-up of the journal Evaluation Review in 1976, As Henshel notes
with reference to the US, where the expansion of evaluation was




