CHAPTER

PLANNING, IMPLEMENTATION, AND EVALUATION

Developing policies and programs, putting them into operation, and measuring their
success or failure constitute an important and recurring cycle for public and nonprofit
managers. For example, a new monitoring program is initiated in the Balkans. To support
that policy, the U.S. Navy organizes a fleet of vessels to expand our presence in the Persian
Gulf, while political and military leaders assess the operation and decide what to do next.
Similarly, a new policy involves sending literature on AIDS to all households in the United
States. A group in the surgeon general’s office convenes to monitor the operation. Both
the efficiency of the mailing and its effectiveness as an educational device are discussed.
Meanwhile, a local parks and recreation department joins with nonprofit organizations
to develop a program for handicapped athletes. After staff and money are acquired to
support the program and it begins operations, the department director asks whether the
program is worth the time and energy it seems to be taking from other tasks. Repeatedly,
plans are made, policies and programs are implemented, and the work of the organization
is evaluated (Birkland, 2011; Sabatier, 2007; Stone, 2011).

Recently these issues have taken on increased importance as managers in the public
and nonprofit sectors have been asked to do with less, while at the same time providing
more and better services. This situation has led many to call for “managing for results”—
that is, clearly stating goals and objectives in terms of public outcomes, designing and
implementing programs, and then measuring the performance of the government or other
agency against established standards. The idea of “managing for results” or “performance
management” suggests the importance of bringing together careful planning, implementa-
tion, and evaluation.

Although planning, implementation, and evaluation all require knowledge of the politi- ~,
cal and ethical context of public administration and certain personal and interpersonal
skills, various technical aids have been developed during the past decade to assist the
manager in these three areas. These technical aids include Web-based participative plan-
ning, strategic planning, and specific quantitative methods for measuring performance.
Moreover, these techniques reflect a change in the way public and nonprofit organizations
account for their actions. Citizens, lawmakers, and other advocacy groups increasingly
hold agencies accountable not only for their efficiency in expending public and charitable
resources, but also for their effectiveness in achieving public outcomes. Techniques such as
strategic planning and performance measurement link the actions of public and nonprofit
organizations with specific, measurable results. Through the use of such techniques, public
administrators may account for both their own efforts and the impact those efforts have
in each given policy area.
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Networking

The Government Accountability Office website at www.gao.gov provides resources relating
to managing for results. For additional resources on productivity and performance management,
see the American Productivity and Quality Center at www.apqc.org.

Planning

On a daily basis, all managers engage in planning. But organizations, and indeed entire
governments, engage in more formal planning processes, often involving a wide range
of participants and the development of considerable data and other information. Plan-
ning typically leads to the development of alternative courses of action, and each must be
examined to decide which way to go. Depending on the level of the problem, the process
\ of examining and choosing among alternatives may involve the manager in either policy
! analysis or program design or both.
| In a planning effort that captured the public’s attention like few in recent memory, New
York City was faced with the momentous task of deciding how to rebuild the devastated
| downtown area after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. New York’s Regional
‘ Planning Association convened the Civic Alliance to spearhead a participative planning
i process (see www.civic-alliance.org). The Civic Alliance is a coalition of approximately
eighty-five different civic groups, businesses, universities, foundations, and community
i groups that joined together to solicit public comment and involvement and to provide
l;. i recommendations to the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation, a joint city and
{ state organization charged with the rebuilding and revitalization effort. Several differ-
il ent approaches were used to provide citizens with the opportunity to become involved
‘ and have their ideas heard in the process. For example, an event called “Listening to the
City” employed both face-to-face dialogue and technology in one-day forums. More than
4,500 people participated in small roundtable discussions while a network of people with
laptop computers recorded and immediately transmitted the ideas generated to a “theme
team.” The theme team identified key themes and concepts and reported them back to all
of the participants. Participants also had electronic keypads to record their preferences
and answers to specific questions. Subsequent to these forums, an additional 800 people
exchanged approximately 10,000 messages in small virtual discussion groups and par-
ticipated in numerous polls in online dialogue over a two-week period to express their
views and preferences.

In the first phase of this project, 230 workshops and an interactive website were used
to solicit answers to three primary questions: What have we lost? How have we changed?
hia What should be done? In the subsequent phases, participants were asked to react to pro-
¢ B posed designs for rebuilding on the site of the World Trade Center. Although the revitaliza-
A tion project is not completed, the process used in New York City illustrates the potential
1l of using innovative strategies and approaches to garner public participation in large-scale
gl planning projects.
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Strategic Planning

Planning is not only used when responding to a crisis, but has been increasingly employed
as an ongoing process in the public and nonprofit sectors. A number of writers have com-
mented on the rapidity of the social and technological changes we are now experienc-
ing and on the turbulence and complexity that such changes generate. In an effort to
recognize and respond to such changes, many private corporations began programs in
the 1960s and 1970s to systematically plan for future development. The success of these ||
programs is now confirmed by the fact that more than half of publicly traded companies 1
use strategic planning in some form. Strategic planning helps an organization match its l
objectives and capabilities to the anticipated demands of the environment to produce a |
plan of action that will ensure achievement of objectives (Andrews, 2012; Bryson, 2004; | [ ;
Greiner & Cummings, 2009). 1|

We can differentiate strategic planning from more familiar long-range planning activi-
ties in several ways. Long-range planning primarily concerns establishing goals or perfor-
mance objectives over a period of time; it is less concerned with specific steps that must
be undertaken to achieve those goals. Strategic planning, on the other hand, implies that a
series of action steps will be developed as part of the planning process and that these steps
will guide the organization’s activities in the immediate future. Strategic planning takes the
future into account, but in such a way as to improve present decisions.

A second way that strategic planning differs from long-range planning is its special
attention to environmental complexity. The organization is not assumed to exist in a vac-
uum; rather, both the organization’s objectives and the steps to achieve them are seen in |
the context of the resources and constraints presented by the organization’s environment. I

A final distinction between the two types of planning is that strategic planning, espe-
cially in the public sector, is a process that must involve many individuals at many levels. 1
As most managers know quite well, effective changes in organizational practices are most i
readily accomplished by involving all those who will be affected by the change. This general |
rule is especially applicable to changes generated through a process of strategic planning. I

Public organizations undertake strategic planning efforts for many reasons: (1) to give ?
clarity and direction to the organization, (2) to choose from among competing goals and :
activities, (3) to cope with expected shifts in the environment, and (4) to bring together the I
thoughts and ideas of all participants in the work of the organization. Most importantly,
planning activities provide an opportunity for the widespread involvement of leaders and |
citizens in defining the direction of the community or the agency as it moves into the
future, thus building trust and commitment.

Planning for Planning

As a manager, you may wonder whether such activities are appropriate for your jurisdiction
or agency. Whatever your work—at any level of government or in a nonprofit organization—
you will find precedents for planning. Many federal, state, and local agencies have begun
strategic planning programs over the past several years, as have voluntary associations,
human service organizations, and job training programs. The key seems to be that any
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organization is a candidate for strategic planning if, by allocation of resources, it can sig-
nificantly influence either formulation or implementation of public policy.

You may, of course, question whether strategic planning is worth the costs in terms
of consultant fees, research and data analysis, and time away from other duties. The best
gauges for assessing costs are: (1) Is it likely that careful planning will lead to reduced oper-
ating costs or increased productivity over the long run? and (2) What might the organiza-
tion lose in the absence of a more comprehensive and integrated approach to the future?

The latter question has become increasingly important to those in local governments,
who now realize that they must compete with other communities in attracting industry,
providing amenities, and maintaining the population base. The issue, however, must be
treated differently when an administrative agency such as a state government department
is considering planning. Although strategic planning might make the agency more com-
petitive in attracting resources from the executive or legislature, this clearly should not be
the purpose of planning. Rather, the agency should use strategic planning to involve key
stakeholders in assessing the unit’s work and the possibilities for improving its services.
The process may indeed lead to requests for further funding, but it may also suggest ways
to more effectively utilize existing resources or even ways to reduce the scope of activities.

You are a member of the management team of a medium-sized Florida oceanfront vacation
and retirement community. You have been asked to make recommendations to the city
council concerning elements that should be part of a new vision and an accompanying
strategic plan for the city. What would you do?

Because of budgetary uncertainties, you may also question whether the time is right
for planning activities. Some say that planning can’t take place without solid informa-
tion about funding levels. But the opposite argument is compelling—that planning is most
essential in times of uncertainty, for these are exactly the times when you most need to be
in control of your own destiny. Times of uncertainty do not mitigate the need for planning;
they intensify it.

Managers in the public sector voice a related argument: that periodic changes in politi-
cal leadership make planning more difficult than in private industry. Again, the oppo-
site argument is compelling: in times of transition, planning can provide continuity. Even
when new leadership wishes to change the directions specified in an earlier planning effort,
changes can be made with greater clarity and aimed more readily toward critical concerns
if a plan is in place. :

Finally, you may wonder whether strategic planning efforts are consistent with your
organization’s commitment to democratic or participatory processes. Here lies the most
significant difference between strategic planning in the public and private sectors. Whereas
planning in the private sector may involve many people throughout an organization, it
remains centered and directed at the top, because that is where the private interests of the
firm are most clearly articulated. In the public sector, however, every effort must be made
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to significantly involve all those who play an important role in the jurisdiction or the
agency. For example, a local government planning effort should involve not only elected
leadership and city staff, but also many others with a stake in the outcome: unions, neigh-
borhood associations, chambers of commerce, civic organizations, and so forth. Similarly,
a state government agency’s planning effort should involve people from all levels of the
organization, members of constituent groups, elected officials, people from other agencies
and other levels of government, and representatives of the general citizenry.

Strategic planning in the public sector must be a highly participatory process; conse-
quently, this participation opens the possibility of building new understanding among var-
ious groups. Many communities that have engaged in strategic planning have found that
the process brought together various groups in a way not previously possible. Strategic
planning may therefore be undertaken to achieve both direction and commitment. ‘

Organizing for Planning

The planning process can proceed in a number of different ways, but the most common
approach is to form a central planning group to work closely with an outside consultant
t0 obtain information and make commitments to various new directions. In a local com-
munity, the group might include the city’s political leadership; representatives of the city
administration (for example, the city manager); representatives of business, industry, and
labor; members of neighborhood associations; and so on. For a federal or state agency, on
the other hand, the major planning group might consist of the agency director, managers
from the next organizational level below, and selected program directors. The planning
group in a nonprofit organization might include the executive director, members of the
board, staff members, and representatives of constituent groups.

Steps in Planning

Once it has been brought together, the planning group will want to give its attention to four
primary concerns before developing action strategies (see the box “Exploring Concepts:
Steps in Strategic Planning”). The group should consider (1) the organization’s mission
or objectives, (2) an assessment of the environment in terms of both opportunities and

Exploring Concepts

STEPS IN STRATEGIC PLANNING

Statement of mission or objectives
Environmental analysis

Assessment of strengths and weaknesses
Analysis of organizational leaders’ values

raie S B s

Development of alternative strategies
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constraints, (3) an examination of the organization’s existing strengths and weaknesses,
and (4) the values, interests, and aspirations of those important to the organization’s
future. Consideration of these issues will lead to several strategic alternatives—perhaps
stated as “scenarios for the future”—and to the choice of a particular direction in which
the organization should move. Finally, a set of action steps or implementation items will
be developed to indicate what must be done immediately to put the organization in the
proper position to face the future most effectively.

Statement of Mission or Objectives Arriving at a concise, yet inclusive, mission statement
of the organization is a difficult step in the planning process. Although most organizations
have a general sense of their mission, questions often arise that cannot be readily answered
in terms of stated objectives. Having a specific mission statement, however, provides an
identity for the organization, as well as a guideline for future decisions and a standard
against which to measure specific actions.

Because arriving at a mission statement may imply certain strategies, care should be
taken to consider alternative approaches to the organization’s goals. A mission statement
might indicate, for instance, whether a city wishes to seek a broad industrial base or focus
on particular types of businesses, such as tourism or high-tech industries. Similarly, a uni-
versity mission statement might indicate whether the institution seeks a broad range of pro-
grams in all areas or a limited number of exceedingly high-quality programs. The mission
statement of a state agency might comment on the desired range of clientele, responsiveness
to changes in the environment, or quality of service. If there is doubt or debate about items,
they should be carried forward as elements of strategy for later consideration.

Environmental Analysis After developing a mission statement, the planning group should
move to an analysis of the environment within which the organization operates. This assess-
ment should include legal and political considerations, social and cultural trends, economic
circumstances, technological developments, and, where appropriate, the organization’s
competitive or “market” position. Each area should be examined in terms of the present
environment and how it is likely to change in the future. This assessment leads the group
toward identifying possibilities for reducing constraints and extending opportunities.

Assessment of Strengths and Weaknesses At this point, the planning group can turn
its attention toward assessing the organization’s existing capabilities—its strengths and
weaknesses. The analysis should be as forthright and inclusive as possible, taking into
account financial resources (including changing patterns of funding), human resources
(including political and managerial strengths and weaknesses), the operation of both
technical and organizational systems, and quality of work. This assessment of capabili-
ties should relate as directly as possible to the stated mission of the organization. For
example, an agency involved in facilities design and construction might want to consider
the age and condition of facilities, the number and abilities of architects and engineers,
the number and frequency of design projects, and the unit’s standing among other simi-
lar organizations. Examining strengths and weaknesses should be accompanied by some
attention to programs that might significantly improve capabilities in one or more areas.
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Analysis of Organizational Leaders’ Values A next step in preparing to develop strategic
alternatives is to take into account the values, interests, and aspirations of those who will
guide the organization into the future. People will respond to the same environmental and
organizational analysis in different ways. In business, for example, some will be perfectly
satisfied with the security of a stable market share, whereas others will be willing to take
greater risks in the hope of greater payoffs. Leaders vary in terms of creativity, energy, and
commitment. Yet, if a plan is to be effectively implemented, it must reflect the concerns
and interests of those who will play major roles in shaping the future of the organization.

Development of Alternative Strategies At this point, the planning group can move to
formulate alternative strategies. These strategies can take several forms; however, one use-
ful way to proceed is to draw up alternative “scenarios of the future,” indicating what
the organization might look like five, ten, or twenty years into the future. The scenarios
should indicate new directions the organization might take; pessimistic, realistic, and opti-
mistic interpretations of its future; and factors likely to influence these future patterns. It
is helpful to develop more than one scenario and then use them as competing viewpoints
from which to debate the merits of various alternatives. From a thorough discussion of
the scenarios, one or more strategies will emerge. The strategy should be chosen that most
effectively moves the organization toward its mission, given environmental opportuni-
ties and constraints, organizational strengths and weaknesses, and the values, interests,
and aspirations of the leadership. After developing the strategic orientation, the planning
group should be pressed to identify specific action steps for implementing the strategy.

The Logic of Policy Analysis

One possible outcome of a formal planning process is that the need for new policies will
be identified. (The need for new policies can be generated in other ways as well, many of
which we discussed in Chapter 2.) A local group considering economic development issues
might recognize the need for new tax incentives for industries interested in locating in the
community. A state welfare department planning group might focus on the relationship
between providing day care and job training. Or a nonprofit organization might decide
there is a need for a new publications program. In each case, a problem is identified and the
question arises as to whether a new approach to the problem—a new policy—might help.
Many issues may come up. Exactly what is the nature of the problem? What would we
be trying to achieve with the new policy? What might be alternative approaches? What
might we expect from each alternative? What criteria would we use to evaluate alterna-
tives? Which alternative would best meet our criteria? Answering questions like these is the
basis of analyzing public policies. We can therefore define policy analysis as the process of
researching or analyzing public problems to give policy makers specific information about
the range of available policy options and their advantages and disadvantages. There are
several ways you might become involved in policy analysis. All managers engage almost
daily in a sort of informal analysis of public policies; they encounter new problems and
consider alternative policies. Often a more formal review of policy options is called for.
Sometimes staff members perform the analysis; many public organizations employ policy
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analysts to work on just such problems. In other cases, another governmental agency may

help; for example, the Office of Management and Budget, as well as its counterparts in
many states, develops policy reports. Policy analysis might also be performed by legisla-
tive staff or legislative research groups. Finally, many analyses are performed by consul-
tants, including university consultants, where the public manager acts as a client, issues
the contract, monitors the work, and receives the final report. Even though, as a manager,
you may not perform the analysis yourself, you must be able to distinguish between high-
quality analysis and work of limited usefulness (Fischer, Miller, & Sidney, 2007; Iris, 2005;
Kraft & Furlong, 2009; Sabatier, 2007; Stone, 2011).

Steps in Policy Analysis J.

Broadly speaking, most policy analyses attempt to follow a “rational” model of decision
making, involving five major steps: (1) formulating the problem, (2) establishing crite-
ria for evaluation, (3) developing policy alternatives, (4) considering the expected impact
of the various alternatives, and (5) ranking the alternatives according to the established
criteria. (See the box “Exploring Concepts: Steps in Policy Analysis.”) As a simple illus-
tration, think about how you might decide what would be the best route from home to
work (Quade, 1989, pp. 33-34). If you assumed at the outset that the “best” route is the
shortest, then you could simply lay out the alternative routes on a map and select the
shortest. (Using a map would in effect create a “model” that would help in your analysis.)
As in almost all policy analyses, however, there may be more than one criterion involved.
For example, the shortest route might involve more traffic and take longer to drive. The
shortest travel time might then constitute a second criterion, but it would require a more
sophisticated model than a map, taking into account traffic congestion and perhaps other
variables. Just thinking through the various complications that might arise in this “simple”
example, you can get some sense of the difficulties you might encounter in moving through
the five stages of a more comprehensive policy analysis.

Exploring Concepts

STEPS IN POLICY ANALYSIS

Defining the problem

Setting objectives and criteria
Developing alternatives
Analyzing various policies
Ranking and choosing

S HOAII g

e Defining the Problem There are obviously many problems facing any public organization
il | and, correspondingly, many opportunities to analyze policy alternatives. Someone, how-
| ever, must decide about the problem and how the analysis will proceed. This someone—the
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sponsor of the analysis—may be a legislator, an elected chief executive, or an agency man-
ager. But, in any case, the one who will perform the analysis—the analyst—should seek as
clear a statement of the problem as possible and as much information about the nature of
the problem and the range of solutions. Why has the problem surfaced? Who is affected?
How does this problem relate to similar problems? What policy options have already been
tried? What is the range of policies that would be feasible, both economically and politi-
cally? What resources are available to support the analysis?

Obviously, how the question is initially formulated will guide the analyst toward certain
possibilities and away from others, so it is important at the outset to be as clear as possible
without unnecessarily cutting off alternatives. The sponsor might ask, for example, “How
can we provide adequate shelter for the homeless in our community this winter?” This state-
ment permits exploring alternatives ranging from subsidizing existing shelters to building
new shelters. If, however, certain options, such as building new shelters, are clearly out of the
question due to time or money, then the analyst should be advised of these limitations.

Sometimes the problem is only vaguely understood at the outset, and part of the analyst’s
job is to develop a background statement or issue a paper that outlines the problem. In some
cases, gathering information at the library will be helpful, especially in laying out the history
of the problem, discovering approaches used in other jurisdictions, and becoming aware of
technical developments in the field. The analyst may want to talk with other people, perhaps
in other jurisdictions, to see what their experience has taught them. People in other govern-
ments, other levels of government, and other agencies at the same level can be helpful. The
analyst can also gather information from those involved. In our example, the analyst would
probably want to talk with those already involved in providing shelter. A statistical survey
might even be possible. Finally, agency records and statistics might be helpful. Throughout
these initial information-gathering efforts, the analyst wants to develop an idea of how dif-
ferent people and different groups perceive the problem and possible solutions.

Setting Objectives and Criteria As we have seen, establishing objectives for a new policy or
criteria for judging alternatives is often quite difficult. In some rare agencies, the existing val-
ues and preferences are clear enough to guide choices. The manager might be able to say, “It’s
worth much more to our agency to achieve Result A than Result B, C, or D. Therefore, when-
ever the choice presents itself, choose A.” But in most policy areas, there are likely to be mul-
tiple and often conflicting objectives. To route a highway through an urban area, for example,
one must consider factors such as the cost of the project, how many and who might use the
highway, the number of houses and other properties that might be displaced, and the impact of
noise and pollution on adjacent neighborhoods. How does one begin to rank all the factors?

There are other problems in selecting criteria. For example, criteria may differ among
different levels of the organization. A constant problem for decision makers is to be sure
that criteria used at one level are consistent with those at another level. A particular course
of action might fit the criteria developed at one level, but so distort the use of resources at
the next higher level as to make the choice inappropriate. Criteria must also be stated as
completely as possible. An analyst might be told to seek a solution that maximizes output at
minimum cost and then discover that no single alternative can meet both criteria. Which is
more important? ’
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Finally, choosing criteria depends on individual perspective. Most policy areas have
many different stakeholders—people who are involved in and affected by the policy deci-
sion. These may include legislators, agency personnel, client groups, and other interest
groups, and each group may feel quite differently about what is most important. In the
design of a new highway, for example, a neighborhood association might place highest
value on environmental concerns, while someone who lives in the suburbs might be most
concerned with finding the shortest, quickest route to work. Different criteria compete for
prominence in any policy analysis. And, often, which criteria receive greatest prominence
is a political decision of legislators or high-ranking administrators.

Developing Alternatives Developing alternative policies is without question the most cre-
ative phase of policy analysis, for it is here that the analyst must move beyond easy solu-
tions and develop innovative approaches to public problems. Different alternatives often
derive from different assumptions about the problem. For example, should the welfare
system be oriented toward providing support at home for impoverished mothers or should
it enable mothers to work by providing day care? Should day care be addressed by build-
ing new centers or by providing tax credits or vouchers to subsidize attendance at existing
centers? Obviously, answers to questions about alternative approaches to child support
depend on interpretation of both the causes of poverty and the motivations of the moth-
ers. To develop a complete range of alternatives, the analyst must assume the perspectives
of many different stakeholders.

Another way to develop far-ranging alternatives is to consider the relationship between
the particular problem and other similar issues. For example, adequate care for the home-
less ties to issues of health care, financial support for housing, welfare policy, and perhaps
such areas as mental health and Social Security. Again, alternatives that take the vari-
ous interrelated concerns into account are likely to be generated if the analyst considers
the views of many different stakeholders. Rather than saying, “How can my organization
solve this problem?” the analyst should ask, “How can this problem be solved?”

Analyzing Various Policies Having generated a number of realistic policy alternatives,
the analyst must now assess the likely impact of each alternative. How one analyzes the
impact will vary according to the particular type of policy. In some policy areas, including
some of major importance, limited information about possible impacts will be available.
The analyst can only make intuitive judgments based on his or her experience and the
experience of others. In other cases, however, one can gather specific data and analyze it by
means of quantitative techniques. In the urban highway example, data could be gathered
and analyzed to determine cost per mile, load-bearing capabilities, travel time for users,
and a variety of other factors.

Occasionally, actual experiments with several policy options may be possible, some-
times with an experimental design similar to that used in the natural sciences. That is,
the behavior of a particular target population may be compared to that of a control
group when only one variable (the policy) is changed. Applied to large-scale social prob-
lems, such experiments may be quite costly, but they may also save considerable time and
money in the long run. Sometimes it is appropriate to spend millions to save billions. (We
should also note the ethical problems associated with providing a treatment expected
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Is it ethical to deny some people a treatment you think will be beneficial?) A less formal
means of policy experimentation occurs when one state or locality tries a particular pol-
icy approach and makes the results available to other communities. Sometimes this form g
of experimentation is simply the result of different groups trying different programs, but |
sometimes it is conscious. When state and local groups pressured the Carter administra- :
tion to move the management of the small cities’ portion of the Community Develop- i
ment Block Grant program to the states, Wisconsin and Kentucky were asked to run the j!
program on an experimental basis. Their success in tailoring programs to local needs led |
to legislation allowing all other states to assume administration of the program (Jennings '
et al., 1986; for more recent examples, see Beland & Waddan, 2012). E

{

f

:

to be beneficial to one group but intentionally denying it to another “control” group. f
|
|

Ranking and Choosing The final step in the analytic process is to compare the impacts
associated with various alternatives and the criteria for evaluation established earlier. Alter- !
natives can then be ranked in terms of their respective impacts. When both the criteria and i“
impact levels are fairly straightforward, a simple comparison of possible effects may read- 1
ily show which choice should be made; other cases may be more complex. The highway
construction example, for instance, might yield three or four alternative proposals and as
many as twenty criteria by which to evaluate the alternatives. One way to treat such cases
is to simply lay out the expected results of each alternative in terms of the various criteria, I
leaving the task of comparing the data and ranking the alternatives to the decision maker.
Sometimes more sophisticated quantitative techniques are available to the analyst. i

Costs and Benefits

One of the most straightforward quantitative techniques is the cost-effectiveness approach, ]
which compares policies by quantifying their total costs and effects. Costs are usually j;
measured in monetary terms, but effects may be measured in units of any type. i ‘ﬁ
Typically, the cost-effectiveness approach takes one of two forms. First, the level of il
effectiveness can be fixed, and one can search for the alternative that achieves this level at '
the least cost. If, for example, we want to increase the number of houses in a community i
that get tested for radon by 25 percent, would it be cheaper to hire inspectors or to spend i
money on advertising so that homeowners would do the inspection themselves? A second
approach fixes the budget amount and then asks which alternative will provide the highest
level of effectiveness for that amount. If we want to spend no more than $50,000 a year
on radon inspections, which two approaches will result in a higher number of inspections?
The cost-effectiveness model is widely used because it is quite flexible and does not
demand the same degree of precision as other approaches. Cost-effectiveness is especially ‘]
useful when the relative merits of competing proposals, such as different child-care deliv- o
ery mechanisms, are being debated. It is not as useful in comparing questions of absolute
merits, however, such as whether to allocate resources to early childhood programs or to ,
radon testing. Moreover, the cost-effectiveness approach may be somewhat limited where i
criteria and impacts are more complex. 1
Closely related to cost-effectiveness is cost-benefit analysis. Essentially, the cost-benefit i g
approach involves identifying and quantifying both the negative impacts (costs) and positive ‘ |
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impacts (benefits) of a proposal, then subtracting one from the other to arrive at a measure
of net benefit. In contrast to cost-effectiveness analysis, the cost-benefit approach seeks to
establish both the total monetary costs and total monetary benefits of a proposal. The logic
of cost-benefit analysis is obvious, but applying it to policy proposals that involve large
expenditures and produce difficult-to-measure results can be quite complicated.

There are several advantages to cost-benefit analysis. If programs can be evaluated in
terms of costs and benefits, the approach can result in rather precise recommendations.
But even if it is difficult to calculate costs or benefits, focusing on the two areas may help
clarify the manager’s thinking about a proposal. Legislation often requires that cost-benefit
analysis precede particular policy changes, especially in environmental or regulatory policy.

Several factors make it difficult to assess the costs and benefits of a particular program.
First, the analyst will be asked to come up with measures of both costs and benefits and reduce
them to a common unit of measure (usually money). But in analyzing a proposed new high-
way, can we accurately portray the fatality rate for similar highway segments as a measure of
safety? And, if so, how can we translate the rate of fatalities into dollars? Second, we should
always remember that the final calculated cost-benefit ratio is not the only basis for choosing
one alternative over another. Despite the ratio of costs and benefits in our highway example,
a particular level of fatalities may simply be considered too high, either politically or ethically.

Typically, costs are thought of as inputs and benefits as outputs. Costs might include
one-time items such as research and development, buildings and facilities, land acquisition,
equipment purchases, and so on. Costs might also include recurring budgetary items such as
personnel, rent, maintenance, administrative overhead, insurance, and so forth. Because these
expenditures take place over time, calculations usually take into account the time value of
money—the fact that people generally are not as willing to pay for something in the future as
in the present. Although the particular calculations are beyond the scope of this text, taking
time into account enables us to answer questions such as whether Project A with low initial
cost but high maintenance is better than Project B with high initial cost but low maintenance.

Benefits, based on outputs, include both positive and negative effects. (The negative
effects of a program obviously might be calculated either as increases in cost or decreases
in benefits. They are usually the latter.) Positive benefits might include reduction in dis-
ease or improved drinking water or increased highway safety. Negative benefits might
include increased noise and pollution from constructing a new airport. Again, some effort
to translate positive or negative benefits into monetary terms would have to be made.

Obviously, measuring outputs and translating them into dollars are exceedingly difficult
tasks. For example, eliminating a disease might increase productivity, which could be mea-
sured, but also reduce pain and suffering, which would be more difficult to measure. Omit-
ting these factors because they are hard to measure biases the analysis, but assigning a dollar
value to them might do the same. Consequently, the quantitative presentation of costs and
benefits is often accompanied by an explanation of additional qualitative considerations.

Other Quantitative Techniques

In addition to cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit approaches, there are many other tech-
niques to aid policy analysis. It is not necessary to examine the mathematical formulas,
but it is helpful to understand the logic they depend on. Let us examine the following
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payoff matrices with that goal in mind. Assume a simple example: hiring an office worker
who will need proficiency in computer operation and budgeting. After interviewing two
applicants, A and B, you feel that A is stronger (rated 1) than B in both areas. Your
thoughts might be modeled as shown in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4.1

Simple Payoff Matrix
Value Measures
Computers Budgeting "
Candidate A 1 1 §
Candidate B 2 2 §
& 5

Your choice here is simple, because one candidate is clearly superior in both respects.
But what if your decision appears to be structured as shown in Table 4.2?

TABLE 4.2 i

Mixed Payoff Matrix “
Value Measures :

Computers Budgeting g f:

Candidate A if 2 %

L Candidate B 2 1 EE
i i

Now there is no clear choice. Even if you thought computer skills were more important
than budgeting skills, you couldn’t choose, because Candidate A might be a little better
with computers, but Candidate B may be much better in budgeting. To decide, you need
either more sophisticated measures of ability or a way to weight the two factors, as we do
in the example in Table 4.3.

TABLE 4.3
Weighted Payoff Matrix , '
Value Measures |
Computers Budgeting Combination
Candidate A 9 3 6.3+09=7.2 g
Candidate B 5 8 3.5+24=59 %
Weight 0.7 0.3 g .
|\ Je i
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Here we measure the ability of each candidate in the two areas on a 10-point scale, with
a higher score indicating higher proficiency. Because we have established that computer
skills are more important than budgeting skills, we give those skills a higher weight (0.7
compared to 0.3). By multiplying the candidates’ scores by the weights, we obtain a com-
bined value measure for the two candidates, thus enabling us to choose the better candi-
date. (This classic example is adapted from Latane, 1963.)

We could extend the logic of the payoff matrix even further. One way is to combine
scores under differing working conditions. Indeed, following the logic of the payoff
matrix, we could accommodate large numbers of weighted variables, as might be involved
in a large-scale policy analysis; the logic remains much the same. Remember that one can
adopt different decision rules and that the choice of criteria is subjective.

Another tool of policy analysis is decision analysis, a technique for use where decisions
are likely to be made sequentially and with some degree of uncertainty. Decision analysis
is applicable to a variety of complex problems, such as choosing airport sites or develop-
ing plans for commercial breeder reactors, but the underlying logic is fairly straightfor-
ward and often quite helpful. Consider another classic illustration.

The officer in charge of a U.S. embassy recreation program has decided to replenish
the employees’ club funds by arranging a fund-raising dinner. It rains nine days out
of ten at the post, and he must decide whether to hold the dinner indoors or out. An
enclosed pavilion is available but uncomfortable, and past experience has shown
turnout to be low at indoor functions, resulting in a 60 percent chance of gaining
$100 from a dinner held in the pavilion and a 40 percent chance of losing $20. On
the other hand, an outdoor dinner could be expected to earn $500 unless it rains,
in which case the dinner would lose about $10. (Stokey & Zechauser, 1978, p. 202)

Using decision analysis to structure the officer’s dilemma involves first constructing a
decision tree to show the various possible outcomes, given the risks associated with each
(see Figure 4.1). Obviously, the decision tree lays out the options, probabilities of various
occurrences, and anticipated outcomes in much the same way as a payoff matrix. It is easy to
imagine how much more complicated the situation could become, however, with the addition
of other variables or other decision options. Even in this simple case, matters might be com-
plicated by other variables, such as whether the weather will be hot or cold, whether there
are other ways to increase attendance (advertising and so on), and whether the commanding

FIGURE 4.1
Embassy Dinner Decision Tree

0.6
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FIGURE 4.2
Chess Match Decision Tree |
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officer prefers to be indoors or outdoors. You can imagine how much more serious are the ;_;
sequences and variables involved in a decision concerning location of a nuclear facility. ;
And as if this weren’t enough, consider what happens when you take into account com- ;
petition from others. Let’s imagine a chess match in which we have decided on some evalu- i
ation criterion, such as king safety or center control that we can measure. That is, we have 1
identified a way to place a value on each outcome that might result from a given set of it
moves. Let’s say that White is ready to move and has two options, Wl and W2, leading to
the decision tree in Figure 4.2. (If we move W1, then Black can move either B1 or B2; if we
move W2, then Black can move either B3 or B4; and so on. After evaluating all possible
outcomes, we assigned the values shown across the bottom row.) We would obviously
prefer to choose W2, and then have Black choose B4, so we could choose W9, the alterna-
tive with the highest value for us. But taking into account what Black is likely to do, we
recognize that if we take W2, then Black will take B3, leading us to the two lowest payoffs. ]‘
Recognizing this probability, we will instead take W1, expecting that Black will take B1,
and we will have a satisfactory outcome. i
Although our examples have been quite simple, their logic can support far more sophis- il
ticated applications of policy analysis. Moreover, the discipline these techniques impose l ‘
makes them useful for even relatively simple applications. The models force us to examine our |
assumptions, structure the problem clearly and logically, and consider the full range of avail- i
able options. The models also allow us to more effectively communicate our analysis to others. (&4
That brings us to one final point. No matter how sophisticated the analysis and how ratio-
nal its conclusions, a policy analysis must be effectively communicated to the actual decision ‘
makers. Communication is often quite difficult, because decision makers are extremely busy |
and have a variety of conflicting demands on their time and interests. Semetimes even those ‘
who are invited to do a policy analysis find themselves and their analysis swept aside by i
political or other considerations, and, indeed, that is the prerogative of major decision mak- 5
ers. A rational analysis is helpful in the decision process, but political considerations, in the I
positive sense, must also be taken into account before any actions are taken. ‘l
Bardach (2011) suggests that policy analysis is more art than science and emphasizes ‘
the importance of intuition as a complementary part of the methodology used for a policy
analysis. He develops eight useful steps in the policy analysis process that can be used as a
practical guide when constructing policy proposals.
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j 1. Define the problem. A clear operational definition of the problem to be solved is a
‘ crucial step that gives “both a reason for doing all the work necessary to complete the
project and a sense of direction for your evidence-gathering activity” (p. 1).

2. Assemble some evidence. Before gathering evidence, it is important for the analyst
to think carefully about what is relevant to the problem. Pertinent literature review,
applied best practices, and analogies are some of the sources for supporting the argu-
ment for the existing policy problem.

3. Construct the alternatives. When looking for alternatives, use a comprehensive and
focused approach. The alternatives should address the problem and should be feasible.

4. Select the criteria. Commonly used evaluative criteria are efficiency, equality, equity,
fairness, and justice. Commonly used practical criteria are legality, political accept-
ability, robustness, and improbability.

5. Project the outcomes. When analyzing the policy along with the policy proposal, think
about results that will come in the future. For this step, it is most important to be realis-
tic (not too optimistic, which is a common pitfall) in one’s expectations for the future.

6. Confront the trade-offs. “As economics teaches us, trade-offs occur at the margin”
(p. 48). In other words, it tells us how much extra money we should pay to receive an
extra unit of some service.

7. Decide! With this step, the policy analyst makes a decision on which policy alterna-
tive to concentrate his or her attention.

8. Tell your story. This step implies that the intention of the analysis is to suggest a solu-
tion for a certain problem. The policy analyst should be aware that the clarity of the
presentation of his or her analysis is very important.

o Implementation

In the cycle of planning, implementation, and evaluation, implementation is the action
phase. Once plans have been made and policies decided on, you must put them into oper-
ation. Financial and human resources must be allocated and mobilized, organizational
structures and systems must be devised, and internal policies and procedures must be
developed. During implementation, you may be involved in issuing and enforcing direc-
tives, disbursing funds, awarding grants and contracts, analyzing programmatic and oper-
ational problems, taking corrective action, and negotiating with citizens, business, and
| those in other public and nonprofit organizations.

_ Over the past 25 years, a body of literature dealing with the implementation process has
| emerged. Some of the literature merely uses new terms to talk about the general processes
of administration in the public sector. Other parts of the literature focus on the relation-
ship between policy development and program implementation. This literature specifically

; alerts us to the difficulty of effective program implementation and to how implementation
: may distort or even subvert the intent of policy makers. Most pointedly, one commentator

has written, “It is hard enough to design public policies and programs that look good on
paper. It is harder still to formulate them in words and slogans that resonate pleasingly in
the ears of political leaders and the constituencies to which they are responsive. And it is
excruciatingly hard to implement them in a way that pleases anyone at all, including the
supposed beneficiaries or clients” (Bardach, 1977, p. 3).




A classic study of the relationship between policy and implementation was suggestively
titled Implementation: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland;
or Why It’s Amazing That Federal Programs Work at All (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973).
Implementation described a particular economic development program in the Oakland,
California, area that was less than successful. Pressman and Wildavsky concluded that
“what seemed to be a simple program turned out to be a very complex one, involving
many participants, a host of different perspectives, and a long and tortuous path of deci-
sion points that had to be cleared” (p. 94). Implementation was characterized by mul-
tiple and conflicting interests trying to influence the program’s direction to suit their many
and divergent needs. The major recommendation of the study seemed to be that people
involved in designing public policies “pay as much attention to the creation of organiza-
tional machinery for executing a program as for launching one” (pp. 144-145).

This lesson has been clearly recognized in the literature of strategic planning. Plans
remain sterile without implementation, so there has always been a close connection
between planning and execution. As noted, planning is most beneficial where it can help
make immediate decisions in light of future impact. Thus, a final step in any planning
process is to arrive at a series of specific actions to take in the near future—the next six
months, or the next year or two years—who does what, when, and to what effect. These
steps, which may detail new policy positions or new organizational processes, will form a
new action agenda for the community or the agency.
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Organizational Design

Some of the classic approaches to implementation, formerly called “organization and
management,” focused on the structure and design of new organizations and their work .
processes or flows. The traditional organization chart expresses both the division of labor I
within an organization and the structure of command or control. i}
In the late 1930s, Luther Gulick advised managers developing new organizations that i
there were several ways they could divide work (Gulick, 1937, pp. 21-29). Among these i
were (1) purpose, (2) process, (3) people or things, or (4) place. Dividing work according
to purpose might result in distinctions such as between providing education or controlling i
crime, while dividing work according to process might lead to a legal unit, a medical unit, or
an engineering unit. One could also divide work according to the people served or the things |
being dealt with—for example, the Department of Veterans Affairs deals with all problems '
that veterans face, whether legal, medical, and so on. Finally, one may organize according
to geographic area, as would a state welfare department that has regional or county offices.

Networking

Online resources and case studies relating to the planning and implementation of
productivity initiatives can be found at the U.S. Conference of Mayors site at
www.usmayors.org/uscm/best_practices. For information on scenario planning, go
to the Global Business Network at www.gbn.com.
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Gulick and his contemporaries also talked about the number of levels that would be
appropriate to an organization. Obviously, many organizations are fairly “tall”—they
have many levels; others are “flat”—they have relatively few levels. The number of levels
is guided to a degree by the type of work and by the number of people who report to any
one manager. The term span of control signifies the number of people that one individual
supervises; although there are significant variations, depending on the type of work, it is
generally considered difficult to supervise more than six to ten people.

In addition to developing organizational structures, early writers urged charting work
processes as an aid to organizational design. Process charting or flowcharting can provide
a graphic demonstration of the various steps in an operation, the people performing each
step, and the relationships among these elements. Figure 4.3 shows a simple illustration
of process charting, although charts can become far more sophisticated in actual applica-
tions. This process chart uses a variety of symbols to indicate different activities. The verti-
cal lines set the basic framework of the chart. The columns show the flow of work from
one person to another and vary depending on the complexity of the process and the degree
of analysis desired. The column headings indicate the positions under study. In Figure 4.3,
the ovals indicate a specific task (sorting, conferring, and so on); the circles indicate trans-
portation of work from one person to another. The triangle indicates storage, a period
during which operation is stationary. Finally, the rectangle indicates an inspection, usually
to check for quality or quantity. As illustrated here, one can make notations on the chart
to indicate the nature of particular steps in the process.

FIGURE 4.3
Process Charting
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Process charting is most useful where a considerable number of clerical or nonprofes-
sional employees perform the same general classes of work and follow the same general |
sequence of operating steps. Although process charting is less useful in analyzing the work ‘&
of professionals, there are possible applications here as well. For example, charting a pro-
fessional operation may reveal bottlenecks, excessive periods of review, or excessive check- ?
points that inhibit the flow of work. As with other techniques, process charting can become |
quite complex, but its logic is both simple and compelling. Process charting simplifies analy- i ?
sis because it sharply points out backtracking, excessive detail, unnecessary repetition, poor li |
distribution of functions, and other administrative defects. For this reason, process charting i
has enjoyed a revival of interest by those implementing total quality management programs. it

Systems Analysis

There are many other sophisticated devices that have been developed for analyzing the design i
and operations of both public and private organizations. Many of the approaches are based
in systems theory, an effort to identify, in logical fashion, the interactions of various internal il
and external elements that impinge on an organization’s operations. The systems approach “

‘ has been used in a variety of fields, including physics, biology, economics, sociology, and infor-
mation science, but the basic concepts are much the same regardless of discipline. Generally i
speaking, a system is a set of regularized interactions configured or bounded in a way that "
differentiates and separates them from other actions that constitute the systems environment. |
Thus, we can speak of a biological system, a physical system, an economic system, or a politi- i
cal system. Any such system receives inputs from its environment and then translates these i )
through some sort of conversion process into outputs that are returned to the environment. b
These outputs in turn affect future inputs to the system through a feedback loop. Presumably, il
if the outputs of a system are valued by the environment, new inputs will be forthcoming and '
the organization will survive. A basic systems model is illustrated in Figure 4.4.

FIGURE 4.4
A Basic Systems Model
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Following this model, consider the operation of a thermostat. The thermostat takes in
information about the heat in a room and then measures the heat against some standard. If
the level of heat is below the standard, the thermostat causes more heat to be put out into the
room. The additional heat becomes part of the environment and creates new information
(feedback), which becomes part of the next input into the system.

The systems concept works similarly in human organizations. A business might receive
input from its environment that customers are demanding more red shoes. A decision
might be made to produce more red shoes, and those shoes would be part of the organiza-
tion’s output. The new red shoes become part of the environment and affect new inputs
into the system, which might range from comments about the quality of the shoes to infor-
mation that the demand has not yet been met. This new information guides the operation
of the system in the future.

Like many of the other models we have discussed in this chapter, the systems approach
has been used in highly sophisticated applications ranging from the analysis of organiza-
tional design and processes to the creation and modification of major weapons systems.
Indeed, the first major applications of systems analysis occurred in the military during
and soon after World War II. For some time thereafter, the Department of Defense was the
major user of systems analysis, depending on a variety of contractors, most notably the
RAND Corporation to help in applying systems analysis to a variety of problems. Yet, it is
possible to apply systems logic to a variety of problems public organizations face, and, as
with other techniques, the systematic discipline that the approach brings to problem solv-
ing is perhaps its greatest strength.

Systems analysis emphasizes the relationship between the organization and its envi-
ronment, suggesting that public managers carefully consider factors in the environment
that impinge on their operations. These factors include legal and political matters, sup-
port and opposition generated by interest groups and client organizations, human and
financial resources, and applicable technology. Naturally, the environment also includes
a large number of other organizations with which the agency interacts, such as the chief
executive’s office, the legislature, the budget office, related agencies at the same level of
government, parallel agencies at other levels of government, and a variety of private and
nonprofit groups and associations.

Many systems analysts tend to ignore what occurs within the system itself, preferring
to think of it as a black box into which inputs go and from which outputs come. Others
speak of several different subsystems that carry forward the organization’s work. In a clas-
sic formulation, the institutional subsystem is responsible for adapting the organization to
its environment and for anticipating and planning for the future. People involved in this
activity generally constitute the organization’s leadership cadre. The technical subsystem,
on the other hand, is concerned with the effective performance of the organization’s actual
work. If the work of the organization is building rockets, the technical subsystem is the
people who actually build the rockets. Finally, the managerial subsystem is concerned with
providing the necessary resources for accomplishing the technical task, as well as mediat-
ing between the technical and institutional subsystems (Thompson, 1967, pp. 10-11).

Outputs of public organizations range from goods (such as highways or buildings) to
services (such as student loans or employment counseling), but they also include regulations,
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adjudication, and support for other programs. To know the effect of their efforts, manag-
ers need some sort of feedback mechanism. Feedback often occurs naturally: clients write
letters of appreciation; legislators inquire about program operations; a program may even
become an issue during an election campaign. Sometimes, however, you will want to secure
more systematic and accurate feedback, for which you can use devices such as questionnaire
surveys, field testing, or spot checks of service provision. Recall that systems analysis helps
focus on how an organization interacts with its environment; developing effective feedback
mechanisms helps the manager in that process.

Reengineering

Over the past twenty years, many public administrators have adopted a more comprehen-
sive, even radical technique for enhancing organizational performance, called reengineering.
(Although the word reengineering has been used with decreasing frequency, the basic prin-
ciples of reengineering are reflected in other approaches such as Six Sigma and have become a
part of the core organizational processes in many agencies.) The central tenet of reengineering
centers on redesigning work processes and organizational structures to be in line with agency
outcomes. Through this technique, policy makers attempt to make public organizations more
flexible and capable of responding to the dynamic conditions of contemporary society.

In some respects, reengineering builds upon systems theory and other analytic tech-
niques in that it involves the recognition of core processes and the systemic context of staff
behavior. However, the outcome of reengineering goes well beyond simply making altera-
tions within the existing bureaucratic structure. Its goal is to overhaul rigid government
agencies into what one author calls seamless organizations: “In contrast to the fragmented
bureaucracies of the past, seamless organizations provide a smooth, transparent, almost
effortless experience for their customers. Staff in seamless organizations perform the full
job, in direct contact with their end users” (Linden, 1994, p. xii).

Implementation of a reengineering process begins with an identification of the orga-
nization’s desired outcomes. These include the short- and long-term impacts the agency
wants to achieve. Then the organization is redesigned around the core and support pro-
cesses that will produce these outcomes. Given the hierarchical, inflexible nature of many
public organizations, though, this is not as simple as it may seem.

Reengineering requires that public administrators change their current assumptions, those
equating organization with traditional bureaucracy. Such a reorientation helps to transform
work processes and agency structures to those driven by meaningful outcomes—a shift from
segmentation to integration, from division of labor to seamless work (Linden, 1994).

Reengineering involves enhancing those activities that may be considered value-added—
activities that give customers more of what they are willing to pay for and cutting functions
that merely stand in the way. Of course, some functions remain crucial for the organiza-
tion’s success. Central administration activities such as budgeting, accounting, and quality
inspections cannot simply be removed from the picture. On the other hand, these functions
often hinder the completion of the more value-added activities. The key to successful reen-
gineering is to separate the core processes from the other tasks, enabling the critical activi-
ties to be carried out more effectively (Hammer & Champy, 1993; Linden, 1994).
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Evaluation

The sequence of planning, implementation, and evaluation is completed by asking
whether the program goals and objectives have been achieved in a way that was both
efficient and effective. Such evaluations may, however, operate at a variety of different
levels. Some may respond to the legislature’s interest in knowing whether the intended
benefits of legislation were achieved; others may be designed to communicate to the
public what is happening in areas of broad citizen interest; still others may be oriented
toward improvements either in the design of the policy being implemented or in the
way it was conducted. An understanding of contemporary approaches to evaluation
requires attention to both the performance measurement movement mentioned earlier
and more traditional program evaluation approaches. Whereas program evaluation offers
insight into each policy or program’s direction, effectiveness, and sustainability, perfor-
mance measurement generates information concerning the organization or network as
a whole. When combined within the framework of evaluation research, these strategies
not only assist in the decision-making process but also improve the overall accountability
of public organizations. In turn, evaluation research enhances legislative oversight and
administrative control.

Several legislative groups conduct or sponsor evaluation research at the federal level.
These include the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the Congressional Budget
Office, and various legislative committees, primarily those concerned with the budget
and oversight of specific programs. Executive agencies, such as the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the Executive Office of the President, also conduct evaluation
research. Much of this research, however, is sponsored by the agencies themselves, as
managers seek to determine how they can better manage or generate greater productiv-
ity from their organizations.

There is also great interest in program evaluation at the state and local levels, although
resources to support such activities have often been limited. State governments have devel-
oped analytic capabilities within the executive branch, often through the budget office. In
recent years, many states have restructured their budgets to be in line with predetermined
performance standards (see Chapter 10). This has enabled state governments to link fiscal
resources to the desired results targeted by each agency. Evaluation research is then used to
help a state government determine how successful it has been in achieving its performance
goals. Consequently, state legislatures and citizens can now see what services and impacts
were gained with public resources.

Again, at state and local levels and in most nongovernmental organizations, as at the
federal level, a great deal of evaluation research is done as part of the agency’s or pro-
gram manager’s ongoing responsibility. Public administrators increasingly must show not
only the efficiency of their actions, but also the results of their actions within the broader
stakeholder community. Examples of performance measurement and program evaluation
range from complex, detailed, one-time studies to the ongoing, integrated monitoring of
performance goals. Regardless of the level of sophistication, evaluation research offers
important details to support the organization’s overall strategic planning and to assist the
organization in determining the direction of individual programs.
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Program Evaluation

There are a variety of ways to classify the approaches to program evaluation, including
outcome evaluations and process evaluations. Outcome evaluations are closely tied to the
type of assessment in performance measurement; they focus on the results of program
activity—that is, the extent to which a program meets its objectives in terms of impact on
the environment (as described in the discussion of the United Way in Chapter 3). If the
work of an organization is to improve adult literacy, then an evaluation might measure the
number of individuals who learned to read. That information would likely then be related
to program inputs to show, in a cost-benefit ratio (in this case, based on allocative effi-
ciency), the number of individuals learning to read per thousand dollars spent. In general,
an outcome evaluation seeks to determine whether X causes Y, where X is the activity of il
the program and Y is the desired outcome or goal. As you can imagine, outcome evalua- |
tions are particularly valuable to legislators, grant makers, and others concerned with the L
performance of various programs. ‘
In contrast to outcome evaluations, process evaluations focus on ways that program imple-
mentation might be improved to better meet the program’s objectives. The question here is what
can be done to X, the program’s management, to improve Y, the desired outcome. Whereas
an evaluator interested in il
outcomes might spend a
- great deal of time developing
CourseReader Assignment systematic measures of pro-
gram results, someone inter-
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and effectiveness. Efficiency is concerned with the relationship between inputs and outputs,
usually expressed in a ratio per unit of input. For example, a measure of streets paved per
thousand dollars spent would be a measure of efficiency. Effectiveness, on the other hand,
is concerned with the extent to which a program is achieving or failing to achieve its stated
objectives. Effectiveness measures are outcome oriented; they focus on the real changes the
program produces, such as a decrease in airline deaths.

Sometimes process evaluations occur after the fact—that is, upon completion of the pro-
gram; but often they occur during program operation. Indeed, some process evaluations are
almost continuous in their ongoing review of program operations. In either case, the infor-
mation that emerges in the course of a process evaluation is likely to be of greatest interest
to the program manager who hopes to improve his or her organization’s performance.

Program evaluations may therefore be directed toward many different audiences and serve
many different purposes. The specific kinds of information required vary from evaluation to
evaluation. Eleanor Chelimsky, former head of the GAO’s Program Evaluation and Method-
ology Division, lists the following types of information that may be developed retrospectively:
e Information on program implementation (such as the degree to which the program

is operational, how similar it is across sites, whether it conforms to the policies and

expectations formulated, how much it costs, how stakeholders feel about it, whether
there are major problems of service delivery or of error, fraud, and abuse, and so on).

e Ongoing information on the current state of the problem or threat addressed by the
program. (Is the problem growing? Is it diminishing? Is it diminishing enough so that the
program is no longer needed? Is it changing in terms of its significant characteristics?)

e Information on program outcomes. (What happened as a result of program implementation?)

e Information on the degree to which the program made, or is making, a difference.
(That is, what change in the problem or threat occurred that can be directly attributed
to the program?)

e Information on the unexpected (as well as expected) effects of the programs. (For

instance, was a program of drug education accompanied by an increase in the use of
drugs?) (Chelimsky, 1985, pp. 8-9)

Evaluation Designs and Techniques

Approaches to the evaluation of public programs range from historical analysis to sophis-
ticated experimental designs. Indeed, over the years, there has been a recurring debate
over the proper approach to evaluation. Some argue that such research should be pri-
marily qualitative, concerned with tracking program development and indicating forces
that helped shape the program. Advocates of this approach tend to be most interested in
process questions, such as reasons for success or failure and unanticipated consequences
of the program; they ask, “What happened?” Others argue that program evaluations
should, wherever possible, employ the most rigorous scientific methods appropriate
to the subject matter, including the design and execution of formal experiments. These

analysts tend to be more interested in program outcomes; they ask, “Does it work?”
(Chelimsky, 1985, p. 14).
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Whatever the approach, those involved in program evaluation must confront two chal- ]
lenges to the validity of their work. The first question, concerning internal validity, asks
whether the approach measured what was intended. Was the design consistent with the i
goals of the program and the needs of the sponsor? Were the methods most appropriate ,\

:
§

for answering the questions that needed to be asked? Were the results as free from bias as
possible? A second question, concerning external validity, asks to what extent the findings
may be applicable to more general circumstances. What does the study say about similarly 1\ !
situated programs? Can the study be replicated and be expected to produce similar results? 1"‘

These and other questions can be directed toward the various techniques employed in 1
evaluation research. |

Qualitative Techniques Many program evaluations depend on qualitative information |
derived from reading about the program, from interviewing important actors (includ- ‘1;
ing agency personnel, clients, and others), and sometimes from actually participating in
the work of the program. The initial step in a qualitative evaluation project is usually
to read everything available about the program, including background material on the
subject of the program (flu vaccines, child nutrition, rapid transit systems, and so on), HE b
agency documents, operating procedures, internal memoranda, newspaper and maga-
zine articles, articles on similar programs elsewhere, and reports issued by various con-
cerned groups. The researcher would also likely make a few phone calls to identify the
significant actors in the program and determine where the most important activities are
taking place.

Following an initial reconnaissance, the analyst settles on a limited number of sites
(schools, hospitals, highway systems, and so on) as the focus of the investigation. Most i
qualitative evaluations are largely exploratory, designed to explore a variety of hunches or |
intuitions about the program’s operation. For these cases, the analyst will probably try to
select sites that vary widely along several crucial dimensions. Some evaluations, however,
are hypotbhesis guided, designed to demonstrate the plausibility of a particular hypothesis,
so the analyst might choose a limited number of crucial sites that are especially illustrative
of the issue under investigation.

What Would You Do?

You have been asked to assess the effectiveness of a new program aimed at reducing teen preg-
nancies by providing birth control information through the high schools. You have heard

several suggestions about how to design the study—and some comments that it’s simply ;
impossible to measure something like this. What would you do? |

Once the research sites have been chosen, the analyst may choose to gather most of his o
or her information through intensive interviews, detailed information-gathering sessions
involving major actors both inside and outside the agency responsible for the program. it
Interviewing skills include establishing the interviewer’s credentials, setting the proper i
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climate, arranging questions effectively, asking reasonable but challenging questions,
and keeping a good record of all that is said. Perhaps most important, the interviewer
must keep the discussion on the subject, in a way that is neither obvious nor embarrass-
ing to either party. Immediately following the interview, the interviewer should review
and expand upon the notes taken during the interview session. These notes will form an
important basis for drawing conclusions about the program.

An alternative means of gathering qualitative information is the use of a participant-
observer, someone involved in either the target population or the agency itself who makes
observations and draws conclusions based on firsthand data. For example, an evaluation of
an antipoverty program in eastern Kentucky some years ago employed a participant-
observer who lived in the community, talked daily with others in the community about the
program, and reported back to the overall evaluation staff.

Either technique can be questioned with respect to both internal and external validity.
Biased information and questions about internal validity can arise if the wrong people
are chosen to interview or if those interviewed provide misleading information, inten-
tionally or unintentionally. Participant-observers can affect the program’s operation
through their own presence, leading to outcomes far different from what would other-
wise have happened. Questions concerning external validity (or generalizability) might
be raised with either technique based on the choice of only a limited number of sites for
investigation.

Quantitative Techniques Policy evaluations often endeavor to approximate the scien-
tific methods of the physical sciences, although such efforts are extremely difficult. In
its classic formulation, an experimental design involves examination of two or more
groups under carefully controlled conditions. One group, the experimental group,
receives a treatment or intervention; in the case of program evaluation, members of
the experimental group receive the benefits of the program being evaluated. Another
group, the control group, consists of individuals who are as similar as possible to those
in the experimental group and who act under the same general conditions, yet do not
receive the intervention. Members of both groups are tested before and after the experi-
mental intervention (pretest and posttest measures), and the results are compared. If
the program has had either a positive or negative effect, the differences should show
up in the data. We can illustrate the difficulties in designing a rigorous experimental
design with respect to social programs by imagining that we are interested in analyz-
ing the effectiveness of a new approach to mathematics education in the fourth grade.
One classroom might be designated an experimental group and be taught using the new
approach; another classroom might be designated the control group and be taught using
traditional methods. The mathematical abilities of all students would be measured both
before and after the period in which the new program was being taught. If the new tech-
nique is indeed more effective in educating children in mathematics, the posttest scores
of the children in the experimental group should be higher than those of the children in
the control group.

In a very general sense, this is an application of an experimental design to a social
program, and you can easily imagine how similar designs might be used to measure other
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programs, ranging from immunizations to welfare incentives to highway designs. But we
can observe difficulties in such designs, some of which relate to questions of internal valid- 1l
ity. One might respond to the study by saying that students in the experimental group ‘
were smarter to begin with, or that the absence rate was higher among those in the control f
group. Or you might suggest that one teacher was better than the other, and that made the i
difference. Or even if the same teacher taught both groups, you might speculate that he !
or she taught the new material with more enthusiasm. Similar questions might be raised
about external validity. For instance, if the results were obtained in a rural school, would if
they apply as well to an urban setting?

Some, if not all, of these questions could be anticipated by slightly altering the
research design. For example, students could be randomly assigned to the two groups,
thus eliminating any possibility of bias in the groups’ composition. But questions such Ul
as these show the difficulty of achieving true experimental conditions in measuring j
social programs. For this reason, most evaluations of social programs are called quasi- i
experimental. i

Quasi-experimental designs retain the requirement for systematic data gathering that o
should be part of any quantitative approach, but they free the researcher from some of the
difficulties of developing experimental designs, such as the need for random assignment of 0
subjects to various groups. Here again, different groups may be compared, but an essential il
task for the researcher is to separate the effects of a treatment from the effects of other fac- ‘
tors. Only the effects caused by the treatment are of interest.

Quasi-experimental approaches not only are more adaptable to social situations, but
they also better fit the situation in which program evaluators often find themselves—
assigned to the evaluation long after the program has begun and having little influence on
patterns of intervention. In such a case, a historical approach may be of special value. For
example, one quasi-experimental design—time series analysis—involves making a number
of observations about the target population both before and after the program intervention.
(These observations may even be made retrospectively by gathering historical data.)
In one case, basic information about neighborhood crime was evaluated for a period of
years prior to the introduction of a new patrol pattern; then similar data evaluation fol-
lowed after the new approach was introduced.

Summary and Action Implications 8

As a public manager, you will become quite familiar with the cycle of planning, implemen-
tation, and evaluation. In practice, the phases of the cycle will rarely appear as distinct as
in our discussion, but you will still find that you must devote a portion of your time to
each phase. In middle and upper management, the planning, implementation, and evalu-
ation cycle will become especially complex because you will find yourself engaged in all
three phases almost simultaneously. That is, you will be planning for one project at the
same time that you are implementing a second and evaluating a third, and so on. Obvi- i
ously, maintaining a good sense of the timing of the various projects and knowing when i
and how to shift from one to the next will be extremely important.
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As we have seen, techniques have been developed to help you work through the typical
problems you will encounter in each phase of the cycle. Although many of the techniques
can be elaborated in highly complex ways, the logic on which they are based can be help-
ful in dealing even with fairly simple and immediate problems.

Throughout the planning, implementation, and evaluation cycle, you should remember
that, whereas we have focused on technical aids to your administrative work, each of the
three areas will be strongly affected by how you interact with the people in your organization
(and elsewhere). Planning, implementation, and evaluation are human processes and are
thus subject to people’s shifting values, attitudes, and behaviors. In planning, implementa-
tion, and evaluation, as with budgeting, financial management, and personnel, techniques
are successful only when you use them with full regard for democratic values, clear leader-
ship, and humane management.

1. Planning is one aspect of the policy process. Discuss the various types of planning
and their objectives.

2. In organizing a planning process, what are the primary concerns of the planning group?
3. Discuss the necessary steps for comprehensive policy analysis.

4. Identify some of the quantitative techniques used for policy analysis.

S

. The second phase of the policy process is implementation of plans. Discuss some of the
techniques available to help in the beginning stages of the implementation process.

6. Compare and contrast the several different subsystems that carry forward an organi-
zation’s work.

7. What does the phrase “managing for results” mean? How might such a program be
implemented?

8. What are the different types of evaluation approaches? Discuss the distinctions
among them.

1. As a class or working in small groups, assume the role of a task force that the
governor has asked to develop plans for a new university that the legislature has
created in a rapidly expanding area in one corner of your state. Your plan should
be based on whatever assumptions you wish to make by explicitly stating them
in writing; however, all your assumptions should be consistent with the following
guidelines:
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I
a. Assume that you have full legal authority to develop the university, including the ]!
power to develop a full range of undergraduate programs and a limited number
of graduate programs in areas of special interest to the state. Assume a high i
degree of political support within the corner of the state where the university will f
be built, and general support throughout the state, but assume major opposition I
from the state’s leading public university. r:

b. Assume that the area where the new university is to be located already has a com-
munity college, which the university will take over, and a couple of small, private
liberal arts colleges. Assume that the community college has 2,000 freshmen and
sophomores and operates in two large buildings on a large tract of otherwise
undeveloped land, which is sufficient to accommodate the new university.

c. Assume that the area in which the university will be built has traditionally had an
agricultural and tourist-based economy but is experiencing rapid growth in high-
tech industry, primarily because companies are attracted to the area’s natural |
beauty and comfortable climate. ; sﬁ

d. Assume that you can anticipate a budget starting at $112 million for the first i
year of operations (this is inclusive of the community college budget), but rising
at a rate of $27 million a year for the next nine years. Assume also that there is
adequate financing available for whatever new construction will be required dur-
ing the first ten years of the university’s existence.

e. Assume that you have full control over the curriculum of the university and author-
ity to propose to the Coordinating Board on Higher Education any new program
offerings. Assume, however, that the major university in the state will fight hard to
protect its engineering and computer science programs from competition.

You should create a plan for development of the new university over the next
ten years. You shou!d take into account all aspects of development, including all
academic programs, student services, administ.ative support (including the physical
plant, personnel, and financial and accounting systems), capital construction, and
intercollegiate athletics. You may wish to establish subcommittees or task forces to
work on particular areas; however, all reports should be combined into a single plan-
ning document to be submitted to the governor’s office.

2. Imagine that your city council is considering a proposed ordinance to require an i
8 percent deposit on each beverage container sold in the city. Each beer can, soft drink i
bottle, or other container would carry a city sticker or imprint. Retailers would collect
the deposit on each container sold and would be required to pay 8 cents for each empty i
container returned to the store. Proponents of the bill argue that it would help clean up ‘
the city and provide better recycling of containers. Opponents argue that the bill would
be difficult for stores to adhere to and a nightmare for the city to enforce. Develop a
research design—that is, a plan for conducting research—that would enable you to
report to the city council on the potential costs and benefits of the proposed ordinance.
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3. Complete the following exercise: You have been hired by Expert Analysis consulting
firm to work on a project for New York City. The city has hired the firm to analyze
the advisability of contracting out garbage collection, expanding city garbage collec-
tion capacity, or going to a twenty-four-hour collection system.

The city currently operates a sanitation department of 2,538 people using 781
garbage trucks of two different sizes. The large trucks carry 35 tons per trip and
make two trips per day. The small trucks carry 15 tons and make three trips per day.
There are 537 small trucks and 244 large trucks. The cost of one day for a large
truck is $720 in wages for three people (eight-hour shift) and $200 for maintenance.
The cost of one day for a small truck is $480 for wages for two people (eight-hour
shift) and $150 for maintenance. The collective bargaining contract calls for a “shift
differential” of 15 percent above the standard $30 per hour for the truck crews, if
the crews work other than 6:00 A.M. to 3:00 p.M. The contract has three years to go
before it expires. A recent study indicates that the amount of garbage to be collected
in the city will increase 14 percent in the next year and 18 percent in the following
year. The study also shows that many of the larger firms in the city are contemplating
using a private garbage service, We-Haul, Inc., which has recently begun compet-
ing with the city. The study concludes that, although the amount of garbage to be
collected will increase, the amount the city will be required to collect might decrease
slightly or remain steady. A quick check of the maintenance records indicates that
you can expect a 20 percent increase in maintenance costs for the large trucks and a
30 percent increase for the small trucks, if you operate twenty-four hours a day. You
call the Tidy-Truck manufacturer and get a quote of $82,000 for a new large truck
and $59,000 for a new small truck if you order this year. They expect a 6 percent
price increase next year.

Just as you put down the phone, your liaison with the city calls to tell you that
We-Haul, Inc. has offered to collect the additional garbage at a “special rate” for the
city of $18 per ton for the first year and $20 per ton for the second year.

Making reasonable assumptions about information you may need, develop a rec-
ommendation as to whether the city should expand its service by buying more trucks
and hiring more people, operate its service twenty-four hours a day, or contract with
We-Haul, Inc. to pick up the increase.

SOURCE: This case was adapted from material provided by Barry Hammond of Slippery Rock University,
Pennsylvania.

FOR ADDITIONAL READING

Abramson, Mark A., and Ann M. Kieffaber, eds. New Ways of Doing Business. Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2003.

Adler, Matthew D., and Eric A. Posner. New Foundations of Cost-Benefit Analysis. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2006.




For Additional Reading 153

Andrews, Rhys. Strategic Management and Public Service Performance. New York: Palgrave Mac-
millan, 2012.

Bardach, Eugene. A Practical Guide for Policy Analysis. Washington, DC: CQ Press, 2011.

Beland, Daniel, and Alex Waddan. The Politics of Policy Change. Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press, 2012.

Bingham, Richard D., and Claire L. Felbinger. Evaluation in Practice: A Methodological Approach.
2nd ed. New York: Chatham House, 2001.

Birkland, Thomas A. An Introduction to the Policy Process. 3rd ed. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2011.

Boyne, George A, et al., eds. Public Service Performance: Perspectives on Measurement and
Management. Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2006.

Bryson, John M. Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit Organizations: A Guide to Strength-
ening and Sustaining Organizational Achievement. 3rd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004.

Campbell, Heather E., and Elizabeth A. Corley. Urban Environmental Policy Analysis. Armonk,
NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2012.

Chambers, Donald E. Social Policy and Social Programs: A Method for Practical Public Policy
Analysis. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1999.

Fischer, Frank, Gerald Miller, and Mara S. Sidney. Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: Theory,
Politics, and Methods (Public Administration and Public Policy). Boca Raton, FL: CRC/Taylor
& Francis, 2007.

Forester, John. Planning in the Face of Power. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989.

Geva-May, Iris. Thinking like a Policy Analyst: Policy Analysis as a Clinical Profession. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2005.

Goggin, Malcolm L., Ann O. Bowman, James P. Lester, and Laurence O’Toole, Jr. Implementation
Theory and Practice: Toward a Third Generation. New York: HarperCollins, 1990.

Greiner, Larry E., and Thomas G. Cummings. Dynamic Strategy-Making: A Real-Time Approach
for the 21st Century Leader. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2009.

Hatry, Harry P., Therese van Houten, Margaret C. Plantz, and Martha Taylor Greenway. Measur-
ing Program Outcomes: A Practical Approach. Alexandria, VA: United Way of America, 1996.

Julnes, Patria de Lancer. Performance-Based Management Systems: Effective Implementation and
Maintenance. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2009.

Julnes, Patria de Lancer, and Marc Holzer. Performance Measurement: Building Theory, Improving
Practice (Aspa Classics). Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2008.

Kaufman, Roger. Strategic Planning Plus: An Organizational Guide. 2nd ed. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage Publications, 1992.

Kearns, Kevin. Managing for Accountability. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1996.

Keehley, Patricia, et al. Benchmarking for Best Practices. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1996.

Koteen, Jack. Strategic Management in Public and Nonprofit Organizations. 2nd ed. Westport, CT:
Praeger Publishers, 1997.

Kraft, Michael E., and Scott R. Furlong. Public Policy: Politics, Analysis, and Alternatives.
Washington, DC: CQ Press, 2009.

Lejano, Raul P. Frameworks for Policy Analysis: Merging Text and Context. New York: Routledge,
2006.

Mintrom, Michael. People Skills for Policy Analysts. Washington, DC: Georgetown University
Press, 2003.




154

Chapter 4  Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation

Norris-Tirrell, Dorothy, and Joy A. Clay. Strategic Collaboration in Public and Nonprofit
Administration: A Practice-Based Approach to Solving Shared Problems. Boca Raton, FL:
CRC Press, 2010.

Peters, Guy B. American Public Policy: Promise and Performance. New York: Chatham House,
1999.

Poister, Theodore H. Measuring Performance in Public and Nonprofit Organizations.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2003.

Rabin, Jack, W. Bartley Hidreth, and Gerald J. Miller, eds. Handbook of Strategic Management.
New York: Marcel Dekker, 1989.

Sabatier, Paul A. Theories of the Policy Process. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2007.

Sylvia, Ronald, et al. Program Planning and Evaluation for the Public Manager. 2nd ed. Prospect
Heights, IL: Waveland Press, 1997.

Vines, David. Information Strategy and Public Policy. Cambridge, MA: B. Blackwell, 1991.

Wholey, Joseph, Harry P. Hatry, and Kathryn Newcomer, eds. Handbook of Practical Program
Evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1994.




