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A policy continuum is conceptualised to représént
the policy gbals and objectives as one extreme and the
policy actualisation the other. Within these two
extremes,‘policy %mplementation_anélysis is postulated

ey

to commence at four distinct points: (i) prior to a
policyipronouncement, to build the most‘detailed‘possible
picture of the policy proposal and problems associated with
implementing the poiicy pfoposal (ii) after a policy
pronouncement,.tc provide detailed éﬁalysis of the

- practical problems and'conséquences-Of implémenting the

- policy proposal-according to an implemeﬁtation strategy;
(iii) during a policy implementation phase, to review the

"efficiency and effectiveness of the policy implementation
strategy and suggest ways and means for improvement;
and (iv) after a éolicy implementation procesé is over,
té-evaluate the overall effectiveness of the policy
.imﬁlementatibn précess and to determine.whether to
continue, redirect and or terminaté the policy program.

" A model for'a'general'framework for policy
implémentatiqn_analeis,is;presented which comprises

four variables, namely the policy to be implemented, the

policy target group(s), the policy implementing

organisation(s) and_the policy enViroﬁﬁent._ Each variable

in the model consists Qf'a'pumberﬂéf'COmpcnéntSIWEiCH are

considered to ascertain thevéaSé or difficulty of implementing
- a policy proposal. Fihally a qualitative and quantitative

presentation of a policy implementation analysis is attempted.



1. INTRODUCTION

Lindblom's concept of incrementélism (1)
has.dominated policy formulatioﬁ and implementation
processesvfor many years in most pluralist democracies.
Thejbasic philosophy underlying-incréﬁentaiism is deeply -
rooted 'in and largely postulated on the prémise that
policy choice is limited and confined to an arbitrarily
selected increméntai intervention that differs only
slightly from the existing policy. Implicit in the concept
is thé daunted belief that by thinking small and constantly
reacting to some kind of post-p:ogram-feedback»mechanism the polic
implementation process can 'muddle through' without much reliance

on an ex-ante ‘type analytiéal'Support system. The thrust

countries, lies in the rationale that social systems are

so complex that'any co-ordinated planned effort to under-
stand and model the system in order to'dptimize the outcome
is in vain siﬁce during the time the planner would spend

-to understand and model, the'system WOuld'change;

to_the system (2). It is hypotheszsed that the'relatlvely
placid and prosperous ecohomic conditions during the |
50's and early 60's‘in the western ﬁpéld could have
‘generated some positivg'reinforCemént'for the ‘
incrementalists."Althaugh'the mid 60's saw a rapid

- emergence of emphasis on the use of analytical support

systems such as PPBS (Planning Programming, and Budgeting




.. .. . . system). in the\USAt(3),and.similar.buogeting:sYSteﬁs """"""
elsewhere, (4) the policy decision—makin§ process was
still‘based on incrementalism. As the 1960's
ended with reminiscences of the failure of various oublic
programs (for example, family plannigg in Pakistan (5),'
constructing new towns and creating public service jobs .
in the USA (6)) and the early 70!3 pushed almost every
country into deep economic recession: there emerged.a
new‘attituae to public policy making. Resource consciousness‘
became the order of the day'durinc the mid 70's (7).

Despite this, implementation'aﬁaIYSis had not been regarded
as'ah‘integral partbof Qoiicy.analysis ahd this is.stiil
the case in many countrieS'inclﬁding‘Australia. In |
vAustralla there is no'formal'requ;rement for policy
implementing departments to undertake pollcy program
implementation analysis. At the Commonwealth Government
level, while the Departments of Treasury, Finance, PM&C

the Auditor-General and the Public Service Board are‘
playlng a central role in pollcy formulatlon, there 1s

a pauc1ty of comprehens1ve pollcy analy51s that

incorporates 1mplementation analy51s. In 1978 folloWing’

the acceptance of the report on the Review of Post-Arrival

Programs and Services for Migrants, the Australian Government

establlshed a task force (Galbally Implementatlon Task

; Force) to superv1se the 1mplementat10n of the report.
Three years have elapsed since the task force was
established, yet it is not publlc knowledge if “the
task force ever attempted an ex-ante or ex-poste implement-

ation analysis of any recommendation, contained in the

e
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"""" report.- ‘The Senate Standing Committee on Social Welfare

(Through A Glass Darkly - Evaluation in Australian

Health and Welfare Services, Vol 1. P.17) reported in

May 1979 that unfortunately,'officials in the Departments
of Treasury and Finance who were engaged in the development
of broad economic policy had shown much more interest in
evaiuation limited to budgetaryhénd audit functions
than in evgluétion with the effectiveness of the budgetéry
allocat%ons under their céntrol. ?he common assumption
that onée a public policy or program is decided, it
will bevimplemented and its'objéctives and éoals
achieved without much aifficﬁityranardelay, is still
in vogue in many countries.i ?ublic policies are announced
and implémentedvWithout_sufficient_regard‘to‘thevoriginal..
aims set forth in the policy decision. There is a |
widespread discrepancy between plans and actions.
Jenkins (8) depicted the American scene as follows:
- "Noise is a common phenomena in the World of
policy and politics. Action or at least
effective action is rare. Let it not be said

" that decisions never emerge; they do ...
and almost ad nau seam.”

To recapture the neglect of implementation analysis
in policy-making process, a number of examples are mentioned

In 1961 President Kennedy twice ordered US

missile crisis the following year he learned they were
still there (9). President Nixon ordered the CIA to

destroy its biological weapons, but five years later




,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

hands (9). Difficulties with 1mp1ementatlon led

the P1annlng—Programmlng-Budgetlng System, (PPBS)
1ntroduced with great energy and presidential support,
to be judged at least a partlalrfallgre five years
later.(lO) Martha Derthick (11) analysed the failure of
seven construction projects, plahned to provide housing
units for low and moderate income families.
Derthick's'analysis is a COmprehensive example of how
public pOlicies and programs, no matter how simple and
straigh%forward they seem te'be,'can give rise to
program failure and waste of public funds if proper
implementation perepectives are neglected. Pressman

and Wlldavsky (12) dlscussed the Economlc Development

'Administratioﬁ program, aimed.tovprovide purlic
service jobs in Oakland, USA and showed how in the
absence of ex-ante implementatieh analysis the program
failed. |

.~ In Pakistan the 'Land Reforms' failea‘twice,
because each time the Federal Government dld not

look 1nto the 1mplementab111ty of the pollcy dec131on,

in terms of greater co-ordination with the provincial-
>government for bringing about an administrative frame-
Aﬁerk-torimplement,theﬂfederal decision, .Srmilarly the
Family Planning Program of the,Pakistan Government
collapsed duriné the mid 60's because the Family
Planning Division of the Federal Secretariat and the

two provincial directorates which were responsible for
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implementing the program, did not create a conducive . . . . . . . .|

environment in terms of educating the target population
fo:‘sﬁch an innovative and revolutionary program.
Enver Adil (13), commenting on the family planning

program during 1960-64, made the following statement:

"whereas the establishment of family planning
clinics was almost 100% of the total planned
target during 1960-64, the new patients visiting
the clinics were 31% of the target, training of
medical and paramedical personnel 42%, distribution
of condoms and foam tables, 17% and 15% respectively.
Though the number of family planning clinics

" opened during 1960-65 reached the target, the
program did not result in reaching the target
population. The plan to cover 1.2 million

women ... was not achieved. The reasons for
failure were lack of motivation of people ..."

In Australia, the Kalgoorlie-Kwinana rail
standardisation project (14) was commenced in Noveémber
1962.- A preliminary report on the cost of the project ]

was issued in January 1961 and it put the cost of the

work at $77.3 million. When in March 1966, the

. Master Plan was finally produced the cost of the

project was'estimated to be $130 million, nearly 70 per -

cent more than the initial estimate. The Norgard Report

- reviewed the.delivery of manpower programs'and'

observed that the CES had not been able to implement
the. programs effectively because of prbblems relating
to implementability. .Thé,report-stated»that: s T

"l. In both written submissions and discussions
with CES staff, there have been criticisms
that new labour market programs seem
almost without exception to be ahnounced
and advertised through the media in a

: ‘sunday night'ministerial announcement
- without any detailed information about the
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some days, or even weeks in certain cases.
It is particularly frustrating and
embarrassing for managers to be unable to
help clients seeking information or
assistance under a new scheme because they
have no guidelines by which to determlne
eligibility:

2. The Review was dismayed that staff receive
no special training for these new tasks.
Indeed the Review has found that many CES
offices do not volunteer information to
clients or employer about new or complex
established manpower programmes because

" they have insufficient staff to handle
‘the work.

3. One group of managers submitted the opinion

... that the administration of NEAT had

been chaotic right from its introduction. .
‘Instruction, guidelines .and policy had

varied frequently and it was becoming
increasingly difficult to maintain a
_high quality standard of admlnlstratlon

of the program.

4. - Apart from criticisms concernlng the

" operational difficulties experienced with
new programmes there appears to be still
some feeling within the CES that the
service should be devoted almost exclusively
to providing a placement service. Both
factors have created a reluctance on the

- part of some CES staff to accept delivery
of manpower programmes as a clearly
defined on-going function of the CES."

Once again in Australla, the ALP Government s

" Health Insurance Program, popularly known as MEDIBANK

introduced in July 1975, has_so far gone though

at least four major structural changeé'and is presently

-

against the very concept of the program have had the

stimuli and political strength to dismantle the program (15).



,Finallyfthe:USrabortedrmission tO'rescue}the American

hostages in Tehran in 1980 was an example of the
disregard of implementability of President Carter's'
policy decision. This was evident from a US
congressional report (16) which stated that the planning
for the attempted rescue'mission was seriously |

flawed due to -

A

. inadequate training of troops;

. ‘insufficient maintenance of helicoptere;

. poor 1nte111gence and contingency plannlng,
-and . S

. -lelsion of command.:

These are just a few examples of the problems that persist

between policy decision and its successful implementation.

: Thls discussion has attempted to deplct through these examples.

that the policy program failed partlally or completely
and or resulted in achieving results far from the stated
policy ot program objectives because policy analysis was

not undertaken from the context of implementability

~of the program. As a result the programs were confronted

‘W1th 51tuat10ns such as: Vj

(1) tremendous increases in project costs than
ever ant1c1pated-

(2) Incompatlblllty of one‘project with others;

(3) Undue delays and dlfflcultles ‘in project

(4) termination of unfinished projects due to
lack of public support and inadequate
economic and political resources;

(5) partial or complete waste of human and
physical resources;

(6) failure to deliver the promised goods and
services.

PRI
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which indicate the lack of inadegquacy of 1mplementat10n
analysis prior to policy formulation and implementation,
the stege is new set te discuss and understand the genesis
of implementatien and implementation’analysis. For‘this
puréose the discussion is taken up by focussing on
the various points on the continuum between policy
proposal, on the one extreme, end the policy realisation
or actualisation on the cther. Two distinct but related

_ dlmen51ons of policy 1mplementat10n, are conceptualised to
reflect and delineate the various types of 1mp1ementatlon
analysis. The thrust of the discussion, however, is on
the development of a general framework for policy

1mplementatlon analy51s whlch examlnes a number of

Sapee

variables. The discussion is .expanded by a brief
treatment of gqualitative and guantitative presentatibne

of implementation analysis.
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In order to comprehend the notion of implementation
analysis one needs to understand the word implementation
in its fwo distinct but related dimensions. One is
theéretical and thevother is 'physical. Under - the
thédretical dimension an.analyst is.féquiréd to build
the richesf poséible picture or abstraction of the
polidy proposal and its feasibility and desirability in
terms of physical implémentability together with analytical
descriptions of expected scenarios of both taking and
not taking a set of alternative .means required to
~achieve the desired 6bjectives, enuncigted in the policy
proposal. In examining poliéy implementation from the
view point of theoretical diﬁensiéns, one is very much
- ‘engaged in physical planning and prdgtammiﬂg'butvénly by
‘viéualising as best as one can, the ease of the policy
implementation process, the availability and non-availability
of‘thelrequited policy program resoﬁrceé at both micro and
matro levels and the anticipation of'the full extent of
the danger signals in terms Of.delaYS, disruption,
problems and pit falls likely to‘éppear.in.the.way of .
suécessfnl implementation ahdvopérations of the policy
proposal. Likewise a full assessmeht of all the factofé

and forces that can potentially enhancé'and accelerate

the entire implementation process becomes a part and parcel
of the analysis under theoretical dimension. More generally,

under theoretical dimension a policy analyst will be examining

the implementation process either between an idea and a

....................




and its formal pronouncement stage. This distinction

is .crucial to the nature of analysis because in the

first case i.e. between an idea and policy proposal,

the analysis is very much an unknown,guantity and remains

-1

within the jurisdiction of a political party. .This

analysis has to be channelled ana routed through the

- party's hierarchy and approved by thé_rank and file of
the~party including its upper echelon. In the second
phasevi.e. between policy proposél and its formal
pronouncement stage it is hypothesised £hat a party has
assumed power and is willing to pursue éeriously one
of its policy proposals. In’this'situation, policy

before the policy proposal is ?assaéed through Parliament‘
for enactment. Thus in pursuing implementation from the
view point of its theoretical dimension one is '‘moving
along the policy»making céntinuum, By so doing the aim
is to attain clarity and undersﬁanding of the dynamics of

the policy proposal under review and to attempt to

the goals and objectives ofjthe policy proposal.

This analysis has to be undertaken in close conjunction

of the policy proposal. Depending upon an acceptable
time lead between this analysis and the possible timing
of the actual passage of the policy proposal in the

Parliament it must be ensured that a fresh and an
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For example, almost everyone in Australla knows that
the ALP (Australian Labor Party) has committed itself
more than once in thevpast two general elections, to
restore Medibank  (a free universai health insurance
schehe) if it won power. Now if this“Party still intends
to restore the health insurance scneme program it has
got to examine afresh the 1mplementab111ty of this
policy proposal at the time of the next general electien.
Accordigg to our concept of implementation analysis, the
fresh ahalysis of the policy’prbéoéal'near the next
election would still be basedIOh'a'theorectical dimensioh.
because, the Party would not‘be able to successfully
move the proposal in the Par;;ament and thus the proposal’
‘would be far away from its possible formal pronouncement. -
The second and the most important dimension
of impleﬁentation analysis is that of physical dimension.
In this eontext it is hypothesised that a policy proposal
has been formally announced and enacted but it could Stlll
'be years away from 1ts phy31cal or actual implementation.
However, in practice;iparticularIY'in'most'pluralist'demOCraciesff
the time lag betweeh policy annoﬁncement and its -
implementation is around twd‘years'or within the Govern-

L4

ment's term of office. In Australla, as soon as the ' A
| Labor Party formed Government in December 1972,
it establlshed the Health Insurance Plannlng Committee

(17) to prepare detailed recommendations on the timing
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most favourite program of unlversal health insurance
scheme. However, despite its top priority to the new
progran-the ALP Government could not introduce the program
on the anticipated date. The Government faced undue
legislative obstacles and eventually the bill had to be
passaged through a joint session*of'Parliament. The
Health Insurance Bill‘l973 was assented’to on 8 August
1974 and the program was forma11§ implemented nationwide
on 1 Jugy 1975, a year behind the Health Insurance Planning
Committee's implementation date. The implementation
problems encountered duringvthe'introduction'of'PPBS

in the US Federal agencies, is another example of the

lag between pollcy pronouncement and 1ts actual or
phy31cal 1mplementat10n. Despite the Presidential direct;
support_and enthusiasm with PPBS in 1965 the surveys
conducted by the General Accounting Office and the Bureau
of the Bndget, found three years later, that only three
of sixteen domestic agencies had implemented a PPB

‘system Successfully (18). Thus under the phy51cal

dimension of implementation, the pollcy analyst is

engaged in rev1ew1ng crltlcally all those factors and
forces; actlons and pollc1es by public and private
individuals or organlsat10n51n and out51de the country,
' that are dlrectly or 1ndlrectly for and agalnst the
achlevement of aims and objectlves, set forth in the
policy decision. The analyst examines the entire implementation-

process almost exactly as he does under the theoretical
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The differenee between the twordimensions is more or less
syﬂdnymous with that which exists between laboratory
experimentation and field experimentation. The variables
and attributes in the two forms of analysis remain

almost identical. The main distinction between the two is
that of rigour, timeliness and practicality. Both
analyses as Lineberry (19) points out examine

elements relating to:

"1. Creation and stafflng of a new agency to
implement a new policy, or assignment of
implementation responsibility to an existing
agency and its personnel;

2. Translation of legislative goals and
. intents, operating rules of thumb; development
of guidelines for use of the implementors;

3.  Co-ordination of agency resources and

‘ expenditure to target groups; development
of division of responsibility within agency

and between agency and related agencies;

4. Allocation of resources to accomplish-
policy impacts."

Implementatlon of a policy decision is a COmplex

social phenomenon. It deals w1th realltles and

‘hardcore physical entities. Thus the implementation

process cannot take place inva vacuum . This fact
about the process necessitaées that implementation

ana1y31s must seek to appralse and ascertaln the

'success of the 1mplementablllty of the pollcy dec131on

:so that substantlal asslstance and understandlng

can be provided to the decision-maker over and above
his or her intuitive judgement. The analysis must

therefore envisage the feasibility and desirability

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,




. :, , . ,of actions such. as:. . . ,,;lf ,,,,, T I
. issuing directivés
. | enforcing directiveé
. disbursing funds
. . making loans o
|

. awarding grants 7 ' o \

. making contracts

* |

. collecting information

. disseminatihg information

. assigning personnel

. hiring peréénnél;“ahd

L creating‘ofgénisation;" (19)-.

These actions may also include some legislative .

health insurance program in Australia under the Heaith
Insurance Act 1973, the followiné leéislations were
involved:
1. 1legislative to provide for the future
roie of private insurancg organisations
aﬁd for the transition to the new program;
2. legislation to provide for the levy on taxable
incoﬁe; o B

&

3. legislation to make the necessary amendments

Act, Repatriation_Act{
Thﬁs far in this section an attempt has been made to
delineate the two dimensions of pélicy impleméntation
which are concerned withvimplemeﬁtation analysis prior
to Qolicy pronouncement br commissioning of the physical

implementation process. The other two dimensions which




, ﬁayfaiSo,be,conceptualised'as;physical~espectS'of """""
implementation are those which are concerned with |
implementation analfsis condncted.during or after
the commissioning of the policy implementation process.
The first is undertaken either as a,pilot_imélementation
project or a phased version of the entire proceSs with.
a view to test certain procedures and processes before
actual implementation commences on a full_scale. The
second'is undertaken‘as.avfacet of a post-evaluation
program with a view to.redirect or terminate the policy
imolementationvprocess aftet'a sbecified time period.
Within the curfent'modeis of enaiYSistand evaluetion
in Australia, there are examples-of implementation
analysis conducted both from the view points of -
theoretical and physical dimension. Theitwo major
political parties, namely the Australian Labor Party
and the Liberal-National Country Coalition Parties
have fairly exten51ve systems of policy formulation
processes. When in the opp051tlon,‘each party has a
shadow:ninistry which allocates areas of publlc pollcy
‘and administration to dlfferent'shedow'mlnlsters."Eech'
mlnlster is respon51ble for pollcy analysis within at
least his or her own portfolio. _Pol;cy documents
are produced by each partyvbutvthe extent to whlch
-rlgour, sophlstlcatlon and professionalism 1s‘used
in:these documents, is not known.

In regard to physical aspect“of implementation

analysis one would expect that Parliament has a

crucial role to play. "In the larger sense
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it evaluates in the construction, .amendment.and . . . . . . . .

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

criticism of bills and budgets and its developing
committee system has undertaken and.is undertaking,
evaluation of gOvernuent activitiee at all levels.
The_Parliament also has a role in trauslatingA
evaluations into decisious - for example, in determining,i
as a result of demonstrated deficiencies or strengths,
whether a program should be modified, terminated or
‘boosted." l(20)‘ The Parliament's various committee'sv
e.g. House of Reéresentatives Standina Committee on .
Expenditure, Joint'Committee'of'Public'Accounts, Senate
" Standing Committee on Finance andicovernmeht'Operations,
Senate Standing Committee on. Social Welfare, Senate
Estimate Committee and Parliameutary Standing Committee'
.on Public Works, have power to look into the efficiency
and effectiveness of Government operations. At the
Commonwealth Government level almost every Government
department has a policy division which; inter alia,

'is responsible for undertaking oolicy analy51s which
1ncludes 1mplementation analy81s._ The Department of
-the‘Prlme~M1nister'and Cabinet'is'particularlyAresponsibie'
for polioy andbprogram development‘aud evaluatiou. It
may be that PM & C only undertakes post—program .
evaluation but it should surely a531st and fa01litate

1mplementation strategy and 1mplementation process

for 1mplement1ng future policles of the Government.

Related to the various dimensions of 1mp1ementationi

analysis and particularly the physical dimension, is
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the aspect of ﬁolicy goals

While the theoretical or abstract dimension of
implementation can help formulate and reappraise policy
goals, the implementation analysis based on the physical

dimension, after the policy pronouncement, cannot

L]

commence if éolicy goals'and objectives have not been
clearly specified. Policy implémentation is directly
associated with the'policy goals and objectives and
tberefore thé sﬁccess of a policy impiementation procesé
is directly prOpbrtional to the achievement of poiicy
objebtives in a'predefined way."Pressman and Wildavsky
(21) discuss this point in greater detail as follows:

"Implementation, to us, means just what Webster
and Roget say it does: to carry out, accomplish,
fulfill, produce, complete. But what is it
‘that is being implemented? 'A polie¢y, natur-_ =~
ally. There must be something out there prior to
implementation; otherwise there would be

nothing to move toward in the process of implem-
entation. A verb like "implement" must have

an object like " policy" ... when policy remains
a dissembodied objective, without specifying
actors or the acts in which they must engage

to achieve the desired result, there is not
implementation to study."”

 Erwin Hargrove's (22) analysis of the above point, is
vappréciated.- He stétés-that-the'term'impiemenﬁation:
can be used to refer to two different but ihterelatéd
processes which aré(embeddeé in the fo}lowing two

questions:

ey WhafVWiii.the consequences be of organising

the program according to strategy and plan X

rather than plan ¥?

2. How do we carry out the strategy and plan
we have chosen?”

The important point which stems from Pressman and

, and objective setting, ,,,,,,,,,,
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,,,,, : wildavskyland Hargroveldiscussions is'that'there must -
be an implementation strategy or an eﬁplicit set of.
physical designs or processes to implement a plan if
the success or fallure of an implementation process 1s
to be ascertained and evaluated.r ‘-
Finally, in order to understand the dynamics

and role of implementation analysis in decision-

making structure one needs to distinguish between

policy implementation and'poiicy impact. In this

context one needs to appreciate that the policy implementation
process generates desired or undes1red consequences whlch

may further give rise to p051t1ve or negatlve 1mpact

which can create relatively more lasting effects; Policy
being what happens after a policy has been implemented

and the latter being what happens as the consequences

of a policy implementation. As.Lineberry (23) implies,

pollcy 1mpact analy31s looks at the. consequences of |

a pollcy 1mplementatlon and examlnes the relatlonship‘
between means applied and ends achieved'. In implementation
analysis, oné needs to focus one's eoncernon all those actions
which can put anplan into.yiabie operation as well as

on,those factors and forCes which may adversely affect

the lmplementatlon of a pollcy. Follow1ng Dolbeare (24)

one needs to recognlse~that impact studies typically
ask 'what happened' whereas implementation studies ask
'why did it happen this way'. To Cook and Scioli (25)

impact analysis, as opposed to the study of what causes

policy, centres on the question of what policy causes.
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;:3. POLICY IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS DEFINED

.........
....................
T T T T T S S Y N

Following the subject matter, discussed in
the previous chapter one can easily appreciate that
implementation analysis is primariiy conducted to
-crifically examine all factors aﬁd fcfces in the
short tefm or long term, that are likely to enhance or
deter the successfui execution of e policy propoSal
or plan at the various points on the continuum
between policy:proposal on one‘extreme and the policy .
actuaiisation on the other. 'Theée.pbints can determine

. the nature and types of policy-implementation analysis ' v
which are pursued in this chapter.

Deflnltlons of Implementation Analy51s

Implicit in the concept of 1mplemeﬁtatich”
analysis is the notion as to how the available
resources can be best mobilised, integrated and utilised
and what could be the red and green sigﬁs on the way-
and up to the actualisationvef-the poiicy goals and
objectives. Iﬁ is appreciated that the success of a
'pollcy depends upon ‘the mutual relatlonshlp and. linkage.
“an implementation process has w1th policy reallsm.
This implies that if some policies‘are'based on abstracﬁ
idealism, there is ﬁé questioﬁ of theii'implementation
analysis because they simply cannot be implementedﬂ'
Therefore it iS’emphasieed‘that'implementation analysis
. is a viable propositioh only for a viable policy rather

than for a policy based on wishy-washy vaporous

political promises.
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S In other words a policy, implementation .analyst must.start from . - -
a logically conceivable proposition. This is not to
suggest, however, that policy implementation analysis
should only be undertaken for implementable policies.
Obviously some viable social programs are difficult or
even impossible to implement during, for example, times
of rising inflation or strong opposition to higher

' personal income taxes. Now a number of definitions
implicit or explicit, put forward and frequently
discusseﬁ in literature are stated. The narrative below
may not quite coincide with the phraseology used by
‘the scientists in the treatment of the subject.

Allison (26) "Under implementation estimates we focus
on -guidelines for forecasting the capabilities,
interests, and incentives or organisations to
‘implement each alternative analysed by cost-
benefit analysis, and . for adjusting estimated
cost and benefits in this light."

Cutt and Tydeman (27) "We are concerned specifically
with implementation analysis, defined as an
examination of those factors which can

contribute to the realisation or non-realisation
of project objectives.™

Hatry et al (28) "Implementation analysis should attempt
to - : v _ .
. indicate the potential impact of
: ‘implementation difficulties on the
costs and effectiveness of each
alternative,

. identify and quantify the main implementation
difficulties of each alternative,

. develop variations of the alternatives that
- would make implementation more feasible,-

. suggest means by which implementation
might be eased by revising alternatives."
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Levine (29) “Planners have delineated noble and
necessary goals and organisational
analysts have provided sophisticated
descriptions... in which we must
reach these goals but have tended
to ignore the goals. What is
missing is the modern Machiavelli

- who will not only describe to
his prince the way the world looks
but will address analysis specifically
to the guestion of how the prince
can get from where ‘he is to where
he wants to go."

Luft (30 "Infact, what is necessary is a
rfea51b111ty ana1y515 that examines
the project's economic, political
and organisational feasibility"

Quade -(31) "Any analysis designed to assist a
decision-maker in initiating or
.-changing policy, thereby affecting
individuals and institution, should
‘consider whether anything can be
done through analysis to help
with implementation”.

Sabatier and Mazmanian (32} "In our v1ew, the
crucial role of implementation analy31s
is to identify the factors which
affect the achievement of statutory
objectives throughout this entire

. process (implementation). These
can be divided into three broad
categories: (i) the tractability
of the problem(s) being addressed
by the statute; (ii) the ability of
the statute to favorably structure
the implementation process; and
(iii} the net effect of a variety
of "political" variables on the
balance of support for statutory
objectives.™ . . . . .

Williams (33) "In its most general form an ingquiry
about implementation seeks to determine
whether an organisation can bring
together people and material in a
cohesive organisational unit and
motivate them in such a way as to
carry out the organisation's stated
objectives."
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There are, of course, many definitions but

all_of them seem to focus on oﬁe-common core, viz-a-viz

how difficult_it is to activate, e#ecuﬁe and or

implement a policy plén. Depending gpon the timing

bet&een policy formulation and its actualisation, | !

an implementation analysiS'acquireé a different outfit

and so does its nature. But irrespe&tive to its

form or format, an implementation analysis must seek

to determine the extent to which a policy

philosophy, enunciated in the poliéy's objectives,

can be transformed into[somé-recognisable
‘determinants within an acceptable margin of

limitation. Ey determinanfs it is meént some kind
ldf“poiiéy‘§effdrﬁéﬁéé”of.effécﬁivéhésé‘whéfeééItﬁé

term limitation is used to mean the deéree to thch

the observed policy performance or effectiveness

is not quite up ﬁo the maximum desirability |

of the policy impact. Thus a policy implementation
analysis should attempt to build the confidence
' limits,of.theysuccessvof-a policy plan~and;ideqtify S

as to how this success can be materialised within

a given implementation straéegy. Howeyer, if this

stfategy is not available, it is emphasised that the
" in consultation with'the decision-maker, prior to

undertaking any analysis. o g

8
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- Turning back to the definigion once
again, itvis emphasised that the concept of
imp%ementation analysis should be taken as
analogous with interval éstimation:in the theory
of stafistics and is almost identical with
‘Allison's estimate (26). Within this domain

expected policy performance is conceptualised as

>v the 'mean value® and limitation as the 'standard

EEEQE’ of the sampling distribution.

In general, implementéﬁion ahélysis
éttempts to determine a policy Qr«program's
feasibility from the view points of various

evaluation criteria, including:
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. .political
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. legislative
. social/cultural
. administrative and bureaucratic
. economic
A . technical; and i
. environmental

In other words the analysis aims to find out, as

Smith writes (34) what can go 'right' or ‘wrong' during
- the implementation of a public policy that contributes
to the effectiveness op lack of effectiVeness of the
policy? To Webb and McMaster (35).questions of central
importance in implementation analy31s, 1nclude.

1. '"What is the probablllty that resources
will be made avallable to carry out o

the programme° """

2. How acceptable is the proposed program to
the target group or groups?

3. Will the program be unaerstood and
accepted by staff of the implementing-
organlaatlon7

4. Will the program be compatible with other
tasks of the implementing organisation? -

5. Is the program in its present form
~ acceptable to other levels of 90vernments;""

As Cutt and Tydeman empha51se (36) 1mplementat10n analy515 | ]
’should be treated as _an 1nte§¥al part of the

general framework of policy ana1y51s. If technical,

Janaly51s such as cost-beneflt or cost effectlveness

analysis is one ‘arm of the body of policy analysis, then

implementation analysis is the other arm. Both these

analyses are interdependent and should be given equal



;

1mportance in. the dec151on—maklng processt. A program -that
may well be promising technically, cannot be accepted as

a feasible project if it is not implementable due to any
reason - social,'political; economic, etc.

To sum up, one can perhaps stipulate that

" the essence of an implementation analysis is to study

how a policy hypothesis can become a theory and how

the theory be transformed into a viable reality.

The theoretical and physical dimensions of
implementation analyéis'havevaiready'been discussed

and these two dimensions haVe been‘related with

-different points on the continuum between policy proposal

,,,,,,,

and policy actualisation.  Now within the same dimensions

the various types of implementation analysis can be‘
formally defined. The deScriptive treatment is heavily
relied on by Cutt and Tydemaﬁ (37)'3 concept of implement-
ation analysis. There are, of course, two proad typea

of 1mplementatlon analys1s - the ex—ante and the ex-post.

Ex-ante 1mplementat10n analy51s refers to analysis Whlch

- is conducted prior to formal-de0131on-mak1ng 1nvorder

to provide an input into the decision-making process.

Ex—post analysis on the other hand refers to a more

detalled and rlgorous analysis that is conducted after

a pollcy de01310n is made.' The purpose of thlS analy31s
is to provide a detalled feasmblllty report together
with explicit identification of problems and pitfalls

likely to arise during or immediately after the
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implementation of the program. Cutt and Tydeman, but not

::::::::::

Coe ::Iwiﬁh as'ﬁuch'emphasis aS'GO’WEbb'énd McMaster '(38) and
Vén.Meter and Van Horn (39), suggest two other types of
ex-post implementation analysis. .One, which is conducted
during the implementation process and the other after the
completion of the policy program. According to Webb
and McMaster, the "objective of an implementation analysis
conductedfduring the implementation phase is to review the
Aeffectiveness'of the program and to suggest possible
changeS-in the light of any feedback". Webb and McMaster's
fourth type of implementation analysis is the one that is
conducted aftervﬁhévéoﬁplefion éf.a program and'is-
pieéuﬁably desighed tobiﬁVésﬁigate:as
Van Meter and Van Horn put it - "Why did it happen this way".

 While'thé_importance_of,these two types of implementation
analyses is recognised, one needs to appreciate that the
two:  analyses haﬁe not much releQanée with the general
Ppremise upon which the entire philosophy and sfructu:e
of policy analysis is based To understand this, one needs
to bear in mind Dror's (40) Cohcept_qf fa new professional
mission' called policy analysis and Ukeles's definition
of poliCY‘aﬁaIYSis (41)‘4vthe'éy5témétié in&esﬁigaﬁioﬁ
of alternative poliéy optiohs;and.the assembly and

integration of the evidence for and against each option.

evaluation processes during or after the completion of

a program and must appreciate that when a program is

running unless it is commissioned as a part of a

-t
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a policy implementation analyst has got not much role to
play because in this case the impleméntation process
is virtually completed and the entire environment

has become an operational system. Slmllarly when a

A ‘s

. program has been implemented, uﬁless it is static in the
sense that itAis not yet operational, it no longer

remains within the implementation domain and falls into
that of eperatiohs and administration. It is realised

" that most classic studies of poliey implementation are -of the
fourth type.  But onée also needs to realise that the major
’concern’in'ahowing some scepticism concerning these two
types, especially te the fourth one, stems from the

limited role, a pOlle analyst would have 1n the 51tuat10n.A
wIt is hypothe81sed that when a btoétam is running and
specially when a program has been commissioned and
completed, the pelicy analyst has &irtually nc power to
interfere with the piogram. Bureaucratic hurdles are
generally so many to surmount. In addition to this,
monitoring and evaluation process is in pfaetiee handled

. by Qperating1managerevand‘its-responsibility is;entirely-
'within the hands of administrators rather than policy
analysts. Williams £42) seems to argﬁe this point as

follows:

"In either the pollcy or experlnentatlon

‘process there should be movement from speculation
to a more orderly formulation of ideas and

then to some decision on what to do.
Implementation, the stage between a decision

and operations ., starts with

the development of program guideline or

design specifications moves to what may be
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o a quite lengthy stage of trylng to work through
"""""" " a'myriad of technical administrative, staff,
and industrial problems that confront a new
activity; and ends when the experiment is
deemed ready to test or when the non-
experimental activity is judged fully

operational.™

,,,,,,

It does not, however, mean that policy analysts cannot
play-e crucial role when_e program is running or after
the program completion. Instead, it is emphasised that
l‘program or project‘analysts should be entrusted with the’
responsibility of examining the financiel accountability,
accountaéility for efficiency and'eoonomy, and .the
accountaéility for effectiveness.t'All what is required to
‘be emphasised in this discussion is that implementation
and operations are distinct entities. They should be treated-
separately and 1mplementatlon analysis conducted durlng
‘or after a progect or program coﬁpietroﬁ, caﬁ get ‘
confounded with factors, not associated with implementation
alone. It is important to distinguish between a policy
‘ analyst aﬁd a policy implementation analyst; The
- former should be responsible for providing to a decision
maker an analytic support to determine the overall
- effectiveness of a policy plan Whereas-the-latter'should'
be responsible‘eXClusively for analysing the implementability
of the planlaccording to a gi§en strategy. It should be
realised that the sucoess of a goodjpolicy'planrcan be
frustrated by the failure ofvavbadviﬁplementetion.
Similerly a bad plan can be successfﬁlly implemehtedrwithout
achieving the goals and objectives of the plan. Now to

recapture and summarise the above discussion the four

types are briefly stated:
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Ex—ante.¢
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Type 1: Implementation analysis, conducted before a
decision on a particular project or program is
made, ’

Type 2: Implementation analysis, conducted after
a particular program or project is chosen
but prior to the program or project

. operation. -

Type 3: Implementation analysis, conducted during
a program or project is running but not
yet completed.

Type 4: 'Implementationvanalysis conducted after
j the completion of a program or project.
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4. WHY IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

It has already been mentioned that the mid
70's pushed almost every country into deep economic
recession. As a result of the depressed economic
conditions and greater appreciation of-:-policy
sciences during the period, attitude to policy- :
making changed. Resource consciousness became the
essence of public policy-making. This in turn has
affected re-newed emphasis on the use of analytical
support systems in public resource allocation. As
in 1974 Benveniste (43) wrote :

"This is the age of planning: . the expert
briefing, the flip chart, facts and figures
from computer printout, forecasts and trend
analysis, the intervention and use of social
measurements for policy formulation and
feedback evaluation. In short this is the
age of the multidisciplinary., large-scale

approach to systems research for policy
making."

In 1976 the Royal Commission on Australian
Government Administratien (RCAGA) recommended that‘
aﬁtho:ity be given to the Department of Prime Minister
and Cabinet to develop a smail policy unit whose purpose
~amongst other thihgs}'wbﬁid'be ﬁ6.e&elﬁatevfheAeffective—
nese of ongoing proérams ageiﬁst the general philosophy of
.the Government (44)."The‘ye§r 1977 séw:the establishment
of the Social Welfare Policy Secrétér.iat in December
1977. The Secretariat_has beenvresponsibie to the
Permanent Heads Committee for the provision of advice

on and the integrated development of plans, policies

3




,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

In 1978, the report on the Review of Post-arrival
programs and Services for Migrants recommended that the
Department‘of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs' policy
planning role be strengthened to inclnde responsibility
for nonitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of
all Commonwealth programs and services for migrants (45) .
" The Audit Amendment Act 1979 is aimed at evaluating public
policies and programs in an ex—post dimension. At present,
in Austrflia, the Departments of PMsC, Treasury, Finance,
the Auditor-General and the'PubliC'Service Board are
regarded as the influential policy agencies of the
Commonwealth Government. The functions of the
Department of PMs&C include pollcy and program
development and evaluatlon; Tne Department of Treesnry
advises the Commonwealth Government in the areas of
economic, fiscal and monetary policies, while the
functions of the Department of Finance include reviews
and evaluation of public expenditure proposals.
Slmilarly'tne PSB's functions inclﬁdefpolicy advice on
. personnel management and development;- :

To this point an attempt has been made

to justify:in impliclt terms'the use of policy analysis

1 4

by reflecting in general the growing demands of the time

~and in partlcular in Australla the spe01f1c roles of the
co—ordlnatlng departments of the Commonwealth Government.
The role of the Australian Parliament in policy decision-making .
has also been.indicated, In eédition to thls, Royal

commissions and committees on inquiry, play a specific
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role in. the formulatlon and evaluatlon of public
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policies and programs in Australla. Nevertheless the
Australian Parliament has been reminded from time to time,
of the need for more reliance on policy analysis. For

example in 1978 an article - "Wake up the Watchdog"” (46)

. observed:

"The Senate Committee on Finance and Government
operations has no chance of covering all of the
$26,000 million a year in spending proposed
by the bureaucrats and endorsed by the.
"executive... The programs that make up the
bulk of that $26,000 million go relatively
unchecked... In short, our government .
is inefficient. Any system which allows

. vast spending to pass without; comprehensive
review, probing, criticism and amendment is
notdoing the job."

In 1979, the Senate Standlng Committee on Social Welfare
made a number of recommendatlons., Some of these
hrecommendatlons were dlrected toward greater empha31s on
the use of policy and program analysis in public

sector organisations..For example the Committee
recommended: (47)

1. "That evaluation reports tabled in the
Parliament be referred to relevant
committees of both Houses of the
Parliament.

2.  That the Commonwealth Government ensure that

: all health and welfare evaluation reports
presented by or to it be tabled and printed

as parliamentary papers, and that State
Governments be encouraged to do the same.

for ensurlng that “adequate program evaluation
is carried out by all Commonwealth authorities
and that it certify annually that the results
of such evaluations have been properly
reported to the Parliament.
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4, That the Social Welfare Pollcy Secretariat

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

number of documents outlining the methods
available to organisations for the
evaluation of their activities.

5. That, in future Commonwealth funding for
any health or welfare organisation be
contingent on a written agreement by the

B organisation that it will .conduct ongoing
evaluation of a quality that is approved
by both the organisation and the Government;

~and that State Government be encouraged to
follow a similar practice.”™

The House of Representatlves Standing Commlttee on

Expendlture - Parliament and Public expenditure also

made a number of recommendations which supported
a greater role for the Parliament to influence expenditure
decisions and to ensure that budgetary allocations are

based on analysis and evaluation, e.g. the recommendations

_regarding the development of forward estimates and

program statements. (48). McMaster and Webb (49)
discussing ' the need for Policy Analysis Units' argued

that in pursuant to Wilenski's Directions for change -

Review of NSW Government Administration: ‘An Interim

Report, 1978, each Department at the Commonwealth 1evel

should be charged w1th analytic functlons such as:

. "adv1s1ng Departmental Heads on the
: resources and planning necessary to ensure
effective program implementation and
evaluatlon,

- .
r

. preparing implementation statements for
_attachment to Cabinet submissions on ..
new programs or modification to
existing programs;

. preparing comments on program implementation
and evaluation for inclusion in the annual
reports'of Departments.”
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, ,,In,add;tlon to thls,,McMaster and Webb, specifically - - - o
proposed the preparation of implementation statements
so as to ensure that each Departmeﬁt in the Commonwealth
or State'Government does perform implementagion
analxsis at various stages in policy or program
planning and development.

E Byvreferring to the eboﬁe'recommendations
"and proposals it was meant to 1ndlcate the 81gn1f1cancel
of 1mplementatlon analysis. It may well be argued that

since thése are authentic recommendations and -
proposal;, their prescriptive ﬁatuie'fof implementation
analyeis is necessary and sﬁffieienﬁ‘jﬁstifioation for
-undertaking the various types of implementation

analysis. One should not, however, rely on this

justificatlon and instead pursude the ratlonallty
‘argument for implementation analysis. 2As a starting
point one needs to focus, once again , attention on the
concept of incrementalism. This is because the |
discussion so far has 1mp11c1t1y subscrlbed to
1ncrementallsm as one of the main reasons why

- implementation analysis is ignored in many pluralist
countries. In this context it must be

“proved that as a policy—makioé procese,'incrementalism is
not a fational decision strategy. Following Goodin and
'Waldner s (50) treétﬁenevof the concept of
1ncrementallsm, Llndblom s 'The Science of Muddling

Through” (51) and Braybfookeand Lindblom's "A Strategy

of Decision" (52) one is convinced that the entire policy-




making process can be conceptualised as a system. It is
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standing and appraisal of a system, the system should
be examined in totality. By this is meant inputs,

outputs, transformation processes, controcl and feedback

devices and the environment of the system. This study has

to be supplemented with the understanding of the theoretical

aspects of the system as well as with, the consideration

of explicit or implicit constraints under which the system

is likely to operate. Accepting even the concept of
incrementalism of taking small_stepsnand reacting to
feedbacks, one canbargue that this_concept is more-

or less the same as that of hypothesis,testing. There

does not seem to be a great deal of basic difference

- between  the strategies based on incrementalism and-

non-incrementalism. Both strategies are sensible. The

big difference between the two is that of timing.

-The incrementalists take an action, wait for the results

and then rationalise the sitution while the non-

incrementalists rationalise the situation by a great

deal of ant1c1patlon before they take an actlon. Now all

that one requires to understand is the situation

under study. If the situation is like the one referred

. prosperous conditious, then one can perhaps accommodate - -

to during the 50's ahd the early 60's i%e. placid and

too many undesired or at least unanticipated consequences

by implementing a policy or program without due

g

reliance on analysis. On the other hand, if there is a

¥

;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;




,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

- 36 -/

................

small it could be) is cruc1al then one has to rely on
analysis and evaluation, otherwise the entire course
of action would be tantamount to trying to find something

in the dark. This dlscu551on is not aimed at glVlng

K 7 A

reasons for or against 1ncrementallsm. This is only

to indicate ‘that there is some kind of inbuilt pessimism
in the concept of incrementalism, which .

should be thrashed oot by subjecting a policy proposal

'~ t6 rigorous anainis. No one knows exactly what will
happen in the future but at. the same time one needs to
recognise that human endeavour has always been involved
in the quest for understanding and knowledge, advancement
and excellence, with a v1ew to make the World worthy of
'Uhuman klnd. Surely one is notvdestrned to always start
with small increments. If a decision—maker knows for
sure that he or she has a unique_opponimrty and support
and resources required to implementxa policy, then there
is no need to be pessimistic about the implementation.
A1l this policy decision-maker needs to do is to see whether
. or not the opportunityvand:the'support and-resoqrces‘

at his or her disposal, are viable and Valid.‘ This
'viability and validity is;determined to a larger exteént

v

by subjectlng that policy proposal to an 1mp1ementatlon
analy31s. The- pollcy maker does not have to build
unwarranted fear and pessimism into his or her decision

strategy. This is not to advocate a ‘high or long jump'

,,,,,,
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approach in policy making or policy 1mplementatlon but at

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

the same tlme one should not accept the inherent negativitism-
in incrementalism. It is believed, that no matter how
big or emall an intervention is,-the policy decision should
be based on an analytic'support'system. As Smith (53)
indicates that p01101es in the Thlrd World countries have -
~ to be ambltlous and new, partlcularly where independence has
just arrived or traditienalvrulenshave been ousted. How
a benevolent dictator or avnationali5£ leader in a
. Third World country who could be cohstantly under the fear
of a military coup or an aggression from a;sﬁper power,
can engage himself in the trial,and.error syndrome -like : :
- the one involved in incrementalism? There seems to be
only one sensible and viable eoarse of action open to him
.and that is to get his policy program fully'anaiysed and
‘evaluated in terms of its technicality and implementability.
As a matter of fact financial aseistanCe for development
programs in the Third World countries by international
organisations like the World Bank, International Monetary
Fund, and the Asian Development Bank is based amongst other
things on feasibility studies which incorporate implement-
atien analysis. It has aiready been mentioned that
~in Australia, the Royal comm1551ons and Committees on
Inquiry undertake pollcy and program analy51s as well as
. suggest ways and means-ee'improve'various social action '
programs. Parliamentarjicommittees as mentioned earlier
are also engaged in policy planning and program

evaluation. On receipt of reports of these inquiries,
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.sehiorlpublic:serVants evaluate ‘the 'findingsof the =~ = = '~
reports and prepare the Government's response. This
response is focussed on the social,.economic, political
and envifonfmental factors affecting the implementability
of the main recommendations. Last month the Commission
of Inquiry into Efficiency and Administration of Hospitals,
presénted its report to the Comméﬂwéalth Government. Now
; this feport is being reviewed and the emphasis is focused
on, for ?xample, howvcan the "Government replace the
present #orms of cost-sharing health services with
State Go&ernméntsrbyvthis Coﬁmiééidn}é-main récommendation
‘df‘a méthod 6f 'fdrmuia funain§; sh6uia the Commoﬁwealth
accept this fecommendation. The.’how' part of the review
- is primarily structured along.ihe lines of providing -
to the Government a comprehensive evaluation of the cost-
containment aspects, emanating from introducing 'formula
funding' for hospitals run by State Governments. The
review is presenting Eo the Commonwealth, an explicit
éqalysis of the economic,‘éoéial,-péiitical_and
énvironmental consequencesvand impécts of following
through the recommendations. = Similarly each ?ééomméndatibﬁ .
is subjecfed £o an évaluatioq_and analysis with a view to

reflect the ease or difficulty of implementing it and its

the entire health care system in and QutsidevAustralia,
All what has been described in brief, shows why to
undertake implementation analysis. To put it in a

prophetic style it is hypothesised that constraints on
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publie spending auring.+he 80's weuld be much more

and this situation would impose upon governments
greater demands to have their policies and prograhs
properly'evaluated and analysed before they would
ever‘commif themselves to any course of action.

It is.believea'that imélemehtatiep analysis will have
to be.regarded as an integral part of any'paradigm

of policy analysis and evaluation. One would have
already %een some glimpses of the demands, referred to
above. Th&s was during the 1ast geneial election in

Australla when the leeral—Natlonal Country Coalition

Parties were accus1ng the Australlan Labor Party = for

not having its new policies and programs evaluated.

. For‘example,.thevLabor.health-and»jobﬂcreation‘programs'

were under fire on the pretext that if the ALP won the
Government it would not be able to implement the two
programs .due to lack of resources or without generating huge

deficit and imbalance in the balance of payments.
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A policy continuum has been postulated to
represent policy goals as one extreme and the realisation
or actualisation of the policy goals{the other. ©Now in
order to develop an analytic framework for implementation
analysis, one needs to visualise:not only these two

. extremes but also all that can happeh between the two.
This may include static and dynamic processes, fixtures
and features, systems and procedures,.values and beliefs,
physical and human resources;'OIganised or unorganised,
‘directly or indirectly associated with the continuum in
the abstract and physical dimensions. Thus the framework
should 1ncorporate in 1ts system of totallty, a serles
vof subsystems that may relate to both the phy51ca1 and
soc1el sciences and more specifically to the economic,
political, behavioural, institutional and bureaucratic
problems, including possible impact of the environmeht
of the system. It is assumed in this treatment that

. policy goals are the starting'point'ih-the whole
processes of policy preparation~and~formulatioh. "Nevertheless

implementation analysis should'be organised and structured

in such a way that its rangevmust enoompass all those factors
whlch can potentlally impinge upon the policy 1mplementat10n
'process. In other words the general framework must
provide for the critioal examination of all attributes

and variables which should establish and explain an



...........

or as Van Meter and Van Horn 1mply, the linkage between
poliCy goals and policy performanee.' Exploring this

relationship or linkage one needs to exemine the policy
to be implemented from the view points-of the following:

- the policy and its goals and
objectlves,

- the policy formulatioh'process;

‘-  the policy/program/project resources;

- the policy imﬁlementing organisation(s);
- the policy target‘éroup(s): and

- the policy environment

The above list of variables is not exhaustive. Depending

_upon the situation, the 1mp1ementatlon analy51s can vary

'the treatment of these varlables, g1v1ng more or .less

significance to each and or even to 1nclude other

variables. All that is essential in this whole .exercise

is that the analyéis must provide an adequate treatment

of the relevant variables and their weight an analyst

would give to them'in_detefmining the overall implementability

. of a policy option.  Just to give an example of some of

other variables, weﬁrefer.to’Hafper; Kramer and Rause (55)'s

study of Implementation and use of PPB in Sixteen Federal :

4

Agenoies, in the USA. The researchers used the

’follow1ng components within one, maln varlable of

'implemention organisation' referred to above.
-  "number of analysts ¥

. - qualifications of analysts
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- Informal organisation promotes implement-
ation (integration)

- Agency heads support

- perception of PPB's purpose."

Another set of variables which can be examined and
included in the general framework for policy implementation
analysis, may relate to ongoing or_past policies, programs

~or projects associated or related with the policy being

implemented and all other groups or their agencies

‘engaged, generally, in policy-making process. For example = -
any implementation analysis of a'federéi government |

polidy should not only take into aécount‘other policies

o} programs-of:the»Federal-GOvernment'but aISO“inciude'

in its setting due consideration of the state and the
local-government's policies and programs. All what is being
attempted in structuring the modei fqr'ahalysis is to.

bring into the limelight . each and every variable and

its components which can help arrive at a logical, rational -

and viable decision in the ex-ante situation and consider
éécﬁbanaveﬁéfibfa@idrvﬁﬁi¢ﬁ4Could'have.given rise to- : '
- understanding the policy outcomes in an ex-post situatibh.
This structuring of £ﬁe general framework is a kind of
exercise in subjective future building and»faétor~dnalysis -
in the ex—anﬁe and ex—pdét dimensions respectively. Now

a series of variables and the componénts which are

generally influential in the reaiisation of policy plan

through its implementation is discussed. This

discussion is largeiy pursued‘along the lines suggested
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by Smith (56), Cutt and Tydeman (57), and Van Meter and

The Policy

The Policy variableri.e..the policy to be
implemented is the most crucial variable in the general
framework for implementation analysis and it cén be

" associated with a hypotheéis. Thus it is the
startiné point from where the deéigning of an experiment
is to commence. If a hypothesis does not make sense,
nobody would bother to test it. 1In the same sense if the

.policy is based oﬁ a rationalé-éontréry to the common
ideolbgy and philésb?hy it'wouid bé.quite difficult
to'implemeht fhe'poliéy progfam;:'Thﬁs.the énaiysis |
mﬁst attempt t0'determine, what one.may say, the truth

which the pollcy is based. 1In this respect the analysis
would involve the critical investigation and evaluation

of }
(a) the policy initiation and formulations;

(b} the policy philosophy;

- (e) the‘policy-goals and objectives;

(q) the_poliéy type; and

(e) the policy résources.

These components of the variable of policy are

.-

discussed in the following passages.

- (a) - Policy Initiation and Formulation It is belleved

that policy initiaﬁion'and formulation has great
impact on the policy implementation process. Many
pﬁblic policies are asscciated with political
leaders themselves rather than with their parties

and i£ is 'the power and the popularity of the

Van Horn - (58),, o L I I I I IR
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~leader in a certain situation that becomes directly

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
;;;;;

the policy Programs. In Pakistan, during the late
60's and early 70's the policies of the People's
Pafty were accepted and adored with great zeal and enthusiasm

not because the masses understood the policies, or

"as if they were formulated with maximum consultation

or participation but simply because late Mr Bhutto,
fhe Party Chairman, had become so popular after

the 1965 war with India, that his word of mouth

was taken as a message from the 'Lord‘ ‘Past
performances in general and SLmllar pollc1es in
partlcular, have greater 1mpact on the implementation

process of a policy. HoWever,'fhe implemenﬁation

7 analyst_should,understand.the-motivatihg~force'“' o

behind the policy formulafion-process i.e. who's
policy is this? No doubt policies are formulated
and presented as poliéies of a political party but

for an implementation analyst to accept this, is

not sufficient. He or she must_start from the

personalities, circumstances and the nature of the

) pollcy formulatlon process, to be able to fully

ascertain the chances of the successful implement-

"ation-of the policy under review. » Graham Allison's

organlsatlonal process model and the government

politics model (59) explain how policies could be

. formulated in crisis situation and what chances
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are there for their acceptance and successful implement—

! i
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ation when different personalities barrack

for different policies. As Dror (60) writes every
policy has a certain chance'éf faiiing; 'my analysis of
the problems involved in ascertaining the quality of
poliqy-making by its real output has led us directly
back to the policy—making process". Thus.the
implementation analyst must not take‘a éolicy or
policy proposal for implementatioﬁ analysis,'as gospel.
He or sﬁe mﬁst attempt to understand the forces

behind the policy and the manner in which this policy
has been put foward before he or she begins to determine
the implémeﬂtability of the policy pro?osal.

The Policy Philosophy

......................

formulated or who is behind a pollcy proposal, the
success or failure of the policy iﬁpiementation
process is very much dependent upon'thé basic
philosoéhy underlying the policy proposal. If this

philosophy is in line with:the~common core philosophy

or if it is an acceptable 1dea, consonant with the

valueg and beliefs of the COmmunity,vthe chanceé of
successfui implemengétion ére potentiaily enhanced.
Sabatier and Mazmanian (61) define this philosophy as
"the availability of valid technical theory and -
technology™ and Moynihan and Suchman .(62),

'the underlying theory utilised to
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formulate a policy.' According to Sabitier apd‘
o ,; L ;, ,MaZmanian;,Ythefabsence of—a'valid'causal'theory """""

and/or the.requisitetechnalogy in tﬁrn poses a

ﬁumber 6f difficuities fof the successful

implementation of statutory objectives'. The two

major problems the authors mention are: |

1. "Any program poses costs to tax payers
(in the form of program administration)
and to target groups. To the extent that
these costs cannot be‘justified by measure-
.able improvements in the problem being
addressed political support for the
program will almost surely decline and
thus statutory objectives will be either
ignored or modified.

2. Disputes over the availability of the
requisite technology will produce strong
pressures for delaying deadlines for
achieving statutory objectives and or
considerable uncertainty'over the most

-effective means of encouraglng technology
‘1nnovatlon..." L

Moynihan, as Smith points out has been a vocal critic
.0f the 'theory' utilised in fhe formulation of the
War or Poverty program, in the USA. Similarly
Suchman's concern for the theofy underlying a policy
is quite reflected in the following paragraph:

"If a program is unsuccessful, it may be because
the program fails to ‘'operationalise’ the theory, .
or because the theory itself was- deficient.

One may be highly successful in putting a

program into operation but, if the theory is
incorrect or not adequately translated into
action, the desired changes may not be forth-
coming..." :

- In Australia there have been a number Of'chahgés'to'
the health insurance schemes since 1975. Each time,
“the policy changeé have been almost succesgfully
implemented by the decision-maker. The reason is
simple and that is that the entiré-community

is split into two opposing éhilosophies - one by
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the Australlan Labor Party and accepted by almost

- 50 percent of the electorate is based on the premise

that all Australians should have access to basic

- health services regardless of their income and

the other by the Liberal National Country Coalition

Parties and equally‘accepted by ﬁalf the electorate -

ig that the responsibility of health care should

eventually rest at the community ievel.

The Policy Goals and Objectives

It is imperative for an implementation analyst

- to understand the substance and the entire range of

the goals and objectives of the policy proposal

and the constraints under which implementation

process is likely to take.place or. in the case

of an ex—post analy51s, hae takeﬁ place before he

or she commits himself or herself to proceed

with the ahalysis. Undoubtedly there are problems

in unaerstanding the goals and objectives of a policy

proposal.  These problems can stem from the diversity

or. the hierarchical nature of the decision-making

aauthority‘and‘or from the policy images, each actor.

or group of actors can have. As an example, if

a policy of cost-containment is to be implemented

-7

'in a medical research sub-systemofahealth care

system, the pollcy 1mplementatlon analyst w1ll
have to understand that since the sole objectlve
of the sub-system is medical research and patient

care, the management of the sub-system would not

-

;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;
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be ordinarily interested in or 1mpfessed with the
pollcyvef eesfleoﬁﬁaiﬁﬁent. Thus the analyst

will have to understand that .the policy proposal

is clearly in conflict with the objective of the
sub-system and therefore the chances of a successful
'implementation are potentially limited. Nevertheless
it will be necessery for the anali st to get the
policy objectives clearly specified at some level
of decision-making so that the implementation

: précess, no matter how difficult it may be, can
prLceed in an expeditious and meaningful manner.

It is therefore essential.on~the.pért of the

analyst to watch for any embiguity or vagueness in
‘the specification of geais and objectives. As there
- is a hlerarchy of dec1s1oh4mak1hg'se is there
hlerarchy of goals and objectlves. Additionally
goals seen at one levelvof hiefarchy of decision-
making may not be seen as the'same et another level
of.the hierarcﬁy of decision making. This variation
in perception of goals and objectives at different
1evels pflan.organisatiqn can cause confusion. This
confusion and ambiguity or wvagueness must be cleared
before an implementation analysis is to be4undertaken.
Poliey making £é aﬁ exblicit and implieit political
bargaining process in most pluralist democracies.

" Policy statements of major political parties in

these demoeracies are often stated in their manifesto

or policy speaches of their leaders in a rather

..................

,,,,,,
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w1shful mannexr. These statements are v1rtually

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

geared towards 01v1nq some 1ndlcatlon of the
actual policies the party would like to adopt
after gaining the office. These statements may
simply be a policy feeler to attracs public -
response with a view to formulaéé formal policies
at a latcr stége in the light'of the.publis response.
The‘analyst must £ake ﬁoticé of+ these statements
if they are related to the policy proposal under
evaluation for implementation énalysis and this
way, he or she can enfich his or her analysis.
But he or she must. also beraware‘that-the policy
proposal or the imélementation_proéess of a
system, he or she is analysing, must have ciearly

""" 'spec1f1ed goals and objectlves. If gdalsvghd'
objectives are not clearly defined the question

of undertaking an implementation analysis(is

somewhat crazy ih the sense that the analyst

‘may be expected to delineate goals and objectives
"himself or herself which he or she should not attempt
to do in his or her own. This is because setting

of objectives,or-goals.is’oﬁtside his'or Her doﬁain.
In general goals and objectives-would be given.

All that the analyst is requlred to do is to watch
""" for any confusion, amblgulty,'vagueness or mlsunderstandlng
on the part of the decision maker. William (63)

’ emphasised the importance of the clear cug

specification of goals and objectives as follows:
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:nv"Implementation analysis starts with a
comprehensiveness, and reasonableness
of the preliminary policy or design
specifications. The analyst must ask if
the proposal idea, rather than being merely
a vaporous wish, addresses reasonable object-
ives cast in relatively specific terms, ‘and
if the treatment package is reasonably
well specified.” o
It is realised that an ex-ante analysis might be
reqﬁired to assist ih'thé formulation of goals
and objectives. It is not, however, believed that
an implementation analyst can initially specify
the policy goals.  All the'analyst can do is to
rationalise goals and objectives or thelr 1mages
to tallor them into formal goals and objectives.
It is the;efore imperative to emphasise that in
: thé absence of clear cut specification of goalsuu
.and objectives as the starting point from where
-the analyst is tc take off, an iﬁplementation analysisr
would not be able to fully ascertain the implement-
ability of a policy proposal and thus the sole
purpose of‘the analysisveo_determine the confidence
limits of the success of the policy realisation would
be defeated. Two other'masﬁers closelyvselatea'
ﬁo the specification-oﬁ goals and objectives are
those of measures of performance and»standards, i.e.
‘ how we are g01ng to ‘measure the 1mplementability
and against what". It is, therefore, emphasised

.that without operationally defined objectives in

terms of which the implementability of a éolicy

,,,,,,,,
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outcome of the 1mplementat10n analy51s would not
offer'any‘useful purpose; nor would it give any

support to the decision-maker. It is believed

that measures of performance, when compated with. the
B ° s B

given standards, not only hélp specify the variables
to be included in the domain of an implementation
analysis but also,add substance and»meaning to
policy 1mplementat10n. Van Meter and Van Horn (64),

dlscusslng pollcy standards and objectlves in the

“context of implementation, emphasise the 1mportance

of measures of performance as follows:

"Essentially the performance indicators
assess the extent to which policy's
standards and obwectlves are reallsed“

The Pollcy Tyues

Policy type is another variable which has direct
impact on the implementability of a policy or its
program. This 1s because the impiemehtation

process can be hampered by'the'eXtent to which

the new policy or pfdgfam is different from the

_'existing,one,.Smithv(65) mentionS'three‘main‘

types of policies as follows:

(1) POllCleS may be complex or they may be
simpYe in nature. This‘distinction is
similar to broad non-incremental

~ policies and small scale incremental-

- onces; - ‘

(ii) Policies may be categorised as
organisational or non-organisational.
An organisational policy requires the
modification (or the establishment)
of a formal organisation. Non-organisational
policies on the other hand, call for the
establishment of patterns of interaction
outside the formal organisation context.
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. (iii) 'Policies also may be classified as
| self regulatory or emotive~symoolic”

Once again, Van Meter and Van Horn {66) classify

policies according to two distinguishing

characteristics: the amount of change involved

. and the extent to which there iéﬁgoal consensus
among the participants ih'the*implementation

‘process, indlﬁding éonsultationvwith or involvement
of subordinates in the déciSion—making process.
T@éy also guote Lindblom and Wildavsky Who
séggest that incremental-poiicy changes are more

- likely to engender a positive response than will

drastic ones." This might be true in the fairly

placid environment of some western democracies

where social and political crises have virtually
become 'epidemic . Policies in these countries,
would have to be.néﬁ—inéreﬁental in nature otherwise
the delay and the peésimism inherent in the nature
"of the incrementai pOliciés;»wbuld'frustréte the
.capacity of the hupgry and volatile masses to.
?ecogniée the possible merits, décurring from‘
incrementalism ;n poliéy making and implementation(67) »
Cutt and Tydeﬁ;n (68) split thistvariable of  the

as "scale of project, complexity of project,
gestation period and nature of output". The

authors see complexity as having two dimensions;
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the degree to which the prOJect is clearly or

..............
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‘vaguely defined and’ the nature of the production

functions, i.e. relationship between inputs and

outputs and the required technology content.

Obviously, the more complex a project is:the

' more difficult it is to-implemen% it. Gestation

period is the time horizon of the project costs

and benefits. In_this respect it is hypothesised that

policies/projects whose benefits take longer to

accrue are likely to be less favourable to the

.debision—makers, implementors and the farget

- group(s). - Cutt and Tydeman (69) present this =~ y

point as follows:

"our hypothesis is that projects which are

,,re—dlstrlbutlve between generation,.

i.e. where net benefits do not occur untll
after substantial period, are likely to
kindle less enthusiasm in decision makers,

+ bureaucrats and (...) the general or
specific target group to be. favoured by

that project, than projects which manifest
themselves in net benefits in the relatively
short run."

The nature of the‘policy/project output has also

greater impact on the success of the implementation

'process and this can be determlned as to whether

a pollcy or pro;ect is: .

-

. distributory - provides benefits to some

people but imposes no visible tangible

costs on anyone. i.e. charitable benefits;
. regulatory - ‘obtains its objectives

by constraining certain individuals

or organisations i.e. Trade Practices

Act etc.;

. re~-distributory - provides benefits
to some but at a direct tangible cost
to other i.,e. tariff cuts etc.
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- of opposition and criticism due to the redistributory

“or regulatory nature of the policies.
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are likely to be easier to 1mplement than other
types of policies. As an example, this ease in
implementing distributory policies is quite

reflective from the fact that at no stage, had

£

. there been any real problem  implementing

policies regarding social Sécﬁrity benefits or
pensions in Australia. On the other hand the
health and economiC'policieé of the Australian

Laﬁor Party during the 70's had faced all sorts

The Policy/Project Resources

The pollcy or pro;ect resources‘lnclude all those
tanglble and 1ntang1ble resources whlch can facilltate‘
the smooth implementation of the policy program.
These resources in théir bréader perspectives
may comprise: |
(i) legal, institutional and statﬁtqry support;
(ii) thSical andvhﬁmah’reSoﬁfces; o |

(iii) financial and capital resources;

"(iv) political and social resources;

(V) good—will»ané moral support.

T

Additionally, the resources may also include the

' potentlal support from polltlcal or any other

organisation and the incentives that might
directly or indirectly encourage or facilitate

the effective commissioning or running of the




Mofe specifically, resoufcés could also include

the whole network of infrastructure and as

Van Meter and Vaﬂ Horn (78) write, the "inter
organisational communication and enforcement

activities, the characteristicslaf implementing agencies
the‘econ¢mic,.social.and political eﬁvirqﬁment i
affécting the jurisdiction or oxrganisation and

the disposition of implementors". These elements

of resources shall be discussed in detail under the

main headings of target groups, the implementation
organisation and-the'poligy envifonment in the
following sections; One méy;aléo add here another
dimension to policy tesoufces by including the

' éliméﬁié'aha gédgrébhid fécﬁéfs‘ﬁﬁiéﬁ ééﬁl@v .
@otentially assist the implementation

~process. However, one needs to realise that these

two factors can equally act as deterrents to a

smooth policy impleméntation procéss at different

times and locations.
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To Cutt and Tydeman (70) the pollcy target
group(s) is the one{s) on which the policy or project
is intended to have direct or indirect impact, either
as gainers or losers. Smith follows Dye's concept |

(Uﬂderstanding Public Policy) ahd_de%inesAtarget group (s)

as the "collectivity of individuals who are required
to adopt new patterns of interaction as a result
of the~implemehtatien of the public policy"
Following the first definition, it is obvious that
a policy implementation process can generafe four
categories of target groups which are:

(1) Direct gainers;

(2) Indirect gainers;

(3) Direct losers; and

(4) Indirect losers
On the other hand the secoﬁd definition involves
the behavioural aspects, reflecting the extent to
which the diversity and the amount of behaviouraof
the target group(s) is regulated. It is
o therefore 1mperat1ve for the 1mplementatlon analyst. . . . . . - L

to take full account of the four categories and the

behavioural aspects in asséssing the implementability

of each policy alternative. It is believed that a

policy or project would be recarded more dlfflcult to
'1mplement if it is llkely to generate both galners

- and losers.
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This further implies that implementation would
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be easier if there are no 1ntended losers.
Nevertheless, the variable of 'target group(s)'
Should.be examined and its impaot ascertained from
the'view point of the following components:

+

. existence of each group of Bainers and
losers (direct and indirect);

. size of each group, and its disposition;

. leadership in each group and its
disposition;

. group's organisation,-political

strength, general reputation and
success record or its reaction to
policies in the past;
. each group's effective reaction to the
" policy proposal (through statements/
talks submissions etc)

These components have been put forward by Cutt and
Tydeman (72). T.B. Smith (73) adds two more

components. These are -

. » "the orientation towards government of
the target group"; and

. "the prior policy experience of the
target group".

Now an attempt is made to reflect some impact of these

‘components on the implementation process from the

experience of certain policies or programs. One | : !
may refer to the cnanges injthe heaitn,insurance
arréngements in Australia.r ?he Anstralian Labor
ﬁertvaovernment progfam of 1975 (Medibank) faced
teefhing opposition from three major target groups,

namely the Liberal and National Country Coalition



and the private insurance organisations formed a
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the prlvate health 1nsurance organlsatlons. Flrstiy,
the ALP could not incorporate into'the Health Insurance
Act 1975; its initialproposal of 1.35% levy on taxable
incomes due to opposition from the leeral National
Country Coalition Parties. Secondly; the Australian
Medical Association presented 77 petitions to the

House of Representatives and 22 to the Senate opposing
the Medibank program. The Association's opposition

to the program was instrumental in the defeat of the -

Health Insurance Bills 1973-74 in the Senate. The

‘Association in collaboration with the private

‘health insurance organisations and the private

hospitals continued creatlng obstacles in the

'1mplementatlon of the program. Both the AMA and the

private health insurance perceived the ALP program
to be a serious threat to their existence. The AMA
committee - the National Joint Health Advisory Committee

in November 1974 to oppose the 1mplementatlon of

. Medibank. .Health.insurance contributors were urged by

the NJHAC directly and through media to retain their

membership with the insurance organisations.

- [ 4

Flnally the New South Wales Branch of the AMA

issued a writ in the ngh Court,'challenglng

Section 17 and 18 of the Health Insurance Act 1973
but before a definitive decision was made by

the court, the program itself virtually saw its doomsday
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with the dismissal of the Labor Government on
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Lo llfNovember'l§75. One‘may also recall the fallures of
the 'Land‘Reforms and the family plannlng programs
in Pakistan during the mid 60's. in the case of
'Land Reforms', while the size of the target group in
the form of 'losers' was very small .due to concentration
of land ownership into a few feudal landlord families,
the group had enough political and financial power to
frustrate the program. 1In the case of family planning
while there was no guestion of loaers or éainers as
a result of the program, the target groups . did
percelve the program to bevveryrmuch‘agalnst their beliefs
and values. The nature of the program was so innovative
and revolutionary that the target_group did not have

~ the capacity to comprehend.it.positiveiy;‘:In regard to

prior policy'experience by the target group, one can
once again reca;l the Australian Medical Association's
oppoaition to the Medibank program. ‘It~is'suffice to'
mention here that the AMA had seen a aimilar program,
proposed'by the National Health and Medical Research

Coun01l durlng 1941-49 s term of the ALP Government.

' In 1944, a Pharmaceutlcal Beneflt Act proposed that
med1c1ne etc. would be supplled on a doctor's o ;
prescription free of charge to the patient, with the
cost belng met from the- NatlonalVWelfare Fund. . The AMA,
believing thrs to be tﬁerfirst step in a process of

nationalisation of medical services, refused to co-operate

and mounted a legal challenge. The Act was declared
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"""" invalid by the High Court
In regard ﬁo the past policy experience by the target
group(s) Smith (75) maintains thét’"citizens may
feel that regardless of the neceSsity and usefulness
of the policy the administrators lack the diligence
and ability to implement any.policy effectively."

NOQ the queétion,is as to how én implementation
analyst can assess a target group's reaction and feelihg
about the new policy or program. In this fespect one may
hypoth#sise that if a target gfoup.has generélly been
vocél ébout public programs.ip the past, its opposition
or reaction tonthe new policy would probably be well
exposed ana rggimented. Ail what the analyst should
,,do,isutbuensurevthat the target group is fully aware - - -~
 of the new policy and that tﬁe target groﬁﬁ‘s
reaction and disposition have been taken into account
~ in his or her analysis. Bunker'(76) claims that
the_disposition of a target group to a policy can be
»lviewed from three broader perspectives; one is the .
ﬁagreement dimension“,and the othér two are the |
' "issﬁé'séiiéh¢e§'ahd‘thé hﬁdwéf_fééoﬁicééﬁ.. Aéédrdiné
to the author, these threeécéncepts_are defined as

follows:- - o .

~ Agreement Dimension ~ "a bipolar. scale with a neutral
midpoint, provides a way to map the position of an
actor relative to the position of a positive advocate

of the policy to be executed”.
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for a particular actor, how much attention it commands,
how important the actor (person or organisation)
considers it to be."

Power Resources ' "is a vertical dimension defined by

the number and potency of political‘}esources an actor
has available." | | |
Naturaliy, the higher the issue salience and greater
th¢ agreement and power‘resourées a target group may
have, the greater the assistance for the policy's

implementation by the target group. On the other hand

- if a target group has-high 'issue salience' coupled with

 low 'agreement dimension' and greater "power resources'

for a new policy it is likely,to cause resistence
to the policy implémehtétién'pfoééss;.

.Finally, the success of the implementation
proéess of a policy plan isialso dependent on the
disposition and power of the leadership of the targét

group. - A powerful leaderShip'can-best mobilize and

‘utilize the strength of its rank and file members

to oppose or support the implementation process of

a policy program. However, this'strength is §ery
much a function of the integrity, strength and
attitude of the leédership of the‘taréet group. This
and stimuli for the members of the target group to

actively support, participate and work for th% cause

.................
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' 6f the'group; ‘More'impertant}y, the" leadershlp artIculates," C
projects ana presents the group's view point and stands
up to any opposition to-defend.the.groﬁp's views and
objectives. We have seen both in Australia and

Britain the unsuccessful implementation of tﬁe two
Governments' policy of the Olympic boycott last year.
The policy implementation failed because the Australian
and the British Olympics Federations strongly opposed
the poiicy and they successfully and forcefully
presented a lively slogan - "keep politics out of sports"
Another example of how the dlSpOSltlon of leadershlp of
a target group can 1nf1uence the 1mplementatlon process
iof a policy is evident from the AMA's role in opposing
_the_Medibank,programvin_Aﬁstralia,.(77)

The Policy Implementing Organisation

The policy implementing organisation is a physical
-entity that may consist of one or more.
administrative structure(s) and whose,reeponsibilitf
is to implement or execute avpubliC.policy or program.
In ourlsystem of responsible government while politicians

’are prlmarlly respon51ble for policy maklng, government

bureaucracy is respon31ble'fer implementing public
policies. Any'setting efva bureaucrapy shall, however,
involve decision-making but within the broad domain
pf a‘given'pblicy goals_endrobjectives, It is
therefore important to appreciate that there are a

number of points on the policy continuum where
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bureaucrats have the opportunity and discretion to

,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

»—anhance or frustrate the policy 1mplementat10n process.
one needs td\Uh“\«qtand further that the social
complexity, dlver51tyf;5d fhé\kiererchlal nature
of most public sector organisatione can-ba_go opagque
and difficult to break through that ‘bureaucrats working
inAene areavof an orgenisation(_cquld be completely
unaware of what other bureaucrats in the‘same organisation,
pursuing the same policy goals, are doing. A number
of facfors have been identified by various policy
scientiists - e.g., Smith (79)_Ven Meter and Van Horn
(80), Cutt and Tydeman (81), Sabatier ana Mazmanian (82)
to be crucial iu understanding the.role of an implementing
organisation from the view poiut ef implementation
analysieav Theserfactors are-generélly aiﬁed“at'
critically examiuing the two'main aspects:

1. The implementing organisation's orientation
with and positive perception of the policy
philosophy and its goals and objectives; and

2. The capacity and the structure of the
implementing organisation(s) to successfully
~execute a policy program according to an -
acceptable implementation strategy.

y,In»reQerdvtovthe‘first aspect it is believed'eS'Van‘
Meter and Vau Horn (83) write, that the implementbr’e
understanding of tue generél intent as well as the
specific standards and objectives of the policy is
important® for the success of a policy implementation
precess. The poiiéy perception by the implementing‘
organisation is significantly important. This is

because if they themselves do not understand the policy
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with the policy goals and objéctives, tﬁey are not
likeiy to createaconducive énﬁifonment for the
target groups to positively respond to the success
of the policy implementation. The misunderstanding‘
or negative perception and or any lack of enthusiasm
on the part of the implehenting orgénisation is likely
to generate cdnfusion and disenchan;ment for the
geheral community and for the target group(s) in

particular. 1In view of this, the implementation

'anaIYSt must focus his or her attention on the human

psychology to ascerﬁain whethértor not the implementing
organisation(s) is likely to be fuily geared towards
accepting“the'policy intent_includingvthe,implementation
strategy. It is further believed that while the
implementors, in their official éapaéity, are seen as
committed to the policy implementation process, they are
very much part of a target group as well. Their |
private affiliation inrregérd to a‘policy program is
quite‘influential in the'discharge of the official
functions. They may fail to complement policiesvif:ﬁhQSe
policies somehoﬁ.'negaté;their ‘éerSOnal beliefs and
values. This is true in real life situaiion and is

For example, each time différent‘political party's

take over governmenﬁs, they make senior appointments

on the basis of the incumbents implicit and ei%licit

‘party affiliation. John Menadue's appointment
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as Permanent Head of the Department of {:he' Prime -+« ~ + « o

Minister and Cabinet in February 1975 during the
Whitlam Government in Australia is a case in point.

Van Meter and Van Horn (84) gquote Petrick and Festinger
who explain the psychological aspect as follows:

"It arises from the fact that human groups find it
difficult to carry out effectively acts for which
they have no underlying beliefs" (Petrick)

"Under circumstances of cognitive dissonance
the individual may attempt to bring the displeasing
message into balance with his perception of what

the decision ought to have been" (Festinger).

This leads to the hypothesis that wide spread positive

. orientation and a sense of belbnging with the policy

e

.goals and objectives, on the part of implementing

organisation, would enhance greatly the potential of

‘thé success of the policy implementation process.

Sabatier and Mazmanian (85) confirm this hypothesis
in the following words:

"No matter how well a statute structures the formal
decision process, the attainment of statutory
objectives which seek to significantly modify
target group behaviour is unlikely unless OfflClalS
in the implementing agencies are strongly
committed to_ the achievement ofithese.

: objectlves '

The role of leadership has already been mentioned
under the 'target groups' and the possible impact

it can have on the success of an implementation

‘process. In the same sense the leadership in an’

implementing organisation is also crucial to be

given due regard in the implementation analysis.




- 66 -~

,Cutt,and,Tydeman (86).articulate-the'above'discussion """""
rather succintly as follows:
"Our hypothesis here relates basically to the
common link of goal consensus, and postulates
that the greater the extent to which those
responsible for the final delivery of the project
share the goals of those who have decided upon the
project, the greater will be the 'effort' and the
easier will be implementation."”
This discussion and its consideration in implementation
analysis may indicate simply one question and this is
the extent to which the implementing organisation
is wiliing to execute a policy plan. However, the
analy51s cannot termlnate here 1t should attempt to
-answer the other questlon. ( Thls is about the extent
to which the implementing organisation is competent
to undertake ‘the 1mplementatlon process. While these
- two questions are related, theyvare very much distinct.
Van Meter and Van Horn (87) address. this second
gquestion in detail and put forward a number of
elements. These elements are stated and where
appropriate elaborated as follows:
"(a) the competence and size of an agency's staff;
(b) the degree of hierarchical control of
sub-unit decisions and processes within the
implementing organisation i.e. -
e are those taking de0151ons remote from
the implementors?

. have 1mplementors béen consulted and
. involved in the pollcy formulatlon
'process7
. are there effective checks and balances

in the processing systems of the implementing
organisations?
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opportunities for advancement?

. {c) the agency's political resources (e.g. support
among legislators and executives);

(d) the vitality and reputation of the organisation;
(e) the degree of 'open' communications (i.e.

. networks of communication with free horizontal
and vertical communications with persons
outside the organisation) within an
organisation;

(f) the agency's formal and informal linkages with
' the policy-making or policy enforcing body".

It is believed that this element of pelicy enforcement

is one of the most important parameters which should be

~examined in the implementation analysis. This. is because

4+

the responsibility of policy enforcement would be
assigngd to an agency independent of the
implementing‘organisatibn'and'this.Wéy the external
monitoring and evaluation uﬁdertaken by the poiicy
enforcing agency, would, to a larger extent, act

as control and feedback devices to continuingiy

examine the performance of the implementing organisation.

It is also believed that the role of the policy enforcing

body can be one of an objective, impartial,_ﬁnbiased

and independent observer, aware of but unéompromised

by the vested interests éf,the implementing organisation.
It is however impefétivé to apprepiate that too much
interference by external evaluators cén-aISO'cause'
hinderance in the implementation process.  Nevertheless,
it is important that the implementation analygis doeé
examine this element and determine the probability as

to what extent the policy-enforcing agency can be

instrumental in successfully implementing a policy program.
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The Policy Environment

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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No peolicy can be.implemented in isoiation:
There are economic, social, political, cultural,
technological and other environmental.factors.which
can affect the policy 1mplementatlon process. As Smith
(88) points out;' 'natural events such as disasters
(floods, drought, hurricanfetc.) influence the effect-
iveness of public policies and create the necessity
for new politics". One may add the discovery of natural
resources, historical or 'sacred' sites as‘another
factor that can affect the‘implementation process or
even the termination of old'policy'to~adopt a new one.
‘Only last month the Austraiian High Court granted
spec1al leave to appeal to a group ¢ of Aborlglnes,
seeking to prevent Alcoca building its new aluminium
smelter at Portland in Western Australia. The
Aborigines were claiming that site to be part of their
tribal lands (89).

Cutt and Tydeman (90) describe environment as
a variable that is'compfised.of.five nain components.

. These-are‘interdependencies,'judicial’cbnstraints;"’
effectrbn social and cultural attitudes, indirectlf
affected groups and<political feasibility. Within
these components the follow1ng dlscu331on is pursued

.For example a pollcy or pro;ect whlch overlaps or

threatens the ex1st1ng or ongoing policies or projects

is likely to be more difficult to implement than the
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one Wthh is deemed to be compatlble w1th the others.
PIOjeCtS or policies relating to social Atssues such
as abortion, legalisation of prostitution, homosexXuality,
incest; restoration of capital punishment, introduction
of orthodox penal enactmeﬁts, decrees etc are iikely
to éenerate problems of a complex rature in implementation
of those projects. Saoatier and. Mazmanium (91)
identify the amount and continuety of media attention
to the problem addressed by a statute" as an important
compone?t of environment, intervening the implementation
prooesg. Van Meter and Van Horn (92) summarise the
impact of environment or policy implementation by
examining the following six questions:
"(a) - Are the ecooomio’reSOurces available within
' the implementing jurisdiction (or organisation) .
sufficient to support successful implementation?)
(discussed undér policy resources).
(b) To what extent (and how) will prevailing
economic and social conditions be affected

by the implementation of the policy in question?

(¢} what is the nature of pﬁblic opinion;
‘how salient is the related policy issue?

(d) Do elites favour or oppose implementation of
the policy?

(e) what is the partlsan character of the 1mplement-i

ing jurisdiction (or organisation); is there
partisan opposition or support for the policy'

#

-(f) To what extent are prlvate interest groups
mobilised in support or opp051tlon to the-
pollcy° "

To this point, the above discussion has focused on the
policy initiation and formulation, the policy philosophy, the
policy goals and objectives, the policy type, the policy

resources, the policy target group, and finally the

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,




policy ‘environment as' the main variables which must be

examined in conceptualising and undertaking a policy

implementation analysis. A schematic modular general

framework for implementation analysis, comprising all

the variables, is presented in Figure 1.

that this general framework is primarily based on

Smith (93), Van Meter and Van Horn (94)'s models,

This presentation is then immediately followed by a

breakdbwn of the variables which is adopted from

Cutt and Tydeman (95)'s clusters of variables'.

already been 1ndlcated that thlS llSt of varlables is

not exhaustlve.

them might be required for the'same policies at

(and the coﬁponents) to be included in any form of

implementation‘analysis} must indicate the nature and

intensity of the problems associated with the

l.

acceptability of the policy intent and its
form by the general community and the
implementing_organisation(s);

availability of the resources, required to

theé

operafionality of the policy implementation
process from the view p01nt of its physical
1mplementab111ty.

It is repeated

It has

leferent varlables or the empha31s upon

,,,,,,,

different times or locatlons.__Nevertheless,,the_variables,
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" POLICY IMPLEMENTATION, ANALYSIS
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" General Environment

~ POLICY
= Initiation and Formulation
Policy B Policy et Policy
Philosophy Types Goals and Jdbjectives
v .
Policy Standards and
Measures of Performance
/ KT - Policy Resources
Implementing. Target -
Organisation(s) Group (s)
Characteristics . size _
Disposition ; . disposition
Orientation ' . orientation
Leadership -~ . - - - -1} . leadership -
Systems and o . prior experience
Procedures ’
V \ y
' Specific
Economic - Social - Political Conditions

Implementation

- ——te

Analysis Outcomes

] Inplement

or
_Repeat No ‘satisfied Yes ~ Re—-direct
or
or

4 Terminate

General Environment

Figure 1..
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(CLUSTERS OF VARIABLES)
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HUMAN, etc. RESOURCES
' MAGNITUDE
SCALE OF PROJECT DEGREE OF CHANGE

, ™~ DEGREE OF ORGANISATION
E ‘. CHANGE
TYPE OF PROJECT {—COMPLEXITY OF PROJECT < o oo b 1 hitoN |

~
. NATURE OF PRODUCTION
GESTATION PERIO? FUNCTION
NATURE OF OUTPUT .
EXISTENCE OoF GAINERS<<::DEMAND FOR PROJECT

AND LOSERS LEADERSHIP AND ORGAN-

TARGET GROUP<::::: _ ISATION OF GROU?

SIZE OF GAINER AND
LOSER GROUPS

CHARACTERISTICS CAPACITY AND SKILLS

OF,IMPLEMENTING.<EEDISPOSITION~ _
ORGANISATION NATURE OF HIERARCHY
INTERDEPENDENCIES

JURISDICTIONAL CONSTRAINTS

EFFECT ON SOCIAL, CULTURAL
ATTITUDES

INDIRECTLY AFFECTED*(::LEADERSHIP
GROUPS 'ORGANISATION
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY ’

L

Figure 2.

Source: J. Cutt and J Tydeman, A General Approach
" to the Analysis of Public Resource Allocation,
Research Monograph Series No.l The Australlan
National University, 1976 P.47.
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€. . PRESENTATION OF IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

A pumber of variables and their components

which can influence the implemeﬁtation process have

been discussed in the previous section. Now the.
guestion is as to how can one assign-an implementation
difficulty score to each'component and ihtegréte the
individﬁal score into an overall difficulty score

for an alternative to implement a policy proposal.

The main difficulty in assigning.and particularly
integrating these scores is_dﬁe:to_the fact that most
_variables‘andrﬁheir components differ in nature and
there is no independence aﬁongét_them and thirdly

but most importantly there is the problem of determining
~an "“ideal score" in the positive ar negative sense.

By positive, is meant the ease of implementatién where as
‘negafive' is taken to imply the difficulty. In order
to visualise these problems of assigning and ¥ntegrating
the difficulty score one can, for instance, compare a
target groﬁp‘s strong opposition to a policy program
with inadequate resouxqes‘available.at_the.diéposal of
éh implementing,organisatiqn of the policy program. 
Whﬂx}}the two variables ﬁil;'generate negative or
difficulty scores,’theré is really no ‘comparison
_between .the two. The first variable i;e.'target‘group,'
mainly deals with the social and political dimensions
whereas the second variable i.e. policy resources may
also involve hardware technology, systems and

processes. However, one needs to appreciate that the

immediate concern in the presentation of an implementation




Do »analysis»is'nct'with absolute’hut'with‘telative’ o
difficulties or ease. What one should be looking tor
through this exercise of presentation is an ordinal
or preferably interval level of measurement of the
difficulties or ease in respect of the variohs
variables so that one cculd rank or rate the given
alterhatives to implement a policy program. If one
can ascertain, for example, that alternative
A is more difficult than alternatives B,C,D, etc ¢
and alternative.c'is more difficult than D etc, then
one should he.ablevto.chcosenan.aiternative which is
iikely to be.less aifficult tc:iﬁhlement'than the
‘others. Thus this analysis is aimed at ranking or
rating of the policy - alternatlves on some kind of .
scale of increasing or decreasing difficulty. In
this respect the methodologies put forward by Cutt
and Tydeman (96) and Chase (97) are crltlcally
examined. Cutt and T’deman suggest that "analysts
might dri&e a ut;llty score on a common interval rating
scale,‘say, from zero to ten for each variable and in

turn for each cluster of Varlables and by 51mple

: addltlon derive a flnal score for each delivery system
on the same rating. scale".' Theyfclaim that the score
w1ll reflect the welghts asslgned to each major
cluster of variables and to each component variable.
£Lhase compares three programs in respect of a number
of factors which influence the implementation process

of the three programs. He grades each factor on three

absolute bases:
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L 11;71:E,(eésy),lif'the'factor'presents'few;'if'any
problems or is easy to deal with;

. M (moderate).for the intermediate case;
and . ’

. H (hard), if it is very difficult to deal
with or present, many problems"

His next step is to 'subtract out' or ignore all

the E's and M's in respect of the three brogréms and then

tadd up' all the H's and M-H's in each program and

compare them. Chase unlike Cutt and Tydeman argues

that "One of the more obvious things that we cannot
do ... is simply to assign a number to each factor's

grade in a program (such as 1 for E, 2 for M, and

3 for H) add them up, and produce a number representing

the overall difficulty that a program's implementation

" “is 1ikely to entail.” 'He defends this by saying

- ‘'vetoing' variable take value of zero". If this is

i

that 'some factors are more critical than others in
impact on a particular program's implementation. On

the other hand Chase has not touched on any treatment

~that should be given to a vetoing variable' suggested

by Cutt and Tydeman. Pursuing 'vetoing variable', the

may be such that a particular variable may have to 

‘reach a prescribed standard or totally negate the

operation of the déiivery system ... Where that

pursued a little further one can perhaps postulate
that vetoing variable may be deemed to be the one

which has a veto power in the sense that the

potential implementation difficulty due to the
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possible support or ease generated by the remaining
variables. Thus if an alternative has a vetoing
variable it would not be regarded as feasible.

However, if a vetoing variable is given 'zero' score

as Cutt and Tydeman suggest and cons;der the overall
difficulty score of the alternative, it might be

possible that the alternative fares well as compared

to those alternativeé which do hot have vetoing
varlabées but variables whlch are regarded to be some-
what dlfflcult to 1mplement.' Cutt and Tydeman, however,
' suggest that in the case of vetOing‘variable additional
information be used. Tt is believed that once a vetoing
variable is suspected it is useful_te»gather_addrtiena;_
Hihforﬁetien‘re further investigate whether or not the
variable in guestion is freally a vetoing variable'

but there is no point in taking the overall score

for the alternative. This is where Chase's argument

of not taking an overall difficulty score is

EStrenger. Nevertheless comparing the two it is

- observed that both approacheS'are‘inappropriate‘when
there is only one alternative to'be anaiysed.~ It is | o
believed'that while ‘there fs, generally more than one ‘
alternative. to 1mplement a pollcy pregram it is not
éiWaye‘the case.. In thlS respect it is only 1mperat1§e
thet rénking or rating of the various varlables

be taken by a panel of experts familiar with the

administrative, social and political environment under
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likely to operate. None of the authors seems to

suggest this. Secondly the tWo'approaches do not

- seem to envisage the reliability aspect of the rating.-

By‘this, is meant that there is no explicit consideration
in both the approaches, of using inter-rater reliabiiity
for each variable or component.. This inter-rater
reliability can be determined by usgng the technique of
enalysis of variance and is measured by reliability
coefficient.for-each variable. The reliability'
coefficient of ‘a varlable should deplct the extent to
whlch the ratlng of the varlable by the various experts
or raters would be replicated. In other words, a
reliability_coefficientﬁshouldurepresent.a proportion
of the times a variable would get the same fank or
rate on the same utility scale.

Regardless of the qualitative or quantitative

presentation of implementation analysis, the following

proposals are deemed to be most crucial:

(1) A panel of experts should rank or rate each
‘alternatlve in respect of each and every relevent
variable and component'

(2) In the case of vetoxng varLable, further
investigation be undertaken to assess the veto.
If substantial veto is found, the vetoing
variable should overide the other variables
and thus the policy alternative be dropped;.

(3) The technique, of 'analysis of variance' be used
"~ to determine reliability coefficient for each
component which should be used to determine
the final rating of the correspondlng
component;
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Individual variable'rating'shoﬁld'be'tréatea """""
more seriously than overall rating. Overall rating
should be considered only if all the alternatives

are of the same nature; and

If overall ratings are considered, their
confidence limits should be calculated on a
level of significance to determine whether or
not the alternatives are statistically different.
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A ﬁoliéy,impiementatioh analysis is seen
as the most serious attempt to model the policy
implementation process on a continuing basis."In an
ex—-ante or what one may informally describe aé the
abstract dimension, a.poiicy implementation analysis
can, to a larger extent, providé an objective and | i
fational scenario of the matrix of problems and
difficulties likely to be encountered in.implementing
a policy progrém.‘ Irreé?écfi&étto‘whethef a Policy is
néwrér inéfemental in ﬁatufe;rit ﬁeea§’t0 be examined
from the view point of its'physiéal implementability.
...... A‘POliEY.Or‘project_may:sound,feasible or even promising . .
when rated on the basis of a technical analysis
like cost-benefit analysis but it miéht be otherwise
when it is required to determine as to how the two

streams of costs and benefits would materialise. One

needs to appreciate that technical analysis is only

one aspect of the generalvframewofk of policy analysis.
The success of a’policy prbgfém'is'hot'only déterm@ned B §
.frém the view poiht of iﬁcéeasing economic indices. .
There are a host of -factors and forces which affect the ' ?
entire Péli.CY continuum. Policy-making and policy
implementation are hard core real life situations.

They are physical eﬁtities and they involve economic,

social, political, cultural and environmental§aspects

‘of human life. It is, therefore)‘absolutely

essential that in order to justify the desirability
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authorities must see implementation analysis as an

integral part of the general framework for policy-making

process. Public policies and programs can be incremental

as has been just mentioned but one:needs to realise

that the 80's are imposing stringent demands for

cdnstrainingvpublic spending aﬁé that resource
consciousness will have to be one of the top priorities
of public authoritieé. While ihcrementalism could
still be exercised in policy making and implementation,

i
i

the‘véry decision for rinbving in small steps‘ wiil

" have to be determined on the basis of an analytic

support syétem, including implementation analysis.

It 1s belleved that there is a good possibility. that

the 80's would bring incrementalism and analytic

systems together to merge them into a new paradign.
In an ex-post dimension, soon after the

commissioning of a pollcy program, implementation

analy51s is seen as serv1ng a 31gn1f1cant role.

ThlS is regarded so not only beCause at this point of

. the policy continuum, the policy analysislwbuld'aSSiSt'

in determining "how we are going"” but would be the
last chance of séﬁing scarée resouréeg from going to
waste. One should not undermlnevthe‘rmpqrtance of
éﬁ‘iﬁélémentatlon analy81s undertaken after the
compietibn ofra policy implementation process. The
analysis at this point of time is necessary to

determine the extent to which policy goals and objectives

lllllllll
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‘have been achieved and secondly to assess the degree to

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

by cpmparing its anticipated implementation problems
with those éncoﬁntered duringrthe actual implementation
process. However, one needs to emphasise the importance
of ex-ante analysis and agree with Williams(98) when

he says that "if implementation analysiS'is to have

any value it must be pefformed before a decision is
made and its results must be avaiiable at the same
Atime that the policy or experimental recommendations
are." Throughout the discussion there have been
referehces to the difficﬁitiesrénd‘problems, many
éublié éblicj brogramS’had encountered due to lack of

implementation studies. These difficulties and problems

. ranged from tremendous-qost.escalation and delays in -

program completion to utter wastage of public resources

including human and physical degfadafion. In Australia
expenditure on health has been growing at a faster rate
than total national expenditure as measured by G.D.P.
At present thié expenditure accounts for 8 percent of
G.D.P. as opposed to 5.4 pér cent ten years ago.

Costs escalation of hospital services, in particular,

‘has become one of the financial problems faced by

both the Commonwealth and State Governments. This was

‘just an example. There are competing demands for more

and‘more‘public funds. The situation obviously warrants

concerted efforts on the part of the Governments to

ensure that the scarce resources at their disposal,

P
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whlch are likely to be 1mplemented successfully.
The liklihood of the success of a policy implementation
process can only be ascertained through an implementation
analysis. It is therefore believed that theré is an
uréent need for a basiC'change-in_o&; appfoach to
policy-making and implemestation process. In this
respect it is proposed that these twd processes be
strengthened by making implementation analysis mahdatory
in public decision making and budgetary processes.
-All public authorities initiatiﬁg'policy pfoposal or
program changes should be required to support their
-submissions with implementation strategy, and
implementation analysis. |

Flnally, whlle tﬁe'§srlables and thelf csﬁpsnents
discussed in the'general framework for policy implement-
ation analysis should assist in determining how
difficult a policy program can be theif list is, of course,
not exhaustive. Surely és the sOmplexify of implement-
ation problems exacerbate or more sophisticated measures
, of 1mplementablllty become avallable, the list will

-

have to be revised.
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