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} . - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY e e »
¢ - ‘ = ‘ :
lThlS reéport is the fourth in a series qf reportslfubmlttea7
to the Office of Telecommunications Policy (OTP) of the .,
Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) in fresponse '
to RFP 147-78~HEW-05.* . The goals of the contract)- - awarded b
2 to Kalba Bowen Assoclates in September 1978, were to (1) review
: and evaluatejthevglrst-year activities of' OTP's: Telecommunlcatlons

T e~

Program; (2) -develop approaches~for ‘evaluating individual ‘

demonstration projects in the future; (3) .¥dentify factors.: _wﬂ~s~4(

- that have an 1nf1uence _on_the-successful " 1nst1tutlonallzatlon o
—————and-transfer of 1nnovat1ve uses of telecommunications; and (4)

provide information on which to base future actions for Program

- development and offer recommendatlons concerning future roles

for the program.‘-

3

Thls report, prepared in response to goal three, examlnes_
whith factors promote or deter the 1ns¢1tutlonallzatlon of
demonstration projects in the public service field. -Alternative

. strategles for 1nst1tutlonallzatlon*and innovation _diffusion .
are examined. Barriers to successful 1nst1tutlonallzatlon and,
" transfer are ldeﬁtlfled through ‘a review of the literature on ,
- demonstration ‘projects conducted by other.programs and agencies. Lo
Instltutlonal1zatlon-re1ated results of a survey of recent '

~  public serv1ce experlments and demonstrations -then are’ examlned

-~  _ Based on these reviews, several optlons for the DHEW program
are 1dent1f1ed T , ) . . .
3 7 . .

Other reports resultlng from Kalba Bowen Assoclates research

1nc1ude- : - . [ _ "

e Evaluatlon of’ Telecommunlcatﬂons Demonstratlon Projects
° and Recommendations to e DHEW Télecommunications °
Demonstration Program, ExecutlvelSummarv ‘Report #146-01

_ o,'Evaluatlon of Telecommunlcatlons Demonstration Projects
. ~and Recommendations to the. DHEW Telecommunications
=+ Demonstration Program, Summary Report #146-02 - C e

@ Planning and Evaluating Telecommunications Demonstratlon
- Projects and Assessing the Costs. of‘Telecommunlcatlons>
Demonstratlon Projects, Final Report #146-03. -, )

. . .
. e o . . o )
e - . .

.

k) Durhhg the preparation of the final reports, OTP was .

: T moved from DHEW to-the Depar?ment of Education. .While, -
.’ "' in some cases, the _impacts of this move are d1scussed
within the context of the reports, we have. chosen’ for.
the most part tqQ refer to OTP/DHEW since this ‘was the

location of the Telecommunlcatlons Demonstragaon Program
at the time of our research

q. .;"f »’. j‘.g_.b ;' - j. ;h{; 3 “‘ "' ' .
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1.0" "iﬁ'?RbD_UCTION’ S

Y

Thls report addresses two questlons. 'Fi st, what“"3

k] . \' ',

ffuture of the demonstratlon program. These lSS es lnclude,,

a

but are’ not limited to, the follow1ng

i

z
3

@ ;should the program be open to a wide °
‘ - range of demonstration. proposals .or
» x i+, 'should it have 'a more specific focus
’ C (e.g. with respect to technology, . num~ °°
, .. ber.or type .of appllcatlons, selectlon
RN - . of" sxtes or graqfees, etc.)?

@

, Y should the - demonstratlons be limited
R ' .- " "tova one- or two-year perlod or be
' ' 'seen as part of a longer process
. ".including, pOSSlbly, planhing, demon-
« ~ stration, review. and evaluation, im-. -
N plementatlon, dlssemlnatlon and diffu-
: sion phases° R

® should local matchlng funds be ‘a

.. requirement for all or some demonstra- .

N g tion grants (at all" Or some phases of -
the process)?~ _ >

® what other roles, if any, besides grant
- selection, funding and evaluation should
- OTP/DHEW undertake in support of the = °
‘ -~ demonstration program (e.g. technical.
assistance, information dlssem;natlon
and referral, support of "networklng,"
etc.)?2 . . o )
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In relatlng ‘our” flndlngs to these spec1f1c 1ssues,_.¢

-~ , we do not want to 1mply that other perspectlves should

", be excluded in shaplng the Demonstratlon Rrogram. The-
. ?
g fact that-a demonstratlon project 1s (or is: not) converted

1nto an operatlonal program is only one measure of 1ts

.-

__ilmpact.w Other objectlves of the Demonstratlon Program

i

EXT]
L

could include, for example.- ; o : w
L ' ® the generation of information of the
_— costs and/or benefits bf telecommunlca-'
‘ " tions- supported publlc service dellvery, l/

® the development of local skllls in the
utilization of telecommunications-support-
ed delivery modes, which may or may not.
. correspond to the local institutiaonali-
’ .zatlon of a glven demonstratlon-'~ ‘ »
. -0 g . -
: ® the creatlon of broader profess1onal or
B public awareness of the potential role.
hE : .~ . of telecommunlcaylons An publlc serv1ce
e . .‘a*dellvery, . : - ‘ |

3
-

. .+ '® the use of telecommunlcatlons technology
o ‘ ' as a catalyst for changlng or improving;
~other ~aspects of publlc serv1ce dellvery,

e the'ﬂevelopment of new 1nst1tutlonal RS S
;relatlonshlps (e.g. federal/local, among. -
local agencies, or: between OTP/DHEW and
»  other DHEW units), which may or ‘may not
have short- -term "1nst1tutlonallzat10n" o o
payoffs.' ; : .
R T "‘7 . . .
"~ At the same time, "institutionalization"’rs one

3 - P .
- .

' . ) . -
. . . ~

L/ By th1s measure, a demonstratlon ¥hat is not institu-
© tionalized because the telecommunications dellvery mode
is evaluated as not cost effectlve can be .cons dered a
“success.“ .- ; : : X,




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’ legltlmate objectlve fonwthe demonstratlon program.
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,L‘strategles ﬁpr encourag;ng instltutlonallzatlon,' (2)

rev1ew research on barrlers to &nstltutlonallzatlon of
telecommun1cat10ns~based serv1ce dellvery, 43) examine

1nstltutlonallzatlonsrelated reSults in. recent publlc
, i

In
_the follow1ng sectlons, ‘we. w111 (1) examlne alternatlve'

. serv1ce experlments and demonstratlons,.and (4) dlscuss
the lmpllcatlons of these flndlngs for OTP/DHEW's demon~
stratlon program/ ' . . R ' )
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2.0 STRATEGIES FOR INSTITUTIONALIZATION AND TRANSFER ’
. . R : J‘ . ] . . . )
In general’terms, a demonstratlon prOJect that 1s

[

deSLgned to 1ntroduce ‘an lnnovatlve service approach is

.

1nst1tutlonallzed once 1t beébmes a’ routlne act1v1ty in
one or more organlzatlons. As Yln suggests,__/ there

’

are a number of 51gns that typ1ca11y accompany 1nst1tu~
tlonallzatlon, for example.

":, .
® the demonstration pro:ect becomes a
formal program, p0551bly w1th its own. . .
-line 1tem in the agency s budget; ' - '

i?

) the lnnovatlve approach is continued
o even after key personnel involved in
the demonstration leave the agency or
take other respon51b111t1es, At

~._ @ personnel. associated with the intro- :
“.. . duction of the new approach are. -pro- - -
’ #ykmoted or otherw1se rewarded; :

® an _ongoing training program is. esta-.’;
A blished to introduce new-practltloners
, ‘ to the 1nnovat1ve approach; '

‘e there is growth in . the use of the new
- approach in the demonstration agency
‘gand/or other organlzatlons..

It should be noted,'however,'that institutionalization S

does not mean that thefinnovative approach has been proven

to be, cost-beneficial compared to a more conventional ~
PR . ‘ A : . . v\ . ' » . .' - . N
approaih. It simply signifies that the'énnovative approach

B I

-2

2/

— See Robert K. Yln, Changlng Urban Bureaucracies:

New Practlces Become 'Routinized, The Rand Corp—

oration, Santa Monica, ‘CA, March 1978., / 3
> / oo A ’

C “ . N : -
, T : . PR
PR =] v - A
i » v o - . : :./ . .
' R . . . . ;
. . :
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{" ¢ . . _ ‘ ,‘ . - . .{
\_has been adopted ‘on ‘an ong01ng basis by the demonstration -

agency or some other organlzatlon(s) Addltlonally, insti-

tutlonallzation should not be equated w1th "dlffus1on,

s1nce it is poss1ble for a 'service: lnnovatlon to be adopted‘

‘by theremonstratlon agency but nowhere else 3/

-
-

’ B
Instltutlonallzatlon Modes and Cycles ’
\ -

L .\

Instltutlonallzatlon can ocgur in a number of ways.

Generlcallyn’at least five- optlons are possible:'

&
» ‘»~

1) the demonstratlon project becomes an ) .
‘ ongolng program w1th1n the demonstratlon, Co .
agency, | S . . _ o
" '2) the project is 1nst1tut10nallzed by some :
+ other part of the demonstratlon agency;
+ 3). anm outsxde agency adopts .the service
<! llvery innovation on a regular basis;
.4)

a consortlum (possibly including the
demonstration agency) 1nst1tutlonallzes
/ 'the 1nnovatlon, and - , N
- ) . B ’ 2 ~\'
- 5) a neéw agehcy is created to prov1de the
© innovative service. ’

| L
In addition, a demonstratlon project can lead to ot er

|
an
;demonstratlons, wh1ch 1n ‘turn are 1nst1tutlonallzed

i Awareness of these 1nst1tutlonallzatlon options can

be . 1mportant for the selectlon of demonstratlon projects.

v

3/ Sdme of the dlfferences between 1nst1tutlonallzatlon
of an innovation and its diffusion or transfer w1ll
be d1scussed in Section 3. 4 below.

A . Y

. ’ ‘ P |

| .9 |

) ‘ R v \
LI . . . S




. R . . ) " '. . . (’
For instance, an agency which has numerous "branches," such

‘as a state health department with multiple clinics, could

4

1nstitutionalize a servlce innovat:on more easily than a | \

'single agency -= all ot er things eing equal. There would
o e »-
's1mp1y be more choices in finding a suitable setting for

'R 4 '

' institutionalization. /gf course, things are not always

-

equal. - Por formal or informal reasons) the multi-branch

k3

agency may not allow one branch to deliver serv1ces in an
idiosyncratic" manneé, however innovative the approach may

,be\ It ‘may also take longer, to arrive at a policy deCiSion '
Y
"in the multi-branch agency, particularly if it is larger,' ;

older, and more procedure-oriented than the Single-branch

agency.;

, . , . . ’ \A } [“v.

. ' L3 » . .’ l" N [ L3 .A * . \. L3 ’ '
,These.cons1derations notwithstanding, it may be important>¢

to take an agency's structural constraints and resources

~into account in selecting demonstration Projects. ~When

" combined witp other criteria, such as the agency's record

‘in adopting service innovations in the past, or its budgetary
\ v
resources, these structural aspects may prov1de an initial

clue to the likelihood of institutionalization.,

7
L)
y

)

A related factor is where the agency stands with
'respect to the bureaucratic growth‘bycle. As Downs and

| others have pOinted out, young agenc1es are more likely to
Aseek_new.functions and respons1bilities, whereas mature ,

bureaucracies may be more concerned with simply preserving .

) - o
| 10 SRR




' J ‘. ( ‘ . " .“_ - ] .
N / : *
their position in a federal, state or local government
system. &/ Younger}aéenEAes are also more likely to reward
1nd1v1duals w1th the initiative to carry forward service
3”\)' 1nnovatlons, a factor that is 1mportant 1n the adoptlon of
innovations. On the other hand-fyounger agencies are 1ess
likely to be multi-branch or have extenslve,external t1es,

*

which may be constralnts on 1nst1tutlonallzatlon.

2.2 The-Service Innovation Process
' ' - . ¢ .

>“whi1e it is useful to con;emplate_alternative routes
to institutionaiizat;on,‘the'mere existencefoffone or more
alterhatives will not insure institutionalization; What
Lo is required.for an innovation is a complek coalescence of
resources,. not entirely dissimilar,from wbat.ogéurs.in the
. private sector when a new product or\system ishintroduced.
_ ) 5

Awareness of the innovation must'be geﬁerated interest

must be aroused, experlmental usage must be facxlltated,
authority flgures ~- whether sg@rts notables, polltlcal

leaders, or technical consultants -- must be W1%g1ng to .

" endorse the product or system, and the whole ‘process must
. . \

be well managed. : |

: . \

Moreover,_the resources brought to bear in insti -
tutlonallzlng an lnnovatlon are qulte dlfferent in many -

cases from those used in the demonstratlon phase. Idea-

»

._/ Anthony Downs,- Inside Bureaégragy,(Boston-. Little,,
Brown’ & Co., 1967Y . N : ‘ :

.

o s o e
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~ -

generation, proposal development, staff recruitment, selec-

-}

tive putreach sef/ice reorganization, and. the procurement and

use of subcontractors are key elements in the demonstration .

‘phasé. In contrast budgeting, authorization, job spec1fi-

1

cati n, professional acceptance, routine outreach, and
[ 4

©  service management are the overriding’ functions in the

.

institutionalizatioh phase. In the process, the role Bf

local authorities and ag%ncies is "also likely .to increase.
R ¥ . o -
- At the demonstration phaSe, the demonstration unit is

likely to require the follow1ng local support: (1) author-

ization to submit the prop8sal- (2) the freedom to conduct

1

the pgoject unhampered by regulatory or bureaucratic con-

-

straints; and' (3) oc aSional assistance inﬂimplementing.
the'demonstration, suc'\as the referral of clients, or the
.use of facilities. For: institutionalization to occur, .a .

number of other forms of lo%al support must be available,
/ - . :

including. (1) Willingness of other units or agchies to .

forego budgqtary resources allocated to "the serv; inno-
- vation;- (2) permanent allocation of fac111t1es1£to'

the’servrce_innoyatipn; (3) ongoing cooperation;”and

(4) ongoing support by 1ocal political authorities, pro- .

- fesSional or ‘labor organizations, thirdjfarty payment

LA

+

_ J
;\institutions and the user community. )

H
Similarly, if an attempt is made to go beyond the

initial local instifutionalization of the service:innoVa-

L d




L non-local ones);,stlll another set of resources and rela-

t

tlonshlps must be brought into play vThe:cooperatlon of

dlssemlnators of the 1nnovat1ve objectlves and practlces
e e “7? . :
\.,.‘ » DY

'4v. "

LA must be obtalned’ w1der lnterest 1n the serv1ce 1nnovation ff?:r

e - L

by serv1ce agenc?es, professional assoclatlons and uSer “.

S .‘.

groups must’be secured"and evalpatlons 1nd1cat1ng the

approprlate appllcatlon and serv' > utlllty of the 1nno-

1tlon, the 5§a11ab111ty

, N

B vatlon need to be c1rculated.'phn5a‘

'of technlcal and software resources on a’ more w1despread
ba515 must be ensured

A .

.Fi

ly, federal support may need

to be made avallable, elther from the orLglnal demonstratlon?

e SR

f funder o ;from program agencles operatlng 1n the same ser-'

tlonallzed in other settlngs. t- ;"= j“:‘“ >.7'-f‘r5\

Rt —

2}3“fParticipants'inléerVice.innoVation

K

The changes in act1v1t1es and respons;bllatles pre—ﬂw

/'--'

v10usly dlscussed -can also be examlned from the perspectlve

[y

of asklng who part1c1pates 1n the serv1ce 1nnovatlon process.
v \..

Flrst, desplte the 1mportant roles of ObVlOUS part1c1pants,
such as the demonstratlon unlt, that part of the demonstra— v

K

tlon agency dlrectly 1nvolved 1n lntroduclng the serv1ce_f?

of other players must also be 1nvolved._ These_lnclude_the

e M g

9 N | ._ 13 ,'.‘ N

-

EE
Y
L]

._1nnovatlon, and the demonstratlon fundlng agency, a numberif



. . B . . . . .
‘ . B M
N : ’ . : ' . ’ el

;demonstratlon agency, polltlcal authorltles, equlpment p ' 'f"
.suppllers and profeSSLOnal associations, among others.
'Secondly, the 1mportance ofra glven player s partlcipatlon'

~4m

lcan change from one. phase to another.. For example, natlonal
: assoclatlons normally play a m1nor.role,‘1f any, durlng the

- demonstratlon and 1nst1tutionallzatlon phases but could be
»,crltlcal part1c1pants?1nfthe transfer of the 1nnovatlon to‘
':other settlngs. Thlrdly, the number of part1c1pants w1th
ia key role to play often 1ncreases from the demonstratlon

phase to the 1nst1tutlonallzatlon phase and from the lnstl-r

'tutlonalizatlon phase to the transfer phase.l”
_ ‘%l P :

Exhlbit l 1llustrates these polnts by lndlcatlng

whlch players may have a prlmary role in each of the threg

M

. Y z\)""‘"“ .
phases.. The spec1f1c lrstlngs presented'ln the table are

n

'not def1n1t1ve, s1nce the spec1f1c nature of the serv1ce

]

innovation, the oglglnal demonstratlon unlt, and th? lnstL;
.tutlonallzatlon or transfer strategy belng pursued/ could
alter the player mlx._ Nonetheless,.lt prov1des overv1ew
of the complex participation process often requ1red ins

mov1ng an 1nnovatlon from demonstratlon to t ansfer. .

The greater .number of potentlal part 1pants in the

1nst1tutlonallzatlon and transfer phases of serv1ce 1nno— :
/

vatlontls a reflectlon, 1n part, of the'greater degree of ;-

_1nter-1nst1tutlonal coordlnatlon that may be required.

-Whlle 1n1t1at1ng and 1mplement1ng a demonstratlon,prOJect :

'1l£. . ;".‘, . 141
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ﬁ”Press/Medla~‘t'””u’”'."~fﬁ,,fi';o;ﬁ~‘ ;;t;;.‘ X
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nvolves the development of numerous worklng relationships,

'm st of these are 1nternal, only a few are external such

+

1.h as those between the demonstration agency and the equlpment
sugplier.. By contrast, 1nst1tut1onallzation and transfer
are llkely to reguire the development of strong relatlon-.'

. shlps w1th a greater number of external groups and’ organv
‘ ‘1zatlons, ranglng from profe551onal assoc1atlons and local

polltlcal author1t1es to the med1a &gh th1rd party payment K

1nst1tutlons.. At the same,tlme, the number of relatlonshlps'i

that w1ll come into play can depend on the partlcular 1qst1-‘

tutlonallzatlon or transfer strategy that 1s belng pursued. 5/

§ome strateg;es mamgrequlre a smalr

others many,partlcipants,'

u"2;4a}Institutionalization and Transfer

In the remalnder of thrs sectlon WE‘Wlll outllne a few
of the strafegles that can- be pursued, whether expllc;tly or
1mp11c1tly, in ach1ev1ng 1nst1tutlonallzatlon and transfer.
Our llSt 1s not exhaustlve, but 1s smmply meant to suggest

the range of strategy optlons and ‘some of the 1mp11catlons

of speclflc strategles., In general terms, these can be

-

(?”."3

=2/ "Strategy" may be - too strong a word here,,51nce we
suspect that many cases involve 11ttle conscious

declslon-maklng at a strateglc level. Nonetheless,

organizations attemptlng to 1nst1tutlonallze or .

transfer a service innovation do pursue certain.

. tactics rather than ‘others. The mix of tactics :

o employed, and the relationships these tactics gen- e

: erate, can be. termed a strategy S '

¥
oA

. iv‘ye_ T ~ j;f‘ 'blng;%lé;;_lfi
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‘d1v1ded 1nto institutlonallzatlon strategiee and transfer

strategies. The former are usually aimed at turning a

: -demonstration project into an operatlonal'program at an

i *.agency partlcipatlng it the demonstratlon.g The latter

L)

\usually seek to difque the serV1ce 1nnovatlon beyond the

1mmediate 1nst1tutlonal context of the demonstratlon
Lo i 6/ o C »_‘3 . o “ e L _ 'v__. i
pro;ect. o L _— L

e

-
A Y

Examples of 1nst1tutlona11zation strategles are the

| follovung., ’ R i AL

[ ) ;The Local Agencygvpproach. Thls represents o
_the simplest case where a local demonstra- - .
tion agency attempts to turn the innovative

Project into an ongoing program. ' The strat- ' .

egy. may involve building politlcal and . -
budgetary support among municipal’ leaders,

”vcollaboratlng with other local service '
agencies, and SOllCltlng the -blessing of .
‘local ,user interest groups.@Local medla may
also ﬁlay a role.- v

- ® The State Agency Approach A'state'agency
~ . may have a greater choice of sites where
the serv1ce “innovation can be institu- -
tlonallzed “but it may_ ‘be more difficult
to forge relatlonshlps W1th equlpment or
: . software suppliers and service providers,
s ";espec1ally if a larger-scale or mult1-31te‘.'
' program 1s 1nvolved.»J o . : :

’

v - ‘ L e o :
8/ o key ‘Jssue’ inf the case of transfer strategxe# is
“whether to- collapse the institutionalization and
‘transfer phases .into one or whether to wait until
the service. innovation. has been institutionalized

" in one-sor more sites before attemptlng ;ts transfer
on a more W1despread ba51s.‘\ . .

. . . .
X . s t
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It may be harder to -
. org J,pecause of.the. differ- ..
~ ing ‘object ives ‘of ‘the participants. “Once’ '

. aperational,. however,at he program may have . -
. s+ & greater; ¢hance: of- 8 vival- since: no single'. .
- ..~ budgetary. decision is-¥ikely to require ter-
e .~ _+ ' mination.. . .On thé& othey hand, decision- - : =
7 - making ”by ‘committea" - ‘could stymie ‘the devei-ff . -
R - opment and spread of the" program R e

‘.' LT . . B
!' . . "l‘«,. - K . . J

o Similarly, idfis poss1ble to identify a number of possible

v

A innovation transfer strategies- L f"{'f":\’.f"”'

L=,

C S T e e G , St
d‘~The’Private Sector Strate' . Key players in
- .this case are 'likely  to:be: private profit. or -
'?non-profit service: agencies, tommunications
' carriers or software . suppliers,fprivate ‘ser- .
. e ' vice agencies as ‘well as’ ‘payment: organizations,
'v... - 'regulators: (competitors ‘may:want the service.
L '~ curtailed) ;- the: media, ‘and ‘'dervice recipients.»-
- The transfer .process -ig relatively immune from,
,ipolitical influence but may not involve the
- serVice groups withfthe greatest need.;y; B

Federal~State Collaboration., ‘A new program L
- 1s ‘launched with partial federal funding ST
~and’ state~level administration.  The cooper-Ji“
. ation of professional“associations, public .
' sector. ‘associations; public sector unions,,
"user interest ‘groups; - and local service .
agencies may be: eritical. Presumably, one
y - or more federal agencies: would be involved,
o creating potential Jurisdictional conflicts.;,ﬂf

"OJ;Innovation-oriented "Networki",v _The .
".'*}initiative here is taken by a lobse coalition Z
. -of-service providers who have been stimulated .
by exposure to.the. innovative service deliveryv
o : j‘concept through conferences, profeSSional o
AR .. . schoqls, ‘informal. contacts, etec. . Short-term -
RN - ssuccgss may ‘be limited by—the lack of specific,
' funding programs, ‘but ‘the open-endedness of :
- the. strategy can have’ ‘some . longer-term payoffs
© as links'are formed With federal or local
fj?authorities, serVice agencies, profeSSional
‘fassociations, user” interest -groups, . and/or &
the media.’ : Entry of members of -the network
~ 'into' the. private: sector can also stimulate LI
‘-;developments there.;w . : S




o . 4
'

;“ Again, ‘the above descriptions are meant to be brief,

”selective sketches. However, they do suggest some of the .

alternative directions that institutionalization and trans-‘

fer efforts can take.- Each strategy 1nvolves multiple 7

L4

’participants but in differing configurations and with\\,“ .

different focal poznts. Unfortunatery, 1itt1e is known
+

'about the apprppriateness of the various strategies for

1

telecommunications-suppofted social serv1ce delivery. A

good deal of judgmental decision-making must 1nev1tab1y go‘

into selecting a strategy for a given sztuation.} What ig’

certain, however, 1s that the federal role depends on
. 4 e _ .
which strategy is being pursued g A ’,'H S

s
it

' The 1ssue of appropriate federal roles in demonstra- -

L

o

tion projects will be pursued in the final section of this'_

ﬂreport follow1ng a rev1ew of specific. barriers to 1nst1tu—
"tionalization and several case studies in the demonstration
: B
‘_and implementation of telecommunications-based servrce

’

innovations. ot o N



3.0 ‘RESEARCH ONT‘B‘ARRIER'_S“- 10 iNSZI‘I‘I‘U’I‘IIONA.LIZATION S
‘ ) [ . b - m— |‘ ‘

i To obtain a better sense of the opportunities and

L B limitations inherent Rn different service adoption strat—

\

fegies,_it is important to understand the constraints o=

»

'inherent in service innovation.f In this section we will
examine several recent studies of the service innovagion

< | process which attempt to &solate key barriers and/or fac-_
)
-tors affecting successful adoptions.p Not all of the studies
. ;

- agn on every point- nonetheless, a bodY Of knowledge On‘;

A

H,institutionalization is being developed *

and is worth reViewing for our purposes. L o
The six studies,we willfreVierare'the folloWingg
o | S ,.,“ ;A -
. ® Baer, W. S., L. L. Johnson, E.W. Merrow,‘ :
’ Analysis of Federally Funded Demonstratiocn
- Projects, prepared. for the" Experimental '
. Technology Incentives Program, U.S. “Depart= A
ment of Commerce, R-1926-DOC, Santa Monica, .
CA The Rand Corporation, April, 1976.’ -

The goal of this study was to formulate guide-lv'
lines for federal agencies ‘in- improving the -

»hplanning, -implementation, moni toring, evalua*

- tion, and dissemination of results of future
demonstration. projects. f. Analysis focussed on
an examination of 24 completed demonstration L
prOJects spanning a wide range of federal Lo

. agencies, technologies, and proJect character- R
* ‘istics. .In order to qualify, projects had to -

" include private business:- either as the intended.
adapters or manufacturers of the- technology,,
thus excluding progects aimed at social change:
or requiring ongorng federal ass1stance.‘

‘e Berman, P. and M.W. McLauchlin Federal Pro-
- grams Supporting’ Educational Chan e, . Volume
1~ 1IV: The Findings in Review April 1975) and




.; "

fand Sustainin RV
‘eparedwforvEEe}\ : ng )
onjiDepartment of : _
q Wel’. ;re, n-lsesl-nsw,

, Health, Educatlon
\' Santa Monics, CAY

& .
This mnlti-year, two phas ﬁstudy Was con--
ducted ‘to: analyze the evglution of federally
funded programs ‘designed’ to. introduce’ ‘and-
. 'spread innavative praqﬂlces in public -
' schools. The:first: phaseﬁof the: research
examined’ four ‘federal cha ge agent programs
- to identify%whht ‘strategies and conditions
- promote chan g;iﬁ .&chools;: the: ‘gecond phase
‘examined the dnstitutional and project fac- .. .
 tors that contribute.to the;continuation - . o
-.and, incorporaticniof ‘a project once federal —
funding termipates. Findings are based on"
~survey data cpllected fromia national sam—ﬁ;;-v
-« ple of 293 change agent Jjects, . 29 B AT
detailed casestudies ahd interviews with S
ufederal project coordinat'rs P RN e

L Dordick, H. S.'and;R J. Goldman, Telecommu-‘
. nications and Vocational Rehabilltation:
Barriers to Utilization b State Agenc es, FERE
prepared for the Rehabll '
, Admlnlstration, U.S. Department of Health, .
Education and Welfare, 22-P—59035/9 0L, -
. . Los Angeles,. CA: Unlversity of Southernv;
'Callfornla, 1978 Sl K

vThe purpose of the study was to assess the

‘barriers "to effective utilization' of tele- . -
“communications technolog1es~b state voca-. -
tional rehabilitation' agen .. Data was -

‘collected through over 130 personal tele- ; :

- phone 1nterviews with vocatlonal rehabilita~ T »
“tion- professzonals, telecommunlcatlons S
experts, handlcapped indivxduals and others T !

. involved with .social. serv1ce/te1ecommun1ca- ’
tions applications’. ‘Interviews were
supplemented by & national ﬁall survey of
Hstate and prlvate rehabllltatlon agencles. '

,J :

Services and Telecommunlcatlons' Innovatlo
in Human Services Dellvery L ‘Telecommunica
tions Policy, June, 1978, pp. 137-145, whlch

is: based on the above study. : .




@ 0ffice of Technology Assessment, The Role
/ of Demonstrations in Federal ‘RsD Pollc N
I Bashington, 'D.C.: U.5. Government rrinting"

. Office, July, 1976,

. The goals of this study were to develop a
‘ -conceptual framework for the analysis of
~demonstration projects, synthesize the'
+literature on demonstrations in relation | - .
to this conceptual.framework, and draw out\ =
implications of the analysis for Congressional
action: Conclusions were based on a review of
literature concerned with ' (1),démonsgration
as policy ingtruments,’(2) analyses of speci- : -
fic social experiments, :(3) RsD utilization| oo
and, commercialization indirectly relevant tg. ‘
‘demonstrations, and (4) prescriptive analyse
of -R&D issues. . _ , Rt
® Yin, R.K., K.A. Heald, M.F. Vogel, P.D. -
- Fleischauer, and B.Q. Vladeck, A Review .of -
. Casg;Studies*of:Technologigax Innovations
.in_State and Local Services, prepared for
e National Science Foundation, R-1870~
NSF, 'Santa Monica, CA: The'sRand Corpor ation

February, 1976..

' & . S .
The. purpose - of this study, aimed.at federal
POlicy-makers, was to assess previous experi-

ences with technological innovationg#iin local

services and to identify thdse:factdrS”thgt :

have been associated with ‘the successful use

of such innovations. The study reviewed and
.analyzed 140 case studies of local organiza-
- tions' first experiences with a new techno-

logical device.
e Yin, 'R.K., S.K. Quick, P.M. Bateman, and
" E.L. Marks, Changing Urban Bureaucracies: ;
How New Practices Become Routinized, prepared
for the National Science Foundation, R-2277-
NSF, Santa Monica, CA: . The Rand Corporation,
March, 1978. .- | S C

- The goal of this study was to describe how
. new practices in urban . bureaucracies invqlved N
. in service delivery (i.e. \fire, police, educa- z

~tion) became routinized: ~Tindings are based

T R - B
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'+ on li!edhiltori ana1Ylil of 19 case atudies,
- '’ which in some instances had endured. 10 to\l8'
. years. Corroborating evidence was also col-
" lacted through telephone interviewa at 90
additional sites. "

. ”

Ny

‘themes. These are: . CN . {

. " ‘ N ‘ ‘ ‘
e characteristics of.the innovation itself L
which may affect adoption; y g
e the effects of the organizational environ- 'f/ o \1~
- ment in which the innovation is being - | ’ ,\
adopted; *;(\,‘ , ,
. N St ’ !

e specific implementation factors which L
\X could foster the adoption of an innovation”

factors which could ‘help to diffuse the . P \\’
J ) innovation from its initial demonstration ;
‘ to more widespread use; “\& , - L

.,

vention on ine;itutionalization. :

! !4." . ~ , 4 - . ' et
™, S ‘ RPN A y/
\ . : | . .

O*che impact of federal assistance and int7 - L
3.1 Characteristics of-the Innovationgg\\ . / ;

The six studies identify three features intrinsic to

an 1nnovation which’ could encourage its adoption within

the immediate demonstration site as well as in other settings.z[

|
:
g

These are;: o -
- |

1)  the use of a technology which requir S t
manipulation of a hardware device onfa |
daily bas;s, - con

"nxﬁﬁ © 7"2). an emphasis on the. delivery of serVices,to
o, an ,outgijf user rather than the initiation -

.\




. of. ohangen in internal adminintrative pro-
cedures; and . .
3) an innovation whioh is co patible with
. existing user valuel or palt experiencee.

\ The atudies offor conikicting findings on three further,_- .
~ ’ [ . N .
\ factors. These are: yoo ' '

\ . "4) the use of technologies which are simple
\ to operate versus those with complex’
2 ‘operating procedures (given sufficient
Vo practitioner training);
\ A ! ' )
5) implementation processes which can be O
'\ devaeloped incrementally and which can bei:
| ' reversed at any point during the course !
co of the demonstration versus implementa- i
. tions which affect immediately and irre-
\ ’ vocably a core function of the agency
\ involved in service provision; and RS

\6) innovations which offer an advantage over - 7
\ the existing service delivery system ver-

. sus innovations which affect posi ively

\ "bureaucratic self-interest." )

'\ ‘
.
,’ ‘ ’

" The first three -of these factors need relatively

1itt1e explanation. According to Yin, "successful" inno-

vative efforts. are- ébrrélated with the use of hardware

\

deVices (as opposed to information systems or data analysis)

hecause they\are visible and thus more\easily communicated. 7/

\
N

i
1

B ¢ : ~

L Yin, R.K. \ et #., A Review of Case Studies of Tech-
nological\Innovations in State and Local Services, ‘
Santa Monica, CA:,The Rand Corporation, 1976. Yin ’
corisiders 'a’ technological innovation "successful"‘whenf/{f

it roducés a service improvement and is also incor-
porated into the activities of an organization or when
it does no produce any improvement and is not incor- )
porated. The two alternative combinations (incorporation
but no improvement or improvement but not incorporation)
are seen as "failures" (pp..18- ). ‘- )

. g

T

-



: : . \ e
Additionally, ithYdtionl’thgé Qbérato'on é\dniiy.p;liL, ) h
even it tﬁil'iqqui;o‘ limiting the loopcot>§hoprdjec£
'in;tially, ltand'i\bgttaé pﬁihgo oiluoéilq.;%/‘DBrdick
and 661@m&n copb&r.'pétntinq out tﬁat;gggption\;nd ﬁlQA;re
mg;t a!ficﬁeg by thg'lubjociiv. views of%ébtongia; users
which are of en bouhded by more;g;n‘tal frames of referanse,
such as attitﬁdcl toward technology’ or ﬁéioncc; zwbchnoloqios
. allbwigg such uuegu‘toteithér observe dbmonatratiénl or’gdip.
pe:sonai experience with thei;.appliqaéiéns will bo moa@ |
.gu&cpsaful,'ainca»tha pgfaeﬁéion of risks associated with
the inno;a ‘on Caq\bg'rédﬁcpa.\_' - . o

Cortelatéh with'fh%p need for visibiliﬁy;‘accordin; to
.Yin'§'1976‘;nalx§iéﬂ is the impott;npe of “trahsitiyp” inno-
vations which dggi directlyiwifh'ch&géquin the way cliﬁn;s
use services rather than merely with internal éh&ngeg_ig

- ! a

~

‘_2/ ¥in, R.K., et al., Changing Urban Bureaucracies: How

: .- New Practices Become Routinized, Santa Mon ca, CA: The
Ran orporation, March, 1978. Yin, in his 1978 assess~
ment, distinguishes between two types of innovations: -
task-specific, in which the innévation 1is limited to a
single service application, and task-diverse, in which
an ‘innpvation is potentially relevan to a variety of
service applications. The author finds that, in some
cases, different factors affect the successful routini-
zation of, each type of task.. Thus, in the case of, the
"daily use" factor, a task-spécific -innovation's inherent
limitations in performing a diverse array of applications
to gain widespread Practitioner support is compensated
by the repetitive number of occasions upon which the
single relevant application is ‘performed. .. -

N
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adﬁiniut&ative procadufol.—g/'ht the same time, 1t 15
lmboéthtathat gh; innodaelop not conflict with a user's .
‘valuo- or palt.éxpariencol.Q'Thul;'aqqin.'materiul innova~
tions (hardwaronaovibol) are mo:é'ealily adopted than non-
material ones (prd&illai: idcab).' horooé‘r, an 1nﬁdvnt;on
may have several attribttes which users value,- such as
convqnienco;1ncroanqg,¢¢b aafcty. or reduced phyuical

‘effort, but which: aiffy

r

' %m;fttrrbutei‘valuod bﬁ‘ekéurna;w
,;ﬁ‘r"bpﬁgo time, lives saved or' ~
B : mar fTbu!;:ié is important to
1a§nt1£y and 1nc1udeiiﬁllc:9i ﬂiY;ry:dosigns pa§~o:£s

fécily,exéeriéncealgﬁ

-

in ﬁjsma that -practitioners can
Finally, Berman and McLaughlin, among others, note
that‘the values ahd7gqals implicit/in,ah innovation project's
design need to be congtuent with those of both the,prdject
. 3 ’ '.‘.\‘.l‘ .

_participants and their superiors; L <

’

-, : Vi

—2/,Itlshou1d be noted that Yin sees these intrinsic features
(i.e. visibility and client-focus) as advancing the ser-
vice iwmprovement half of his two-part success model only.
Incorporation, he -feels, occurs when the chief executive
supports the effort:; the innovator, implementor, and
advocate for the effort are located inside the agency;
and there are no increases in agency staff.

10/ Yin, Changing Urban Bureaucracies, op. cit. This is
particularly true of task-specific s tuations for which,
Yih feels, adoption and implementation are the collective
result of individual decisions made by individual prac-

titioners.

- 22 c : "‘
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“tr1al-ab111ty£; and technological advantage over ex1st1ng

I

' service delive systems as factors in. adoptlon and 1nst1tu—.lf;‘

tlonallzatlon s not_as clear-cut. Thus, on the 6ne hag

® -
. oL

both Dordlck \d Goldman s and Yln s analyses c1te past

' adoptlon behav1or whlch found that

o
the complex1ty ff operatlon (1 e. number of components of
the technology behaV1ors and SklllS necessary for suCcessful

11/:ﬂf

use and malnten c‘ etc ) 1s 1nversely related to adoptlon.—e

4 Y

researcb on lnwovatioi

On-the other hfvd Yln, 1n h1s 1978 assessment of "routlnlza—”}
tlon" in" urban bureaucracles, flndsothat the amount of per—f

A
sonnel tra1n1ng an 1nnovatlon requlres - one measure of l'

o comp1ex1ty ——‘doeS‘not affect the outcomes of the task*speclflc,f,

‘1nnovatlons he e amlned, glven sufflclent practltloner payoffs o

t

2

‘I-..K“ - . o rd : ‘n o o,
(see above) “_\?;i“-, T T '_,F:
N . . : ,l ' :.\ ) . - .4 3 - ) s ‘ ‘ ’ Do . N : ‘... B ,. . ol - i

. pe | ’
B It 1s 1nterest1ng to ob;erve that an., 1nter1m evaluatlon

of the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educatlon

,, a

(FIPSE) comes out even more strongly 1n favor of complex

- 1nnovat1ons.——/ Research done fqr HEW by the NTS Research B

\..
i Vo
i

12/

" ) o T . - S o .v‘, s . ’

11/ The degree of complex1ty‘perce1ved by users may be aggra—'

vated . if telecommpnlcatlons experts who.'consult ‘on the

.. purchase and 1nstallatlon of .equipment,: leave project _
~staff w1th little! tra1n1ng 1n the da11y use and mazntenancet
of the technology\ ~w Q,, , RS ,l_v av«~l~'. -

NTS Research Corporatlon An Evaluatlon of the Fund fof the -
"~ Improvement of Postsecondary Education, Volume 2:: “Interim -~ -
."Report, August. 1979. . While this study makes' several obser-
vations of relevance to- thls reoort,‘ we have not formally
- Jdncluded it in our. eview - because of the 1ncomplete status '
. of the projects under evaluatLon.v S g . A

"'2_47.
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Corporation found that "multldimenslonallty“ was an lmportant

e

: FY1979 addressed at 1east flve of e19ht Congressional purposes

for estahllshlng the Program.,

A‘. x'

prOJects pursued at least seven endeavors (e g., counseling,

_{Addltlonally,'over half of the J;TL

1nstructlon, faculty developmegz,ﬂetc.ﬁg%nd created at least

flve lmpacts (e g.,uenhanced career opportunltles,_lmproved

1nstructlona1 technlques, increased access) —-/ Such

\ K]

multidlmenslonallty“ was favored by FIPSE staff under the"

Ty

assumptlon that complex educational problems had a better~“":_w
chanee of Succeedlng 1f several facets of the proJect T

were - attacked simultaneously.,m f}_ '; h7 ) fa7}~~ 553 f”' S
Addltlonal d1sagreements arlse over the 1mpacts of

)’f

1nnovatlons jn organlzatlonal practlces.’ Dordlck and

Yln s 1976 analyses flnd that successful O

1nnovatlons are those that are "d1v1s1ble," 1n the sense

Goldman s an

T,

\..

16/ While no' dlrect correlatlon was made in the FIPSE o
' report between number of endeavors and/or, 1mpacts R
.and degree of lnstltutlonallzatlon, the authors'did =~ ...
- note that of the Fund's projects which were completed o
: or nearing. completion’ and-which were not: designed '
»- to _terminate after accompllshlng ‘a discrete task,- IR
“70° percent met the’ necessary criteria to achieve .. L
. 1nst1tut19nallzatlon.. These criteria were 1) the " '
w projects contlnue after Fund support ends; 2) act1v1t1es
© or services are not: substantlally reduced; and. _
- 3) the project 1s optlmlstlc about 1ts long—term
' -surv1val L o : :

~




:gthe status:quo with 1ittle difficulty. [These are ins

"...';f.marked contrast to Yin s 1978f fi" ding that innovations

whiCh become routinized are thoSe WhiCh inVO].Ve a COre:“‘-"

l“agency practlce "j Accordlng tOEthls?'ate'?flndingr a new

':practlce can be routlnlzed more effectivelyilf one of two TA,J'Eﬁ

’1Tcond1t1ons occur-? elther the capabllity for oarrylng out
R :

1  the old practlce 1s systematlcally removed aftf

Jf;practice has been 1nsta11ed. or the new practlce,broadens

‘-‘h"'.

".the agency s origlnal.array of servrces and 1s formally )

frecognlzed in a reV1sed ver51on of the agency s mandate.

e

‘ In thelr analyses of 1nnovatlon 1n educational organl-ATf""

zatlons, Berman and McLaughlln concur w1th Y1n s 1978 flndlngs. if
FL;TheY Observe that "treatment comPIEXlty"fanOIV1ng a com— s o
-Lprehen51ve area of currlculum and a crlt1ca1 mass of prOJect‘
fPartlclpants or requlrlng an overall change 1n teacher .f? AEEZTf
'behav1or 1s llkely to lnduce 1nnovatlon by estahllshlng‘a U
u?norm for alE;zed behavror 1n the settlng. Slmllarly.

projects are more llkely to succeed lf they are 1ntegrated

v

1nto the on—golng procedures of the school or dlstrlct.

\-f‘

'”VIn contrast,”the authors point out that "structéral complexlty""i

“t

_requlrlng a great deal of co-ordlnatlon across school

ER%

Thls is true for both task—speclflc and task—dlverse

14/
o 1nnovat;ons, as explalned in fOOtnote 8.5; C o

.

’

K




e

~ . g -

f;grades and 1evels is not likely to result in successful

a;projects., Flnally, the FIPSE report mentioned above notes

,ythat over half of the Fund‘s progects caused slgnlficant )

S

4

“changes in the operations of the host 1nstitutlon.15/

| Finally, both the Dordlck and Goldman -and Ylp studies 2
’_support the’ theSlS that an 1nnovation must have/a relative
“advantage over the system 1t'supercedes.; However, draw1ng
.5from h1s own case study analysls,.Yin discerns two d1fferent;

vmodes of how 1ocal agencies innovate, parallellng his two—part .

'schema for successful innovations. The f1rst model sees inno--;":

uvation resultlng from a concern for product @ffnclency. It
emphaslzes problem-solv1ng, results in’ servrce 1mprovements,
and 1s dependent for ltS success on the merit of therlnnovation'

' over existlng practices. In the Second model the acceptance

K

‘of .an 1nnovatlon is motivated by bureaucratic se1f-1nterest

.

Innovatiggs are adopted where they foster bureaucratlc growth,

= {.. - ‘}

.status, and power, even' though 11tt1e serv1ce improvement
may occur. Thus, according to this two-part schema, the

'organlzatlonal model thhln Whlch one operates W111 determine'

the lmportance of an innovatlon s advantage over ex1st1ng 6

16/

systems. it is only in the 1deal case that Serv1ce

,1mprovements also result in bureaucratic rewards or v1ce
versa. I . S ST ' e T

a . S

15/ NTS Research Corporatlon, ;E c1t., p. 1v-17. T
16/

— Yin6 R. K., et" al., Changlng Urban Bureaucracles,-gp.'cit.

_'f‘P?. _,d'f;' 25 };}0 "*




| 'fin 1976 all underscored“the oVerriding importance_of a cen-‘”

"ftralized agency:w,th one or more layers of superVisory relation—ﬁ

- 'ships. While such ce,ntra‘lization ,_can prohibit the de"el°9“‘e“t

' “of horizontal coalitiOns which mightfotherWise initiate ana

';‘innovation, it does facilitate‘the adoption of an innovation

‘7,once it has been introduced I::contrast to Yl“ ‘ findings,

o K : AR
: JDordick and Goldman believe that hierarchical structures

'-‘may act as a barrier tof"nnovation beéause of the high probabi-":

.glity that information;conveyed thiough the organization wi11
dthe'OTA study stresses.»ﬂ;;~i

-

,'

fbe distorted or lost._ Additional
'the importance of operational flexibility which allows
‘pr03ect personnel either to aVOld or recOVer from negative

-+ L /

events or to take advantage of positive ones.*fWe suspect that

o these two conditions are ‘not mutually exclusive and will depend
upon the working relationships between pro;ect directors and

their staffs.pv,vk

In conSidering the organizatiOn as it faCes the external
}‘enVironment, both the Dordick and Goldman and the OTA studies,"d
‘stress that innovations requiring cooperative action among ele- '
| ments of an institutional enVironment w111 be less likely to |

idiffuse than ones where their application is Within the scope of

o a Single institution.; Thus, even if the enVironment is




developed, the technolog rfs free of unoertainty'and federal

funding to support the nnovation is available, diffusion wi11

| be slow and sporadic if organizations have to (l) share re-_.

sourcés, (2) adjust their operational modes to accomodate other

operational units,_or (3) accomodatevagencies with disparate;

and conflicting goals-;7/ ‘ f“f”,*7h'7f'iﬂuvif 'E&”M”mw

a . . B P . .,

Another way in which the organizational environment can

1mp1nge on the outcome of a demonstration pro;ect is through

thearules and regulations imposed on the demonstration agency.,ug;“

" For example, Dordlck and Goldman note that state procurement
. . ‘v.]"‘“ g

policies often require acceptance of the lowest bid. In the L

¥

case of telecommunications equipment, this rule often prevents”v

N3

rellable suppliers from competing, and can result fn technlcal;;‘

difficulties at the outset or, dhring the course of the demon-"

stration proJect. Frequently, the ultimate result is that the nﬁﬁ

demonstration is - terminated.

3.3 TheiImpiementation:Process

»

Perhaps the greatest number of factors 1nfluenc1ng the

_1nst1tutlonalization of an 1nhovatlon are specific to the

1

conditions under whlch the lnnovation 1s implemented The

,studies 1dent1fy seven of these 1mplementation-spec1f1c factors.

L - ¢

;lz/' The OTA study suggests that the use of cable telecommuni-

cations to provrde social services will face diffusion

" problems because ‘effective usevgf the medium requires cooper-
ervice and regulatory agen-:

ation among a number of social

Vap
Uik

t

~ cies as well as several levels of governmentn, These“organi-

zations frequently.resrst efforts of other ag'ﬁéies to ‘'enter.

fntheir areas of. spec1alization. ,
e T “ Qf)




'*,l)_»the innovation muet behinitiated EIR TR .
o ]‘at tha ‘ ely. . S :

b ageney administratorsiof. an agency L
B ‘_should support:the‘innovation; SR

3),,the innovation ahouldxbe led by *W.f1*;=qgﬁ_‘v-
. an active innovator who will promotefi; e
- the conditions necessary for an - Co
_agency 8 initial" useuofgthe innovation,:~ -

PN

! ‘.'»””-4)“jthose with- esponsi ity for the ' g.-
S 'aiffusion‘of an inr ovation within the
- agency ‘should part: cipate dAnithe T g, o L
* -planning:and. operation ‘of " the demon-‘»” A
‘stration: including, ‘when' necessary, S
'practitioner-training programs, 1”{ SRR

JS) clients EShOUId .participate P the g ( o
R “implementation of the demonstratlon.:- SR .

}"6) 'there should be‘no speCific opp05ition
o to, the innovation, and PETR

7) no i rigid time constraints should be R .1-’.fu\.1
- imposed on- the innovation, B R

:' 8 .
& "

SeVeral of the studies stress that those demonstration ..“
"'prOJects that aré“ost’succes:Zully diffused are those in

which the initiatives for action come from 1oca1 rather than L

- federal 1eVels. Baer found in:his analysis of demonstration f‘.
ilpro;ects that nearly all of the pro:ects which showed 1itt1e
. or no diffusion success were pushed strongly by federal agencies.q
n.fdn concurs,-pOinting out that since the major conditions that ivﬁ

. i %
1ead an. innovation to be routiniZed all appear to be internal

1

18/ Baer categorized cases show1ng federal initiative as’ :

R <'those involving either (1) a local: ‘r&sponse to a federal
»jrequesf specifying the’ kinds of devices) systems, or - -
 processes to be demonstrated; or (2) a direct federal - - -
, initiatiVe in which an organization is requested to '
foperate a- demonstration. Locally initiated projects. are;

those which involve either (1) an. unsolicited proposal ;'
from a local’ -organization, ‘or (2). a local: response to-a
;broad federal initiative*directed towards a gfneral problem.;;




to the- speoific local agency, federally initiated agendas_w
should either be limited or designed with great sophisticatipn.lg/
Dordick and Goldman emphasize that from the potential users' '

\side, clients are most likely to adopt those innovations which

v

‘falleviate an agreed—upon high priority need, created either

'by crisis conditions or by chronic service deficiencies. User
_.willingness to ‘overcome technical problems and limited resources
is related to the perceived importance of the need ‘ Finally, o

Berman ‘and McLaughlin point out that projects initiated in
!

a problem—solVing fashion and addressed at a district s

l‘central priorities havq‘ihe best chances for success. . As

the authors observe: .

"(P)ro;ects with high district priority were likelyw»
. to be continued.even in cases where they had not -
- been relatively’ successful during their temporary
funding and when they were expensive for the
district.P 20/ : ..

Other implementation—speCific factors largely pertain
wto the role each member.of the agency plays in the development
of the innovation. Thus,,top agency administrators who
'are usually involved in'key'decisionsbabout an innovation,'
' such as making available staff or budgetary funds, must
-support the innovation, in - effect telling progect staff ‘how -
seriously they- should take’ the innovation s objectives.

lgf'Yin, et al.,>Chan§ing'p§ban Bureaucracies, op. cit.
20/ :

Berman, P. and. M.W. McLaughlin,pFederal Programs Supporting
Educational Change, Volume IV: The Findings in Review, :
' Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, 1975, p. 17.
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{
. Additionally, a motivated change agent frcm within the agency

y_is needed to bring information into the agency, to develop
;support for the innovation, and to. eetablish appropriate
_skills and resources for initially operating it ——/ Although K
this responsibility can be shared by several people, it is

, critical that the innovator(s) come from within the agency
'because such’ sources habitually carry greater credibility -

- and leverage\&ith other members of the staff Likewise, o
throughout its early life history, an innovation .must gain .

. increased support from agency practitioners. Such support
can be generated, in the case of task-specific innovations, B /
by . promoting individual use of the innovation through the - |
prOVision of practitioner training, frequent and regular;
’-planning meetings, and practitioner participation in day-

o-day implementation meetings., In the case of task—diverse'

innovations, greater. appeals. to bureaucratic self-interest o

‘A may be necessary. Finally, client participation in\the
design of the application is instrumental in assuring ‘the -

. adoption 0f an innovation not only because such parti-
Cipation enhances cooperation and identifies unantiCipated
jbarriers but also.because participation may proVide o \ '.

‘_ enternal pressure on the process. Consequently, agency |

_managers may act With greater care and perseverance if

~-clients‘are even‘potentially involved.

L - R

It should be noted that Berman and McLaughlin believe
that project continuation depends more- on having the ‘early .
'and lasting support of a principal who affords the ‘pProject
%itimacy and can secure continued funding than -on an
- . effective project director. This may be; particularly true
3 of educational settings.»y~“ Lo as¥a

21/
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Two additional factors identified by Eome of the studies 1
deserve mentions the first is that in addition to internal |
support for an innovation, no adversary group outside the. agency
ghould specifically opphhe the innovation. &he second is that-

"only loose external time constraints should be imposed on demon-'i;
stration projects, since, as the Baer study points out, Qﬁw much
;time a project takes is much less important than the information
generated. Baer's case study analysis showed that all the projects
venjoying greatest diffusion success were able to operate without K
stringent time- deadlines. It may be that setting stringent
'deadlines reduces the amount of external interaction between

a demonstration agency and other organizations who may adopt the

innovation in the future.

-

3.4 Factors Affeoting-Transfer

‘ Three factors have. been identified by the studies as

affecting the difquion of an innovation from the demonstration

‘Site to other agencies. These are:
. '..; -

1) the technology used in the ‘innovation
should he well in hand and highly_
reprodué&ble from Slte to site; -

2) a strong industrial system for commer-

cialization should support the technology
used° and . T

"3) “no major institutional or regulatory
barriers to difquion should be
Present.

L
cow

? ' . - -




Baer's anelysis of twenty-!our demonstrations indioatee

that those projectl having signi!ioant di!tudion suoooss were
those with medium or low technological uncer ainty.‘ This'
relationship is not surprieing since, as Baer points out,
.the value of a. demonstretion in’ providing u eful Information
to potential adopters depends on its opera ing reliably in
a real world environment. 1t the”technolo' is not well in
hand, project managers will be preoccupied with developing
and improving the technology rather than with assessing the
resulting product or service. similarly, as‘Dordick and )
Goldman emphasize, potential adopters will be hesitant to
'invest resources in a tec nology if- they remain unsure. of°

‘ its reliability, durahiljty, administrative feasibility, ' vu:

and operating costs unde routine conditions.

; The OTA study furthFr points outathe importance of -

demonstrations}using technologies with high reprod::;pilitY 4
\

'from site to site, because unless similar successf results

are experienced at multiple locations, they wili not be

‘ ;credible “£o potential adopters.

In_additipn ' low technological uncertainty, the Baer
study emphasizes he importance‘of a strong industrial system

for commercializ tion whose various elements (manufacturers
/'

and purchasers f the new technology, regulators and other

<'target audien s) are included in the demonstration planning

.

and operatio7ﬁ, Thispmay'be particularly difficult if the




)
.parket is new Jnd supplier-purchaser relationships have not

en develop' . However, Baer found that only ono

ration proaect whidh excluded some "active components" .

of the nstitutional environment was di!tu-ed. "Activo'

components" are do!inod by Baer as "thone (suppliers and/or
~ users) 3

hose ractich- would have to be modified if the

».

J
ﬁffueion were to tage Place. w22/

| . n
-Finflly, as Baer points'out, an innovation clearly will

L3

?not be diffused if regulatory or institutional barriers

prevent hts widespread use. Demonatrations may be far

1weaker tbols for attacking. such\barriers than direct governmentl

!

intervention through changes in regulations or subsidies.
In addition, as Dordick and Goldman state, potential users '

are lessxlikely ‘to adopt an innovation if they perceive the

s

l
posslibility of "red tape."
wa . A_*A ]
3.5 Federal Funding and"Assistance

," ) ¢ - \‘ ‘ °
. . . - 4 : .

V.

£

ThOse studies which examine the effect of ﬁederal support

on the institutionalization of innovations make the follow1ng N

e (‘

observations- . - - . 6

b

22/ It should be remembered that Baer's analysis dealt only
‘with projects which included private business either as
the intended adopters or manufacturers of the innovation.
His focus on ‘the ultimate commercial viability of an| inno-
vation may lead him to give more emphasis to such factors
as low technological uncertainty ‘and industrial} user/ ,
supplier participation in planning than might be required
by pro;ects with ongOing government support.'

AN ]

-
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1) federal !unding on a calo-lpcoi!io basis
(L,@., to demonstrations) may actually
" inhibit the full incorporation of an
innovation; and ..

2) . cost and risk lharing by non-!odaral.
participants is closely aclociatad with
‘domonctration success. ‘ ‘ ' e
In thoir cducational innovation analylil, Berman and
McLaugnlin concludc that whila federal funding policioc a1d
‘have’ an. impact in providing impctul to projoctl that coul
noi/have othcrwiae been initiatod, federal money in and
\_ of itself did not ltimulate aupport, commitment or intoreﬁt
\‘ in change on tho part: of project pcrlonnol. Since foderal
, funding did nct alter basic motivaticns, it failed to |
influence those features of the innovation that shaped
project implenentation strategies or outcomes.
- . , . ‘ ?

- Additionally, in his 1976 case study analysia, Yin
discovered that there Was no relationship between the outcome
of an innovative effort and the presence of federal support
for such activities as technical assistance, implementation, .

and training of local personnel. 3/ In fact, ‘when Yin examinedll

service improve nt and bureaucratic adoption separately,

23/ Similarly, most project directors surveyed during

.the FIPSE evaluation cited in Section 3.1 did ‘not
_ believe that the Fund' s\monitoring activities sub-
. stantially influhenced tfeir projects despite .the.
‘fact, that 90 percent had\found those monitoring
activities at least of s help in project operations
and 80 percent found the Fund helpful in identifying
and correcting specific P oblems.

3
L
i
-




) s

"he uncovered a negative relationship botwean fbureauorntic adop=-

tion and federal funding. Yin doas point out that while no single
\

project may be nblo ‘to link its ‘success to the nvailnbility

o! !edorai dollars, luch aotivitiol can be'extremaly important

in developing a more general and lpnq-tnrm R&D capability in

tho service lootor. both hy utimulnting technoloqical developments
and by supporting a network of protolliohal activities.

However, ho alno strolsel that the impact of !ederal R&D

is likely to be 1imited ir it is not adequately tied to goods ‘

producers, purchasera, and even to. the actions of faderal

agencies in othor sectors. -j. . .

s - ‘ .

Closely related to this theme of a federal R&D—commé%cial
»

Lsector link are arguments for cost and risk-sharing with non-
~

federal participants. These are raised by both the-aaer and

the OTA studies, which stress that a serious commitment to an

'innovatlon; as indicated by/ the performers"willingness to
;'\ Y

share»costs'andlrisks, is yital to the successfultoperation

andadiffusion of a.demqnstr tion. .Baer's‘anal&sis

reveals that demonstrationskwith 1arge shares of federal

£

f&nding (more than 90%) have a poor chance of diffusion success.
According to the OTA study, an unw11lingness to: contribute g
to Costs may reflect technological uncertainty, weak market

demahd. or inhibiting institutional factors. - o -1"[
\ . . ) ) - )

e The focus of both the Baer and OTA studies on. private

industry participation in the innovative procéss may lead them
e

to overemphaSLze this’ cost-sharing factor.' However, Dordick
) \ .l . ] v v'd] ‘ - + . _..
3 ' o 2 \ //
; | ’ | ' " ) 36 . 40 .- S
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+

«of the pro;ect, thelr motlvat;on to ald 1n the development

and dlfoSlOn Qf the demonstratlon 1s weaker than lf tbey ';“"

Y

sustaln substantlal 1osses when the pro;ect falls. 4/

. L ﬁ -
a' . . s, |
< -

Based on the flndlngs of thelr respectlve studles,_
seVeral of the authors, Baer and Yln 1n partlcular, assess

the role of the federal governmeét in. promotlng the adoptlon
. v‘ l‘
and routlnlzatlon offmnnovatlons.."Thelr recommendatlons a11

24/ ‘Baer cites the example of a Personal Rapld Transrt System 1n"
- _.which West. Vlrglnra Unlverslty, ‘the county,
-Morgantown all-

and the: c1ty of
, donated land for the- ‘necessary :
 way . as ‘théir. cd

rights of. \-;
st contrlbutlon to -the demonstratlon

However,\xf
- a clause in the contract stipulated that if the demonstra~ . . .
“tion:did not: meet the un1versrty s, needs, - the _system would f'k{
‘be dlsmantled at federal. expense and the land, restored S
S to 1ts orlglnal COndltlon ke T ., N
ERRR S VY S UL
o PR .
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'on the characterlstlcs of dZmonstrations-’“

‘ N
r'nagrow scope for effect1ve se since they are approprlate only
.when‘undertalntres are not.large and a strong ratlonale for.'J

RS R . A
St R .

?federal 1nvolvement exlsts; (2) d1ffus10n of demonstratlons

depends on a well-artlculated market “pull"(rather than tech-??f

<

_nology "push" (3)‘demonstratlons are weak tools for ta/xalng

‘1nst1tutlona1 and organlzatlonal barrlers to d1ffus1o ¥ and

o

d(4) 1arge demonstratlons w1th heavy federal fundlng are par-’

.‘w

Baer offers the fOIlOWlng strategles for sefectlng demon-'

stratlons-‘ I SOE ST
e conduct the . demonstratlons on as small
'+ .a scale and Wlth as 11tt1e v151b111ty

- .as’ poss1b1e-~'

-

) Tdo not ‘ignore small progects 1nv01V1ng
e : a'lncremental 1mprovements to exmstlng

Sk /w,products or" procesSes in, favo<}of 1arge
ek ‘%{and exper1menta1 pro;ects-’ L

.o
Ve

1"f-o Hmake suretechnologles be1ng used%are o
‘ well 1n hand' ‘and = o N o

S e

o"allow suff1c1ent tlme for'sllppa e in.

- the project's schedule, espec1a1 Yo oo T
‘when the” Pprojects-are: 1arge and tecp-» o .
nologlcally uncertain.

v . . o L. . o . B ¥




gThus, rather than fundlng SpeCLflC demonstratlon pro;ects,fe‘"
federal pollc:.es c'ould be used _o 1nf1uence (1) the soc1al

’ network of servrce professlonals, (2) the marketlng context

s o

'w1th1n whlch an agency operates, (3) theiorganlzatlonal context

vw1th1n whlch the agency operates, (4) the 1nterna1 bureau-

.7_'_

cratlc context by whlch the agency ltself 1s organlzed and

operates, and (5) the regulatory env1ronm3nt.

ey

& : \Lv'

In hls 1978 analysls”oyln polnts to four addltlonal fune-rffﬁ?'

2't1ons 1n wh1ch he feels the federal government has a role 3'

wh1ch cannot be fulfllled by other agencles., These are-..,

s

(l) support of R&D on 1nnovat1ons that are appllcable to 1oéalg

-

;serv1ce agency programs-f(2) promotlon of the transference

_ and d1ffus1on of 1deas from one local s1te to another,_

_ VR

(3) evaluatlon of 1oca1 project performance and accompllsh-
s Q}’ & .

ments, and (4) ass1stance to 1ocal Jurlsdlctlons in deallng

'w1th problems deemed nat1ona1 1n s1gn1f1cance. Tl _ 15 :




a0 ANANALYSISOF HEALTESERVICE DEMONSTRATIONS

g In addltlon to rev1ewing the above studles on adoptlon of

.ﬂserv1ce lnnovatlons, we performed a separate analys1s of

"factors affectlng 1nst1tutlonallzatlon. Our sample was 53

N

demonstratlon projects utlllzing telecommunlcatlons 1n the
de11very of med1ca1 and health serv1ces. These pro;ects,

. /7
. wh1ch cover a broad rangé of technologles, appllcatlons

s
.u

and demonstratlon agenc1es,are summarlzed 1n the Telehealth

'Handbook° A Guide to Telecommunlcatlons Technology_for

[

///Rural Health Care.25/ '

/

.o

ﬁ?'&n the f1rst phase of our analys1s we compared the

'1ongev1ty of each project w1th other factors (such as
- type ‘of technoﬁ%gy, appllcatlon and agency),‘whlch may have
1nf1uenced the duratlon and 1nst1tutlonallzatlon of the 2
».project. In a second phase we: 1nterv1ewed the d1rectors
”=of a sample of the projects. to ‘learn what, 1f any, addltlonal
factors may have contrlbuted to the extenSLon or termlnatlon

of thelr respectlve projects. - -
7 . L | -V‘.'f:.

4.1 'The Cross-Tabulatioanesults ‘ a _ : , P

"The 1nformatlon that was avallable to us cons1sted of the '

~

project 's tmtle, its time perlod (1nCIud1ng whether'dt was on-

-g01ng at the time of publlcatlon), the technology(s),used (e g.,

23/ Bennett A.M., W. H. Rappaport and F. L Sklnner, Telehealth
Handbook- A Guide to Telecommunications Technolo for
Rural Health Care, prepared for the National Center for .
Health Sservices. .Research, U.S. Department of Health Educatlon

‘and Welfare, May 1978 pp. 91~146.
.v.'&’ o AR 44
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high—frequency radio,vtwo;way television), the intended app11~f??i

5 cation(s), a contact person”{usually the project directOr), and

: N
a 50 to 200 Word narrative.“ This narrative typlcally 1ncluded

the local agencles involvedf_the sett1ng (rural or urban), and

-a brief d1scuss1on of the applicatlon and/Or the evolutlon of

A .
vthe project.; Most of the projects were 1nit1ated 1n the early T

’ - or mlddle 197OS.> However,;one, wh1ch 1s Stlll bn901ng, dates:yfv"

back to 1959 and several others Were started dur1ng the mlddle to

late 1960's.‘ The prOJects operated in’ over 30 dlfferent states.
" v In addltlon to longev1ty, the factors we exam1ned 1n our "

analysls were-

o type of technology' F DT
e ' number of technologles used; | | : RN
'@ .settlng (urban or rural),

e area covered»by‘servlcep

° btypeioflapplication:df;

oﬁ number-offapplicationaareas;

o',contact person; . S

o »type of organlzation.

.More speclflcally, We-examined the.number of‘yearsIthat'demonefst,f
| strations with spec1f1c character1st1cs have lasted. These. N

results are presented~1n Exhlblt 2. ’<; C _b# |

E From these results we see that project longevlty does
appear to be related to certa1n factors more than others. Forvf
example, longev1ty var1es by as much as 4 3 years dependlng\on
the type of technology used 1n the demonstratlon.. By contrast,

the number of technologles 1nvolved has V1rtually no’ 1mpact on

longev1ty.
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*Eﬁ’coupARISON op pROJEGT LQNGEVITY AND OTHER FACTORS -

Longevity

‘ = © - No. of Projects . (Ave. No. of Years)
~Type of technology LT T
‘ﬁ,computer R IR - 4.9
telephone,f__j;.}‘aﬂﬂ'vj"f-'_ N 1 - P -
satellite et 3l
- 2=-way audlo/data/v1deo e 2 s e e e s
-'imlcrowave R co0 . 18 o 7.9
:“‘vNo.-of technologles used R T I DR R
~.one ' . oL 9 et
S two ; o .28 = o - 6.1 -
~-three' ' S L le - SR 6.1
- Setting. T A
-ﬁ_rural S 1 A S
‘urban ] R T S - N DO
both™ . 5 o ‘k s . \ 675 -
Area covered by serv1ce A e
‘local . - - o o 11

—county-wide - - - T 13

- statewide+ ‘ Y AR c

'g“ureglon-W1de ’ 09

" one or more Sp&lelC R L ‘ N
. sites: Y 13 Lo B

"W oowsN
O WBWE

" Type. of appllcatlon - S .

- primary care . . . L 45 L
~education - . : e .28 . o - ,
i admlnlstratlon _ [ - R .

L LN B,
e e . -
N oo~

nNo. .of appllcat;on areas : B
~ -one - . g R 25 .
. two . . ; C 19 ‘ 6.
- three = S ‘ : 9 o R 6 !
””fContact person : ' ' T ’
- MD T 24 L s
non-MD L A K 29 : ' ;o 6.
';.Type of organlzatlon oo SR - -
. federal S ‘ : S 6 A . 5.6
- state - : j 5 o 6
©undiversity . 21 . 7.5
- hospital- v e 6 5
'/ medical seryice = s sll» : .. 5.1

[
o

o O
o

< ’f' N -',.-‘"" - : - N Y N .

¢;Npmbers do not always add up to the total of progects (53), since in

> ‘Some cases more than one factor applles to a single project .and in
‘other cases entries were e11m1nated from the exhibit (i.e., cate-

o gorles w1th four or fewer entrles) ' ST . ‘

v




r”cases, it might be'argued that«an;increase in the number of

”technologies or the umber of”applications would increase theff“Vf

7v;‘:comp1exity of‘th 'd ”nstration proJect'aﬁd onsequently in-LV'!i

. crease the possibility ofﬁtechnical or organizational impediments,

“fHowever, this hypothesis is not confirmed by the eVidence.a‘f(t_,,

- 7_¥The 1ongevity of the proJects does not substantially decrease\é;fﬁ

'?ias the number of applications or technologies rises. ﬂsimilarly,:j

the contact person, generally the pro;ect leader, is a
//profesSional/specialist (M D ) or an administrator/manager o

,ii.'z | Factors Related to 'L’on‘gevi‘ty L
Two other faCtorsr-- type of application and type of
| 'organization - reflect a moderate degree of correlation With .

project longeVity. Educational applications have surVived

“g

__1onger than primary care applications (e g telediagnosis),-
T which in turn have fared better than administrative applica-"

tions. These results are not surpriSing in that the edu-7~iv”

"'cational-applications tested were likely to involve more
conventional uses of technology (e g.;instructional tele-‘
'VlSlOn) than primary care- and administrative applications.y?'

= Similarly, the greater 1ongeVity of primary care vs. ‘1 h'££’ '




o others have suggested encourage adoption.

xS

vt

¢
(

NN ST L S . . . . ) .
. . o IR . " oo 2 . . \ ;

administrative applications may be due .to the fact that v ,

A

g the former are more 1ike1y to use visible hardware devices

and to be aimed at outside users, factors which Yin and
' The finding Wlth respect to organizational setting is. more
difficult to. 1nterpret.‘ State agencies andi in- particular,
univer51ties appear to be more successfulhdn 1nst1tutionalising
(or prolonging) telemedicine demonstrations than hOSpltalS, ’
medical serv1ce organizations, or federal agenoies.‘ Possibly,
the results suggest that for a demonstration agency to be . - )

successful in 1nst1tutionalizing a serv1ce 1nnovation, 1t may “

W)

need to have a’ broader range of skills_than.a_traditional'”
service prov1der.. Univer51ties and state agencies may ’

bring more motlvations and resources to the'lmplementation of ‘

v ‘ [ v

demonstrations than hospitals and medical serv1ce organizations.

1
\

In addition, they may be 1ess wedded to prevailing serv1ce B!

delivery practices.b.: ' ) )
Finally, there are three: other factors that correlate ;

highly w1th pro;ect longev1ty. These are-3 (1)vthe'area

covered by, the serv1ce demonstration, (2) the type of tech-

_ nologY, and (3) the setting. In the sample studied, a prOJect “

w1th a statew1de or region-w1de service area- was 11ke1y to

- “ e

1ast twice as long as a county-w1de or 51te-spec1f1c demon-

stration. Again, 1nterpretation of - these results is dlfficult,

[

51nce we suspeCt they reflect a mi?rof historical, managerial, and

political factors._ One pOSSlble explanation is that w1der-area

,

demonstrations are more 11ke1y to obtain 1egislat1ve or -

Y S

vl



budgetary supportawt the_ tate 1eve1. Another is that wider-’eg~ﬁ

area projects are likély‘to involve more mature technologies

and less innovative applications., At the same time, the

finding challenges the assumption that demonstrations should

start emall and be limited 'to:.SPecific sites. 35'/ R

The relationship of project longevity to techn°1ogy’b. v
though complex,_is in some respects easier to explain.{ pro_ ?aiﬂl
jects utilizing microwave and cable systems as well as’ o : ; .
advanced two-way applications exhibited greater longevity
than those in which satellite and telephone systems or com-_]/tic

puters were involved The longevity of miCrowave- and cable-.f

based projects is due in part to the maturity of these

technologies.‘ Their use is likely to present fewer system~'”
B reliability, availability and/or maintenance problems.- Qn thep'

fﬁ other hand, the shorter life span ‘of the computer-b“sed projects’f

3

maf\Qg related to the less “viSible" applicatiOns A volved
(i, e., administrative) and to software development difficulties.f

Finally, we suspect that some of the differences can be ascribed’

-

to non-technological factors\ such as the duration of federal

@

.»;unding commitments.: Many of the satellite serVice demon-

strations have been restricted to Short-term funding, whereas‘

("',a,number of the two-way (terrestial) applications haVe received

extended support. B SR :dp S p>l o j!h‘ o SN
The last'factor we were ablerto identifyfas_potentially'

26/ It is also poss1b1e that some of the stateWide and region-
wide projects were initiated on a smaller scale and were
j__subsequently expandedkk :



4.3 A Profile on Ongoing Projects

|
LN |
\.’

- )

L

‘plgying an important role with respect to. project duration was

the demonstration setting. The longevity of the urban projects‘

‘in our sample was.almost twice that of rural projecte, with

mixed urban-rural projects falling in between. Federal
funding commitments and the obvious difficultiee of initiating

and operating technology—based'service innovations in rural

.areas, ‘where the institutional -and technological infrastructure-

is likely to be more limited, may have influenced this result.,

Theoresults, to the extent that they validly reflect urban-

-rural differences, suggest that institutionalization will

occur nmore readily in’ urban settings, To the extent that '

° . . -
B

project longeVity is an objective they also suggest that

v rurally-oriented prOJects should involve an urban component V

as well.27/ | R '

-'To reach bey nd some of“the‘limitations of the cross-

tabulation approach as describedsabove, we also interViewed

) by telephone the dLrectors of a sample of the health care

d monstration pro;ects. Twelve progects_were chosen to

Before utilizing the results of our analys1s in des1gn1ng
) future demonstrations, several caveats should be taken into
{ account, including the’ following: ~'Our tabulations included
both ongding and terminated projects. . Thus, it may be that
some of the ongoing projects with short life spans because =
of more recent start~up dates will continue to operate -and
in fact be institutionalized. In addition, interdependency
among factors cannot be measured by means of simple cross-
tabulations. It is conceivable, %e have tried to suggest
in our interpretations, that it lS a ‘particular mix of
factors -rather than any single factor which: contributes
to project 1ongev1ty or termination.
i.
- 46 T
| 20



represent a range of technologies. epplications, sponeoring

organizatione, and" settinga. The projects were evenly spread
28

between ongoing and terminated projects. Our questions

[—

focused on:
e technologies used;
° ,services provided: :
."o SOurce and type of funding; |
o;'presence or.absence of cost and risk sharing; 3 - Vo
. e use of planning grants; |
B ) reasons for. continuation or. termination of the project-
oi factors promoting diffusion,

y . f

Oux examination‘of‘project director responses‘to these'
L question areas has led us to formulate the following composite l
description of six ongoing pro;ects, ranging in duration from
‘four to thirteen years. The pro;ects almost all use tech—
'enologies that were fully developed at the time of pro;ect
initiation, including microwave, two-way audio/Video/data,t
cable and telephone. Only one Site used ‘a new application of
a developed product. Ensuing technical difficulties led to
abandonment of the equipment in this ‘case, although service’
delivery continUed uSing more conventional means. , |
The ; applications tested in these pro;ects included primary
rcare, edncation and administration, they involved both Single
‘and multiple functions, and.they were targeted at both Single
‘and m tiple types ofpusers. Service delivery covered_local.
regional, and statewide areas and both urbAn and rural settings.
.28/ 0ne‘t 1[.‘ i 51
, erminated- prOJect could not be used in this analy5is

because of inadequa information provided during the interview.b




\What il important to not‘;ia that in all cases the projec

_vexpanded a corextunction in the agency [} operations to new

4

'-may have made agency participation more visible and th

\

. T ' ) /
locations. \ SRR o .MMW7};,~,

‘ ‘While the projects were alwaya centrally administe'ed,
input into decision—making waa frequently sought from th laevel
represeqtatives at user sites. Provision for such input was ‘
important to the project directors, since all six projects

involved the participation of severel agencies both as/ ‘\\ .

3

service deliverers and recipients. Involving several dencies

s, less
\

‘easily retractable. 'It may also: have prevented Bervi e. appli- L

cations from bepoming too site-.

of generating a broad base for support and/or diffus Bn.

A majority of the projects recbived funding thr ugH a

| combination of local initiative and strong federal rging to

"think bigger." _One project was-init ated in _respof se to a ?
: | g Sy

federal'RFP. Another was mandated by the state legislature.

(In addition, three of the projects received seed money for the

first one to three years of existence../These projects are npw_

largely self sufficient, relying on. charges to users, Medicare '

"and Medicaid reimbursements, and ongoing support as line items_

in state health care budgets.}> The remaining three’ projects

* “have received ongOing federal or state support since their

~ °~

,initiation, supplemented again by. user charges and/or grants

- made to indiVidual serVice proViders. None of the proJects

required explicit cost- or ri§k-sharing on the part of the

serVice deliverer. “ o~ B o
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o projeot direotorl do' : , y “' ful. -\ i

" The remaining p ojqcu“lh A planning. grs a from\ $14,000
toAsslm‘

coordinati§ efforte but not a vital step in the de elopment

4 , o
p and found them useful in gehera L ast and 'ﬂsﬁ.
of the project. \ | )
Project directiors a tributed their successes to several
: factora. First among these is the existence of a substantial i L:

| ‘need for th; servi eq provi‘ed by the project. In several,'

cases,_this eed was igitial\y»providér-driven;with community §

SR - ——

)individnal personalities"nvolved - their vision could o
generate both top-level s pport "for the pProject and establish
facilitatin@ connections with other'agencies. One project o

. directpr also pointed .out that the political and budgetary

‘ climate in the early 1970 s had cultivated a personal diplomacy

" which mayLno longer be possible.- Thirdly, directors attribd"ed':'
their successes to the participation of highly-qualified st,ff,v

who perceived the progects as opportunities to develop their

»careers., Flnally, several project directors stressed the rol

of on-s1te coordlnators or promoters,'who‘ﬁgged and facilitated'

use of the system.- ‘ f_7" o o o .,J;
PrOJect directors were unc ear on mechanisms for promoting\_

the addption of their serv1ce delivery systems at other SlteS.

< o }

e
——
e




.| Most elt”that informal :i!!ueion‘wae provided as phflioians
'7 and s udents oblerwinq !r workinq in the dystem moved to other

_loca ione. One project director advooated that. dootors who hed
. led he initial project develbpment should be the ones to
-advige other sites._ tnl

w'simifar projects exil

3

ther direotor explained that, although

d, dif!usion had been very slow until-
the projects banded together to share information resouroes:
once such cooperatioﬂ had been establiehed, however, diffueion
occurred rapidly. g only two caees had the government (at the
state level) played n role in diffusion. . In one-case the
Department of Elderly Affairs replicated the original project l
model as a Qesult o ongoing contact between state agendies

- In the second case, the state Medicaid office issued an RFP and
funded three new ﬁrojects based on the initial project approach

In considering ways in which the. government might provide

assistance beyond funding, project directors urged- thatr\rp
the outset federal funders should view innovative projects

~as potentially successful businesses -and xﬁould both _
promote and, where possible, facilitate the transition to. “:17
self-sufficiency through contacts, lobbying for changes. in pro- '

'hibitive federal policies or other means. They further urged that

I

o g1ven the goal of Self-suff1c1ency, ‘the government should be
R .
. w1lling to . make longer-term financ1al commitments to projects
. f _
(up to five years) so that proJects w1th the potential for,

._success would not collapse prematurely for lack of funds.' The
proJect leaders also favored mandatory site v151ts to sxmilar

'projects for information-sharing purpoées.-’-, _ .
his Lo _ | S
: : , c B 3 . 50 ' ' .
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4. E A be"fiie-v of Terminated pro;‘ééﬁé.’-- e

vjd:iﬂ' In evaluatlng;the responses of d1rectors whose projeCts had

l"

lasted from n1ne months to flve years but were then termlnated,‘fp

:"Qctseveral 1nterest1ng contrasts to the above proflle become

apparent._ Almost all'“f the projects 1nvolved relat1ve1y -
e Lo ek L
slmple appllcat;ons to 51ngle target groups at speclflc s1tes.;;"
N p- R

In addltlon, no cooperatron between autonomous agénc1es wasv'”

requlred. ﬂ Less than half of the pro:ects were 1n1t1ated

AO‘A

th; 1ocally, the others were responses to a speC1f1c RFP,'

.... o '

the urglng of pr1vate 1ndustry, or - d1rect federal sollc1tat10n.

;'j Flnally, all but one of the pro:ects rece1ved seed funds only

A
A -

Whlle each pro:ect d1rector named a spec1f1c reason for why

the pr03ect was termlnated these reasons stemmed largely from j"

&

the above characterlstlcs.' For eXample, 1n one s1te-speC1f1c ‘
appllcatlon, a change 1n medlcal personnel obviated the need )
for the serv1ce prov1ded by the pro:ect. For other |
pr03ects, the relatlve s1mp11c1ty of the appllcation and 1ts
s1ngle agency.focus made 1t ea51er for one malfunctlonlngb
» element to dlsrupt the~ent1re pro:ect and/or for progects o
wr*w~w1th problems to‘be abandoned when the;r supportlng agencles ;pw

ER
o bt
|

experlenced a f1nanc1al crunch. B SRR

i

e

. : _ B
: " _,. X o . - . . . T 2
o Secondly,_those pro;ects whlch were 1n1t1ated 1n responseh

to external encouragement“rather than a locally-felt need
encountered several problems which would have probably deterred

them from 1n1t1at1ng such efforts on the1r an and- wh1ch con-f

)

trabuted to the1r termlnatlon.' These problems 1ncluded lack o

\
”
’




C a4

L e?

[

‘“f_of clearcut user rnterest,*unlon troubles with serv1ce pro-‘

=vaiders, polltlcal confllcts between user 51tes, and a lack of
jftop-level commltment._ In several cases, such externally-"
7fgenerated prOJects also resulted 1n serv1ces w1th,no clear.

i ?”e
. advanta i& to users and technolog:.es that were 1nconven1ent

I

' ffor users to work w1th and/or costly, partlcularly where theseju,a'

technologles were experlmental. | “"‘-" f;l‘ ,7'? s

ZFinally, (accordlng to project d1rectors) short—term ;

-y

_ seed fundlng Wthh was term1nated prematurely and/or fundlng

ol

Wthh requlred cost-sharlng between the federal government and

"-state or 1ocal agencles w1th fluctuatlng budgets led to

crlppllng flnanclal obstacles 1n several cases. ,It 1s also y'.n

1nterest1ng to note that even ‘in those dsses 1n whlch-prOJectS‘"
had the support of commerclal ent1t1es (a cable TV company,'

Bell system), budget cuts in one case and 1nappropr1ate

technologles 1n the second termlnated the prOJect.

ey

4.5 Summary of the Findings‘

Ll

_yf In rev1eW1ng these progects, it should be remembered that

#02

.'some of the factors We have attrlbuted to thelr success or

termlnatlon ‘may be 1nfluenced by the. pro;ects' partlcular L
VAR

ki

focus on health care serv1ces. Thus, appllcatlons whlch

expand a-core functlon “in an agency S, operatlons to new
locatlons, the absbnce of 1n1t1al cost/rlsk sharlng w1th
state o£ local agencles, and the opportunlty fbr prOJectsv
to be,absorbed ult1mately 1nto:on901ng_state or,Medlcare

i
Y ' :‘9



Based on our analy51s, we have 1dent1f1ed'ten factors\1}§?”?

r,which appear to p051t1ve1y influende theiduratlon and
. 1nst1tutlonallzation of health care demonstration p ects.~"3ﬁiﬁf

yThese are.

L e

‘. .the use of fully—devéloped technologles,fE'nijffJ?“

.‘od appllcatlons whlch extend an agency s core functlon(s)
... to new 1ocatlons, : LT S 5
;di central~agency management but proV151on for the par- ri'f;ﬁ
v t1c1patlon of several ‘autonomous agencles 1n the g -
o e dellvery or . recelpt of a servrce*-~‘w

\. ’“""

e a project whlch-ls 1ocally 1n1t1ated and satlsfleS"V\' .
user—felt needs but which receives federal encour- . - i
agement to. enlarge serv1ce dellvery plan8<where . '

. necessary,,‘ S _f,, ./ RSN o L

(3 fo.. 1n1t1a1 cost ‘or rlsk sharlng by state or 1ocal B
agencles if budgets appear unstable,; : : '

) opportunltles for costs of establlshed progects tbv*-

- ’'be ahsorbed either jinto state or local ongoing- _
- budgets or to. be covered by user or 1nst1tutlona1 L
charges, etc., A : : '

. he e

I . E B .

e project personnel w1th connectronstx:other 1nflu-~
‘ ential agencies ' (in some. cases, "such connections
are the result of a SLngle strong personallty and
~cannot be wtllfully 1nchded 1n the project s des1gn),

‘@ Aprojects wh1ch offer perscnnel 1ncreased oppor-
'~-.‘tun1t1es for career development,. e Qo

° .prov1s1ons for 1nformatlon exchange and d1ffu51on
-';through both' formal: aﬁd‘unscheduled visits to.
.s1tes attemptlng s1m1 ar serV1ce del;very systems-

\
.




- self sufficiency through encouragement
icat ion fﬁbusiness iple

‘.gg}to'other federal,ﬁstatem', d/or'local‘agencies
='5and‘%o&users withinﬁth xpigject'_, :
msite e AR

faction of user—perceived needs corroborate the research

- findings detailgd earlier in\this report (Section 3).- Other"h

. : S
factors, howevér, such as. the benefits of collaborative . L
vrelations between autonomous agencies and the hazards of _

lcostdtor risk-sharing requirements are in direct conflict '-f”_f“

£

with the earlier findings.; In’addition, we have found |
.c}that pro;ects With Wide-area coverage, undertaken by state G
_VagenCies or univerSities are more likely to endure than o
'rural, singlePSite, local agency pro;ects.- Similarly, pro:ects
anOlVlng educational applications have a higher chance of o
".:surViVing than those With primary care and, especially,_' ' - f

' administrative applicationsug
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o500 'm:cnsmnns IMPLICATIONS FOR ;;o'.,rPii R

B the design and management of OTP/DHEW's demonstratlon program ,7"“

V'iﬂOur discusslon'of options and suggested courses of actlon will,’ o

In thiS<final section,,we Wlll apply our research to

f:ii ""
in some cases, also be based on knowledge of how related

‘"demonstratlon programs operate. Speclflcally, we w1ll address

1 ,how OTP mlght modlfy 1ts demonstratlon program guldellnes and

.

“;-grantee selectlon criterla in 11ght of the research flndings. N

’,as well as alternatlve act1v1ties 1t mlght undertake to foster

the! 1nst1tutlonal:.zatlon of demonstratlon progects.

Before proceedlng w1th our suggestlons, two p01nts need;

to be re-emphanzed ’ One 1s that the prlmary perspectlve of

F
‘this report contlnues to be that of 1nst1tut10na11§fnd demon-

stratlgns. As noted in the 1ntroductlon to tﬁis report, we -

'recognlze that 1nst1tutlonallzatlon may be only one,of several

'1eg1t1mate program objectlves.v Consequently, our suggestlons '

should Qe evaluated agalnst other objectives that\may be

’pertlnent. Secondly, 1t is obv1ous ‘that sound research on

(~

the 1nst1tutlonallzatlon process for soc1a1 service 1nnovatlons

. °

- is only beglnnlng to develop. As we have noted 1n prev10us'

9 LY L)

."sectlons, confllctlng ev1dence exists on a number of important

1ssu%§) such as the role of formal and 1nformal collaboratlon l

among 1nst1tutlons. Other issues have not been examlned

systematlcally, if at all. . Our suggestlons should be-seen in

a9



"thiS'context.v They are not magic formulae, but they may add

some value to OTP s internal declsion—making.

54 fProgram-lmplicationsgi”

There are a number of 1nterrelated issues that arlse w1th

‘ respect to how OTP's demonstratlon program mlght be restructured.
e how much emphas1s should be" placed on -
new vs. establlshed technologles?

o should 31ng1e— or mult1-serv1ce
"appllcatlons be: supported?

¢ should a larger or smaller number
of projects be supported and how
much of the budget should be allo-
- cated to contlnuatlon support?

e what kinds of 1nst1tut10ns should
be supported? ' _

e .should cost-sharlng requlrements be .
made more expllclt or. 1ncreased?y,

oﬁnshould a plannlng phase precede ‘the
demonstratlon phase?

’

Seyeral of these issues‘can be_addressed injterms‘of. o
the research results detailed in earlier‘sections‘of this |
-repo;t (Sections 5 and 4). These f1nd1ngs suggest that:

(1) establlshed technologles should be. favored, (2) the
‘?number of app11cat10ns does not materlally affect the llkell-'

~hood of 1nst1tutlonallzatlon, (3). federal support should

not be llmlted to a hlghly 11m1ted tlme perlod (e.g., one

¢ year); (4) pro:ects undertaken by state agencles and

60
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o

universépies with access to multiple service sites are morebl”

a,likely ‘to endure-than local agency projects, and (5) cost—

J;-sharing and planning grants may or may not contribute to the
adoption of serVice innovations.‘@& related finding is that

- educational applications are. less risky from an institutionali-

zation perspective than- service delivery or administrative

applications.

We believe that above findings can be readily translated
into OTP s program guidelines and selection criteria for the
demonstration program For example, we suggest that the

equipment technolabies used in the demonstrations be relatively
2

well-established and reliable. Alternatively, proposals

involVing more innovative technologies should be carefully

Vscreened by OTP With respect to availability and reliability.29/~'

fa

'In addition, applicants should be required to demonstrate'

. r

that the resources for serv%Cing and/or modifying proposed
Y

technical equigment will be available either internally or

;;on_a subcontract basis.

On the question of the types ofvapplications to be.tested_
"in,demonstration projeCts, our findings suggest that‘emphasis

" should be placed on educational uses. However, it may be that

\

29/ oTP should conSider draWing on the resources of other

.- ‘. agencies (e.g., NTIA, FCC) or technical consultants to
L .,Lverify the availability and reliability of the proposed
"jtechnical equipment.‘@', .
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‘such an emphasis would run counter to the basic objéctives of
the’ demonstration program. Proposals that aim to\develop inno-
vative approaches in service delivery and administration should

\ not be . excluded per se, but these proposals should be expected

[y -

'to meet,other selection criteria even more stringently than
those’ inVOIVing educational applic\tions, SO as not to dilute )

the prospects for institutionalization and transfer.j With

'

. respect to the re1ated issue of number of applications per

’

demonstration, our findings suggest no need for restrictions,

in this area.30/ o S

- »
LY

Given the strong evidence that unreasonable time-constraints'

should not be placed on demonstraticn progects and ‘that several
: \
‘years may be needed to go from initial demonstration to nnstitu- Lo

€

tionalization, we recommend that a substantial portion of the

program's funding be allocated to continuatIon grants.- This is -

:

not to suggest, however, that all existing projects. be automaw (.'

. tically refunded EVidence of progress and the meeting of the\

types of selectiodn criteria advanced 'in this report should pre-\

\

_cede the déciSion to refund an ong0ing project. o ..m?' i
30/ This is not to imply that a more focused demonstration

program (e. 'g. health-oriented Oor multi-service oriented)
might not be appropriate for other reasons. It might
be easier to manage a more focused program and/or to
complement the efforts of other DHEW and non~-DHEW
agencies. _

—

-+




'h~In}contra§t,, he evidence on cost—sharing an& the value e
‘ 'of pre-demonstration planning grants is not clearwcut. Con- o
sequently, we would not recommend the pursuit Qf formal -
requireme ts in either of these/areas.: However, the$program
‘should co sider making a small portion of its funds available.
for plann ng grants to applicants who feel this would improve
:‘ the chances of mounting a’ Viable demonstraticn.. Alternatively,
or in addition tq the planning grant ‘option, OTP should conSider‘u
31/

soliciting pre-proposals from demonstration grant applicants.

" lThis would increase thefchances of screeniﬁg salient fﬁeas and

h

approaches as well as provide an opportunity for pointing out'
'defiCienCies in the proposed approach, prior to the applicants'

haVing committed substantial resources to proposal preparation.

Finally, the research findings suggest that more careful

~ - - that receive demonstrati support.v State agenCies, universi- v

7 —

’

ties, and other organiz_tions with access to several“service

delivery sites and/or rganizations ‘capable of close collabora-
- / e
tion. With one, . or more agencies in demonstrating and institu-‘“'

g tionalihing innovative serVices should be given a preference

.
¢y

over lfcal a enCies with more limited institutional(and staff

Al

resour %s.‘ Although the findings on this p0int are not

- . e oo ’ .. \
i's approach has been relied upon, apparently success-‘
fdily, by the Fund for the Improvenient of:ffijgecondary

E_ucation- inEErView with Raymond Lewis, Jr., WIPSE, and
ith Baker, Office.of Policy and Planning, EW. .




h5.2 Fostering InStitutionaiiZation i‘v .‘\f\'
x _ . \\ ‘ ;
One of the most difficult mana erial challenges for oTP
\

will be identifying and evaluating/the presencp of, appropriate
'institutional climates for testing and adopting service innova-
tlonS-; As we noted earlier, the number of inpute necessary
- to’ carry a- service innovation from "brainstorm"” and demonstration

\

to adoption and transfer is extremely varied, and undoubtedly
'rsurpasses the resources of any given agency. At the .same time,
the gene51s of a useful serv1ce innovation,fand the\commitment
to see it become a reality on a- larger scale, may sth prin-k
c1pally from a small core of indiViduals. In what waﬁs can'

OTP identify and faCilitate the coming together of dpp Opriate

- individual agency and "network" resources?

(-

; A\

| 2 . . L \ B L
.~What follows are- several specific approaches that could —- -

-

indiv1dually or collectively increase the chancei'that .a

//demonstration project is institutionalized The first approach,

.\\

L4

32/ 1t should be added that these networks can be formal
\\ (i.e. as in the case of a multi-site state service _
‘\\ agency) or informal (e.g collaborative relationships

~among a group of agencies and/or ind1Viduals)

:»\\ '\»1 v, . B 64 ) ) " °




réflects what hag been:hlready emphasized above. To foster

1nstitutionalizatidn) OTP may need to déveIOp more:Specific}
 'Aperect seleétioﬁ crlter;a'and devote more resources to eval-

uating proposals.priof-tq.issuing.grdnts., Tﬂe advaritage of

this approach is that it concentrates OTP attention on a
| : rares O @
L oy

= fparticulaf'phase of the demonstratidn;prpcess -= grantee

selection. Scrutinizing the bugéetigf;:}echnica;'*and’;nSti;
| tutipﬁal 'capabilitieg/of'applicahts in'gfedter detail dbﬁld :
increase the pfospect# of u}timaté innobﬁﬁion adoptidn ton-
siderabiy.- Thendisadvahtage is that thetreseafch on which
éelection\cr;teria\might be based is stillﬁlimited, and that

the proposal requirements which‘apﬁlicants_must meet are already

exténsive: adding addifional ones could be'burdensome;gz/ -

.

Ly . . ' v
The above appioach could also burden OTP's limited resources,
réquiring probably one or. more site visits per applicant. An
alternative is to place more .emphasis on the applicant agency

demonstrating that it has sufficient ties.with external insti-

..... ~ - -

tutions éndlindividuals, whé could p;a}va role in the adoption
or transfef of the inndv&figy. ﬁFdr example, each applicant
could be reqﬁired or; ét least, encouraged to form an

advisory board, éonsisting‘of repreéentatiyes of“coliabo;atiﬁg

service agencies, user groups and community leaders.

However, when combined with the "preproposals" suggestion,
which would screen -out many applicants, the number of appli-
cants who would need to demonstrate their ability to meet = °
the increased proposal requirements would be reduced._

33/
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Still a third approach would be for OTP to directly assist

selected demonetration projecte in moving from the demonstration

"

ta the institutionalization phase. The effort inVoLved might

be two-pronged. On the one hand, oTP could require the projects

to undertake some institutionalization-oriented planning activi-
ties (including financial planning and service management)

as the demonstrations progress. On the other, OTP could support
these steps by advising the grantees on alternative approaches

to achieving oper tional self-sufficiency, helping in the promo-.

~

tion of worthwhile\projects and serving as a clearinghobﬁe for

sources of funding :and/or technical aSSistance in DHEW and

‘elsewhere, This type of support role, if implemented
?ef‘fectivqu, could contribute Significantly to the adoption

of serVice innovation on an ongoing basis; . however, it would
undoubtedly require greater staff resources than are currently

_ available to OTP.

A final option that should be conSidered is the encouragement
) - .

of national-”networking" in telecommunications-rehated public

__service delivery. This is an actiVity that OTP is already

pursuing in both formal and informal ways. , However, the role
: could b, strengthened by developing a regular program of
\.

actiVities, including, for example-' (1) the organization of

an annual workshop, (2) the conducting of speCial seminars

on particular public service areas, (3) the encouragement

1 L

of regular contacts- among demonstration. project staffs,

(4) the management;ofva clearinghouse of funding and information
. - o . " t e . N
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felouﬁ% s, _and (5) the . pu?lilhing of a newsletter of periodio

e
It/

.
-refer7=ce works. Some of/thele activities could be undertaken

[
“

oint basis with other .DHEW agencies: and/or othef o
jizatione such as NTIA, Cable Television Information -

r and university programs\amOng others.

Itgmay be useful to pursue all of the. directions noted A

.above. However, resource limitations are not likely to permit

_ Which particular option is selected should depend on the
-~ Jlevel of resources available (including staff predispositions
}:tbward.a given option), the tf%e-of relationship with grantees
that OTP will be comfortable in maintaining, and the priorities
the program sets for itself . Fox: example, if building awareness'
of new service delivery approaches is paramount, the networking
approaches may be most appropriate. In contrast, if the princi~
'pal objective over the next two or three years is. to demonstrate
.that innovative serVices can be turned into operational programs,
" then greater emphaSis should be placed on selecting appropriate
grantees and/or aSSlStlng indiVidual projects in achiavihg

operational ‘status.
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