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followed an unclear path: For the purpose of classifying this array

of problems; the macro- and micro-implementation distinction appears

inadequaté ‘as an analytical tool: A more elaborate framework seems

> neceéssary_for understanding or monitoring an implementation process

of the Follow Through type: A five-phase model of implementation, in

which the emphasis is on variable sequences and emergent phenomena,

seems advised. Such an implementation process would involve policy

development; program development; project design; practice adoption,

and practice implementation. phases. Intensive inquiry into all five
phases of this model must be conducted to fully analyze the ,
‘implementation process. Further, at each phase, analytical concern
must focus on four general criteria: sound management, fidelity to
original intentions, elaboration of vaguely stated objectives into
operational practices, and reduction of internal contradictions:
While political or administrative realities may restrict changes in
- program implementation, monitoring should enable more accurate
anticipation .of likely program outcomes. (RH)
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Why Impiementatxon is important L . : SR

A remarkabie phenomenon can occur after a new program has
been 1n1t1ated; The - program may operate well, BaE'aay.ﬁét be’
much like the program that was orlglnally de51gned aafé fre-

gquently With federai programs-ln educatlon; the program may

not work at ail, even though its &égie%’fx' appeared unassailablg:
- We now recognize Ehat; aaaﬁg other things, the impléﬁientation

process 1tse1f produces major effects, and that program outcomes-

‘of the.program and’ pOSs1biy-more important; b) the way that

the program was 1nstai1ed.

-

ﬂnderstandlngglmpléﬁéﬁfétlon Thé critical nature of the

Impiementatlon process has only been recognlzed belatedly One

N

ép0551bie reason for this belated recognltlon is that 1mplemen—
' 3

' tation may only become crltlcal when federal programs 1nvolve

the creation of new serylcesr(as opposed to reguiatory or ;

fiﬁaﬁéiﬁg initiatives) that 1nvolve lntergovernmental,collabora-"

tion (as opposed to defemse or ppstal services that may be

designed and impieménted=a€ the federal level alone). séaaagé

these types of program only burgeoned in the lggds;,so the argument

.goes, the 1mportance of 1mplementation effects were only realized

after these programs-began to operaté: Whether the programs

of the 1960s were the orlgln or not, implementation research



R : ' | z
was largely nopexistent prior to 1973, when Pressman and Wildavsky

“(1973) reviewed the literature-and found few earlier studies.
! . . I . '

In general, the implementation process has been underdocumented
. .and poorly understood, although implementation research has

increased during the last five years (Yin, 1980b).

implémentatiOn-priggﬁs aépearsito have been minimal, with little

 dtténtion having been paid while fﬂ%ﬁp&bjects were being started

dt_W%én they were evaluated. The evaluation data seem to have
v K g B <

' left such a-large gap that: .
) : \
~The nesults of severdl successive Follow Through .
o . . evaluations have been reported, without a clear; °
‘ ; specification of program models, .Simply by asso-
ciating outcomes with particukgr.prQQram labels.
. ...policymakers and program administrators who .
want , to make use.of the results are left with no
, . thoice biit to assume that each program model
Ao constitutes a "black box" whose contents are
ro A A largely unspecified but whose effects are known
’ . to some degree._. (Elmore, 1976)

In short, there is little dotumientation of what was implemented,

in operational terms, at each site. Any future replication or

5
&

" modification of the Follow Through program will be most diffi-
= cult withgut such knowledge. > L

’ N . -

Monitoring Implementation.’ In contrast, if one were to be
concerned with the implementation process from the outset of .

a new program, at least four analytic activities must be con-
dﬁgtéd;’bbth by program.dﬁficialg-ag a program is being installed

3

® oy o R L h
he present. paper is one of several intended to’review' the

experiences with the Follow ¥hrough program and to suggest néw

- approaches for the future design of’the program.

¢ C g

2
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and by evaluators as part of their assessment. In other words,
implementation analysis should be considered :an ongoing. adminis-
) trative activity, much as evaluation has become an integral part -

\

of agency operations (Williams, 1976).
First, the implementation process needs to be examined P

from the viewpoint of sound management: that implementation

is proceeding efficiently, within predicted budget estimates,

‘and on schedule. This viewpoint is not especially difficult to -
, 7 €
- . - L4 . - - . . - n . - - . -
understand, and it is an important part of any implementation
N 7 ~ ) . . . ‘ l

B

ménitoring. | ‘ g - )
Second, implementation hagrfolbe.méhitoréa from a fiaeiity
perspective. It may not always be the case that absolute fidg}ity"
'between what was intended and what is iggtaiiéé is esserftial.
Nevertheless, the analysis should deliberately monitor any devia-

P

tions from the original design of the program, just to be sure

R “:that the operational objectiyes are well undef%tooa in térgggof
the programmatic outcomes that can be expected. In many cases,
programs may change arasticaii§, théréby:negating the reievance
of many outcomes first thoqghg to be relevant. This has been .

observed with education as well as non-education programs.

P " Third, the iionitoring should be ;uré-£hat elaboration is
4 occurring during the imp;ementation‘précess. At the federal
level, the vagueness oflinit@éi program goals is a well-known
_phenonemon (Weiss and Rein, 19 ; and Farrar, 19 ). Legisla-
tors are likely to have declared some broad-aimed objectives
‘that are simpiy.ngt specific enowgh to prescribe»the’teie;ant

>

,

I programmatic activity. Elaboration or clarification must occur

L
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/'-f before a program can Beiiﬁitiatea; and this" process must therefore
be part of the iiﬁf)iefﬁeﬁf:atioﬁ .process: S -

Fourth and possibly most difficult, imptementation needs

( to be monltored from the,;\Qndp01nt of the reductlon Of self-

(contradlctlons; Programs éaﬁﬁot be Euccessfully mounted if

competing ééals lead to‘Sgibradlctory actions ! Although ‘some
L \ s )

political compromises must be ﬁaae; one purpose of the implemen-

tatlon process is to sort out these contradictions; and to reduce

“ - -
.

them if possible.

o S L S o o e
. Th'esiour analgf\tic activities may be considered the criterig
. . - . " : '

-

- - « \
,)process is llkely to occur smoothly (and in an acceptable fashlon

A\]

-

to central managers) to the e;tent that 1t: 1) follows sound
“management practlce‘ﬁ?ﬁ malntalns ‘some fldellty with orlglnal

» 1ntenilons, 3) elaborates vaguely stated objectlves/rgto opera-
) K

tional practlces; and 4)‘reduces internal contradlctlons;

" | , : ) 2 :

N
of the implementation process should not merely be considered
7anL1tem of academlc curiosity. ‘ReViews of the Folloﬁ‘Tﬁrouéﬁ

program'have suggested that numerous and genulne 1mplementatlon

Y

problems were_encountered.‘ At a mlnlmum, an melementatlon

monitori?g activity would have provided forewarnifig of these
~problems.. — e

(/ -t-cv»-
The most promlnent finding from evaluatlonszgé’;he Follow

(

.!

,Through program Was that there was more varlabllity ;n outcomes,u

'
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— - - ., ,,) ‘
from site to site; than there were Giﬁféréﬁééé.améﬁg ¢curriculum -

models (Abt Associates, 1977): tThe potency of the "treatment;"
in other words, was counteracted by othgr.conditions. Despite
3 ) :

fe.g., House et al., 1978; and Anderson et al;, 1978), this

£inding has been unchallenged. The design-of the evaluations
‘dig not directly address the implementation process,.howevsr:

As noted by Hodges et al: (1980, p. 42), "..:.one of the real .
misfortpnes of the Follow Through evaluations is that sd little

can be said about why the various effects occurred." Thus, .on&

can only speculate about the reasons for this outcome: ‘
: Firé%ilit ﬁight be claimed{thit,variations from site _to
site existed because the treatment wie weak or nbn—exisignt.
* One would expect a high degree of variation, for instance, in
the local outdomes from a federal finégcing §§.genéfal'fe§enﬁe— ‘

sharing program, where local sites ﬁight only. be askeditc acc?unt
for the funds but not nedessarily toispend‘théﬁ inxéﬁy uniform -
way. 1In the case of the Félléﬁ'fﬁféﬁgh'pfégféﬁ; this éféﬁﬁeﬁéi g§
must be ruled out because the curriculum mode® were an explicit
and essential part of the prégfém:’;ﬁocéi‘éitéé @éfe to work

with ébééifié ﬁ&&él'ébéﬁé&fé; who in tﬁfhj&éfé to help implement
a ébeéifié'cufffé@ldﬁ.éﬁéﬁéé: Each ﬁéaéi sponsor worked with
several lbéai sites (there were 22 sponsors and 178 sites), Sha
the collaborative activities were %gtéﬁ%é: IS spite of this

.~ program design, Wﬁich involved the selection of SPééifié curricu-

y . - 5 N -t N - . : - S Coe T T T T
lum models and assistance from an external organization, varia-

e




.Sther federal education programs (1974-1978), which found that -

2
yoo~ v,

X A second 90551b111ty is that the local varlatlons were a

reflection of a systemic condition in thlS gountry: ﬂccordlng

(3

. to thls argument' local slteseizronlcally differ from each other

to such an extent that no unifdrm changes can ever be expected:
>

In- part, such an argument dogs have some surface valldity. Every
< ’ Sl
teacher seems to teach in a dlstinctive manner; and every school
- ! - . . .o )

v

.does producé its own unique brand of education. Moreover,

differences in neighborhood popuiatiohs create consiaeﬁabie .

*

'differences among school populations. In s§ite offthese obderva-

tions, However, the localist argument cannot be fully satisfying._;

Any empnasls on the differen es among schools cannot be made ° “am
without equal attention to their similarities. After all, from
locale to locale, p%rents ‘and students Stlll find educational

-

seiV1ces operated in much the same way,;and the succéss of the

-

operatlons.are often_judged by the same standardiZed tests.
Thus, from another perspective, .-school practices may even appear

* . , _ 5 '
to be overly homogeneous, -which in the past has in fact led:

to the desire.to créaté alternative schools.

A third explanation for the Follow Through finding -is an

» LR B a i

WS S Lo e IR
impdementation argument: The original curriculum models and ~
the &5Mditions at the local site interaf¥dd in a distinctive f ~

manner, producing am idiosyncratic sgt of outcomes. - This explana-
t1 ! or <

tion lies at tHe heart of Berman and McLaughlin's research on

[

.

™“Rutual adaptation" occurréd whenever a new practice wag

installed in a.school; both the pra&tice and the school” changed

;1n the process ‘of 1mplementat . ‘in short tne—impfementation
orocess 1tselﬁ£w1ll‘have anu’ff ct on the outcomes of;the program.
6 - o Y
. “i.) 8 i -~ .



o o
of the three exgganatrons, the iast——emphasrzxng the 1/por—

N

tance of the 1mplementat}on process——seems to be  the most plau-
" siple.: The major, flndl g about the FollowAThrough program,
then, may be regarded a an implementation flnd;ng and therefore

b-—-)S‘
reinforces the des1re to understand and monltor the 1mplementa—

'

tion,prooess{ in the course of installing;a new program; some
. changes seem %0 be occurring that have an important impact on
programmatic outcomes. Yet, we seem to have little knowledge

‘KibQUt these changesiand hence . can do"llttle to control them.

‘ln spite Of the gegeral|importance of the 1mplementat1on\¢

prbcess,fas well as the possmbly crltlcal role it played in the -
v
,Follo Through progfaﬁ, the shape of any analys1s of 1mplementa—-
£ :

4

developed at thls tlme (Hargrove, 1980) to offer any practlcal
— 2 - )

. advice on how 1mplementatlon is. to be monltored or analyzed ;
~ The conceptual framework descrlbed below.offers one such possi-

v

&

" bility.” ' . » ]

- | : 4 . _

‘Model's for Analyzing Implementation

Macro- vs, Micro-Implementation. Prévious work on the
. ' ~ ‘7 _ _ L. #? ’ ‘, _ ’ LR .o - .
implementation of federal service delivery programs has tended

e

' to distinguish between two Stages ofriﬁpiementation (Meiadghlin
7 and Berman, lé?é; and éérman, 1978). Eirst, a program mUSt be
designed and installed in a way which allows, it to actually

. begin functioning in the segyice delivery rble. This stage is

" termed macro:imgjéméntatioh. éécond, intended recipients of

serglces must accept and actually use the resources, programs,

.( ideas or ogper capac1t1es ‘that are dellvereﬁjkﬂThls second stage,




mhlch has recexved the greater amount of attentron in the educa—

tiona& literature; is called mlcrollmpiementatlon (for studies

[
,of micro-implementation see Fullan and Pomffét 1977 Berman

and McLaughlln, 1974-1978; and Rosenblum and Lou1s, 1979) . \

- [

The Need.- ior a More Refrne@uModel. 4ExagpleseErom4Eollow :

A Through. The-qgncepts of macro- and mlcro—lmplementatlonrat
o ~ . Y o S B i
' first appear effective in defining different bodies of literature; |
, o N R , o \
particularly within the field of educational research.  However,,

in any emplrlcal 1nqu1ry the concepts are too gross to capture
the process that is 1nvo}ved To demonstrate this, an intéfeétiﬁg~

exercise 1s to exazine the reported experlehces in 1mplement1ng
7 the Follothhrough program (e.g., slmore; 1976; and Weikart andf
| Banst, 1976). .
several implementation difficuities were reportéa.' Roughly

. ’in'chronologigal.sequenCé, a maaor change occurred when the
budget for thg Follow Through program was reduced in ﬁgsember

>

.l

1976. AS a 'ésﬁlt, ' the initiai pian to support Follow Through'

‘fhs Qp action program, mlm;cklng the.sﬁccess of the Head Start

“

program; had to be rev1sed. Interésts by bff1c1als 1n th?‘Depart—

10
ment of Health Educatlon, and Welfire led.to the deyelopment

-

/

of Follow Through as a. planned varlatlon program, in which experi-

.

imentatJ.on would be a deliberate part 'of the design of Follow
?ﬁrough actlu:iles. Unfortunately, as Elmore (1976) lentS‘OUt;
" the federal regulations and EE;lOﬁ guidelines for Follom.Throu?h
- Were nevertheleéss not s1mllarly revised; so that;thé‘planned B .
i .

o S :
rules more cOngenlal to an action program. .

T S BT R S




aneeds. The program models, however, were not well developed ;»;

. . . 7 . ' ‘ 1
_ Further Impiementatxon problems were éncountered in the =
4 - 14 7

course of-focusing(bn program (curflculumx models as the substance

of the Follow Through aCt1Vlty. 'ﬁgain; Elmore (1976) notes that

's

an alternatlve approacﬁ——systematlcally varylng the structural

Condltlons under whlch»schools operate——mlght have been pursued =

G

and generally did not specify the operational changes ‘that school
staffs were to make (e.g:, Weikart and Banet, 1976). The organjiza-
tions that served as model sponsors only gradually realized this - '

problem. :
A third prpblem, related to tlé first two, Wai the surprise

-

encountered by federal offrclais ”nd-model sponsors in their,

first contacts Wlth 1ocal project sites. The iocai.projéctsn

accordlng to Elmore’ (1976), weke not as amenable to external ] .

d1rectlon as, for*example, had been the Head:Start 51tes One;
R .

~that thé Follow Through

obv1ous reason for this was the f“f

Start shtes were non-school district facilities. Thus, to
. 7 ) S o g ; o . o
implement the Follow Through program, more protracted negotiations
had to tdke. place,-and the resudlting'activities had to reflect
: i ‘e . o )

district as well as federal pridritiés. For example, the local

dlStrlCtS 1n1t1ally selected 51tes that were llkely to succeed

-

</
and not necessarlly those w1th the greatest need for Follow

o
W
’

?gfough act1v1t1es (Elmore, 1976) ST - ;

/:Yet another serles of 1mplementatlon problems arose in the

s

classrooms and schools in whlch the. Fo;}pw Through act1v1t1es
’ v VN \

Eanw
a .

i



Wéﬁé to bé initiated: The program'models; as @reVidﬁsly noted;

e aaaﬁtatlons were. preqiuded ‘What was-eventuaiiy Instaiied in
each classroom was a set of curriculum actiwvities that Wéré; in
<

fact, not tater documented sufficiently for repilcatlon (Eimore,

1976) - Moreover, teacher tralnlng programs had to be deSIgned
under hurried condltlons; and the more general,questlon'of how

| !
to change teacher behav1or rémalned unsettled (Welkart and

‘Banet;’ 1976) S e = ;

In summar?; the Follow Through program 1nvolved ‘a dlverse

R

“and magor set of 1mplementatlon problemS'

A ’ o the initial program mandate as an action
‘program cYashed with the later sw1tch to |
an experimental program,

o . the sel”
structural
tlon led to

'1on of currlculum rather than

changes as the majdr 1nterven—
”reater uncertalnty regardlng

o éolraboration with local districts required
i con romlses be tween local and federal . .-
priorities; and ) : ; o o

- ra i >

(o] the 1nstallatlon of new practlces in spec1f1c
schools and classroons followed an unclear

*i o path.

As an anal§t1c tool the macro- and micro—implemeﬁtatioﬁ

¢ »w

' ' f

A more elaborate framework Seems necessary for understandlng

or monitoring this type of 1mplémentatlon process. Such a frame-

:\‘

work 1s described next.
. . N o

A FlVe Phase Model of Implementatlon. Based on observations Y

of a varlety of federal- local service programs, including Follow
Through, a five-phase model of implementation apoears‘necessaryc
-~
10

b Y
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These five phases may be labelled: \\

. — © a Policy Development Phase. o )
6 a Program Development Phase -
o a Project Design Phase
", ' 6 a practice Adoption Phase; and

o ‘a Pféctice imﬁiéméﬁtaticﬁ Phase
.)

It is important tO emphaslze the term phase rathér than the

more typlcally.used.nctlcg of “stagg," because these elements

L. g i 4 —
of the implementation process should not be considered as follow-
ing a clear linear sequence. 1In some situations, there may be

some evidence of linear;ty; however, phases are often overiapping
or may occur out of seguence. ‘Furthermcre; the use'cf the term
"phase" attempts to acknowledge the viewpoint that polity and
design are emergent pheriomena that aré never fully formed; but

are cornstarntly in the process of fOrmulatlcn as different
rhterests come together in a programmatic context (Farrar et atl:;
1979; and March and Olsen, 1976)-

The fivg phases may be briefly described as follows: At

the policy develqgment phase, Congressional iééisiatich and

internt lead to the issuance of federal regulations regardxng a

new program. ,The‘regulations are usually issued after much

-~

review and comment, and tmé design of the program may atready

exhlblt changes from the initial leglslatxon. - More important;

the rcgulatlons are a detalled elahpratxon of the original

1

legislatlon;

At the program development phase, the regulatiors are uscd

to produce programmatic guidelines, including the issuance

11

13
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of solicitations for proposals and; ultimately, the making of
a set of project awards:

At the project design phase, each awardee designs a specific

4

project, based in part on its original proposal but integrated
with local organizational conditions and constraints: This phase .
ends with the establishment of a project organization and proce-

dures:

At the practice adoption phase, project procedures are

adapted to the needs and conditions of the numerous local settings

(e.g., classrooms or schools) that are to participate in the

as the ones to be adopted ‘or installed.
Finally, at the. practice implementation phase, the intended

v

practices are converted into actual administrative (or classroom

: practiceé.- In the long run, these changes become incorporated
into sﬁanda;d practice. The linked nature of these five phases
is illustrated in Figure 1.
;U,E?JS model suggests that implementation at one phase fre-
qﬁcntly becomes a major component of the set of plans or inten-
tions at the next phase.  Intent atgeach phﬁsé is usually embodied

in a set of goals or Objectives. As a result of either conscious

Cor serendipitous choices ih‘thevimpiémcntation df each phase,
'a¢£iyitiﬁ§ are set iﬁ'mbtionlthat arc believed to address the
qbalsfﬁhgﬁ were developed. However, in most ihplementatiém efforts;
many choices must be madesboth quickly and in the absence of
complete and sound informdtion about the consequentes that the

chivices may have for meceting the objectives that werc inttzﬁduii:

12

14




FIVE PHASES

B]MH&PEBWIGNOFAFEBERAE

SERVICE PROGRAM INTENDED TO AFFECT LOCAL PRACTICE

Intent

- Congressional legislation

: Intent

= Federal Regulations

i'n’té'rié

- PrOJect DeSJ.gn, béééd on L-/
individual proposals and
local conditions

-

POLICY DEVEIDPMENT

PHASE R ‘
Inplenentation
S = if’ederal Regulations

sollcn.tatlons and na]u_ng of
project awards

| / ‘ Irrg lementation

—_——— R Actual project organlzatlon
- Actual project prgcedures

Intent / Inplementation

- Actual pro;ect organlzatlon

- Actual project. prooedures

7
4

———= - Adoption of specific practices
for implemernitation

PRACTICE IMPIMIATION
PHASE

_ Intont / Inplementation
Y : . 1 ) ] ] . )

= Ad'o"pti'oh‘\qf spocific practices
for implamentation

————— > - Inplenentation of new practioQ\

13
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»
Within each phase, the concepts of sound management, fidelity,
elaboration, and reduction of self-contradictions are relevant.

In general, these comprise a "muddling through" model of poticy

R

development (Lindblom, 1959): For instance; where differences
. : ‘ 4
between intent and implementation are a result of the seren-

. r

R
zation or program, the concept of slippage (or lack of fidelity)
is appropriate. Slippage can occur at every phase, with changes
creating an implementation outcome that is different from the

intentions at the outset of -each phase.

A full analysis of tﬁe implementation process ﬁhgﬁ invo%;;
intensive inquiry into all five phases of this model.LEThe‘pur—
pose 6% the analei§ would depend upon whether it was conducted

, ,
as the‘program was evolving--a monitoring functioﬁ——or whether
it was conducted as part of a post-hoc evaluation. The evaluéf
tion function appears obvious: The implementation analysis
‘would provide a better understanding of how thelprogrammatié
outcomes had been achieved, and would also provide information
on how to replicate efforts in the future.:

More problematic is the monitoring function:. If analysis
were to be conducted as a program was evolving, how could the '
information be uscd? Suppose, for example, that analysts were
able to note that a program was developing an increasing rather
than decrecasing set of self-contradictions (the differences

between Follow Through as applanned variation program and the

14
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ﬁfééféﬁ reguiiyébns that continued to assume Follow Thrcugh_
to be an action program constitute one such contradiction) .

Political necessities might dictate that such contradictions;

S - - . - [ — S
however obvious, could not be eliminated.

outcomes. (In this case, because the participatory and social

service aspects of the Follow Through program were considered

of. curriculum

|

highly potent but could rniot be varied, the oUt COHE;
‘minimal:) ;- -

variations could have been expected to have beey
In short, the more preferable objective would be for |

the implementa-

"

implementation mghitéring to lead to changes in
tion process. HOWéVér:;éVén if such chaﬁges afe precluded by
political or even administrative realities, a 'second objective
is still relevant: The analysis should at a minimum lead to a
more accurate anticipation of the likely outcomes of a program.
The five phase model illustrates how such outcomes‘could be
afféCtéd, and the foiiowing discussion covers the major concerns
at each phase.

Policy Devélopment. The major activities at this phase

involve the development and passage of new legislation, and

the issuanceé of the federal regulations for a new program:
Several provious studies have examined the difficulties arising
during this implementation phase (e.g., Bardach, 1977; and Rein
and Rabismovitz, 1977). In general, thc process must copc with
the translation of overly deneral mandates, as reflected in the
‘legislation, into an operational program. Becausc NUMETOUS

individuals and organizations may participate in the process,

Vo 17
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‘iE has been ééiiééfiy depicted as a Baiéiﬁiﬁé_éfééééé (Ingram,
1957): | k

7 Oné.bf tﬁé distinctive éhéracteristiés of this phadse is
that political issues, as op?oééd;to admiﬁistrati¢Eéonés; are
“miore dominant‘inudétermining the iégisiatiOh ard réguiatioﬁs

*  (Brown and Frieden,\ 1976; Derthick, 1976; and Rabinovitz, 1976).

ation\monitoring and analysis must consider the
S R N , . , o

political motives of the various participants. To the extent

> [y

\that,thé.mOtiVég,aré contradictory and cannot be ignored, analysts

R . ' RS ey , , . -

. may’ expect a program to‘pizduce mixed éfféﬁké. To the extent )
that the motives are amenablé to sonie sort Of CONPromisSe, & new

establishiient of prioritiéé\can be encouraged, and the expected

programmatic outcomes revised accordingly.

Program Developmant. . An increasing amount of research has .
"been conducted on this particular phase of the implémentation
process (e.g., Yin 1980a). Analysts had been generally aware’

of the importance of the translation of requlations into specific

. . \

guidelines.and solicitations, but the creation of a few major
' block grant programs (e.g.; in community developmient and in
employment) also resulted in thé establishment of an extensive

bureaucratic apparatus at the federal level. A headquarters,
regional, and district office all began to have significant \
roles in implementing these programs, and this complex apparatus

has beoen found to heéavily affegt the way a program is

ifplémentcd=~c.qg., the local projects selected for funding

.

(Williams, 1980a and 1980b) .




V A . : k; . A o
This semewhat;paraaaxieal outcome (the block grants were’

cr;glnally aég’*ﬁed to increase local autonomy) has occurred .
ofer the past iyears because of an increase in federal rules
regarding the cofistraints and limitations on spénding. In
contrast to_the political, nature of the first phase of the

implementation'process; thegprogram development phase’ 1s'ma1nly

_1nfluenced by bureaucratlc rules--i. e.,’ federal agency offlcials

-
-

who. condiict such aCtiVitleS as;

. -
. ! . . o . o [
_ . N R
. N
. .

o] translatlng regulatlons 1nto guldellnes,

- - 3

o developlng fleld monltdi}ng offlces,

o determlnlng precise ellglblllty~cr1teria
for potential project sponsors, .

O issuing golicitaticné fof“proposals,

o establlshlng the procedures for reviewing
. local plans, and
o rionitoring progressﬁﬁ L
: . o
As any federal program manager knows, much discretion exists at
this ievéi, even where the féguiat%one may appear to have been
explicit and detailed. .Thus, ieeg of fidelity, ihcompiepe PRI
claboration, .and increased self-contradictions can 5;1 GCCUr '
at this phase. Moreover, wise federal officlals already
recognize the limitations oﬁvéheir'éctiehe,'sucﬁ asftheeiseuance,
of seiicitétibhs. Such sollcitetlons must be Wlthlﬁ the con—:

)

thDS llkely to be submlttln%?proposals. The best sollcltatlon;

{
the solicitation is limitéd by the capabilities,of,the;likely

bidders (Weidman, 1977) .



Whatever the §r§gram development pracé;s's, the outcome is
féfiéaéaa_iﬁ the specific project proposals that are designed.
These may be formally submitted by local sites o a federal
awarding agency; the projects ﬁa§3a1térﬁ%£i6éi§ Bé'ﬁégt_éf an

overall local plan, administered by a prlme sponsor:" An

awards process thus serves as one screen through Wthh dlfferent
¢ —_

proposed ways of operationalizing a program must pass. The
outdomie at this phase is the initiation of a series of specific

projects, which will collectlvely carry out the mandake of ' the

original program. - R <;" TN )

ﬁroject Bésign Phase. The projéct de51gn phase is the

first phase in which activities must be considered on a project-
by progect baSlS In other Words, the unlt of analy51s for

theiprojeCt level, and‘ahlaysts must now.be cpncernea with how'
,éach projeét’is being impiéménted.‘ | '

'Ih this.ph*s*, the proaect de51gn will be kpltlally based
on the propoaai~that ellc1ted the federal award or that was
;part.of the broader local plan. 'Generally, thevprogeat:w1ll

have bgen initiated .at avbureaucratic level which, while at the
local'lével, 1s Stlll Sne layer Imore general than the level

. a

at whlch practlce is - ultlmately 1nstalled The more general

level may be considered a.school dlStrlCt (1n the case of

Follow Through) or a aprlme spons?r\ (1n the oz7é of fmany other

5major fedcral programs) - In either case; the project design

“is controlled by a sct of aamiﬁistratbrs who themselves are
not the ones who will install a new service practice.
, j a
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ferred, at this phase; to admlnlstratlve off1c1als at the local

- level. Tﬂe 1mplementaﬁion of thls phase is thus malnly at the
° . .
control of local administrative ofT1c1als, which contrasts

this phase with the previous two-;dominated‘by federal political

and bureaucratlc 1nterests respectlvely.

Ex1st1ng research hai only begun to explore the 1mplementa?‘

dle evalua—;

U) \

tion process at the proaect des1gn phase.- Lar rge
tions have now ténded to cover, such issues as proj ct adminis-
tration aad(prOCéaurés, recruitment and’turnover among praject
airéthrs, and other conditions affecting the way that the pro-
ject will be des1gned ~cheVér, the research has not yet led
to a coherent body of theory. | |

The outéome; ft thlS phase of the 1mplementatlon process,
‘of procedures;‘ Thls outcome may vary £ rom that orlglnally;pro—:,
posed; in éther words, the process of project design is to
: iﬁccrpcrAté the iﬁéﬁial intentions--as reflected in a formal
,prcposai or plan--with a real set of resources, So that specific
project procedures are established. The aCthai project, as
1mplemented may agaln only 1mprec1sely resaﬁble the tngs of
act1V1t1es that had been envisioned 1n the policy development
and prcgram developmehtphases. Further slippage from earlier
intentions may have occurred, and such phenomena must‘;e docu-
merted as part of the impiémeﬁtation fionitoring dctivity. |
Practice Adoption Phase. Eﬁé developiient of a specific

,projéCt.crgaﬁization and sct of proccdures: is but the beginning

0 ) . < =

e : -~ ‘ N
R4
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of yet a fourth phase of 1mplementatlon——end1ng w1th the selectlon
of a specific idea o[ praCtlce to be adopted,.along.W1th tie

. . BN : :
identification of target sites and related adoption donditions.

The process whereby adoptlon dec151ons are made has been one
Of the_m?re thoroughly studled tOplCS in prewlous research

3 -
t -

(6.g., Rogers and Shoemaker; 1971~ and Rothman,‘1974)._ The

~
earliest etugies,of adoptlon dec151ons tended to foé&s on those

‘situations in whiéh an adoptlon-was nade by a singie indivrdua1-4 ~Q§
4 rd
gradually expanded to cover those sxtuations in which the adop— .

tion is made by an organizatxonai nntt, and in which the decrs:on
t .

Yi 196% pp v368 378 for ‘a review). .f ‘ ,
“$ : ,

In the case of the Fogiow ‘"Thyrough program, "the adopt:on

';prooess-lnvoived ghe decision by a iocai project to select a

<

v spééifié model sponsor with whom to collaborate: E many ,cases,
the sites already haa'bekiﬁg reiationshrps‘Witﬁ‘spééifiéjﬁodel o
_?: ‘fspcﬁsérs; in the féagiﬁiﬁg éases; however, projects reviewed &
the potentlai sponsors of interest, and ultimately seiecte& one
v of)them. In elther srtuatlon; one ofi the dxstxnctrhe aspects K

of the Follow Through program was the need for interoréaniiationai‘
"~ 7 Collaboration. *This fourth phase of tHe imptementation process

Nt L
therefore created a new complexity at the local fevel; agdain

o

likely to affect the criteria of sound management, fidelity,
elaboration; and rcduction of self-contradictions:

Practice Implementatijon Phasc. This final phase is the

’ . N ’
.- R

‘one that best matches the original objcctives.of Berman (1978)

20 .
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o ‘
iﬁ,aeééfibing a “ﬁiéfb—iﬁplé@éﬁtation“ procéss: Thus, once a *
riew practice or. idea has been adopted, the way that it will
actually be i"rnplém'ént'e”d in local 'p"ré'cii'cé will be affected by

a new set of conditions--local service situations, practitioner.

attitudes and behavior, and the robustne

U]\.\

s of the new idea in

/. the first place (Elmore, 1978). As is now urdderstood, numerous
%' Cchanges.can occur during this phase; to the extent that the

practic® that is finally implemented may not even resemble the

one that wgs initially adopted. Again, such slippade between

intent and implementation may not necéssarily be viewed nega-

?//T ‘tively; perfectly acceptidble adapfations may have bééﬁqﬁadé in
“ ¢ the translation from practice adoption to practice implepentation:

- ~ e

At tflis phade; impiementation analysts must pay close atten-

tion to the specific activities at the implementing sites (e:g:;

4

site per. project; and the focus of attention must therefore

shif¥ to yet anothegr unit of aﬁalyéig—éi;é;; from project

administration Eé;éiEé implementation activities: Whether

'changes in the implementation prodess can be made or not; the

implementation analysis wiil at i?ast~rev$§1'how activitgéél‘
- ] 5
N

might have changed; and how d? ”éiéﬁEgégggoﬁéé might nof abe
expected: ;0 - -
: A ¢

4 b .- | Ty

, Implications for Future Program’ Design ':

This inquiry began with thé observation that implementatidn,<”)

e

role in the Follow THrough program, and that these outcomes

(‘

" - o 21 N _—
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Because the 1mplementatlon process appears to be so 1mportant,

o

and because progarmmaklc 1ntentlons often change to such a\“

A

v 1arge extent ﬁSgn a program is flnally 1mplemented at the }oca}

.

level, our 1nqu1ry has suggested the need for c}ose monitoring

A flve-phase fraM’Wérk can be the basis for such monitoring.

f | activities. At each phay

analytic concern ‘must focus on'four

general criteria: sound hanagemagk, fidelity, elaboration, and

. reductjor of géa’:f-ébﬁ&fé&ftiéﬁé:f Successful J.mplementatlon at

- each stage will be an ac 1ﬁy that\has a pos1t1ve effect'on

f these criteria: Howevegf*:ve.

) ' creates ‘new problems thai\cahh’f
S

\
-3

Where the 1mplementatlon actlvlty
be resclved; the analysts frole
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Vpplicable to every situation

service changes is eVentuglly

\

H ...7 . \x _
: tQibe'conducted at the local level. To reduce 1m§i mﬁliatlon '
. N g : ) -~ 2
problems, not only should analy51s be c0nducted but new programs

ought to be de51gntd w1th these 1mplementatlon COndlthnS ' ——

. , .
. |

expllcltly addressed !
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