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FOREWORD

This report was prepared as part of a series of studies conducted by SERI of solar
incentives introduceéd by state governments. The second in the series of studies focused
on the implementation of state solar incentives—the processes by which solar laws are
translated into funetioning incentive programs. A number of fundamental issues in data
collection, analysis and validation arose early in the project that were likely to confront
subsequent SERI studies of organizational and public policy-making processes, and it was
decided that a critical assessment of approaches employed to study the implementation
of publie programs was needed. Dr. Robert Yin agreed to undertake the task, and this is
his report. The report was prepared under the auspices of the Policy Analysis Branch,
- Analysis Division; administrative responsibilities were carried out by J. David Roessner.

/ 7
J. David Roessner ’
Study Director
Policy Analysis Branch .

Approved for:

SOLAR ENERGY RESEARCH INSTITUTE

’

./Za«& // Q]?‘M
James Doane, Chief
Policy Analysis Branch
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SUMMARY

This report describes and critically assesses approaches that have been employed to study
the implementation of public programs. Implementation is defined as the process by
which new policies and/or practices are installed in organizations. The report was
produced because of the increased interest among researchers and policy makers alike in
the linkages between policy and outcome. The study of implementation has barely begun,
and it was recognized that methodological issues of a particularly complex nature arise
because of certain unique characteristics of implementation processes:

e they involve a series of decisions that oceur over a long period of time, with no
clear beginning or end points;

e their outcomes have direct or indirect implications that are too complex for
single-factor theories;

e they involve a large number of participants; and

e they involve situations that are rather unique in terms of agency context,
historical moment in time, and other key elements.

The approach employed in the report was to examine the methods that have been used in
a number of "exemplary"” studies of implementation. These studies are commonly cited
in publications and informally in research circles. Descriptive material from each study
was used to address three questions:

1. How is evidence collected in studies of implementation?
2. How is evidence analyzed?
3. What are the reasons for believing the conclusions from such studies?

The report concludes with recommendations for the conduct of future studies of
implementation. -
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SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1 THE INTERACTION OF METHODS AND CONCEPTS

The natural and social sciences are replete with examples where methodological and
conceptual advances have been intertwined. For instance, the development of micro-
electrodes in biology in the late 1950s gave researchers the ability to record signals from
single nerve cells, and thereby to develop new insights into brain function. Similarly, the
evolution of quantitative historical techniques during the last 10 years has allowed social
historians to construct new and more insightful portraits of life in early American
cities. Finally, the continued refinement of survey research techniques, whether for the
national census, for political polling, or for studies of eriminal vietimization, has pro-
vided fresh sources of information for theories about American social behavior.

A general proposition from these and numerous other examples is that advances in scien-
tific knowledge depend both on purely conceptual breakthroughs and on improvements in
the craft, or methods, available for inquiry. Moreover, this relationship between concept
and- craft appears to emerge most vigorously when a broad new topic of research is
beginning to be explored. Typically, a new set of problems or theories leads to the need
for new empirical information; the theoretical propositions may deviate from the norma-
tive science of the day, leading to the need for innovative or refined methods; and the
methodological improvements and subsequent evidence often vield yet newer conceptual
insights. The process is iterative, inecremental, and symbiotiec.

Implementation, or the installation of new policies/practices in public and private orga-
nizations, has become one such research topiec. Not more than 5 or 10 years ago, there
was a truly meager amount of research on implementation (Pressman and Wildavsky
1973; Hargrove 1975; Williams 1976). This situation existed in spite of the fact that
many new public programs were being implemented—e.g., those initiated in the 1960s as
part of the Great Society (Levitan and Taggart 1976) or of municipal reform (Yin and
Yates 1975). Little knowledge was available to assist in the implementation process, and

only a few observers even appreciated the need to understand why implementation failed
or succeeded.

At the present time, interest in implementation has burgeoned (Berman 1978). In faect,
the interest reflects a larger theme, which has to do with the study of public policy
making and organizational innovation more generally., Greenberg et al. (1977) have
suggested the parameters of the overall process; whether under the guise of implemen-
tation, public policy making, or organizational innovation, all involve:

e a series of decisions that occur over a long period of time, with no clear begin-
ning or end points;

e outcomes whose direet and indirect implications are too complex for single-
factor theories;

e alarge number of relevant participants; and

situations that are rather special in terms of agency context, historical moment
in time, and other key elements.
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Given these parameters, however, implementation-'and related organizational processes
are likely to be difficult subjects of study.

Not surprisingly, the relationship between concept and craft has already become evident
in several recent works. Investigators who have attempted to clarify current issues
concerning organizational innovation, for instance, have ended their discussions with
suggestions for methodological improvements. One highly regarded article by George
Downs and Larry Mohr (1976) is, in fact, titled "Conceptual Issues in the Study of
Innovation," yet concludes with seven methodological prescriptions rather than any
conceptual propositions (emphasis mine). In a similar vein, Everett Rogers has repeat-
edly pleaded the case for breaking away from cross-sectional analyses and one-shot
surveys as the first step in appreciating the conceptual distinction between the tradition-
al study of diffusion and the newer study of organizational innovation, which requires the
ability to trace organizational processes over time (Rogers 1975; Rogers with Fveland
1975; Rogers and Agarwala-Rogers 1976). Other discussions have focused on more spe-
cialized aspects of organizational innovation but have nevertheless also emphasized
methodological lessons—e.g., intergovernmental innovation; in which fedaeral initiatives
are used to spur state or local governments into action (Williams 1976; Bardach 1977),
and innovation due to the provision of technical information to public agencies (Sabatier
1978). In fact, in the last mentioned example, Sabatier paradoxically ends his substantive
discussion with a section on "implications for future research" that contains only me-
thodological suggestions and not a hint of a substantive framework or theoretical propo-
sition.

These examples show, however, that the concerns with craft knowledge have tended to
follow only indirectly from substantive discussions. In contrast, the present paper deals
directly with the interaction between concept and craft, with the purpose of improving
the craft with which implementation—and organizational innovation and public policy
making processes more generally—is studied. The need for such a direct inquiry is based
on the fact that many investigators are initiating hew studies of implementation. For
instance, the Solar Energy Research Institute has initiated a series of projects to ex-
amine the factors affecting the successful implementation of solar energy programs
(Roessner et al. 1979). The investigators wisely view implementation as a key issue,
noting that success will probably be influenced as much by the way the programs were
implemented as by their original design. Yet, without explicit methodological guidance,
such researchers will have to be careful to avoid either of two pitfalls. First, inappro-
priate methods of inquiry may be negligently used. Second, investigators may struggle de
novo with methods that have already been refined by others. Overall, the methods for
studying implementation are in need of better deseription, and the present paper is
viewed as one step in this direction.

Naturally, it should also be pointed out that, because of the symbiotie relationship
between concept and craft, any improvements in craft knowledge may also have impli-
cations for knowledge about substance. In part, this is reflected by the continuing pro-
blem that inquiries into method cannot be completely devoid of conceptual bias, an
observation that has been carefully noted by those who have dealt with the different
"eonceptual lenses" imposed by different models of organizational behavior (e.g. Allison
1971; Elmore  1978). Often, the very measures that an investigator considers appro-
priate—on the surface, a methodological concern—may be a function of conceptual
blinders and an implicit substantive model. This report will attempt to avoid some of
these pitfalls by limiting itself to a few simple questions, which serve as the organizing
themes for the bulk of the text:

® How is evidence collected in studies of implementation?

2
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e How is evidence analyzed?
e What are the reasons for believing the conclusions from such studies?

1.2 AN EXEMPLARY STUDIES APPROACH
There are several ways of addressing these questions:

e First, one could attempt to generalize about the methodological implications
from one's own research (e.g., Reiss 1971; lannacone 1975). However, such an
approach fails to give the reader confidence that the methodogical lessons,
because they have been drawn from a narrow experimental base, are necessarily
applicable to the whole range of implementation issues.

e Second, one could review existing studies of implementation in a strictly tabular
fashion, much like previous "evaluations of evaluations" (e.g., Bernstein and
Freeman 1975; Yin et al. 1976). This is an unrealistic alternative because of the
small number of implementation studies.

e Third, one could create a catalog or inventory of research methods, systemati-
cally indicating the advantages or disadvantages of each, under different condi-
tions (e.g., Barnes 1971; Weick 1968; Douds and Rubenstein 1975). However,
these inventories also pose a problem in that they do not yield sharp insights into
the methodological choices that must be made; one inventory, for instance, does
not even arrive at any overall conclusions (Douds and Rubenstein 1975).

e Fourth, one could take an advocate position with regard to certain methodologies
(e.g., Eckstein 1975; Stake 1978). However, the taking of such normative posi-
tions would appear to be premature at this time.

Yet a fifth approach may overcome some of the shortcomings of these four approaches,
and it is the one that has been pursued here. The approach is to examine the methods
that have been used in a number of exemplary studies, defined as studies that are com-
monly cited, in publications and conversations, by other researchers. The analysis of
such studies can yield empirical information on craft knowledge, allowing the reader to
judge independently the state of the art. Moreover, although there have been few ex-
emplary studies of implementation, those that have been published do include works
authored by some highly esteemed investigators and do cover a range of different service
sectors. To this extent, the reader may gain some confidence about the validity and
generalizability of the lessons to be learned.

1.2.1 Idemtification of Exemplary Studies

Exemplary studies of implementation were identified by noting those books or articles
that have appeared in published form, and were hence subjected to some type of peer
review. In each case, the study had to deal with an actual implementation experience—
i.e., the initiation of a new practice within a local setting, regardless of whether the new
practice was part of a federally instigated program or not. Studies and review articles
containing no original empirical information were not considered.

A preliminary review revealed that the relevant works fell into two categories, the first
'_ dealing with studies of implementation experiences at single sites (single-site studies),
and the second dealing with the lessons learned from experiences at more than one site

3
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(multiple-site studies). The latter category could be further divided into those studies
covering only a single type of local service and those studies simultaneously covering a
variety of services. Thus, three pools of potential studies were identified, and an at-
tempt was made to cover a variety of service topies in each pool.

The results of a citation search and discussions with colleagues are shown in Table 1-1,
which identifies 11 exemplary studies. Of these 11, four were single-site cases, distrib-
uted among several local services (community or economic development, education,
general municipal services, and health). Another four were multiple-site studies, each
limited to a single type of local service that partially matched the single-site studies,
and the last three were multiple-site studies in which each investigation itself covered a
variety of services. ' '

Tahle 1-1. SAMPLE OF EXEMPLARY STUDIES OF IMPLEMENTATION

Type of Study

Service Sector Single-Site Multiple-Site
Community and 1. Pressman and Wildavsky, 5. Derthick, 1972 .
Economic Development 1973
Education 2. Gross et al., 1971 6. Berman and McLaughlin, .

1974-78*
General Municipal 3. Mechling, 1974 7. Walker, 1978%*
Services (sanitation
and fire)
Health 4. Nelkin, 1973 8. Attewell and Gerstein, 1979
Multiple Service 9. Baer et al., 1976*
Sectors within : :
Same Study 10. Lambright, 1977*

11. Yin, 1979

*This reference is to the full study, which appeared in report form; related articles,
however, were published in academie journals in each case (see McLaughlin, 1976;
Berman and McLaughlin, 1976; Berman, 1978; Walker, 1975; Baer et al.,, 1977; and
Lambright and Flynn, 1977).
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A few words should be said about the studies that were considered but not included in the
final sample.* These fell into the following categories:

e single- or multiple-site studies of new service practices that mainly focused on
the adoption rather than implementation process (e.g., Mytinger 1968; Feller et
al. 1974; Corwin 1975; Nelson and Sieber 1976; Bingham 1976; Feller et al. 1976;
Daft and Becker 1978)

e multiple-site studies of implementation, but which only reported aggregate
findings without explicit publication of or reference to the component individual
site experiences (e.g., Murphy 1971; Murphy 1973; Downs 1976);**

e studies that had either no published version (even in article form) or whose only
available version was too skimpy to provide enough material for analysis (e.g.,
Banfield 1973; Eveland et al. 1977; and the various articles in Nelson and Yates
1978); and

e studies whose primary concern was only with implementation at the federal
level, and in which either no local agency was involved (e.g., Maxmanian and
Nienaber 1979) or the inquiry was directed at the polities and bureaucracy of
federal agencies (e.g., Elmore 1975; and the articles that appear in Williams and
Elmore 1976).

The final sample was thus a rather exclusive collection, and it is open to challenge on the
basis of nonrepresentativeness and bias. However, note that the goal was not to conduct
an exhaustive review of works representing the field at large. Instead, the goal was to
identify the best examples of implementation studies, and to determine the
methodological lessons from this elite group, in the hope of improving our ecraft
knowledge.*** Each of the 11 studies is summarized in Table 1-2. In terms of external
validity, the studies do cover a variety of services, technological and programmatic
innovations, and sites across the country.

*One study that was seriously considered for inclusion was Bardach (1977). However, the
main contributions of this book are to the development of implementation theory, and the
book only reports on its own empirical study in a fragmentary manner. Another study
that actually could have been included was nevertheless considered redundant with the
Mechling (1974) study, which was one of the 11 selected. This was a study of a police
manpower allocation innovation (Moore et al. 1974), taking place at a similar time and
with similar actors to those in the Mechling study, and using similar methods.

**Even though the primary interest may have been cross-site conclusions, this constraint
was necessary to facilitate judgments regarding the type of evidence used by the
investigator.

***0One review of an ostensibly larger number of studies, though limited to the field of
education, is an article by Fullan and Pomfret (1977). This article identified 15 studies of
educational implementation, but a closer examination reveals that most of the studies
were conference papers, theses, and other consultant reports that often contain
imcomplete results and are unreviewed by referees or colleagues, In addition, at least
one study was about an implementation experience in the United Kingdom, which would
seem to have a dubious relevance to the problems of American governance. Because of
the disparate nature of the collected works, the applicability of the aggregate conclusions
is unclear.
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1.2.2 Topics to be Reviewed

As noted earlier, the methodological lessons from these studies were organized according
to three questions: (1) how evidence is collected, (2) how evidence is analyzed, and (3)
the reasons for believing the conclusions from such studies. These questions are dif-
ferent from those that have previously been used in reviewing empirical studies. Most
"evaluations of evaluations,"” for instance, examine the measures used, the research
design used, and research utilization—i.e., the degree to which an evaluation study has
addressed decision-making issues and has provided relevant findings in a timely manner.*

The different emphasis in the present paper was related to a desire not to impose,
beforehand, a particular paradigm on implementation or related organizational
research. Thus, the three selected questions are legitimate concerns rcgardless of
whether an empirical effort falls into-the standard experimental and quasi-experimental
paradigm, into historical or economic analysis, or even into journalistic or legal ap-
proaches. In all of these situations, as long as coneclusions are being druwn on Lhe. busis of
empirical observations, the three questions would seem to be applicable. In contrast,
questions about the use of research measures and design derived from a narrower ori-
entation—i.e., behavioral and biological science (Nachmias 1978; Yin 1977a, 1978).
Although these methodological issues may be relevant to evaluation research, their
imposition on the study of implementation (as well as on investigations of related organi-
zational processes) appears premature.

*See Yin et al. (1976) for a discussion of the various approaches used in secondary analyses
or "evaluations" of evaluation studies.
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Table 1-2. SUMMARIPS OF 11 EXEMPLARY STUDIES

A. SINGLE-SITE STUDIES

1.

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973): A study of an attempt by the U.S. Economic

Development Administration to implement a special project in Oakland, Calif. The
case study covers the experiences from 1965 to 1971, describing the several public
works components of the project. The study stresses the complexity of the
implementation process in terms of the number of participants, decisions, and
agreements involved. The study notes the disappointing results—only a couple
hundred jobs out of a promised 3000 were produced—and the reasons for this
outcome.

. Gross et al. (1971): A study of changes in one New England school during a school

year in the late 1960s. The innovation called for teachers to follow a "catalytie role
model™—where they organized classroom activities according to students' interests
and with emphasis on the learning process rather than content. The case was
deliberately chosen because teachers were change-oriented at the outset of the
innovation, but implementation failed in spite of this low "resistance to change."
The case study describes the low degree of implementation and analyzes the reasons

" for failure,

. Mechling (1974):' A study of a new manpower scheduling system, implemented in

New York City's Department of Sanitation. The new scheduling system called for a
closer match between the daily work force and the daily work load, throughout any
given week. The innovation was initially conceived in 1968 and was put into full
operation by 1972. The case study calls attention to the role of analysts as change
agents and traces the detailed implementation process which, while successful, was
nevertheless complex and extended over a long period of time.

Nelkin (1973): A study of a methadone maintenance program, initiated in an upper

New York state community in 1971. The case focuses on the local conditions that
led to the need for such a program, on the problems of integrating the program with

_an existing psychiatric clinic, and on the ultimate role conflicts between the staff

and clients of the program. In spite of these problems, the program was
implemented, with 14 of 51 of the clients in the program being employed a year
later. The study focuses, however, both on the reasons why the program has not
been more successful and why a large number of such programs has not been
initiated across the country. ‘
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Table 1-2. SUMMARIES OF 11 EXEMPLARY STUDIES (continued)

B. MULTIPLE-SITE STUDIES
(Each study covers a single service sector)

5.

Derthick (1972): A multiple-site study of seven projects in a federal community

development program (New Towns in-Town) with the projects located in Washington,
D.C.; Louisville, Ky.; Atlanta, Ga.; an area outside of Detroit, Mich.; San Antonio,
Tex.; New Bedford, Mass.; and San Francisco, Calif. The study traces the progress
at each site, covering the period from 1967 to 1971, as well as the events at the
federal level that led to the design of the program. The main idea was to make
federal surplus lands available to cities, for the development of low-Incuue
housing. Except for two sites—at which only 300 housing units were built or under
construction—the projects failed to be implemented.

Berman and MecLaughlin (1974-1978): A study of 293 federally funded education

projects, mainly initiated at the end of the 1960s. Each project was designed to
change some classroom practice at the elementary or secondary level, with a focus
on bilingual projects, exemplary programs, right-to-read programs, or innovation
practices more generally. The study, itself reported in several separate volumes
over a period of years, consisted of a survey of officials associated with the 293
projects (over 3000 respondents were interviewed in two waves) as well as 29 case
studies of a subset of the projects. It was found that few of the projects were
continued after the 3- to 5-year period of federal funding. More important,
however, the study articulates the implementation process and identifies this
process (rather thah the nature of the innovation or other factors) as a prime
determinant of any continuation outcome.

Walker (1978): Five case studies of the implementation of new manpower allocation

policies in urban fire depatrtments: Wilmingtlon, Del.; Trenton, N.J.; Yonkers, N.Y.s
Jersey City, N.J.; and Denver, Colo. In each case, a new allocation plan was based
on a detailed analysis of existing deployment patterns and the use of mathematical
models to determine various options, with increased manpower productivity the main
goal. The study describes the events in each of the five sites from about 1973 to
1977, with some sites accomplishing successful implementation and others not. The
study identifies several overall reasons for implementation outcomes.

Attewell and Gerstein (1978): A study of the general disappointment with

methadone maintenance programs at the local level. The implementation problem is
analyzed in terms of organizational theory, noting that federal regulations and other
constraints forced local cliniecs away from therapeutic aims and created role
confliets within the operation of the clinics. As a result, organizational control was
difficult to maintain, and the clinics operated less successfully than originally
envisaged.



Table 1-2. SUMMARIES OF 11 EXEMPLARY STUDIES (concluded)

C. MULTIPLE-SITE STUDIES
(Each study covers different services)

9.

10.

11,

Baer et al. (1976): A study of 24 major demonstration projects, all aimed at testing

new technologies for private- or public-sector use. The cases include such
undertakings as Operation Breakthrough (modular housing), the nuclear ship
Savannah, the Connecticut Yankee power reactor, a mechanized garbage collection
truck, the Morgantown (W.V.) personal rapid transit system, computer-assisted
electrocardiogram analysis, an expressway surveillance and control project, and
other projects mainly started throughout the 1960s. Some of the projects were
successfully implemented, whereas others were not. Individual case studies are used
to describe the implementation experiences for each project; an aggregate analysis

‘identifies the factors associated with successfully implemented demonstration

projects. _
Lambright (1977): A study of 20 innovations in two cities—Syracuse, N.Y., and

Rochester, N.Y. The innovations were mainly attempted from the mid-1960s to the

-mid-1970s and cover a variety of urban services (fire, police, urban development,

education, and a smattering of others) as well as "hard" and "soft" technologies (e.g.,

~a campus plan, a minipumper, a crime control team, a dial-a-bus system, cable

television, a solid waste shredding machine, and a school resources and information
program). A few of the innovations were not adopted after serious initial
consideration; for the others, the study examines the organizational and political
changes that occurred as the innovations came into use and as some became
standard practice.

Yin (1979): A study of the implementation experiences with six types of innovations

in different local services: police computers (police); computer-assisted instruction

(education); closed-circuit television (education); mobile intensive care units (fire);
breath testing for drunken driving (police); and an explosive device for penetrating
barriers (fire). The experiences are reported as individual case studies for 19 sites,
and an aggregate analysis also includes 90 other sites covered through telephone

- interviews. The study traces the organizational events that occur as a new practice

becomes "standard" practice. These events, such as the transition from "soft" to
"hard" money, the establishment of internal training routines, and survival over
personnal turnover, are claimed to be similar, independent of the type of innovation
or service.
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SECTION 2.0
HOW EVIDENCE IS COLLECTED IN STUDIES OF IMPLEMENTATION

!

The short answer here is that evidence is collected from numerous sources. The efforts
are not unlike the work of the historian (e.g., Barzun and Graff 1977), except that the
implementation researcher, unlike the historian, also has access to contemporary inform-
ants. Thus, the implementation studies are marked by evidence from:

unstructured discussions;

structured interviews;

documents and news reports;

participant-observation by the research investigator;

field observations; and

citation of published reports written by one or more of the participants.

The following subsections describe the use of these different sources.

2.1 UNSTRUCTURED DISCUSSIONS

The most common source of data was based on unstructured "discussions" (the term
"interview" does not seem warrranted), which are found in all 11 studies and which seem
to play a critical role in the ultimate formulation of conclusions. Typically, field teams
visited the site of the innovation and talked to an unstructured respondent pool in addi-
tion to using unstructured protocols. The results range from a quote by an unidentified
respondent about the President of the United States:

"[The President] did not understand,” one of his aids later said, "what a
mixed blessing low-income housing was for the cities" (#5, p. 84)*.

to a quote from an informal discussion with an unidentified teacher:

Williams [the innovator] has no classroom experience so he can't think it
through; his philosophy is that it's an idea that the teacher has to work out
(#2, p. 151). ‘

Both facts and opinions are derived from these discussions. Oftentimes, the information
is not directly attributed to a specific discussion or respondent, though in most studies
the names of the respondents are at least acknowledged (e.g., #1, 7, and 11). Simply put,
verbal reports by participants in the implementation process, whether directly quoted or
not, appear to be a major source of evidence used in the exemplary studies.

*For simplicity's sake, the 11 studies have been numbered-in Table 1-1 and will be cited in
the remainder of this paper according to the appropriate number.

11
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2.2 STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

The common use of information from unstructured discussions was not, however, accom-
panied by frequent use of structured mterv1ews, represented by closed—ended questions
and formal technology. An important finding is that in only one of the single-site studies
(#2) were such interviews used, and in only two of the multiple-site studies (#6 and 11)
were they used. (One suspects, however, that the survey method may be used more
frequency in the less-than-exemplary implementation studies.) There are several poten-
tial reasons for this low frequency of use. First, structured interviews and surveys are
costly to construct and conduct. Second, and more important, such interviews can only
lead to verbal reports about phenomena that may really need to be assessed in other
ways. For instance, Fullan and Pomfret (1977) puint out that when studies rely on "rc—
ported use" as the measure of implementation,

The problem ... is not so much that people will deliberately deceive the
researcher, but that it may only reflect an attitude of acceptance. (Em-
phasis in original text.)

Third, structured interviews are notoriously inefficient devices in substituting for the
strength of unstructured discussions—i.e., the acquisition of "explanations" for an event
or complex descriptions of a situation. In such instances, the use of a structured inter-
view is inappropriate because an unstructured description is what is actually being solic-
ited.

The possible mismatch between structured interviews and the study of lmplementatlon
_deserves further discussion because survey research is such a popular (and legitimate)
craft that it may be inappropriately used in future studies of implementation. The
strength of survey research is that it enables an investigator to construct an incidence
report about behavior or attitudes. Thus, structured interviews can be used to show the
percentage of respondents who own television sets, use a particular public service, or are
satisfied with a particular innovation. To the extent that items such as practitioner or
client satisfaction with an innovation are important in assessing 1mplementation, the
structured interview does play a critical role.

The technique tends to be less appropriate, however, where an implementation study is
concerned with either desecribing or explaining the implementation process. Thus, in all
three of the studies in which struetured interviews were used (#2, 6, and 11), the evi-
dence was not the only source of evidence about implementation. On the contrary, the
structured interviews were used by all studies to complement field observations and to
expand the number of sites or respondents covered by the study. In other words, the
implementation process represents a complex interaction, over time, among a distinctive
set of key actors and events at any given site; the sum of this complexity is more than
the sum of the incidence reports typically created by a survey. In addition, whereas a
second strength of the survey is to tap privately known behavior—e.g., attitudes or
behavioral occurrences about which only the respondent knows—the key events in the
implementation process may be more publicly accessible and hence better captured
through other data collection procedures.

12
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2.3 DOCUMENTS AND NEWS REPORTS

As with unstructured discussions, each of the 11 studies took advantage of existing
documents* and news reports as a source of evidence. The information from these
external reports was not, however, collected by following any formal research
procedure. None of the studies, for instance, indicated the extent of the documents that
were available or the reasons for selecting the ones that were cited. In fact, the reader
must give the authors the benefit of the doubt in assuming that the authors selected
documents in an unbiased manner and interpreted the documents correctly. As an aid,
one exemplary study (#7) contains reproductions of numerous news articles, so the reader
can reach his or her own judgment regarding the interpretive accuracy; similarly, one of
the other studies (#3) provides a reproduction of two key documents (agency
memoranda).

The exemplary studies also varied in the degree to which specific documents were for-
mally cited. At one extreme, the text of one study contains numerous direct quotations,
and the reader is made aware, in the Acknowledgments section, that "except for a few
interviews and some peripheral searches in other agencies, the HUD records are the
major source for the ... analysis" (#5, p. xi); nevertheless, the text actually has few
footnotes, and the reader cannot attribute any individual piece of evidence to any speci-
fic document. A second study (#4) exhibits similar problems. At the other extreme, the
text of another study (#1) contains numerous footnotes citing specific documents and
news reports. In all, there appear to be few ground rules for current citation practice,
and some standardization may be worth considering.

A more pertinent question for the present paper, however, is to ask what these docu-
ments revealed about the implementation process. First, the documents were a major
source for identifying the dates, participants, and topies of key events. For example,

On December 9, 1965 [EDA officials] made their first visit to Oakland [and
neglected visiting city halll (#1, p. 18).

On February 28, the Director of Public Safety formalized the decision in a
memorandum to the Chief [the document is then reproduced in the text]
(#7, p. 620).

These are the types of publicly knowable events that often characterize the implementa-
tion process. Second, the documents were used to provide interpretations of or reactions
to key events. This interpretive function seems critical and is exemplified by the
following:

In Louisville, in contrast to Atlanta, the local reception was poor. Where
the Atlanta Constitution had welcomed Honor Farm as "fine opportunity,"
the Louisville Journal was skeptical and sarcastic about Watterson Model
Town (#5, p. 58).

*There can be a wealth of documents available about organizations, including memoranda,
agendas of meetings, in-house newsletters, records of scheduled activities, manuals, and
other issuances. Where externally supported programs are involved, invaluable
documents also include project proposals, evaluation studies, and internal reviews.

13
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As indicated in the news stories reproduced in Figs. 9.1 and 9.3, [the pro-
posals met with a cool and hostile reception (#7, p. 101).

In some cases, information from available documents was combined with information
from unstructured discussions. Thus,

On October 5 the Oakland program suffered a severe jolt when Eugene
Foley announced his resignation as head of the EDA (#1, p. 31).

In this example, the "fact" of the resignation was announced in an internal agency doc-
ument; the interpretation regarding the "severe jolt" and its implications came from the
investigator's interview with Foley.

In summary, documents and news reports allow an investigator to trace both factual and
interpretive information about the 1mplementat10n process. The investigator can recon-
struct, post hoe, the 1mp1ementat10n experience from many different points of view—
e.g., public reaction (as refiected in news accounts); participant reaction (as reflected in
letters and other individually authored memoranda); and official reaction (as reflected in
agency guidelines and issuances). A major lesson from this review of exemplary studies
thus appears to be the need to plan for the use of documents in future studies of im-
plementation. The documents not only provide a rich source of information, but also do
tend to capture key aspects of the implementation process—e.g.., decisions, meetings,
publicly stated priorities or positions, or other public actions. Where private motives or
strategies are relevant, unstructured discussions may be used to complement the use of
documents. But the information from both sources of evidence must be consistent with

each other. In fact, consistency is such an important attribute that more shall be said
about it later.

2.4 PARTICIPANT-OBSERVATION

In only one exemplary study was the author a participant in the implementation experi-
ence (#3).* "Participant" must be differentiated from "observer" in that the latter takes
only a passive orientation regarding the course of events. A participant, in contrast, has
a real role in the implementation process and must exercise it. (In the exemplary study

being cited, the author was in actuality a major impetus behind the drive toward imple-
mentation.) :

Although the opportunity for participant-observation in an implementation experience
must be considered rare, the potential advantages and.disadvantages of this source of
evidence should be briefly reviewed. On the positive side, the participant-observer may
be able to interpret key events in a manner that extends beyond the available documen-
tary evidence. Consider the following example:

*In one other study (#7) there is reason to believe that the author was also a participant
during certain stages of the site experiences; however, this role is not explicit in the text
of the study. In a third study (#8, p. 312), the authors refer to their own previously
published work in which they were participant-observers, but the evidence is not used
directly in the exemplary study under review.

14
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DeLury had informally promised Elish that the union would go along with
some version of the [proposed changel. A major scare came, however,
when Kretschmer forgot and broke a personal commitment with DeLury not
to pubhcly discuss the new system, . . . The Times ran the [proposall as a
major story, .. . and DeLury and Bigel were furious.

DeLury did not publicly deny his approval of the new system, however, and
his private commitment held. Eventually his irritation with Kretschmer
calmed down (#3, p. 287).

Such a rendition of a critical event could only be pieced together by an informant who
was present during the implementation experience; throughout this exemplary study,
there are similar interpretations about the motives of key actors, the importance of
external events and personnel turnover, and the strategies behind specific actions or
policies.

On the negative side, the objectivity of the participant-observer can always be open to
question. Even where events are not purposely being misconstrued, the participant-
observer—by virtue of the participatory experience—may only recall events selectively
or may arrive at an egocentric interpretation that is incorrect. Thus, to give the reader
more confidence about such evidence, there should be ways that, at least in theory, the
evidence can be confirmed. In the preceding quotation, for instance, the people's names

~that are referred to are real; in principle, one could have consulted both the Times story
and the names persons to check the author's interpretation.*

2.5 FIELD OBSERVATION

Most but not all of the 11 exemplary studies made some direct observations of the im-
plementation process in progress.** These observations were typically made during "site
visits" for brief periods of time to at least a subset of the sites being studied. The obser-
vations were mainly of an informal nature, in which the investigators saw the activities
associated with the implementation experience, e.g., organizational operations; the
material artifacts of the innovation such as its hardware, training manuals, or products;
and the actual use of the innovation in practice.

In two of the studies, the investigators were actually on the scene for extended periods,
and the observations were formally tabulated; the tabulations later fulfilled an important
part of the study. In the first study (#2) the degree of implementation of an educational
innovation was claimed to be reflected only by actual changes in practitioner roles and
behavior. Thus, a key source of evidence for this study came from the use of observa-
tional protocols in individual classrooms; the amount of time spent in different roles by
the classroom teacher was noted and tabulated (#2, pp. 108-116). The results of these
tabulations were interpreted by using other sources of evidence—e.g., unstructured
discussions and formal interview data. However, the tabulations themselves stand as the

*For other examples of the ways that participation-observation can be improved as a
methodology for conducting urban analysis, see Yin (1972).

**In the two major exceptions (#1 and 5), the studies were about innovations whose major

activity had preceded the authors coming on the scene, and hence the studies actually
assume a more historical orientation than the other nine.
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major source of evidence that implementation has not occurred to any great degree. In
the other study (#3) a major conclusion had to do with the role of analysts/ as "change
agents." To support this conclusion the author estimated, from his own observations, the
amount of time that analysts spend in performing "analytic" vs. "staff" vs. "change
agent" roles. The final tabulation is presented in the text (#3, p. 303).

If an implementation experience is in progress as a study is being conducted, the use of
field observations appears to provide information that is complementary to that found in
documents or derived from discussions and interviews. As with participant-observation,
_ the observations are a form of evidence that is not dependent upon verbal behavior; an
investigator can get underneath the labels and concepts used in either documents or
discussions and observe a phenomenon directly. Naturally, there are also potential
problems. Most site visits, for instance, are scheduled for brief periods of time and on a
casual basis; as a result, the operations or behavior being observed may not be represen-
tative of the site's normal activities. (Although it should also be pointed out that a site
would have to go to considerable trouble to alter certain observable items, such as physi-
cal layouts of space and facilities, which may be important to the study.) In general, the
more time that is spent at a site, the more confidence one can have in the observational
results.

2.6 CITATION OF PARTICIPANTS' PUBLISHED REPORTS

A final manner in which evidence was collected was through publications written by
participants in the implementation experience. This type of evidence was available and
used extensively in one study (#1), to help explain a motive or to provide information
about reactions to key events. Similar evidence was also available in another study (#8,
p. 312), but was not cited as such or used in any specific place. None of the other 11
studies had occasion to use this type of evidence.

The occasions upon which parti¢ipants' own written reports about an implementation
experience have beeh published are, of course, likely lo be rure. Moreover, as with
participant-observation, the potential bias of the participant must be questioned.
Nevertheless, publications by participants do occur in major public policy situations (one
need only think of the numerous first-person books about the Watergate coverup) and do
represent another available source of evidence.

2.7 USE OF MULTIPLE SOURCES OF EVIDENCE

The previous subsections have noted the various ways in which evidence has been col-
lected in the exemplary studies of implementation. Some of the strengths and
weaknesses of these sources have been pointed out, and no single source appears to stand
alone as the best for studying implementation or organizational processes. Indeed, one of
the major lessons is that two or more of these sources should be used in any given study
of implementation.

The use of multiple sources of evidence was a major feature of all 11 studies. The multi-
ple sources were used mainly to achieve two different purposes, roughly analogous to the
concerns with internal and external validity in experimental research design. First,
multiple sources were used within a single case study to demonstrate a certain degree of
consistency and corroboration about implementation events and interpretation (internal
validity). If information from an unstructured discussion is consistent with information
from existing documents or field observations, for instance, the researcher's
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interpretation .is more ‘cvredible. This is not to say that implementation events
necessarily have an objective truth; specific "facts of the matter”" may differ, depending
upon the perspective of the particular actor. However, the multiple sources can and

should be used to support the existence of these different perspectives, and even to
explam them.,

The use of multlple sources of evidence to achieve this first purpose of internal consist-
ency and corroboration may sound somewhat like data collection methods in the field of
history, where historians are taught to assemble different types of documents in writing
their histories (e.g., Barzun and Graff 1977). However, a major difference with regard to
implementation is that a contemporary event is usually the subject of study. This means
that individuals who have participated in the implementation experience are available for
interview, and direct observations about the events in question may also be made. These
additional sources of information provide a rich and sometimes essential body of knowl-
edge; but this information, with the partial exception of oral history projects, is not
generally part of the historian's repertoire. To this extent, the multiple use of evidence
in implementation studies is different from the multiple use as followed in the field of
history.

The second purpose. for using multiple sources of evidence was to extend the scope of
study ‘to cover more sites (external validity). As previously mentioned, multiple-site
studies can be based on more intensive investigation of a few sites, combined with formal
interviewing or other methods to cover (more superficially) a larger number of sites. The
intensively investigated sites usually provide that basic information for interpreting and
explaining the implementation process; the superficially investigated sites allow the
investigator to expand the generalizability of the findings.

In summary, one of the methodological strengths of the exemplary studies of implemen-
tation appears to be their use of multiple sources of evidence: The plans for future
studies should therefore explicitly call for multiple approaches and involve investigators
who have a demonstrated ability to deal with more than one approach. Of the methods
described, most future efforts should at least include the use of unstructured discussions,
the examination of documents and news reports, and the use of field observations;
whether structured interviews, participant-observation, or published reports by the
participants can also be used will vary more so with the individual studv. Whatever the
combination, however, the collection of evidence was only one major step in the study of
implementation. An equally important step is how evidence was analvzed, and to this
topic we now turn.
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SECTION 3.0
HOW EVIDENCE IS ANALYZED IN STUDIES OF IMPLEMENTATION

By its loosest but still acceptable definition, "analysis" consists of a sifting, sorting, and
combinatorial process. Various pieces of evidence are categorized, compared, and con-
trasted (e.g., Seltiz, Wrightsman, and Cook 1976, pp. 456-479), Where the evidence takes
a quantitative form, analysis can be conducted through mathematical operations. In
other situations, the analytic procedures are not so formalized, and researchers must
follow a course of logical thinking that can only be validated by peer judgments or basic
craft rules.*

By this definition, the analytic process was conducted in several ways by the exemplary
implementation studies. This included a preanalysis step, a piecing together of the
"facts" of the implementation experience, a merging of the evidence from various
sources, an aggregating of single-site experiences (for the multiple-site studies), and
most important, a testing of alternative explanations. Each of these procedures is de-
seribed in the following subsections.

3.1 PREANALYSIS

Overfamiliarity with experimental research leads one to the simplistic belief that "data
collection”" and "data analysis" are completely isolatable steps. When one conducts an
experiment, for instance, the pertinent variables are identified beforehand, data are
collected, and analysis follows. However, in nonexperimental fields, whether a social
science or a profession such as law or journalism, these two steps are not so clearly
differentiated. In particular, analysis may occur as part of the process of collecting
evidence. The analysis typically consists of on-the-spot judgments, whereby certain
evidence is admitted into the body of a study, while other evidence is ignored.** This
selection process is essential in studying an organizational process like implementation
because the researcher's problem is that there is too much information that is potentially
relevant. As Eugene Bardach (1977) has so aptly noted in comparing implementation (a
complex process that occurs over a long period of time) with adoption (a specific deci-
ston—not necessarily unitary—that nevertheless occurs within a limited amount of time):

When one sets out to study the policy-adoption process, one has at least a
starting point: the authoritative body, like a legislature, that has made [or
will make] the ultimate decision on the issue. From there one can trace

*One of the remarkable features of Bernstein and Woodward's All the President's Men
(1976), for instance, was the attention given to journalistic craft rules, wherein the
reporters checked and corroborated various stories in the analytical process of piecing
together the Watergate story. Often, participants were given a specific opportunity to
deny or comment upon stories that where written about them.

**Examples would be decisions to interview newly discovered informants or to pursue a line
of inquiry in dealing with documents or interviews. Even though there may have been a
field protocol at the outset, modifications in data collection should not only be tolerated
but may also be highly desirable.

19



TR-577

S=RA«

the various influences that led up to the decision. The nature of
phenomenon thus restricts the scope of the relevant data ... the nature of
the implementation process is exactly the opposite: instead of becoming
concentrated in one place, it gets dispersed at every place (Bardach 1977,
pp. 310-311, emphasis mine).

The selection process, as well as other implicit analytic steps that occur during the data
collection phase, is part of what may be called "preanalysis." Among the exemplary
studies, the extent of preanalysis varied widely. In several studies (#1, 4, 5, 8, and 10)
the researchers clearly had access to a vast amount of initial information, only some of
which became a formal part of the subsequent study. For most of the single-site studies
(or the single-site components of the multiple-site studies), the preanalysis methodology
was rarely described or even addressed as an issue. In one exception (#11, p. 16), the
preanalysis step consisted of the development of an explieit ¢hain of evidence, in which
links between data collection protocols, narrative case studies, and "key events" were
deliberately fashioned; the key events then became the data base for the aggregate
analysis. In other studies (e.g., #2 and 6) certain quantitative evidence was used and was
therefore specified more clearly through the use of an interview instrument or other
observational protocols.

Even though the selection process was not well described in most of the exemplary
studies, its nature can well be imagined. Whether researchers are working with unstruc-
tured discussions or available documents, some type of notes or records must be
created. Ultimately it may be presumed that the notes or records will serve as part of
the researcher's information base, and hence constitute the "evidence" to be considered
as part of the study. The first phase of the selection process has already taken place,
however, because the researcher has had to decide on the information to be entered into
the notes or records. Clearly, not every piece of information will have been entered, and
the implicit rules by which certain information is ignored becomes the essence of the
selection process.

Other preanalysis activities may include decisions regarding: (1) the way that key con-
cepts can be made operational—e.g., data found in the field may suggest a different set
of measures than originally planned, (2) the depth and detail for pursuing a line of in-
quiry, and (3) the evolution of "categories" or classification schemes whereby notes are
initially recorded. In experimental research, most of these activities are part of a
study's "research design," and are normally specified ahead of time. In the exemplary
studies of implementation, as with other studies of organizational processes more gener-
ally, a formal research design cannot usually be so specific and hence the preanalysis
activities go largely undescribed. Even so, a more rigid research design would prevent an
investigator from fully exploiting field opportunities.

3.2 PIECING TOGETHER THE "FACTS" OF THE IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCE

In dealing with single-site studies (or the single-site reports of multiple-site studies), the
most common form of analysis is the piecing together of the major events in the im-
plementation experience. These events have to do with organizational changes, critical
meetings, personnel turnover, or other activities that form part of the implementation
experience. The piecing together process is considered an analytic step because some
type of classification scheme, or set of categories, must be used.
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The reporting of these events was done in several ways by the exemplary studies. A few
of the studies (#1, 3, and 4) contained a formal chronology of events, of which a sample
is illustrated in Table 3-1. The sample shows both the types of activities and the fact
that a temporal sequence is the organizing theme. Other studies (e.g., the individual
case studies found in #5, 7, and 9) did not construct a formal chronology, but the
narrative description of the individual site reports was organized according to a
chronological sequence. Finally, a third approach was to organize major portions of the
text of the entire study according to a general sequence of phases or stages of events
over time (e.g., #2, 10, and 11).

The use of temporal sequence to piece together the facts of the implementation experi- .
ence should not be taken for granted. The temporal sequence is a significant analytic
step because it allows the researchers to establish the basis for some causal inferences.
In general, as with historical analysis, a set of earlier events can be considered as candi-
dates for having caused the occurence of a set of later events (at a minimum, such a
sequencing eliminates the possibility of using later events as causal explanations of
earlier events). However, it should not be assumed that the temporal sequencing is the
only way of organizing a text; the experimental paradigm, for instance, does not follow
such a sequence, and there have been many narratives of organizational processes
(though none among the exemplary studies) that may be organized topically rather than
temporally.

In addition to the temporal sequencing, implementation events were pieced together in
other ways. In one of the exemplary studies (#1), for instance, the investigators were
strongly interested in the apparent complexity of the implementation process. They
defined the notion of complexity as a function of the number of decision-points and
participants that were involved in their single-site study. Thus, a key part of the analysis
consisted of a tabulation of the decision-points that occurred during implementation,
with the findings that there were 30 such points, involving the necessity for some 70
different agreements among numerous participants (#1, pp. 103-106). The investigators
then went on to make inferences about the effects of the number of decision-points on
implementation delays and the probability of implementation success.

3.3 MERGING EVIDENCE FROM VARIOUS SOURCES

Another analytic step common to all of the exemplary studies was the merging of evi-
dence from various data sources. All of the studies, as previously noted, had employed
multiple sources of evidence. This approach to data collection thus necessitated, at the
analytic stage, some type of commingling process.

The commingling process was done by both informal and formal means. An informal

approach has already been described earlier, where it was noted that documentary infor-
mation could be combined with evidence from unstructured discussions, to assemble the
implementation experience (see Section 2.3).. This was a common step for combining
these two types of evidence, and characterized most of the descriptions of individual site
experiences. This approach was usually conducted in such an informal manner, however,
that the reader could not always tell when such merging had occurred. It is assumed, for
instance, that narrative descriptions containing no formal footnotes or citations (e.g., #4,
5, and 8) but in which 1ntroductory passages indicated the use of several sources of'
evxdence, reflect the merging of evidence from these various sources.
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" Table 3-1. ILLUSTRATIVE CHRONOLOGY FROM 1 YEAR OF NELKIN (1973) STUDY

1970

March

April

June

August 25

September 10

September 10
September 15

September 22

September
Qctober 1
Ocluber 16

December 24

Boudreau discusses possibilities of methadone maintenance
program with St. Joseph's Hospital and Dr. Pittenger.

Boudreau submits application for accreditation of the methadone
program to the NACC for $162,000 for fiscal year ending March
31, 1971. Announces plans to seek local and state approval.

Negotiations between the county Department of Mental Health
and St. Joseph's Hospital.

Health Committee of Onondaga County Legislature approves
proposal and provides a $25,000 loan to initiate a program.

NACC approves county application and funded $99,523 from
September 1, 1970 to March 31, 1971. Accreditation given
through August 31, 1972,

County legislature unanimously approves program.

Request for FDA forms and approval procedures. Request for
approval procedures from Internal Revenue Service. St. Joseph's
Hospital is informed of application procedures and FDA forms
are sent to the hospital.

Application for certification and registration is sent to New York
State Bureau of Narcoties Control.

Negotiations concerning required laboratory support.
Intended opening date.

State Department of Health application is sent to St. Joseph's
Hospital.

County Department of Mental Health fills out FDA form when it
is rcalized that hospital had not yet done so.
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- More formal approaches to the commingling process typically occurred where studies had
collected more than one type of quantitative evidence. For instance, tabulations of field
observations could be compared with tabulations from interview data (e.g., #2), with the
inferences from each type of tabulation compared to arrive at a consistent picture of the
implementation experience. In this particular exemplary study, this procedure was also
followed by merging information from unstructured discussions with that from formal
interviews, giving the reader confidence that each finding was based on the entire
repertoire of potentially relevant evidence. Similarly, a second study examined separate
tabulations, covering identical issues, but where one set of evidence came from an inten-
sively studied set of sites and the other set of evidence came from telephone interviews
(#11, pp. 139-156). However, in both these as well as other instances, the exemplary
studies did not actually merge the evidence through the use of any formal, mathematical
operation; what merging occurred really consisted of analytic comparisons of the findings
from the various sources of evidence.

In a few cases, mathematical operations were used to create complex measures, based on
several variables, but from the same source of evidence. Thus, one study defined its
basic measure of implementation from a combination of questions from formal inter-
viev)vs—representing " ... a coding from a variety of questions" (#6, Vol. VII, pp. 151~
152).

3.4 AGGREGATING EXPERIENCES FROM MORE THAN A SINGLE SITE

This analytic step was only characteristic of the multiple-site studies, where there was a
need to derive general findings and conclusions on the basis of observations made at
several implementation sites. The exemplary studies coped differently with'-the aggre-
gation problem. Most commonly, each multiple-site study contained a narrative portion
that aggregated the lessons from individual sites by "naming" each site wherever it was
relevant. Thus, a typical text from one multiple-site study, in which all the component
sites are named, is the following:

Four years after the start of the surplus land program, only 120 units of
housing had been built. At Fort Lincoln, where this housing stood, no other
construction was under way. In Clinton Township [outside of Detroit], 160
units were being built. In Atlanta, a developer was ready to start, but was
being delayed by a citizens' suit. In Louisville, approval had only recently
been received from the board of aldermen. In San Antonio, New Bedford,
and San Francisco, the projects had been cancelled. This chapter analyzes
why the program produced so little (#5, p. 83).

A slightly more formal version of this narrative approach was to present simple tabula-
tions of the relevant characteristic at each site, so that the reader could independently
discern the validity of the aggregate observation. One study's main conclusion had to do
with the importance of a "bureaucracy-centered entrepreneur" in the implementation
process (#10, Analysis and Conelusions Volume, pp. 169-182). The support for this con-
clusion was provided by identifying and tabulating the presence or absence of such an
entrepreneur for each of the component sites, and by showing that such an entrepreneur
did exist in a majority of the cases. A similar approach was used in another study, which
conceptualized the implementation and institutionalization process as a function of 10
organizational "passages and cycles" (#11). The occurrence of each passage and cycle, as
well as their sequence, was formally tabulated throughout the study as the basic measure
of the degree to which implementation or institutionalization occurred. Tabulations, in
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the form of matrix presentations, were also used in a third study (#9) that searched for
characteristies of successful demonstration projects (see Table 3-2).*

Other studies coped with the aggregation process in somewhat less convincing fashion.
One multiple study (#8) did not enumerate the individual sites at any point in the text,
merely discussing the "modal" site throughout the analysis. This approach may be
justifiable with such a program as methadone maintenance clinics, where the implemen-
tation of clinic operations may have followed a similar course of events at different
sites. However, an explicit enumeration of the individual sites would normally have been
more preferable. In two other studies (#6 and 7) there also was little articulated connec-
tion—either through narrative "naming" or through formal tabulations—between aggre-
gate statements and the experiences at individual sites.**

3.5 TESTING ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

Overall, no single analytic step was as important as the testing of alternative explana-
tions. In fact, this step may, in itself, capture the essence of studying implementation
and other organizational processes. Viewed another way, this step represents the culmi-
nation of the other analytic steps; after a preanalysis, a piecing together of the facts,
the merging of various types of evidence, and the aggregation of single-site experiences,
the investigator is left with the task of explaining why implementation ocecurred as it did.

3.5.1 Explanation Construction and Testing

The construction of an adequate explanation is a complex and difficult affair. There
exist no formal definitions of an "explanation," and no descriptions of the methodologies
whereby explanations should be constructed or tested. The key to an explanation is that
it should identify a causal sequence that covers the relevant facts of the implementation
experience. Notions of "elegance" and "parsimony," as used in logic and philosophy, are
also relevant. Yet, one must note that the researcher himself/herself must determine

the scope of the "relevant facts," as well as the reasonable levels of parsimony or ele-
gance.

An analogous example derives from the craft of detective work, whereby a detective
must construet an explanation for a crime. Presented with the scene of the erime, its
description, and possible reports from eyewitnesses, the detective must constantly make
decisions regarding the relevance of various factors. Some facts of the case are clearly
likely to be misleading or unrelated to the crime; other clues must be recognized as such

*The careful reader will note that the sites in the matrices represent three different
cohorts or samples, with the first set of eight sites having served a "hypothesis
generation" and "instrument development" function. To the extent that this was true, it
is incorrect to tabulate these sites with the other two samples, as this represents a
classie case of mixing the "calibrating" cases with the "test" cases.

**In study #6, there are numerous tabulations of formal interview data (e.g., see Volumes I

and VII). However, aggregate conclusions from field observations, with exphclt references
to individual sites, were presented in one volume (IIl) but not another (VI).
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Table 3-2.

ILLUSTRATIVE TABULATION OF MULTIPLE SITES

FROM BAER ET AL. (1976)

Breakthrough Connecticut Yankee Yankee
ECG
Less than 50%
Minneapolis Corridor Resource Recovery RFD
Desalination (Freeport) Godzilla Poultry Waste
50% to 90% Shipbuilding
Chicago Expressway
Desalination (Pt.Loma)
FPC* Marisat Hydraulic Knee
Savannah Dial-A-Ride (manual)
90% or more PRT
Medicaid*

Dial-A-Ride (computer)

Little or None

*100% federal funding.

Some Significant

DIFFUSION SUCCESS
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and pursued vigorously. The adequate explanation for the crime then becomes a plausible
rendition of a motive, opportunity, and modus operandi. If the detective is then con-
fronted with another case, where the relevant factors appear to be similar to those of
the first case, he or she may try to test the first explanation and establish that both
crimes were committed by the same perpetrator. Note that modification may be neces-
sary in the second explanation—and the detective must learn how to ignore irrelevant
variations from case to case even though the same modus operandi is involved. How the
detective carries out this work (1) in initially determining what is relevant, (2) in then
constructing an adequate explanation of what has oceurred, and (3) in knowing the ac-
ceptable levels of modification in the original explanation as new cases are encountered,
may be considered a task that is analogous to what confronts the researcher who studies
implementation.*

One of the few descriptions of this research task may be found in one of Donald
Campbell's lesser-known articles (1975). In this article, Campbell defends the rationale
for conducting one-shot case studies, a research design he had previously discredited
(Campbell and Stanley 1966). According to Campbell, the search for an explanation is a
kind of pattern-matching process. The process can be applied even if there is only a
single case, because the pattern requires a fit based on the multiple implications derived
from an explanation or theory about the case. Thus, it is incorrect to judge this situation
by the norms of experimental design, which would stipulate that a single-case study (or
even a small group of cases) could never provide a compelling rationale for establishing
the importance of a single factor (or determinant).** An explanation, and not a single
factor, is what is being tested, and this accounts for the frequent outcome where:

Even in a single qualitative case study the conscientious social scientist
often finds no explanation that seems satisfactory. Such an outcome would
be impossible if [single factors were being tested —there would instead be a
surfeit of subjectively compelling explanations (Campbell 1975, p. 182).

More research needs to be done in defining explanations and the pattern-muatlching proc=
ess. However, even this preliminary description by Campbell does sound much like the

analogy from detective work and like the analytic approaches followed in the exemplary
studies. '

The exemplary studies dealt with the explanation problem in three different ways. First,
two studies (#3 and 4) provided no explanation of the implementation experience, nor did
they purport to do so. The studies only contain a description of the experience, but the
description is so rich and insightful that the reader is tempted to develop his or her own
explanation of why implementation succeeded. [In one study (#4), explanations are of-
fered, but on topics other than implementationl

*For some background readings for this analogy, see Sanders (1976).

**Technically, Campbell claims that the interpretation from the viewpoint of experimental
design is based on the incorrect notion that there is only a single degree of freedom (or
few, where only a few case studies are involved); in reality, Campbell claims that the

population of multiple implications from a single explanation or theory produces multiple
degrees of freedom.
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Second, most of the studies did attempt to construct explanations of the implementation
process, whether based on single- or multiple-site experiences. Two studies made it
quite clear, early in the text, that the overarching objective of the study was to arrive at
a satisfactory explanation and the reader is constantly faced with this challenge. In the
first study, the goal was to explain implementation failure in spite of a low initial resist-
ance to change (#2, pp. 7-10);* in the second study, the explanation had to cover an
initially sensible idea for a federal program that nevertheless failed in its implementa-
tion at seven sites (#5, p. 21). This second study provides an excellent example of how a
researcher develops an initial explanation and "ecarries" the full explanation from site to
site, modifying the explanation along the way (#5, pp. 90-95). Three other studies (#6,
10, and 11) demonstrated their arrival at an explanation through a prescriptive mode; the
texts of these studies conclude with strategies and policy recommendations that there-
fore imply knowledge of causal process.

Third, two other studies (one a single-site study and the other a multiple-site study) not
only constructed an explanation and tested it against the study's own evidence, but also
compared explanations with those from other studies (#1, pp. 90-91, 142; and #8, pp. 325-
326). One study (#1) concludes its comparative discussion by noting that:

In both the new towns [a study conducted by a previous investigator] and
the Oakland EDA programs [the subject of the present studyl, we find
similar phenomena: federal grandeur, inadequate local support, and a
divorce of implementation from policy (p. 142).

Ironically, the other study (#8) concludes by modifying the explanations offered by the
first study (#1), suggesting that the nature of federal-local interactions will differ,
depending upon whether federal policies have relatively little control over a local phe-
nomenon (as in economic and community development) or in fact assert a monopolistie
control (as in supporting the operation of methadone maintenance clinies).

3.5.2 Determinants Approach

At least two studies (#7 and 9) followed a slightly deviant approach to this analytic
step. Instead of attempting to construct an explanation of the implementation experi-
ence, these studies tried to identify the key determinants associated with implementa-
tion success or failure.** The determinants approach is different from the explanatory

*The design of this study may actually represent a classic use of the one-shot case study.
The authors identified "resistance to change" as an explanation that was highly prevalent
in the literature at that time. They then chose to test this explanation by deliberately
selecting a site predisposed to change (and their initial measures corroborated this
predisposition), but which nevertheless encountered implementation problems. This may
represent a social science variation of the critical experiment in biology or beharioral
research (see Boring 1950, pp. 356-360), in which a critical set of variables is tested
within a single experiment. The results should enable the experimenter to draw a
conclusive decision between competing theories underlying the choice of variables; the

~ more significant the theories, the more critical the experiment.

**For a brief review of previous organizational studies following the determinants
approach, see Yin (1979, pp. 373-375).
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approach in that the identification of key determinants does not in itself provide a causal
description of how an organizational process occurs (Mohr 1978). For instance, a deter-
minant might be the observation that:

.. .the greater the participation of different interest groups in the overall
pm]ect the more likely the success of the implementation (#7, p. 4).

Such an observation, even if combined with the identification of other key determinants,
does not provide an explanation of how and why implementation ocecurs. One study that
followed the determinants approach (#9) later did try to construct an explanation in
terms of policy recommendations regarding the design of future demonstration projects
(compare Parts I and II of the summary report). However, the basic evidence of the
study was cast in terms of identifying determinants rather than in analyzing processes,
and thus it is difficult to have confidence in these later policy recomendations.*

By its very design, the determinants approach falls short of providing a full explanation.
Again, to refer to the analogous situation of detective work, one can imugine the dissat-
isfaction if a detective were to conclude with the observation that the determinants of a
series of crimes were a particular type of household, a certain time of day, and a com-
mon weapon. The observation of these determinants would in actuality be the beginning,
and not the concluding step in constructing an explanation of how, why, and by whom the
crimes had been committed., In short, the determinants must lead to a fuller theoretical
statement that yields the necessary understanding or explanation of the causal process
(e.g., Yin 1977b).

Interestingly, the worst offenders of the determinants approach have not been the exem-
plary studies where, as we have seen, only one or two studies erred in this direction.
Unfortunately, the worst offenders tend to be those who have attempted to synthesize,
through secondary review, the results of numerous empirical studies (e.g., Zaltman et al.
1973; Rothman 1974; Public Affairs Counseling 1976; Fullan and Pomfret 1977). Rach of
these reviews typically arranges its text by sequentially reviewing the findings on key
factors or determinants of organizational change (e.g., factors involving the nature of
the innovation, the nature of the innovating agency, the external environment, ete.).
According to one analyst (Mohr 1978), these attempts to 1dent1fy individual determmants
are part of a "variance theory" approach, in which the main research result is to account
for statistical variation in some dependent variable. The approach is thus not sur-
prisingly bereft of helpful insights, because a "process theory" approach—describing the
causal steps in some detail—is what is really needed. The variance theory approach, in
short, does not provide insights into the way that the innovation or implementation
process might work.

In contrast, studies and reviews could set out to compare alternative and competing
explanations. Once example of such an approach is Richard Elmore's discussion of four
models of program implementation—systems management, bureaucratic process,

*What may have happened in this latter study was that the investigators, in the eourse of
conducting their study, developed legitimate knowledge about implementation processes;
but this knowledge was not formally presented as part of the study's evidence, thus
leaving the reader ignorant about the information base used to support the poliey
recommendations.
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organizational development, and conflict bargaining (Elmore 1978). Each model, based
on an existing body of empirical research, is a full narrative description of an alternative
explanation of why implementation occurs or fails to occur. The descriptions cover the
basic assumptions of each model in terms of how organizations work, the philosophical
and value-laden differences among the models, and finally, the alternative (and in some
cases, competing) predictions derivable from each model.

3.5.3 Summary

To summarize this portion of the discussion, the most important analytic challenge is to
construct and test an explanation of the implementation experience. Where evidence
only comes from a single site, the explanation can nevertheless be "tested" by: (1) at-
tending to the pattern of results, and (2) determining the degree to which the pattern
matches that predicted by the explanation. Where evidence has been collected from two
or more sites, the same procedure may be augmented by applying the full explanation to
each site individually, with the explanation being modified as each site is considered. In
contrast, the enumeration of a set of determinants is an insufficient substitute for this
explanation-testing process.
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SECTION 4.0

REASONS FOR BELIEVING THE CONCLUSIONS OF IMPLEMENTATION STUDIES

The preceding sections have traced the ways in which exemplary studies of implementa-
tion have been conducted, focusing on the collection and analysis of evidence. Many
specific examples have been cited to guide future researchers in conducting their own
studies of implementation or of organizational processes more generally. But another
theme has also emerged that the alert reader should have caught and that requires ex-
plicit attention: the research craft or methods associated with these implementation
studies appear not to be rigidly defined or even very rigorous by standard laboratory or
research criteria. Thus, for instance, a preanalysis step seems critical to the amassing of
evidence but is rarely described; "unstructured discussions" are a common source of
evidence; multiple sources of evidence are commonly used, but the way in which the
varied evidence is later merged is not a formalized procedure; and the culminating step—
explanation-building and testing——appears to follow few methodological guidelines.

In the light of this state of affairs, why should a reader believe the results of these
exemplary studies? Moreover, why are they exemplary studies? Could the rest of the lot
be that much worse? These and related questions cannot go unanswered if the goal is to
advance craft knowledge, and the purpose of the present section is to suggest that good
answers may actually be available. '

4.1 FORMAL METHODOLOGICAL DISCUSSIONS

One obvious answer—that each study contained a detailed methodological statement that
justified its choices or indicated an awareness of potential biases and shortcomings—
turns out to be an incorrect one. Of the 11 exemplary studies, only four (#2, 6, 9, and 11)
had what could be regarded as comprehensive methodological discussions, covering site
selection, data collection procedures, and copies of key protocols or instruments. More-
over, one of these four studies makes a strong reservation in warning the reader about its
methods:

« «« the rescarch aim was not to test hiypotheses but to enable the formula-
tion of hypotheses... Our operational measurements of both independent
and dependent variables can be challenged, ... the selectivity of our
sample raises questions about the generalizability of the findings; and the
statistical procedures and the interpretation of the results are open to valid
criticism and alternative . interpretations. These caveats notwith-
standing. . . (#6, Volume VII, p. viii).

A fifth study (#10) contained a very brief methodological discussion, mainly covering the
issues of site selection. However, the remainder of the 11 studies had virtually no dis-
cussion of their methodologies; what few words were said usually appeared in a brief
footnote or in the acknowledgments portion of the report.

The absence of formal methodological discussions may, in retrospect, have been a collec-
tively wise choice. Such discussions would probably have revealed a whole host of short-
comings, by any criteria derived from experimental research, and would also have been
difficult to describe because of the varied methods that we have seen were used. For
many of these studies, the development of a methodological discussion might even have
led, paradoxically, to a decreased sense of confidence in the study and its results.
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Clearly the authors, many of whom hold esteemed academic or applied research posi-
tions, relied on some other factors to give the reader confidence in the results and con-
clusions. These factors may be said to fall into two categories—internal and external
credibility—concepts that seem useful for judging this type of research in the future.

4.2 INTERNAL CREDIBILITY

Internal credibility stems from the information and evidence presented in the body of a
study itself. Such credibility was bolstered in several ways by the exemplary studies, the
most important of which was the correctness of the basic facts of the implementation
experience. Although such facts are always disputable, many of the key implementation
events, as noted earlier, tended to be publicly knowable events in that newspaper ac-
counts or other official records could be checked to confirm the researcher's narrative.
At the same time, the strength of the researcher's casé did not necessarily rest on the
absolute correctness of every single fact. The main strength usually lay in the overall
pattern of events, where the misconstruing of one or two events would not be enough to
call the entire rendition into question. Moreover, the difficulty of c¢onstructing this
overall pattern should not be overlooked. The authors of the various exemplary studies
all appeared to have spent considerable effort in covering different sources of evidence
and producing a thorough description of the implementation experiences at individual
sites. Thus, a first requirement for internal credibility, met by most of the exemplary
studies, was the provision of a clear factual account of the implementation experience.

Added to the integrity of the basic facts of the implementation experience was another
feature that increased the credibility of a study. This was the researcher's recognition of
different points of view by the various participants in the implementation experience.*
Such recognition constitutes an acknowledgment that most orgenizational changes, by
dint of different role perspectives, are likely to involve conflicting viewpoints. Organi-
zational change, simply put, is not usually a congenial process. Most of the exemplary
studies were able to construet explanations that not only accounted for the various
events but also appreciated the different viewpoints.

One of the more extreme examples of this phenomenon of appreciating different view-
points also suggests a high degree of sensitivity on the part of the investigators. In this
example, the issue under discussion was that of the value differences between practition-
ers and analysts in a study of manpower changes in local agencies. The analytic approach
had been primarily based on the concept and measurement of travel time, or the amount
of time required for a fire vehicle Lo travel to the scenc of a fire alarm. The analysis
had shown how agencies could make manpower reductions without affecting travel time
(or could decrease travel time by rearranging existing resources). However, the analytic
results were continually called into question by the firefighters at one of the implemen-
tation sites. The firefighters did not appear to disagree with any of the finer points of
the analysis. As described in one newspaper account that was quoted by the study:

The dispute hinges on the firefighters' refusal . . . to accept, for purpose of
decision-making, the validity of travel time as a performance
measure . .. The firemen argue that it's the men who put out the fires, not
the response time (#7, pp. 64 and 73, emphasis mine). '

*This appreciation of different viewpoints has been a main feature in using case studies
for teaching purposes. See Stein (1952, pp. Xx-Xxxx).
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In a way, the firefighters had a legitimate point of view. As so frequently happens in
situations of this sort, disagreements arise over the fundamental assumptions made by
one participant or another, and not over a particular approach or methodology. Yet, this
state of affairs has only seldom been recognized.

Finally, internal credibility was bolstered by the knowledge that the participants in the
implementation experience could and did have an opportunity to voice their opinions
about the researcher's findings. In one study (#5), a key participant actually wrote the
foreword to the study, implying an endorsement of sorts over the integrity of the
effort. In another study (#11) the individual site descriptions were given for review, in
draft form, to the persons that had been interviewed as part of the study. In the other
studies, because the implementation events were relatively recent and highly visible,
participants could have been asked to comment, if needed, to corroborate the findings.*

4.3 EXTERNAL CREDIBILITY

External credibility, in contrast to internal credibility, is based on inferences about a
study, how it was conducted, and the researcher's previous work. For the exemplary
studies, credibility in the results and conclusions was especially enhanced by two external
criteria: the researcher's reputation for scholarly endeavors, and the broad level of
effort that was involved in conducting the study.

Judgments about a researcher's reputation are difficult to make. However, in all but one
of the exemplary studies, the researchers had developed multi-year associations with the
research topic being studied and with the research community at large.** In all but one
case (#3), for instance, the researchers had previously published books or articles on
organizational topics similar to those of the exemplary studies, either in the form of
prior case studies of agency experiences or in the form of publications on related tech-
nologies. This type of extended career interest gives the reader additional confidence
that the researcher issues in the exemplary study have been carefully considered over a
broader period of time. Although there are occasional injustices in using this type of
criterion to make judgements about researchers (e.g., see Merton 1968), the main point is
that these investigators were no "instant experts." Furthermore, most of them did their
research within a broader organizational context—whether academically based or not—
that reinforced a career interest in the implementation topie.

The second external criterion had to do with the time and effort put into these exempla-
ry studies and their general breadth and depth of coverage. One substantive lesson about
implementation is that it is a complex process that can take several years to complete.
Thus, as noted by one of the exemplary studies:

*In only one of the exemplary studies (#2) was the implementation experience actually
reported in anonymous fashion, with neither the location of the site nor the names of the
relevant agencies or participants given. However, even under these conditions, portions
of the text may be shown to participants for their corroboration and correction.

**Note that this observation does not automatically follow from the operational definition

of "exemplary" study that was used to select these 11 studies; if the observation had
followed from the prior definition, the argument presented here would be circular.
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The picture that results, ... even for an innovation so straightforward as
manpower rescheduling, is one of great complexity. A large number of
people, many decisions, and a long period of time were required before a
new manpower scheduling system became an operating reality (#3, p. 301)

In this particular case, the implementation process took 4 years from the initial concep-
tion of the idea within city government to full operation within one of its agencies. In
other cases, equally long periods of time were involved; for instance, for federally sup-
ported implementation projects in education, the typical award period was 3 to 5 years
(#6). For innovations in broader fields such as community or economic development, the
implementation process can be even longer and involve even more partlclpants and more
decision points.

If the implementation process is -assumed to be such an extensive affair, it is safe to
conclude that investigators will be more expert in their judgerments if they spend more
time and effort in conducting their studies. The exemplary studies, especially when
judged against the typically brief time period allowed by sponsored research, were genu- .
inely exemplary in this regard. First, all but one of the multiple-site studies were large-
scale team efforts, in which several senior investigators contributed to the final effort.
Second, in several of the studies the investigators actually spent lengthy periods of time
"on-line" with the implementation experience, ranging from a full academic year of field
observations (#2) to 3 calendar years of participant-observation (#3). Third, most of the
studies, where funded by an external agency, involved multi-year awards. One study, for
instance, noted that the implementation report represented "... the culmination of 5
years of support for the documentation, testing, and evaluatlon of methods . . ." (#7, p.
v). Another study (#6), as judged by a third party (Fullan and Pomfret 1977), was the
most comprehensive study of implementation in the field of education and was also
conducted over a 5-year period. Fourth, the published version uf several of the studice
was sometimes only the tip of the 1ceberg, with numerous student papers and lesser
efforts also known to have been part of the overall project (e.g., #1). All these factors
serve to raise confidence that the implementation experiences were well analyzed.

To return, then, to the initial set of questions regarding the credibility’ of these studies,
the basic conclusion is that various factors other than formal methodological discussions

give the reader adequate reason to have trust in the results and conclusmns from these
studies.

4.4 CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This conclusion appears consistent with the notion that craft knowledge in the study of
implementation and related organizational processes may be just in its 1nfancy A ma-
ture field, by contrast, is more likely to have formalized methodological procedures.

The findings also suggest several ways in which implementation research may be im-
proved in the future. First, the collection of evidence on implementation was found to
consist of the use of multiple sources of information. Most of these data ecollection
methods have been documented in typical methodological textbooks, but the unique
flavor in the implementation studies is that the investigator must be facile with the
entire variety. Methodological generalists rather than specialists may therefore be
increasingly needed if implementation research is to thrive. How one trains such gener-
alists, identifies them in research proposals, or judges their qualifications, are issues that
should be of concern to universities and research-funding agencies.
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Second the analysis of evidence was found to consist of a number-of activities—e.g.,
explanation-building, preanalysis, piecing together of the fact, ete.—for which there has
been little methodological research or documentation. Unhke the situation with data
collection meth'ods, existing textbooks rarely address these analytic activities. One
suggestion for improving future research is that investigators who currently conduct
implementation studies ought to be asked to introspect about their analytic craft. The
introspections should become part of the public record, and a body of methodological
knowledge may emerge. Such efforts of course could be enhanced by the initiation of
formal methodological research projeets.

Third, the absence of formal methodological statements in implementation and related
studies should not be considered, at this time, a serious deficiency. The craft is simply
not well established, and .a formal methodology might become a counterproductive
stralght]acket However, the ability to make formal methodological statements should
be an increasing goal in the future. Without the development of formal methodologies,
research on 1mplementatlon will probably continue to be limited to seasoned investiga-
.tors; because there -is only a limited number of such investigators, substantive break-
throughs on implementation are likely to be intermittent and sparse. In contrast, the
development of formal methodologies should be seen as a way of allowing a larger pool of
investigators to participate in implementation research—at the same time retaining a
high level of research rigor. The formalization of craft knowledge, in brief, permits -
more investigators to participate in a research field, thereby creating increased competi-
tion, more opportunities for corroboratory findings, a greater abundance of ideas, and
other conditions through which substantive knowledge can only benefit. The present
paper has hopefully made a small step toward formalization simply by enumerating and
analyzing the methods used in exemplary studies of implementation.
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