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M A N A G E R I A L  I M A G I N A T I O N

Tlic town librarian was conccrncd.1 Each day, at about  3:00 p . m ., eddies 
of schoolchildren washed into the library's reading rooms. A( about 
5:00 the tide of children began to ebb. By 6:00 the library was quiet 
once again. An informal survey revealed what was happening: the li- 
brary was being used as a day-care center for latchkey children. How 
should the librarian respond?

T h e  T o w n  L i b r a r i a n  
a n d  t h e  L a t c h k e y  C h i l d r e n

Her first instinct was to discourage the emerging practice. Af ler  all, the 
influx disrupted the library. Th e reading rooms, quiet and spacious most 
of the day, became noisy and crowded. Books, particularly the fragile 
paperbacks,  slacked after careless use in untidy heaps on library tables, 
slid to the floor with spines cracking. Tired assistants faccd mountains  of 
reshelving before they could leave for the day. The constant traffic to the 
bathrooms kept the janitor  busy with special efforts to keep 1 1 1 cm neat, 
clean, and well stocked.

Besides, it just wasn’t the town library's job to care for latchkey 
children. Tha t  task should be done by the parents,  or perhaps  o ther 
day-care providers,  certainly not by the library. Perhaps a letter to the 
local newspaper reminding citizens about  (he proper use of a library 
would set things right. If that failed, new rules limiting children's access 
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MANAGERIAL IMAGINAT I ON 

The town librarian was concc rncd.1 Each cfay. ;-it about .1:00 "·"'-· eddies 
or scl10olcl1ildrcn washed into the library's rc.idinp. roo111s. /\I ;ihoul 

):fl() the tide of children began lo chh. By frOO the lihr,ny w;1s quiet 
once ag,lin. /\n informal survey revc.tled whnt was happening: the li 
hr.lry was hl' ing used .lS a dc1y-cc1re center for latchkey children. I low 
should the libr;i r ian respond? 

THE TOWN L IBR A R IAN 

AND TH E LATC HK EY CHILDR E N 

I !er firs! inst incl was lo discourage the emerging practice. /\flcr .ill. the 
innux disrupted the libnuy. The reading rooms. quiet and spt1cinus most 
of the day, became noisy and crowded. Books, particul,nly the frngilc 
p;iperhacks, stacked after cn reless use in u11tidy heilps 011 libr.iry t.thles. 
slid to the floor with spines crncking. Tired assislanls f.iccd mountains of 
rcshclving before they cot1ld lec1vc for the cfay. The constant traffic to the 
bathrooms kept the janitor busy with spcci,11 efforts to keep them nc.ll. 
clc:111. and well stocked. 

f3esidcs, it just wasn ·1 the town librc11fs job to cc1rc for l;1tchk cy 
children. That t,1sk should be done by the parents. or pcrh,1ps other 
(l:ly-cc1 rc providers, ccrt;iinly not hy the library. Perhaps a lclter In lhc 
loc<1I newspaper re minding ci1izcns about lhc proper use of c1 lihr;iry 
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maining purposeful; (2) I he neccssily of recognizing “political man- 
em en t” as a key function in public sector management ;  and (3) the 
ed to recast our images of operational  management  to focus more 
ention on stimulating innovations of various kinds. Yet, I have not 
:n entirely rigorous in either (he sampling effort or I he data collection 
I cannot claim (he power that would come from that degree of rigor, 
n (he less rigorous lest I have relied for evidence on feedback from 
dicing public managers who have been exposed to these ideas. Their  
imony has been favorable and encouraging.
till, in the end, I do not think I have proven anything. What  I have 
e is nominate,  for further consideration and testing, a complex set of 
s about how public managers should orient themselves to their jobs, 
nose their situations, and design (heir interventions. The methods  I 
2 nt differ from those many public managers now employ and from 
vays (hey are taught and encouraged lo (hink and acl. This new 
3ach is plausibly bet ter  adapted to the reality of the situations they 
ronfront than what they have relied on in the pasl. And il may help 
succeed in helping society by keeping their attention focused on 

roblem of defining and producing public value with the resources 
5ted to them. That ,  at least, is my fervent hope.

I N T R O D U C T I O N

·11c1i11ing purposeful: (2) the ncccssily ol' rccn).'_ni1.ing ''politic1I 111;m
emcnt"' .is a key function in public.: sector 111;in;igc111c11t: ,111d (.1) the 
~cf to reccls( our images or opcr,11 ion;d 111;-inagcmcnl lo focus more 
cn tion on stimulating innovations of various kind:s. Yet, I h"ve not 
!11 cnt i rely rigorous in cit her ! he s,1111pling effort or the dat;i collection 
I crinnol clriirn tile power that would come from th.ii degree of rigor. 
11 I he less rigorous lcsl I have relied for evidence 011 fccclhack from 

ct icing public m<111agcrs who have hcc 11 exposed to these ideas. Their 
imony has heen favor;1hle and c11cour;1ging. 
till, in the end, I do ,wt think I h,ive proven anyt hing. Whal I have 
c is nominnte, for further consider.it ion and testing, ;1 complex set or 
s about how rublic 111.111r1gers should orient themselves to their jobs, 

nose their situ;itions, and design their intcrvcnl ions. The met l10ds I 
~nt differ from those 111a11y public 111;111;igcrs now employ ;111d from 
v.iys they arc taught and cncourc1gcd to think ;111d act. rl1is new 
1acll is pbusihly belier adapted to the reality of the sit uations they 
~onfront than what lhey lwve relied on in the pc1st. And ii may he lp 
succeed in helping society hy keeping their attention focused on 
roblcm of defining ;rnd producing public value with the resources 

;tcd to them. That, at lcc1st. is my fervent hope. 

I NTRODUCTION 



; appropriate separat רו 1 ion between the elderly people who used the 
library for reading and meet ing and the children who used the library for 
the same purposes but more actively and noisily. The communi ty spirit 
evident in such activities might overwhelm public concerns about the 
propriety of using the library to care for latchkey children and 1 1 1 c 
complaints of some that public resources were being used to subsidize 
relatively narrow and unworthy interests.

Mobilizing a volunteer  effort would be a complex undertaking,  how- 
ever. The librarian was unfamiliar with such enterprises.  Indeed, all the 
things she had so far considered seemed difficult and unfamiliar since 
they involved her in outside political activity. Making a budget presen- 
tation to the town's Budget  Commit tee and writing a letter about the 
problem to the newspaper  were one thing; setting up a financially sell- 
sustaining program and mobilizing a large group of volunteers were 
quite another.

Then,  a last idea occurred to her: perhaps the problem could be solved 
by finding an answer within her own organization. A little rescheduling 
might ensure that there  would be adequate staff to supervise the chil- 
drcn,  perhaps even to provide reading enrichment  programs. Maybe 
some things could be rearranged in the library to create a special room 
for the program. Perhaps  movies could somet imes  be shown in this 
special room as par t  of the after-school program.

In fact, the more the l ibrarian thought about  it, the more it seemed 
that caring for these children in the library might be well within the 
current mission of her  organization. It might give her and her assistant 
librarians a chance to encourage reading and a love for books that would 
last all the children’s lives. Moreover,  it seemed to her that the claims 
that these children and their parents made on the library were as proper  
as those made by the many others  who used the library in different ways: 
the high school students who came in the evenings to complete research 
projects and gossip with one another,  the elderly people who came to 
read newspapers and magazines during the day and to talk with their 
friends, even the do-it-yourselfers who camc in to learn how to complete 
the projccl on which they had embarked without a clear plan.

As the l ibrarian began to think about  how her organization might 
respond to the new demands  presented by the latchkey children, she also 
began seeing her organization in a new light.8 Her  professional training 
and that of her staff had prepared then! to view (he library as a place 
where books  were kept  and made available to the public. To  fulfill this 
function, an elaborate system of inventorying and recording the location 
of books had been developed.  An equally elaborate system to monitor

;111 ;1ppropri;1tc sepm;1tior1 between the elderly pco11le who used the 
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Then,  she had a more ent repreneurial  idea: perhaps the latchkey 
children could be used to claim more funds for the library from the 
town’s tight budget.2 She could argue that the new demands  from latch- 
key children required additional resources. Additional staff would be 
needed to keep the children from disrupting other library users. Over- 
time funds would be necessary to pay assistants and janitors for tidying 
the library at the end of the day. Perhaps the library itself would have to 
be redesigned to create elementary and junior high school reading 
,ooms. Indeed׳  now that she thought of it, the reconstruction work might 
1e used to justify repainting the interior of  (lie entire library— an objee- 
ive she had had for many years. But all this would cost money,  and a 
latewide tax revolt had left the town with sharply limited funds.

As the forbidding prospect of seeking funds from the town's Budget 
Committee came clearly into view, the librarian had a different idea: 
erhaps a program for the latchkey children could be financed by charg- 
ig their parents  for the costs of the new program.’ Some practical prob- 
ms loomed,  however.  For example, how much should she charge for the 
!rvice?4 She could fairly easily record the direct costs associated with 
oviding the program and find a price that would cover these direct costs, 
ut she was unsure how to account for indirect costs such as the manage- 
costs of ו1  organizing Ihc activity, the depreciat ion of the building, and 
on. If she included too few of these indirect costs in the price of the 

ogram,  then the public as a whole would be unwittingly subsidizing the 
>rking parents.  If she included too many, the town would be unwittingly 
:ing advantage of working parents to help suppor t  their library.
She also thought that the town’s citizens and their representatives 
^ht have views about  whether  it was appropr ia te  for her to use the 
ilities of the library for a program of this type, and she could not be 
e what  those views would be. If she set up a fee-for-service program,  
aid the town's residents admire her ent repreneur ial  energies or worry 
t she was becoming too independent?5 Similarly, would they see 
' ing the latchkey children as a worthy cause or  as a service to a 
row and not particularly deserving group? She would clearly have to 
>ack to the Town Meeting for guidance.6
Jiven the difficulties of charging clients for the service, the librarian 
still another  idea: perhaps the new service could be “ financed” 

ugh volunteer effort.7 Maybe the parents  of  the children could be 
nized to assume some of the responsibilities of supervising and 
ling up after the children. Maybe they could even be enticed to help 
librarian make the changes in the physical configuration of the 
ry— to accommodate the new function more  easily and to maintain
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The doctrine has been designed primarily to limit (lie prospect of self- 
interested or misguided bureaucrats aggrandizing themselves or leading 
the society toward some idiosyncratic or ill-considered conception (if 
the public interest. It aims at keeping public sector managers firmly 
under democrat ic control ."

In this doct rine the purposes of a public enterprise such as a library are 
assumed to have been set out clearly in statutes enacted by legislative 
bodies or in formal policy declarations signed by elected chief cxecu- 
lives.13 As the hard-won results of sustained democrat ic debates,  these 
formal mandates  legitimate public enterprises: they authoritatively de- 
clare that the particular enterprises so established are in the public inter- 
cst and can therefore properly claim social resources.1■’ They also offer 
concrete operat ional  guidance to managers by indicating what particular 
purposes are to be advanced by the particular public enterprises and what 
particular means  may be used.1'Taken  together,  the mandated purposes 
and means  define the terms in which managers will be held accountable.15

For their parts, public managers are expected to be faithful agents of 
these mandates.  Their  duty is to achieve the mandated purposes as 
efficiently and as effectively as possible.1׳’ They are assumed to have 
substantive expertise in the field in which they work— to know the 
principal operat ional  programs that can be used to produce desired 
results and to know what constitutes quality and effectiveness in their 
operat ions.17 They are also expected to be administratively competent— 
to be skilled in devising the organizational structures and ar rangements  
that can guide the organization to perform efficiently and effectively and 
in accounting for the financial and human resources ent rusted to them 
so that it can be proven that public resources are not being stolen, 
wasted, or misused.18

This doct rine produces  a characteristic mindset among public sector 
managers:  the mindset of administrators or bureaucrats rather than of 
ent repreneurs,  leaders,  or executives.1’׳ Their  orientation is downward,
toward the reliable control of organizational operat ions  ra ther than 
ei ther outward , toward the achievement  of valuable results, or upward, 
toward renegot iated policy mandates.  Instead of viewing their task as 
initiating or facilitating change, they tend to see if as maintaining a long- 
term institutional perspective in the face of fickle polilical whims. Their 
principal managerial  objective is to perfect their organizations'  opera- 
tions in traditional roles, not to search for innovations that can change 
their role or increase their value to the polity.

It is this view of public sector management that produces the li- 
brarian's first instinctive response to (he latchkey children: a resound-
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which citizens had borrowed which books, and to impose lines (ווו those 
who kept books too long, had also been built. This was the core function 
of the library and the task with which the professional staff identified 
most strongly.

Over  time, however,  the functions of the library seemed to expand in 
response to citizen needs and the capacities of the library itself. Once the 
library had a system for inventorying books, it seemed entirely appro- 
priate to use that system to manage a collection (if records,  compact  
discs, and videotapes as well. (Of course, the lending system for videos 
had to be changed a little to avoid compet ing with local commercial  
ventures.) The physical facility in which the books  were kept had been 
enlarged and made more  attractive to encourage reading at the library 
as well as at home. I feat was provided in the winter, and air conditioning 
in the summer,  for the comfort  of the staff and those who wished to use 
the library. Study carrels had been built for students.  A chi ldren’s room 
had been created with books  and toys for toddlers. Increasingly, the 
library was being used to hold amateur  chamber music concerts and 
meetings of craft societies as well as book review clubs.

As a result, the library had become something more  than simply a 
place where books were kept.  It was now a kind of indoor park used by 
many citizens for varied purposes.  Who was to say that care for latchkey 
children was not a prope r  or  valuable function for the library to provide 
if the librarian could think of a way to do so economically, effectively, 
and fairly, and with little cost to o ther functions of the library that had 
the sanction of tradit ion?

P u b l i c  M a n a g e r s  
a n d  P u b l i c  M a n a g e m e n t

The town librarian is a public manager.  Wha t  makes  her such is that a 
mndle  of public assets has been entrusted to her  stewardship.  She is 
esponsible for deploying those assets for the benefit of the town and its 
itizens. Presumably,  one  of her tasks as a manager is to find (he most 
aluable use of  those resources.‘׳ Th e particular question before her  is 
hether׳  it would be valuable to respond to the new demands  being made 
n her organization to care for the latchkey children and, if so, how.

A n  Im portan t D octrine
1 the Uni ted States public administrators have relied on a traditional 
)clrine describing how they ought to think about  and do their jobs."’

which ci t i7.c11s had borrowed wh ich hooks . .ind to impose fines on !hose 
who kept books too long. hild also hccn built. This w;1s the con.: function 
of the library .iml lhe l.isk with which lhc profession;d stc1ff identified 
most strongly. 

Over lime, however . lhc functions of the lihrnry seemed to expand in 
response to cili7.cn needs and the cc1p;icit ies o f l he lihr.1ry ilsclf. Once the 
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priate lo use lhal system tn mc1nage a collection of records. com p;Kt 
discs, c111d vidcot;ipcs ;is well. (Of course, the lending syslcm for videos 
had to be chc111gcd a lilllc lo avoid compcling with loc;1I commercial 
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Imel been created with hooks and toys for lodc.lkrs. I nnc;isingly. the 

librnry w;is being used lo hole.I ,1111a tcur chamber music concerts ,111d 
meetings of craft societies ;is well ;is book review clubs. 

As a result, the library hac.l become something more than simply ;1 

place where books were kept. It w;1s now a kind of indoor p,1rk used by 
many citizens for varied purposes. \'-/ho was lo sny that care for l;1tchkcy 
children was not a proper or v,1luablc function for the lihr,iry lo provide 
if th e librarian could thin k of a way to do so economically. effectively, 
and fairly, and with little cost to other functions of the librnry thc11 had 
the sanction of tr.1c.litio11? 

PUBLIC MANAGERS 

AND PUBLIC MANAGEMENT 
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manager  is a professional civil servant ra ther than an elected or appointed 
political executive.22 Citizens take a particularly dim view of initiatives 
under taken by bureaucrats because they suspect civil servants of being 
self-serving or of pursuing their own idiosyncratic ideas of the public 
interest.21 They also resent the fact that civil service systems insulate the 
bureaucrats to some degree from direct public accountability. Because 
citizens can hold elected and appointed  public officials accountable at the 
ballot box, they ordinarily grant  these officials wider leeway to initiate 
new public enterprises.  But citizens view the initiatives of even elected 
and appointed  officials with a jaundiced eye, for their ent repreneurship 
often seems focused on winning votes by satisfying special interests rather 
than on finding and producing something publicly valuable.24

To  the extent these observat ions arc true, they underscore an obvious 
buf often overlooked social fact: society has much different expectations 
of  its public than of its private managers.  We are inclined to view 
imagination and initiative among (unelected) public sector executives as 
dangerous  and contrary to the public interest,  while we perceive exactly 
the same qualifies among private sector executives as not only tolerable 
but  ultimately conducive to society’s economic welfare.

No doubt , many reasons exist for these contrary expectations. Be- 
cause the political mechanisms that oversee public enterprises arc argu- 
ably more  vulnerable to managerial  influence and deception than the 
financial mechanisms that control private sector enterprises, public man- 
agers may have to be reined in more  tightly than private sector manag- 
ers.25 Because the decisions of public managers bind all citizens, their 
initiatives must be reviewed far more  closely than the decisions of pri- 
vatc sector managers,  whose decisions arc taken for the benefit of only 
a few (voluntary) principals.26 Because the results of managerial dcci- 
sions are more  subjective and (often) slower to appear  in the public 
sector than in the private, the public sec tor cannot rely as heavily as the 
private sector does on holding managers accountable after the fact for 
their performance.27 And so on.

But these different expectations have an important  consequence not 
widely acknowledged or discussed. By discouraging thoughts such as 
those (he librarian is having, and the actions that could follow from her 
thoughts,  society denies its public sec tor the key ingredient on which its 
private sector specifically relies to remain responsive, dynamic, and 
value creating: namely, the adaptabili ty and efficiency that come from 
using (he imaginations of people called managers  to combine what they 
can sense of public demands  with access to resources and control over 
operat ional  capacity to produce value.
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i״ g, bureaucrat ic “no." Indeed, viewed from the traditional perspective, 
her clear duty is not to respond to this new demand but to do the 
opposite: to do what she can to resist the new, unauthorized abuse of 
the public library.

Moreover ,  many of her staff, influenced by their past professional 
training to think about libraries in particular terms, would agree with 
this conclusion. So would many citizens who see the library through the 
same traditional lenses and would quickly conclude that the library 
should be quiet  and not used for babysitting by negligent parents.

A  M odest Challenge to the Prevailing D octrine  
What  is interesting and important about  this town librarian, however,  is 
that  she goes beyond this instinctive reaction. Her second reaction— to 
use the issue of the latchkey children to gain additional financing for the 
library— reflects a common, if often covert,  response of public manag- 
ers.20 ( Indeed,  it is precisely this response that makes  taxpayers so deter- 
mined to keep the managers under  tight control.)

Reflecting the winds of change in managerial thought now sweeping 
over the public as well as !he private sector,  the librarian's managerial 
imagination strays beyond her traditional mandate and beyond her in- 
stinct for bureaucrat ic ent repreneurship.21 She steps outside the conven- 
tional restrictions on her job in imagining what could be done.

Instead of  viewing the new demands  being made on the library as a 
problem,  she secs them as an opportunity.  She senses that !here may be 
some value to be created for at least some of the town's citizens by 
allowing, o r  even encouraging, the latchkey children to use the library. 
She begins thinking about  how the achievement of that value might be 
financed, authorized,  and produced.

In these respects the public librarian begins thinking as society ex- 
pects private sector executives to think. She focuses on the question of 
whether  the bundle of assets and capabilities represented by the library 
can be used to create additional value for the town. She does  not assume 
that her  resources  arc immutably fixed, or  that her  mission is narrowly 
and inflexibly inscribed in stone,  or that her  organization is capable of 
producing only what it is now producing. Instead, she uses her  imagina- 
tion to think of  how she might reposition and adapt her  organization to 
accommodate  the new demands  of  the latchkey children. In short,  she is 
thinking like a leader or entrepreneur.

To  many, such thoughts in the minds of public managers  arc trouble- 
some and ought to be discouraged,  particularly if. as in this case, the

ing, bureaucratic "no.·· Indeed. viewed from !he tr;1ditiPn;ll pcr.'-p(·ctivc, 
her cle,1r duty is not to respond lo this new c.kmand hut to do the 
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!:lining a rigorous distinction between policy and administration was 
both theoretically and practically impossible.12 In theory, the orthodox 
view discouraged bureaucrats  from exercising much imagination about 
the proper  purposes of  government and prevented them from taking any 
responsibility for defining them. In practice, the doctrines could not 
prevent  unclected public managers  from doing both. Resourceful public 
officials, with agendas of their own, routinely found covert ways to shape 
the government’s concept ions of the public interest. וי  Moreover,  the 
covert nature of their influence turned out to be particularly pernicious 
because it frustrated accountabili ty and turned those involved into cor- 
rupted cynics.34

An alternative approach to controlling managerial influence would be 
to recognize its potential utility, as well as inevitability, and to provide 
more formal channels through which managerial ideas about opportuni - 
ties to create public value could be properly expressed. It would also be 
important  to teach public managers how to search for and define public 
value more properly and effectively than they now do. Such efforts 
would help society make a virtue of necessity. They would allow society 
to have the benefit of the experience and imagination of public sector 
managers without having to yield to their particular conceptions of the 
public interest. And it is this piece of work that has not yet been done.  
Having forever undermined the traditional doctrines of public admini- 
stration, we have not yet carefully constructed an alternative idea about 
how public managers should think and act.

A n  A l t e r n a t i v e  A p p r o a c h  
t o  P u b l i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n

Tha t  is the basic purpose of this book: to work out a conception of how 
public managers like the town librarian could become more helpful to 
society in searching out  and exploiting opportunit ies to create public 
value. It is predicated on the judgment  that society needs value-seeking 
imaginations (and associated technical skills) from its public sector ex- 
ecutives no less than from its private sector m a n ag e r s . - T o  develop such 
a conception,  1 take the following steps.

In Chapter  2, I discuss the aim of managerial work in the public 
sector. 1 argue that managers should seek “ to produce public value." 
Because that is an abstract concept,  I then offer some ideas about how 
managers should reckon the public value (if the enterprises they lead.

This, it predictably turns out,  is no small task. There arc many differ- 
cnt standards for measur ing public value, and none alone is up lo the

t:1111I11g a rigorous disti11clio11 between policy and administrntion was 
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Of course,  socicly may actually be benefiting from the imagination 
and industry of public sector managers who have long chafed under  
these restrictions and found ways to circumvent them to society’s 
benefit .28 But the point is that society has gotten this benefit undeserv- 
edly: it has not organized its relations with public managers to demand,  
expect,  reward,  or value such efforts. Inevitably, then, society gets fewer 
such contributions than it would if it organized itself to expect or dc- 
mand or simply allow them.

Strategic M anagem ent in the Public Sector 
'here is a different and more useful way to think about  the role of public 
sctor managers:  one that is closer (blit by no means  identical) to the 
nage society has of managers in the private sector. In this view public 
lanagers are seen as explorers who, with others,  seek to discover, define, 
id produce public value. Instead of simply devising the means for 
:hieving mandated  purposes, they become important agents in helping 

discover and define what would be valuable to do. Instead of being 
sponsible only for guaranteeing continuity, they become important in- 
ivators in changing what public organizations do and how they do it.
In short ,  in this view, public managers become strategists rather than 
:hnicians.29 They look nut to the value of what they arc producing as 
:11 as down to the efficacy and propriety of (heir means. They engage the 
litics surrounding their organization to help define public value as well 
engineer how their organizations operate.  They anticipate a world of 
ilical conflict and changing technologies that requires them to rccngi- 
:1 their organizat ׳ ions often instead of cxpccting a stable harmony that 
nvs them to perfect their current operat ions.10 In such a world the 
arian's  ruminat ions  about how to use the library to meet  the needs of 
hkey children would be viewed as a potentially valuable asset rather 
as the dangerous ו!  thoughts of an empire-bui lding bureaucrat .
"he principal reason to worry about this alternative conception,  of 
rse, is that  it threatens  precisely what the familiar, traditional concep- 
was designed to avoid— namely, the domination of the democratic 

tical process by self-serving or misguided bureaucrats.■״  Th e tradi- 
al view has the problem, however,  of not only suppressing some 
ntially useful contributions by public sector managers but also fail-
o deliver on its promise to protect  the political process from bureau- 
c influence in the first place.
deed,  almost  as soon as the tradit ional doct rine was developed it 
n to be undermined by determined scholarship showing that main-
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;inti realize their vision. Specifically, it highlights three different aspects 
of their job: (1) judging the value of their imagined purpose; (2) manag- 
ing upward,  toward politics, to invest their purpose with legitimacy and 
support;  and (3) managing downward,  toward improving the organ i/a- 
l ion’s capabilities for achieving the desired purposes. These, in turn, 
become the focus of subsequent  chapters in the book.

Chapters 4 and 5 explore the function and techniques of political 
management— the part of strategic management  that is concerned with 
managing upward,  toward politics. In Chapter  4, I explain why political 
management  is an important  part of a public manager ' s job and how to 
diagnose political environments.  Managers must mobilize support  and 
resources for the organizations they lead while enlisting the aid of others 
beyond their organizational boundaries who can help them achieve the 
substantive results for which they are held accountable.41 In Chapter  5,
I characterize five different approaches  to the tasks of political manage- 
menl  including ent repreneurial  advocacy,'12 the management  of policy 
development ,‘11 negotiation,14׳ public deliberation and leadership,״  and 
public sector marketing.16׳ Because the political management  function is 
the part of the manager’s job  that is most threatening to democratic 
values, I give special at tention to the question of what is proper,  as well 
as to what is effective.47

Chapters 6 and 7 focus on the parts of strategic management  that are 
concerned with managing downward,  toward o n e ’s organization. Chap- 
ter 6 presents a f ramework to be used in analyzing the “products" 
produced by public sector organizations, the production process that the 
organization is relying on, and the ways in which that process is being 
shaped and guided by the organizat ion’s administrative systems.' '8 Be- 
cause the concept of strategic management  assumes a changing political 
and task environment ,  I emphasize the techniques that managers  use to 
innovate and to encourage continued innovation in their organizations.49 
Thus,  Chapter  7 explores the techniques that managers use to introduce 
strategically important innovations into their organizations.

Finally, in Chapter  8, I return to the questions raised in this first 
chapter: namely,  what sort of consciousness or temperament  is required 
of public sector managers  if they arc to be successful in managing both 
effectively and democratically? I contend that public managers must 
make ethical commitments  and cultivate psychological stances if they 
are to succeed (or gain virtue) as public managers.50

Before we get to mat ters  of technique and finally virtue, however,  we 
must consider the crucial matter  of public value, the topic of the next 
chapter.
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icioiv. 1  m cAiimpie, Doin democratic theory and practical concerns would 
focus attention on how satisfied eleclcd overseers (if the enterprise 
seemed  to be with the organization's performance.  Alternatively, using 
the techniques of  program evaluation, a manager could determine 
whether,  and how efficiently, the organization achieved its (politically 
m anda te d but analytically defined) substantive purposes.v’ Or,  using the 
techniques of benefit-cost analysis, we could estimate how much value 
individual beneficiaries of the enterprise gained relative to the price that 
those who supported the enterprise had to pay.17 Finally, capitalizing on 
some loose analogies with private sector management,  and aligning 
ourselves with the current enthusiasm for “customcr-drivcn govern- 
nient,” we could estimate the value of the organization by gauging the 
satisfaction of those who interacted with the organization as clients or 
cus tomers .1*

Arguably,  each of these s tandards has some basis for helping manag- 
ers (and the rest of us citizens) determine the value of public enterprises.  
But  the different standards arc not necessarily consistent with one an- 
other,  and each of these methods  has its own weaknesses.

Despi te the difficulties, some important observations can be made to 
orient public managers toward their task. Not the least of these is that it 
s always worth asking the question. Indeed,  continually quest ioning the 
alue of public enterprises is one of the things that can help managers׳  
tecoine purposeful and creative in their work for our collective benefit.

Because public managers must ultimately act on some theory of pub- 
c value, Chapter  3 develops a practical method for envisioning value in 
articular circumstances. The method adapts the concept of corporate 
trategy from the private sector to the special circumstances of the public 
;ctor.1׳'’ I argue that a useful, conditional conccption of public value can 
c envisioned by public managers if they integrate: ( I) substantive judg- 
lents of what would be valuable and effective; (2) a diagnosis of politi-
11 expectations; and (3) hard-headed calculations of what is operat ion- 
ly feasible.‘"1 In short,  in envisioning public value, managers must find 
way to integrate politics, substance,  and administration.
A strategic triangle can help us conceptualize this basic argument .  

1 is image focuses managerial  at tent ion on the three key questions 
onagers must answer in testing the adequacy of their vision of organ- 
itional purpose: whether the purpose is publicly valuable, whether  it
11 be  politically and legally suppor ted,  and whether it is administra- 
ely and operationally feasible.
T h e  triangle also serves as a dcvicc for reminding managers of the key 
ictions and tasks that they will have to perform to help them define
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V A L U  E

P A  R T  1

E N V I S I O N I N G  P U B L I C

PART I 

ENVISIONING PUBLIC VALUE 



C H A P T E R “ 2

D E F I N I N G  P U B L I C  V A L U E

On the clay he was appointed,  the sanitation commissioner drove 
through the city.1 Everywhere he saw signs of public and private neglect. 
Trash barrels left loo long at the curb were now overnowing. Back alleys 
hid huge, overnowing bins that had never made it to the curbs. Empt ied 
bins were ringed by trash spilled during the emptying. In the poorer 
sections of (own, rats scurried among the cans.

Perhaps  because he was newly appointed,  the commissioner fell his 
public accountability quite keenly. Th e city spent  a great deal of money 
each year to sustain the organizat ion’s activities. Hundreds  of employees 
earned their pay and made their careers in his organization,  and scores 
of trucks were garaged,  maintained,  and deployed under his supervision. 
Most important ,  millions of people relied on his organization to keep the 
city clean and healthy.

Happily, as he drove through the city, he saw evidence of his or- 
ganization at work. Huge trucks, painted in distinctive colors, rumbled 
by, trailed by sanitation workers who tipped garbage pails into (heir 
gaping maws. Street-cleaning machines trundled along the gutters in 
the wake of the tow trucks that removed illegally parked cars from 
their path. An occasional street sweeper appeared with broom and 
dustbin, emptying the cans that had been set out to hold (he public's 
litter.

Still, lie could not help thinking that his organization could do more. 
As the newly appointed commissioner,  he wanted to make a difference. 
I Ie wanted his organization to have an impact on the conditions he could
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G overnm en t as a Value-Creating Sector  
Bui this view denies ; 1 reality that public managers experience daily. 
From their perspective it is government ,  acting through its managers, 
that shields the country from foreign enemies, keeps the streets safe and 
clean, educates the children, and insulates citizens from many man-made 
and natural disasters that have impoverished the lives of previous hu- 
man generations.  To  them it seems obvious that government crcalcs 
value for the society. That  is the whole point of their work.

Of  course, this account is not entirely satisfactory; it looks only at (he 
benefits of governmental  activity, not at the costs. In reality public 
managers cannot  produce the desirable results without using resources 
that have value in alternative uses. To  keep the streets clean; to insulate 
(he disadvantaged from the ravages of poverty, ignorance, and jobless- 
ness; even to collect the taxes that society has agreed arc owed, public 
managers  must have money to purchase equipment ,  pay their workers,  
and provide mandated benefits to clients. The money they use is raised 
through the coercive power of taxation. That  money is lost to other 
uses— principally, private consumption.  That  loss must be laid against 
the putative benefits of public enterprises.

Moreover,  to achieve their goals, public managers often use a resource 
o ther  than money: they use the authority of the state to compel individu- 
als to contribute directly to the achievement of public objectives/’ Litter- 
ers arc fined to help keep the citics clean; welfare recipients arc some- 
times obliged to find work; and every citizen is made to feel the weight (if 
the obligation to pay taxes to help the society achieve its collective goals.7

In a society that  celebrates private consumpt ion more than the 
achievement of  collective goals, values individual liberty greatly, and secs 
private ent repreneurship  as a far more  important engine of social and 
economic development  than governmental  effort, the resources required 
by public managers  are only grudgingly surrendered.  So, it is not enough 
to say that public managers  create results that arc valued; they must be 
able to show that the results obtained are worth the cost of private con- 
sumpt ion and unrestrained liberty forgone in producing the desirable re- 
suits. Only then can we be sure that some public value has been created.

The Political M arketplace: "W e C itizens"  
as a Collective C onsum er  

But to whom should such a demonstrat ion be made? And how could 
anyone know whe ther  the demonst rat ion is convincing?
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see around him. He wanted to create value for the citizens of the city- 
But how?

The question seemed particularly urgent because (he newly elected 
mayor  had asked him to define and set out his management  objectives 
for the Department  of Sanitation. As part of lhal strategic plan, the 
mayor wanted to know whether  il would be advisable lo privatize some 
or all of  the operations of (lie Depar tment  of Sanitation.

T h e  A i m  o f  M a n a g e r i a l  W o r k

T h e  sanitation commissioner is a manager at work. Th e quest ion is: At 
work on what? Whal is the point of his efforts?

We know (he aim (if managerial work in (he private sector: to make 
money for the shareholders of the firm.2 Moreover,  we know (he ways in 
which (hat goal can be achieved: by producing products (including serv- 
ices) that  can be sold to customers at prices that earn revenues above the 
costs of production.1 And we know how managerial accompl ishments 
can be gauged: through financial measures of profit and loss and changes 
in the firm’s stock price.4 If private managers can conceive and make 
products that earn profits, and if the companies they lead can do this 
continually over time, then a s trong presumpt ion is established that the 
managers have created value.5

In the public sector, the overall aim of managerial work seems less 
:!ear; what  managers need lo do to produce value far more ambiguous; 
md how to measure whether value has been created far more difficult, 
t^et, to develop a theory of how public managers should behave,  one 
mist resolve these basic issues. Without  knowing the point of manage- 
ial work,  we cannot determine whether any particular managerial  ac- 
ion is good or bad. Public management  is, after all, a normat ive as well 
s technical enterprise.

As a starting point, let me propose a simple idea: the aim of manage- 
al work in the public sector is to create public value just as the aim of 
lanagerial work in the private sector is to create private value.

This simple idea is often greeted with indignation—even outrage.  A 
7eral society like ours tends to view government  as an “ unproductive 
ctor.” In this view government  cannot create value. At best, it is a 
:cessary evil: a kind of referee that sets out the rules within which a civil 
ciety and a market economy can opera te  successfully, or an institution 
nt fills in some of the gaps in free market  capitalism. While such 
tivitics may be necessary, they can hardly be viewed as value creating.

E N V I S I O N I N G  P t J m  1 r  t / n !  . . ׳ ־

sec around hi111. I le w;1 111cd lo c1-c,1lc va lue for the citizens o f the city. 
But how? 

The qucsl ion seemed p,ll"t ic11l;1rly urgent hcc;1usc I he newly clcctc:d 

mayor ha<l asked hirn lo define and sci out his ma11agc rncnt object ivcs 

for lhc D epartment of Sanit:1lion. /\s parl of that slr~1tcg ic plan. the 

mayor wanted to know whet her i I would he .idvis;ihlc to priv;it i1.c some 

or all of the operations or the Dcp;1 rt111c11t of S:111it:1tio11. 

THE AIM OF M .ANAGERIAL WORK 

The sanitc1lion commissioner is ;i m.magcr al work. The question is: At 
work on what? What is the p() int of his efforts? 

We know the c1im of managc:riaf work in the priv,1tc sc:clPr: to make 

money for the shareholders of the firm.2 Moreover, we know lhc w;1ys in 

which lhal go,11 c,111 he achieved: hy producing products (including serv

ices) that can be sold to customers ;it prices that earn revenues above the 

costs of produclion. 1 And we know how marrngcrial accomplishments 

can be gauged: through fi11 ;111cial measures of profit and loss ;111d changes 
in the firm 's stock pricc .'1 I f private managers can conceive .ind m.ikc 
products lhal c.irn profits . .ind if the companies they le.id can do this 
conlinu.i lly over lime, then ;1 slrong presumption is eslahlished that !he 
rnanngers have crcc1ted v;1luc.~ 

In the public sector. the overall aim of managerial work :-,;ecms less 
:lc .ir; wlrnt 111:rnngers need lo do lo produce value far more ambiguous; 

md how lo m easure whether v;1'11e has been created far more d ifficult. 

rel, to develop a lhcory of hcnv public mana~ers should hchc1ve, one 

nust resolve lhesc h:,sic issues. Without knowing the poinl of managc

ial work, we c;innot c.lctcrminc whelhcr :111y particul;1 r 11wnc1gcri,tl ac
ion is good or b,1d. Public manc1gcrne11I is, ;ifler ,ill. a nor111:11ivc as well 

s technical en tcrprisc. 

/\.s a starting point. le l me propose a simple iJe,1: lhc aim of rn,magc
al work in the public sector is lo cre,1te p11h/ic v:,luc j ust c1s lhe nim or 
1nnagerkll work in the priv;1lc scc:lor is lo cre;itc privnl<' v;iluc. 
This simple idea is oflen greeted wilh indignation - even oulr;igc. A 

1crnl society like ours tends to view government as ;111 "unproductive 

ctor." In this view government cannot create value. Al besl , it is ;1 

:ccss.iry evi l: .;i kind of referee tha! sets out the rules wi thin which a ci vi l 

cicty nnd a 1narkct economy can opcr;ilc success fully , or ,111 ins I it u! ion 
:-i t fills in some of the l:-!;1ps in frc:c m;irkc l c;1pilalis111. \Vhilc such 
tivitics m;iy he necessary. they can h;irdly he viewed ,ls v~i luc creating. 

ENVI S IONING f'tJnl ,r ""' ··-



s trong as the presumpt ion of private value created by market mecha- 
nisms— at least if (hey can be achieved within the terms of the mandate.  
So, wc should evaluate the efforts of public sector managers not in (he 
economic marketplace of individual consumers but in the political mar- 
kelplace of citizens and the collective decisions of representative demo- 
cratic institutions.12

Precisely to make such demonstrat ions  the sanitation commissioner 
prepares  a plan to present to the newly electcd mayor. In doing so. he 
tries to satisfy representatives of the public that his organization re- 
sponds  to the public’s aspirations. Once he presents the plan, he will be 
accountable for producing measures to show that the goals and objee- 
lives of the plan have, in fact, been achieved.1־'

The  claim that public managers can presume that public value is 
created if they meet  (he test of the political marketplace is also often 
greeted by derision. We have all become painfully aware of the folly and 
corrupt ion that can beset the deliberations and choices of representative 
democrat ic institutions.11

Practicing public managers,  however,  have no choice but to trust (at 
least to some degree) in the normat ive power  of the preferences (hat 
emerge from the representative processes. Those choices establish the 
justification for managerial action in the public sector. Because public 
managers spend public resources in the enterprises they lead, they must 
act as though a coherent  and normatively compelling “we" existed even 
if they have their doubts.  Otherwise,  their enterprises arc ill-founded.

D i f f e r e n t  S t a n d a r d s  
f o r  R e c k o n i n g  P u b l i c  v a l u e

Reconciling the tension between the desire to have democratic politics 
determine what  is worth producing in the public sector and the rccogni- 
lion that democrat ic politics is vulnerable to corruption of various kinds 
has been the persistent challenge to those who would offer a theory of 
public management  in a democracy.15 Over  time, we have relied on 
different concepts as standards for defining managerial  purposes.

A ch iev ing  M andated O bjectives 
E fficiently and  E ffectively

For most of our  recent history, the predominant  conception has been 
that public managers  should work to achieve the legislatively mandated 
goals and objectives of their organizations as efficiently and effectively
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In the private scctor these key questions arc answered when individual 
consumers stake their hard-earned cash on the purchase of a product,  and 
when the price paid exceeds the costs of making what is sold. These  facts 
establish the presumptive value of the enterprise.  If individuals do not 
value the products or service enough to pay for them, they will not buy 
them; and if they do not buy them, the goods will not be produced.*

In the public sector,  however,  the money used to finance value- 
creating enterprises is not derived from the individual, voluntary choices 
of consumers. It comes to public enterprises through the coercive power 
of taxation. It is precisely that fact that creates a problem in valuing 
the activities of government  (at least from one point of view).'  ׳

The problem (from this point of view) is that the use of  (he state's 
coercive power undermines “consumer  sovereignly"— (he crucial link 
between the individual judgments of value on the one hand and control 
over what is to be produced on the other,  which provides the normat ive 
justification for private sector enterprises."1 Th e coercion blots out  the 
opportuni ty for individuals 1 0  express their individual preferences  and 
to have those preferences control what is to be produced.  Because 
individuals do not choose individually to purchase or  contribute to dis- 
crete governmental  activities, we cannot  be sure that they want what the 
government  supplies. And if we cannot be sure that individuals want 
what the government produces,  then, by some reckoning at least, we 
:annot  be sure that the government  produces anything of value.

What this account overlooks,  however,  is that the resources  made 
ivailable to public sector managers  are made through a proccss of volun- 
ary choice— namely,  the process of representative government .  T o  be 
ure, individual, voluntary choice does not control this system. But the 
istitutions and processes of representative democracy come as close as 
e now can to creating the conditions under׳  which individuals can volun- 
irily assemble and decide collectively what they would like to achieve 
)gether without sacrificing their individual desires. It is the only way we 
now how to create a “we" from a collection of free individuals." That  
ve,” in turn, can decide to make common cause, to raise resources,  and 
organize to achieve its goals— all the activities that go into the policy- 

aking and implementat ion roles associated with government .
Indeed, it is the explicit recognition of the power of politics to cstab- 

h normatively compelling collective purposes  that makes  legislative 
d political mandates  central to traditional conceptions of public ad- 
nislration. Those  legislative mandates  properly guide public scctor 
)duction specifically because they define collective aspirations. The 
lective aspirations, in turn, establish a presumpt ion of public value as
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mandates  came loaded down with special interests that were hard to 
reconcile with the desire lo guard (he general public interest.22 Other 
times, managers  received incoherent  mandates:  they were expected lo 
produce several different things that  were inconsistent with one another 
and were given no useful instructions about which goals and objectives 
should take prcccdcncc over others  when conflicts arose.2’ Still other 
times, political mandates  shifted in arbil rary and unpredictable ways, 
destroying investments and draining momentum that had previously 
been built up and would be needed again once the political balance was 
restored lo its original position.2'1

Facing this political reality, even Wilsonian public administrators 
somet imes found it necessary lo challenge the wisdom of politically 
expressed policy mandates.  They did so on the basis of their moral 
obligations to defend the general  public interest and preserve the conti- 
nuily of important  public enterprises.25 In (heir minds their substantive 
and administrative expertise gave them the right lo stand up to the 
misguided vagaries (if politics. 1 1 1  the pantheon of bureaucratic heroes, 
the image of a civil servant who challenged badly motivated politicians 
to defend the long-term public interest stands right alongside the dutiful, 
responsive servant.

Once revealed, this sort of bureaucrat ic resistance to political man- 
dates  could not stand in a democracy such as ours. Indeed, a favorite 
target of ou r  populist politics is the bureaucrat ic mandarin.  As a result, 
much of this bureaucratic resistance went underground.  It became a 
covert  but legitimate rationale for bureaucrats  of all political stripes to 
conduct guerrilla warfare against political demands  for change on the 
grounds  that the politicians were ill-informed, short-sighted, or badly 
motivated.

A naly tic  Techniques fo r  A ssessing  Public Value 
Yet politics, too, is mistrusted in our  political culture, and soon a new 
plat form for disciplining and rationalizing democrat ic politics emerged.  
This new platform was established on a new kind of expertise. Whereas 
the traditional theory of public administration acknowledged the sub- 
stantive and administrative expertise of professionals (developed 
through professional experience and education),  the new formulation 
held that special analytic techniques, drawn from the fields of economics, 
statistics, and operat ions research, could be used objectively to gauge in 
advance— or to learn after the fact— whether  public enterprises were 
valuable or not.2* Th e new techniques included policy analysis, program
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as they can.""’ Thus,  the sanitation commissioner’s job is to clean the 
streets as efficiently and effectively as possible.

It is quite easy to agree with this conception. Yet, reflection reveals 
an important feature of this common standard that is often overlooked 
or taken for granted: namely, this standard establishes the preeminence 
of political— primarily legislative— processes in determining what is 
valuable for the public sector to produce. To those who value politics as 
a way of creating a collective will, and who sec democrat ic politics as the 
best answer wc have lo (he problem of reconciling individual and collec- 
five interests, if is hardly surprising that (he political process would be 
allowed to determine what is worth producing with public resources.17 
No other  procedure is consistent wilh the principles of democracy.

But to those who distrust (he integrity or utility of political processes, 
the idea that public value would be defined politically is a lilllc hard to 
;tomach. They have seen too much corruption (o trust (he determination 
}f public value to political processes. A( a minimum these critics want 
issurances that the political process is a principled one that accepts (he 
troper limits of governmental  action or  meets some minimal standards 
if fairness and competence in (he deliberations (hat produce the man- 
ates.18 Alternatively,  they would prefer some more objective ways of 
scertaining the value of public sector enterprises and some platform for 
3nfronting political processes with (his objective informat ion.1'’

Politically N eutral C om petence  
t the turn of the century Woodrow Wilson offered a solution: separate 
)lilies from administration and perfect each activity in its own sphere.2" 
ms, public administrators were to imagine that political mandates  
me to them in the form of coherent,  well-defined policies. As  the 
rd-won products of intense political processes, the policies would have 
the moral weight that effective democrat ic politics could give them. 
Given this accompl ishment  of politics, public administrators could 
:n safely turn their attention to finding the most  efficient and effective 
y to achieve the mandated purposes.  To  meet  (hesc responsibilities, 

public administrators were assumed to have knowledge about  both 
substance of  the fields in which they were operat ing and the arts of 

ninistration.21 By knowing what could be produced and how organi- 
ons could be  made lo produce what was desirable public adminislra- 
; earned their keep.
Iowever,  this traditional conception failed to consider what  would 
pen if (he political reality fell short  of the ideal. Often,  political
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analysis often focuses on the first, program evaluation on the second. 
The distinction is particularly important when one uses comparisons 
with private scctor management  to offer guidance to public sector man- 
agers about  how they could bet ter  reckon the value of their enterprises.

As noted above,  the private sector seems to have a far more reliable 
way of measuring the value of its production than the public sector. The 
revenues and profits earned from selling particular products and serv- 
ices— that is, the famed bot tom line— provides a direct measure of a 
private sector enterprise’s success. What is interesting about  profitabil- 
ity, however,  is that it measures what happened in the past. That  piece 
of information is taken very seriously in the private sector, partly be- 
cause it can be used to hold managers  accountable and give them inccn- 
lives for performance,  but also because it gives private scctor managers 
an advantage in thinking about  the future. Indeed, many private scctor 
firms have been advised to reduce their reliance on strategic planning 
efforts designed to produce more  accurate predictions about the future 
and, instead, to rely on their ability to react quickly to the market 
conditions they encounter  through their current operations.

Thus,  the lesson from the private sector seems to be that it is cx- 
trcmcly valuable to develop accurate information about performance in 
the past ra ther than concentrate all o n e ’s efforts on guessing about  the 
future. To the extent this is true, it follows that public sector agencies 
should be focusing more  on program evaluation and less on policy 
analysis. My impression, however,  is that they do the opposite.  This is 
unfortunate,  for the inconsistent attention given to program evaluation 
deprives the public sector of the kind of accountability, incentives for 
action, and capacity to react quickly that the private sector has gained 
by paying close a ttent ion to its bottom line.

Third,  we need to look at what  sorts of preferences public enterprises 
are designed to satisfy. Most often, analytic techniques are presented as 
though they were all useful tools designed to help government  learn 
whether  its efforts arc valuable or not. Am ong them, benefit-cost analy- 
sis is usually presented as the super ior technique, the one that is most 
general  and most reliably linked to value. The only reason not to rely on 
benefit-cost analyses is that they are more difficult to complete.  Thus,  
program evaluation and cost-effectiveness analysis are presented as 
poor second cousins to benefit-cost analysis.

Yet I see an important  conccptual distinction among the techniques 
and would argue that for most public purposes, program evaluation 
and cost-cffectivcness analysis arc the conceptually as well as practically 
superior approaches.  Benefit-cost analysis, taking guidance from the
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evaluat ion,  cost-cffcctiveness analysis, and benefit-cost analysis. Re- 
formers  hoped that use of these techniques could infuse policy delibera- 
tions with objective facts about the extent to which proposed initiatives 
could be expected to work and the extent to which the costs of govern- 
men t  efforts could be justified by general benefits 1 0  society.

Th e re  is much to be said about whether these techniques have lived 
up to their promise— much more than can be said here. From the per- 
spective of someone analyzing their overall impact on policy-making, 
one  can fairly say that the techniques arc neither routinely used nor 
invariably powerful when they arc.7’׳ Still, they have succeeded in chang- 
iilg the political discourse about governmental  programs. They have 
increased the appeti te of the political process for fact-bascd arguments 
about  the extent  to which government  programs achieve their stated 
objectives or  serve the general interest.■’א

In discussing the utility of these techniques to managers '  efforts to 
define and measure the value of what they arc achieving, however,  
three points seem key. First, for reasons that arc not entirely obvious, 
these techniques seem to be more valuable in estimating the value of 
par ticular  programs or policies than 1 1 1 c overall value of an organiza- 
lion's efforts. O ne reason, I suspect, is that lo deploy these techniques 
successfully, managers must have narrowly specified objectives and nar- 
rowly specified means for achieving the objectives. Specific objectives 
und specific means  are precisely what define governmental  policies and 
.rogramsל

In contrast,  an organization is rarely easily conceptualized as a single 
)rogram or  policy. Often,  organizations incorporate bundles of pro- 
;rams and policies. The different programs and policies may have been 
ombined to achieve some larger coherent  purpose,  but the achievement 
if that  larger purpose is often exceedingly difficult to measure and even 
a i der  to a t t r ibute to the overall operat ions of any single organization.

It may also be important  that,  as al ready mentioned,  public organiza- 
ons have some kind of capital value rooted in their ability to adapt  and 
leet new tasks and challenges. To  the extent  that  they do, an evaluation 
f their performance in existing tasks and programs would not capture 
leir full benefit to the society. In any case, use of these techniques to 
/aluate programs and policies has been far more  common than their 
>e in assessing the overall value produced by public organizations.
Second,  we should distinguish between the use of these techniques to 
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all had our  fill of rude bureaucrats and badly designed governmental  
operat ions and procedures.

Yet, this idea, too, has flaws. It is by no means clear who the customers 
of a government  agency are. O ne naturally assumes that they arc the cli- 
ents of government organizations— the citizens the organization cncoun- 
ters at its “business e n d ” through individual encounters  or transactions.

Insofar as government  provides services and benefits to citizens, that 
model seems to work fairly well. But government  is not simply a service 
provider.  Often it is in the business of imposing obligations, not provid- 
ing services.10This is t rue for police departments,  environmental  protec- 
lion agencies, commissions against discrimination, and tax collectors 
among others.  These  organizations meet individual clients not as service 
providers but as representatives of the state obliging clients to absorb a 
loss on behalf of the society at large.

Of  course, it may be valuable for regulatory and law enforcement  
organizations to think of  the citizens whom they regulate as customers 
and to design their “obligation encounters” with as much care as “service 
encounters” now are.31 Nevertheless,  it is unreasonable to imagine that 
regulatory and enforcement  agencies find their justification in the satis- 
factions (if (hose whom they compel (o contribute to public purposes. 
More likely, the justification comes from the generally attractive conse- 
qucnces for others of  imposing particular obligations on a few. Moreover,  
there may be many others  than those obliged who are interested in the 
justice or fairness with which the obligations are imposed,  the fairness 
they would wish for themselves if they were similarly obliged.

Th e point is important  because it reminds us that service-providing 
agencies, too, arc judged and evaluated by citizens as well as by those 
who arc clients (if the organization.  Consider welfare departments ,  for 
example. In evaluating (he performance of the welfare department ,  wc 
need to know how clients feel about the services they receive. But we 
cannot rely on their evaluation as the only or even the most important  
way of judging the value of (lie services provided. Citizens and their 
representatives want lo be sure that  the total cost of the program re- 
mains low, that no one steals from the program (even if it costs more to 
prevent the stealing than would have been lost if the slealing occurred),  
and even that the clients experience some degree of stigmatization in 
enrolling in the welfare program (to mark the distinction between those 
who can be independent  and those who must rely on the state).

In short,  it is important  to distinguish the evaluation that citizens and 
their representatives give to governmental  activities from (he evaluation 
that would be given by clients. The arrested offender is not in a particu-
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principles of welfare economics, assumes that public sector activities 
should be valued by individuals sizing up the (positive or negative) 
consequences for them as individuals. In contrast, the techniques of 
program evaluation and cost-effcctivencss analysis find their s tandard 
of value not in the way that individuals value the consequences  of 
government policy but instead in terms of how well the program or 
->olicy achieves particular objectives set by the government  itself. Thus,  
 -rogratn evaluation measures how well the program achieves its in<־
ended purposes, and those purposes are inferred from the language of 
he  statutes or policies that authorized it. Cost-cffectivcness analysis 
!!ensures how well a particular governmental  effort scored with respcct 
 a particular set of purposes that had been defined for that particular ר
ffort— probably with the help of professionals who could help govern- 
lent policymakers define what consti tuted a valuable kind (if “effee- 
veness.”

In short ,  both program evaluation and cost-cffectivcness analysis 
!fine public value in terms of collectively defined objectives that 
1 erge from a process of collcctivc decision-making, whereas benefit- 
st analysis defines value in terms of what individuals desire without 
'erence to any collective decision-making process. Th e reliance of 
ncfit-cost analysis on pure individual preferences is, of course, what 
kes it a conceptually superior approach to welfare economists.  Hut to 
ise who believe in the capacity of a political process to establish an 
iculate collective aspiration, and who believe that this is the most 
i ropriate guide to public action, program evaluation and cost-effec- 
ness analysis seem the bet ter  techniques precisely bccausc they look 
ly from individual preferences and toward collectively established 
poses.

Focusing on C ustom er Service  
and Client Satisfaction  

e recently still, public administrators  have developed a new con- 
on of how to gauge the value of their enterprises: borrowing from 
irivate sector,  they have embraced the goal of cus tomer service, 
:ommit tcd themselves to finding the value of their efforts in the 
action of their “customers.”29 This idea has some important vir- 
Insofar as it encourages government managers  to think about the 
ty of the interactions that government agencies have with citizens 
they encounter as clients, and to make those encounters ו  more  
ictory, much good will come of adopt ing this perspective. We have

E N V I S I O N I N G  P U B L I C  V A L U E
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program cvalu c1 tion and cosl -cffcclivcness analysis find !heir standard 
of value not in the wc1y that individuals value the consequences of 
government policy but inslc<ld in terms of how well lhc program or 
")O f icy achieves particular ohjcclivcs set by the government itself. Thus, 
1rogram evaluation meawres how well the program achieves its in
ended purposes, and those purposes ,ire inferred from I he language of 
he statutes or policies that ,,uthori;,.ed ii. Cosl-cffcctivcncss a11,1lysis 
·1casurcs how well a particul,ir govcrn111cntc1l effort scored with respect 
J a particulc1r set of purposes that had been defined for l h.il particular 
ffort- prohably with the help o f profcssionc1ls who could help govern-
1enl policym;ikcrs dd inc wh~1t c(ms tit11tcd ,1 valu;1hlc kind of "cffcc:
vcness. '' 
In short, both program cvalu;1 tio11 .111d cost -errcctivcncss ;111;tlysis 

·fine public value in terms or collectively dclincd objectives lhc11 
1crgc from a process of collective dccisio11-maki11g, whcrcns benefit
st analysis defines v.ilue in terms of wh.it individuc1ls desire wi t hou1 
·e rence lo any collective dccisio11 -111akinµ process. Thr rl'li;111cc of 
ncfil -cosl analysis 011 rurc individual preferences is. of course. wh;it 
kcs il a conccptualiy superior c1pproach to wclf;irc economists. Bui to 
,se who believe in the capacity of ,1 political process lo csl,1blish ;111 

1cula!e collective asriration, and who believe that this is the mos! 
>ropriate guide lo p ublic action. program evaluntion and cost-cffec
ness atrnlysis seem the bet ter techniques precisely bccc1usc they look 
1y from i11cli vid11<1 l preferences and toward collectively cst,1blishcd 
DOSCS. 

Focusing nn Customer SC'rl'ice 
and Client Satisfaction 

e recently st ill , public administrators have developed a new con
on of how to gauge tile value of their enterprises: borrowing from 
nivatc sector, they have cmhraccd the go.ii of customer service, 
::ommittcd themselves to fi nding the value of their efforts in the 
action of their "cuslomcrs."2? This idea has some important vir
Insofar ;is it encourages government 111a11;1gcrs to think about the 
ty o f the i11terc1ctions that government agencies hc1vc with ci ti7.ens 
1 they cnc(Hltllcr as client:-;, and to make I hose encounters more 
:ictory, much good will come or ,1<.lopting this perspective. \Ve h;ivc 

f;:NV!SIONING r•_JOL1C VI\L U E 



Parily because 11 1 c purposes are defined generally rather than 
specifically, partly because overseers of the enterprise disagree about 
what should be done,  and partly because the managers  themselves arc 
viewed as experts in defining and solving the problems that the society 
faces, the sanitation commissioner has some discretion in both propos- 
ing and deciding how the assets should be deployed.35 Mis problem, then, 
is to judge in what particular ways (he assets ent rusted  lo him could be 
redeployed to increase the value of the enterprise for which he is (tcm- 
porarily) responsible.1־'’

The P roduct o f  G arbage C ollection  
At the outset,  simple inspection of depar tmental  operat ions seems to 
reveal what value is being produced: the depar tmen t  makes the city's 
houses,  streets, and alleyways cleaner than they otherwise would be. But 
this observat ion triggers another  question: why are such consequences 
valuable? Once this question arises, the analysis departs from obscrva- 
lions of physical events and enters the realm of  assertion about what 
citizens do (־זיז perhaps  should) value.

Note  that this issue would not come up if garbage collection services 
were sold in the market.  Then,  the value that citizens attached to clean 
streets would be manifest in their willingness to buy the service. It is only 
when lax dollars finance the activity that the manager  responsible for 
deploying this asset must give a general,  politically acceptable answer to 
the question of why the service is valuable. The public financing of (he 
activity breaks  the link between individual desires (expressed through 
an individual’s willingness lo spend his or her own money) and the 
product  that is delivered.  11 not only raises doubts about individual 
citizens’ desires for the service (and therefore its value), but also makes 
it necessary to explain the value of the enterprise in terms that would be 
satisfactory to the community as a whole (not jusl lo  Ihe beneficiaries o f  
the service).

The necessity of giving a general,  politically acceptable answer -of 
acting as though there were a collective consumer  with well-defined 
preferences for social conditions brought  about by public enterprises— is 
the central intellectual problem in defining the value of governmental  
activities. However difficult Ihe dilemma on a theoretical level, as a 
practical matter,  the political system resolves this issue every day by 
authorizing public managers to spend public resources.

I'lie authorizations arc usually justified by an account- or a story—of
the value of the enterprises.17 To  be useful, the account must appeal not
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lariy good position to judge the value of the police depa r tmen t’s opera- 
lions. And the welfare client might not be cither. The ultimate consumer  
of government  operat ions is not the individuals who are served or 
obliged in individual encounters (the clients of (he enterprise) but citi- 
zens and their representatives in government  who have more general 
ideas about  how a police department  should be organized or welfare 
support  delivered. They decide what is worth producing in the public 
sector, and their values ultimately mat ter  in judging whether  a govern- 
mental program is valuable or not.

In the end none of (he concepts of “politically neutral competence ,” 
“policy analysis” and “program evaluat ion,” or “cus tomer  service” can 
finally banish politics from its preeminent  place in defining what is 
valuable to produce in the public sector. Politics remains the final arbiter 
of public value just as private consumpt ion decisions remain the final 
arbiter of private value. Public managers can proceed only by finding a 
way to improve politics and to make it a firmer guide as to what is 
publicly valuable. That  is why political management  must be part of our  
conception of what public managers  should do.32

To see how these general  considerations might affect the perceptions 
and calculations of  public sector managers,  let us return to (he problem 
faced by the sanitation commissioner at the beginning of the chapter.  
Flow ought he to think about  the question of what value he is creating, 
for whom, and how?

M u n i c i p a l  S a n i t a t i o n : A n  e x a m p l e

"he sanitation commiss ioner has inherited a public enterprise.  Assets 
in the form of tax dollars, public authority,  buildings, trucks, and the 
umulative experience of his organization) have been entrus ted  lo him 
accomplish more נ  or less well-defined public purposes.  It is his rcspon- 
bilily for the deployment  of these publicly provided assets that makes  
im a public manager.  At the lime he takes office, the assets are not 
ntirely fungible; they arc already committed to particular modes  of 
peralion determined by the organization's traditions, s tandard operat - 
1g procedures,  and technologies. '3
The current  operat ions  produce a particular set of consequences,  

itizen groups, the media,  city councillors, and the mayor  cluster around 
e enterprise,  continually offering advice about  how the assets should 
: redeployed—including the recommendat ion that the resources be 
turned lo private individuals or  spent lo support  private enterprise 
ther than public bureaucracies.34
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the public effort seems essential.  More  will be spent to produce the 
necessary protection because the slakes are much higher. There will 
also be more concern about the distribution of the services. The argu- 
menl may well be made that  everyone has a “ right" to be protected 
from health threats.

Many of our  political decisions revolve around this question of 
whether a particular thing will be trea ted  as an amenity to be purchased 
by individuals as they choose or as a right that will be guaranteed by 
the broader society.'1" Tha t  deba te  embodies  a discussion about  the 
extent to which particular condi tions in the society will be taken as a 
mat ter of public rather than private concern: in effect, a discussion 
about  the boundar ies  of the public sector. When particular goods and 
services are established as mat ters  of right and powerfully linked to 
notions of justice and fairness, the boundary of the public scctor is 
expanded to include the obligation to produce a ccrtain quantity and 
distribution of those goods and services. When particular goods and 
services arc left as things that society considers valuable but not closely 
linked to conceptions of justice and fairness, the boundary of the public 
sector is narrowed.

The Costs o f  Garbage Collection  
T he  value of clean streets and alleys becomes an issue not only because 
there are alternative ways of organizing the effort but also because 
costs are incurred in making them clean: resources that could be used 
for o ther purposes are committed to the enterprise of garbage collcc- 
tion. If there were no costs, minimal benefits would be enough to justify 
the enterprise.  Because substantial  costs are incurred, the crucial issue 
becomes whether the value that is produced outweighs the costs of 
production.

Garbage collection incurs essentially two types of costs. Th e most 
obvious is the budgetary cost of providing the service. Money is taken 
from private consumpt ion to finance public efforts to keep the streets 
clean. The amount  used is reflected in budgets and accounting systems. 
It varies, depending on how clcan the streets are kept and what particu- 
lar methods  are used to keep them clean.

A second cost is somewhat  less obvious: public authority is engaged as 
well as public money. We usually associate the use of governmental  
authority only with enforcement  or regulatory agencies. But garbage 
collection, 1 0 (1 , involves governmental  authority. At a minimum, govern- 
mental  authority is used to raise the tax revenues that finance the service.
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just to individuals in llicir role as clients and beneficiaries of clean streets 
but,  in addition,  to the community at large— more precisely, to individu- 
als in their role as citizens of a society and to their representatives in 
political institutions. Of course, the story docs not have to be repeated 
o r  sold daily. Once established, tradition will carry it on. But there must 
be  a story to be recalled if (he occasion should arise to reconsider or 
reauthorize  the enterprise.

In the case of garbage collection, one account is the claim that clean 
cities are more  aesthetically appeal ing than dirty ones. Sincc citizens feel 
be t ter  about  clean cities, public value is created by making them cleaner.

Stated so directly, the proposit ion sounds strange,  for it suggests that 
the  government taxes the citizenry to produce cleanliness. Yet, there is 
nothing particularly compelling about the value of cleanliness. Indeed,  
it seems a little embarrassing for a liberal society to insist on the virtue 
of cleanliness and tax its citizens to accomplish that goal. It is tempting, 
then, to search for a more  powerful public value— a bet ter  story— than 
mere cleanliness to establish the value of the enterprise.

A st ronger  justification is the claim that sanitation departments  pro- 
‘.ect public health.  In this conception collecting garbage has value prin- 
:ipally as it produces  a chain of consequences  that  protects citizens from 
;pidemics.™ Keeping organic wastes off the streets reduces the rate at 
vhich dangerous  bacteria arc produced (to say nothing of rats, which arc 
esthetic negatives and health risks in themselves).  This rout ine in turn 
educes the likelihood of an epidemic.

Note  that  this account introduces a new problem: namely,  the empiri- 
al issue of whe ther  garbage collection does,  in fact, prevent  epidemics, 
he p rob lem— that the value of a public enterprise lies down a long and 
!!certain causal chain from the point (if governmental  intervention— is 
im mon  in public sector enterprises.  To  the extent  that wc arc uncertain 
?out the causal connection between governmental  outputs  (picking up 
i rbage) and desired social outcomes (reduced mortali ty and morbid- 
/),  the power  of this second account is weakened."  But often the ׳
lportance of the objective will justify the enterprise even in situations 
1 ere its actual performance is quite uncertain.
The  two different frames for viewing garbage collection— producing 
aesthet ic ameni ty or guarding the public's health— establish quite 

Tcrcnt contexts in the public’s mind for evaluating both the level and 
; distribution of the publicly supplied services. In the ease of produc- 
; an ameni ty,  the public sector activity seems discretionary.  There  is 
s urgency about  providing the service, and,  importantly,  less concern 
1 1 ,its distribution. In the case of guarding public health ר1  however,
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part with some of I heir freedom in (he interest of accomplishing n public 
purpose. Thus,  these procedures can be seen as deviccs for rationing 
governmental  authori ty to ensure that it is used sparingly and only 
where appropriate and valuable.״

To produce public sector garbage collcction, then, two resources are 
used: money raised through taxation and moral obligation or stale 
authority lo sustain private contributions lo the solution of a public 
problem. In a liberal democrat ic society, both arc in short supply. Thus.  
Ihe benefits of municipal garbage collection must be large enough to 
outweigh these costs.

Justifications fo r  Public Intervention  
As a mat ter  of political philosophy, most members of a liberal society 
generally prefer to leave the organization of its productive enterprises 
lo markets  and private institutions ra ther than lo public mandates and 
governmental  bureaucracies.  Consequently,  for a public enterprise lo be 
judged worthwhile,  it must pass a test beyond the mere demonstrat ion 
that the value of ils products exceeds the value of the resources used in 
producing the results: it must explain why the enterprise should be 
public rather than private. '16

This preference stems from three ideological pillars that define a 
proper  ordering of institutions in a liberal society: first, deep respect for 
the power of markets  to ensure that productive activities respond to 
individual desires; second, a belief that private institutions are bet ter  
able to cultivate and exploit individual initiative and are therefore more 
adaptable and efficient than public bureaucracies: third, confidcnce that 
private institutions become an impor tant  bulwark of freedom against the 
power of government.

To a degree, the sanitation commissioner could treat these ideas as 
mere abstractions that have little to do with the day-to-day running of 
the organization he leads. Alternatively, he could think of them as 
important  philosophical principles that he endorses and seeks to realize 
in his organizat ion’s operat ions.  Or, he could recognize that, even if 
these principles arc not important  to him, they might be important  to the 
citizens and representatives who super intend his enterprise,  and that 
their concerns about  these mat ters  should be accommodated.

Indeed,  this last perspective would come quite naturally as these ideas 
gained concrete political force in his city’s political processes, or as cities 
around the country began privatizing their sanitation departments.  To 
satisfy those interested in ensuring proper institutional relations in a
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It is also used in another important way. Whenever a valuable service 
is publicly provided, private efforts to purchase or provide the service 
tend to atrophy. In the case of garbage collection, when government 
collects the garbage, the citizens will do  less on their own. They will stop 
buying garbage collection from private providers. They might even stop 
sweeping the sidewalks in front of their stoics.

To  the extent that private efforts cease, cities will be less clean than if 
the efforts had continued. A benefit will have been produced— namely, 
increased leisure or more disposable income for those who were spend- 
ing their t ime and money for private garbage collection. But the city will 
not be as clean. In the ext reme,  private efforts to keep the city clean 
could collapse to such a degree that the city would end up even dirtier 
than before.

T o  prevent  this from happening,  the government  spends moral 
authori ty to create informal or formal obligations on citizens to help 
keep the citics clean.'" Informally, the government  could sponsor public 
service programs to establish a social norm favoring responsible clean- 
lincss over thoughtless littering.'12 For  example,  the Sanitation Depart -  
ment  might finance publicity campaigns to discouragc littering or ar- 
range to place trash receptacles throughout  the city.1׳' Such programs 
aim to facilitate voluntary efforts and eliminate any excuses for “ irrc- 
sponsibility.”

A  more  coercive (and therefore more  expensive) effort to sustain 
private c leanup efforts includes ordinances prohibit ing littering and for- 
mal requirements  that citizens sweep their sidewalks. Backing up these 
obligations with fines and aggressive enforcement gives them real teeth.

We do not ordinarily think of the use of public authority as coming in 
degrees: it e i ther obtains or it docs  not. B u t , like money, public authority 
may be  used more or less intensively in an enterprise.  The degree of 
authori ty might be reflected in the size of the burden imposed on citi- 
zens, or the magni tude of the punishment  for noncompliance,  or  even 
the intrusiveness of the measures  used to enforce compliance.‘1'1

It could also be measured by the elaborateness  of the procedures 
equired to establish or impose the authority: the more  elaborate the 
equired  procedures,  the more  significant the authority engaged. To 
)rohibit littering, or to require citizens to keep their sidewalks clean, for 
xample,  would require formal legislative or  regulatory action. Typi- 
ally, such actions require extensive public deliberation. Moreover,  im- 
lement ing the regulations by fining citizens who did not live up to their 
bligation typically requires formal court action against violators. What 
nppens in these procedures is that individual citizens are persuaded to
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connect ions to common aspirations; therefore,  its production and distri- 
billion become an appropriate focus of a society acting through govern- 
ment to assure justice.4'׳

Within the frame of efficiently producing and distributing an amenity 
lo those who really value it, public intervention is justified by three 
specific arguments.  First, substantial economies  of scale in garbage col- 
lection could justify public intervention.50This occurs either because Ihe 
technology of garbage collection shows declining costs across the rcle- 
vant range of production,  or because the value associated with garbage 
collection is concentrated in the last few increments of performance,  
when the municipal environment  is t ransformed from a bit untidy to 
pristine, or from pretty safe lo entirely safe.

To  take advantage of these economics of scale without leaving the 
citizens vulnerable to exploitation by a private monopoly,  the society has 
two choices: it can establish a regulatory agency to oversee the natural 
monopoly that  will arise in the private sector, or it can choose lo supply 
the service itself. In the case of garbage collection, the society has often 
decided lo have the government  supply the service itself.

Second, al though clean streets, fragrant air, and the absence of vcr- 
min in alleyways arc all things citizens value, they arc currently unowned 
and unpriced.51 As a result, individual citizens have no incentive to 
“produce"  these goods by disposing of their garbage somewhere other 
than in the common streets and alleyways.

To  deal with this problem,  the society might reasonably decide to 
assert common ownership of these public spaces. I laving asserted own- 
ership, it could then either establish a market for the use of these spaces 
by charging citizens for the privilege of dumping,  or, relying on its 
authority,  it can require private citizens lo keep these areas clean on pain 
of both fines and the stigmatization of violating public ordinances.52 
Alternatively,  the society might simply decide to supply the service itself 
through governmental  operat ions  and make it unnecessary for citizens 
to litler. In the case of garbage collection, the society has often relied on 
a mix of these approaches,  with an emphasis on public sector provision.

Third,  because the aesthetic and health benefits of collecting garbage 
are generally available to all citizens of the city, it is hard to exclude 
citizens from enjoying these benefits even if they refuse to pay for 
them.53Thus  all citizens have an incentive to conceal their true interests 
in having clean streets. If they d o n ’t contribute to the cleanup, maybe 
someone else will, and they can enjoy the benefit without having to do 
the work. Or,  even if they are willing to make the appropr iate contribu- 
tion, they might be reluctant to do so for fear that they would be
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liberal society, then, a manager of a public enterprise must show that 
there is some special reason why government , anil its authority, should 
be used to finance and supply the service.

In general, two different justifications for public intervention carry 
weight. One is that there is a technical problem in the organization of a 
market  to supply (he good in quest ion—some reason why free ex- 
changes among producers and consumers will not result in the proper  
level of production. '17 Government  must intervene lo correct the defect 
in the market.

A second justification is that there is some crucial issue of justice or 
fairness at stake in the provision of the service—some right or claim of 
an individual against the society that others agree must be honored/"* 
Government  must intervene to ensure that the claim is hon ored— not 
only for the current individual who has a claim but generally for all.

Note that the first justification leaves undisturbed the primacy of 
individual preferences as the arbiter  of social value. Ideally, both the 
quantity and the distribution of a particular good will be determined 
solely by individual preferences.

Th e second justification, by contrast,  substitutes a different standard 
for establishing social value. A collective judgment is made about  the 
/alue of the proposed public enterprise.  Citizens acting through politics, 
a ther  than consumers acting through markets,  establish both the level 
ind the distribution of production.  It is the combined preferences  of 
itizens for an aggregate social condit ion that must  be satisfied.

These different justifications correspond more  or less closely to the 
vo different frames for establishing the value of garbage collection: the 
roduction of tidiness and the production of public health. In one frame, 
ublic sector garbage collection provides an amenity much like any 
her  consumer good— a tidy urban environment.  O ne  thinks principally 
terms of technical problems in the organization of markets  as the 

stification for public sector intervention.
In the second frame, public collection produces  something more  fun- 
mental— the protection of public health.  Here  one thinks more  in 
ms of guaranteeing a socially valuable condition,  fairly distributing its 
nefits and accepting some social obligation to help meet  the required 
ulition.
T'hese distinct frames express the different statuses that the two val- 
— cleanliness and health— have in our  politics. Tidiness is an ameni ty 
1 er  than a necessity; therefore,  its production and distribution can be 
lfortably left to markets  unless some technical problem makes  this 
ossible. Heal th makes  a claim as a “primary good” with s trong
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menls really begin to function as substitutes for the expression (if intli- 
vicluai preferences.

Once a collective assertion has been made about  the value of garbage 
collection, (he issue of production and distribution becomes one of 
fairness in distributing the benefits and allocating the burdens rather 
than one of efficiency.״  As noted above,  the issue of fairness arises 
because public authority is engaged. In a liberal democracy authority is 
collectively owned.™ As a normative principle, it should never be used 
in any degree unless a representative body has sanctioned its use.57 
Moreover,  it must be deployed generally and for the good of all."* These 
political principles governing the behavior of our governmental  institu- 
lions arc as fundamental  to our understanding of our  society as the 
preference for markets  and private enterprise.

In (110 context of garbage collection these principles mean that those 
who own authority (namely, the citizens and those who represent 1 1 1 cm) 
must be satisfied that the public authority is being used well on their 
behalf. Using authority well means that the enterprise operates  fairly (in 
the sense that similarly situated people are t reated alike),5'1 and that 
those subjected to the exertion of authority are able to ascertain that its 
use is justified in their individual case /’" Note that fairness is a separate 
quality of a social enterprise— not necessarily linked to efficiency and 
not necessarily compensated or replaced by effectiveness. Although an 
individual transaction can be more  or less fair, fairness is also, and 
perhaps  more  fundamentally,  a feature of the aggregate operations of a 
public enterprise.  Moreover,  it is a quality that has value to citizcns in 
their role as citizcns authorizing a collective enterprise,  rather than as 
individual clients and beneficiaries enjoying the service for themselves. 
(It may also be an important  part of the experience of those clients who 
arc obliged ra ther than served and thus an important  part of what 
determines their willingness to comply. Ultimately, fairness may 
influence the economic efficiency of obliging organizations.)

Viewed from this vantage point, public sector garbage collection is 
justified by a shared social aspiration for a healthy (and clean) environ- 
ment  and by the necessity of fairly distributing the benefits and burdens 
of producing that result through a governmental  enterprise.  Its value 
registers partly in terms of the satisfactions of individuals who now enjoy 
clean streets (balanced by the pain of paying taxes and accepting obliga- 
lions to assist in the garbage collection enterprise),  and partly in terms 
of the satisfactions of citizens who have seen a collective need, fashioned 
a public response to that need, and thereby participated in the construc- 
tion of a communi ty  (balanced by worries on their part that they have
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exploited and though( foolish by their more cynical fellow citizens. In 
either ease (he cily will end 11 ין dirtier Ilian individual citizens would 
desire because everyone would hang back from making (he appropr ia te  
contributions. To avoid (his result, the society can oblige everyone to 
make financial and other contributions to the solution of what is, in the 
end, a common problem.

All these justifications for public intervention begin with the assunip- 
tion that individual preferences properly establish Ihe value of  such 
efforts but that some technical problems in the organization of markets 
for the service justify public intervention. As noted above,  however,  one 
can consider garbage collection from an entirely different perspective. 
Instead of viewing the problem as one  of organizing efficiently to meet  
individual desires for clean streets and alleyways, one can sec the issue 
as a case of fairly distributing the benefits and burdens  of meet ing a 
public health need that has been recognized by individuals in the society 
as a collective aspiration and responsibility.

This language, and the analytic frame it invokes, changes a great  deal 
in our view of the public value of garbage collection. Instead of seeing 
the value of the effort in terms of its impact on the desire of individual 
consumers for cleanliness and health,  the value seems to be established 
exogenously by a public health imperative. Sanitary streets arc a public 
necessity! Citizens have a right to be protected! Such pronouncements  
replace— even “ t ru mp”— individual preferences in establishing the 
value of the enterprise.54

Often it seems that such s tatements arc exogenously established. 
They come from outside the ordinary machinery of ei ther markets  or 
politics. A distinguished public health physician establishes the view by 
warning of an imminent  epidemic.  Or,  an advocate for the poor  drama- 
tizes the inequality of the existing distribution of sanitation services 
through pictures of rat-infested tenements.  It is as though some objee- 
tive reality, or sonic commonly shared moral aspiration, compels every- 
one  in the society to agree that garbage collection is a public necessity. 
In effect, these assertions take people out  of their mode as individual 
consumers and ask them to respond as citizens of a communi ty  facing a 
common problem or obliged by a common moral aspiration.

As a practical mat ter ,  however,  such assertions can never  be compel- 
ling if they stand alone as mere  assertions. T o  have standing in the 
community— to have power  to establish, sustain, and guide the public 
;ntcrprise of  garbage collcclion— they must meet  a political test. These 
:laims must command the assent of individual citizens and gain the 
luthorization of representative institutions. Only then can such state-
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concerns (lie proper  distribution of the available service across geo- 
graphic areas, ethnic groups,  social classes, and members  of political 
parties.61 Distribution provokes  political debate  not only because there 
are competing interests but  also because there are quite different prin- 
ciples which might reasonably be used to decide how to distribute the 
services.

When one thinks about  the distribution of the service in terms of 
market  efficiency or welfare maximization,  cine is tempted by a principle 
that  directs garbage collection efforts to areas where they will do the 
most good, that is, where  the efforts will produce the largest gains in 
terms of aesthetics and public health outcomes per unit of effort ex- 
pended.62 An alternative concept  would be to allocate public services 
toward those areas that al ready do a lot privately, partly as an incentive 
lo maintain (or increase) private contribut ions and partly because the 
elevated levels of private effort indicate a s tronger desire for cleanliness 
and therefore a more valuable place lo spend public clcanup resources.6'

When one thinks of distributing the benefits of the enterprise in terms 
of meeting social needs, qui te different principles become salient. One 
is to allocate garbage collection efforts to those areas most in need.6'1 
This approach will establish a minimum level of cleanliness throughout 
the city. A second principle, linked closely to fairness, is to supply the 
same amount  of public effort to all areas of the city and lei Ihe differ- 
ences in actual levels of cleanliness reflect differences in private desires 
and capabilities to keep the areas clean.65

In the end none of these principles can stand as the proper basis for 
allocating services, though at any given moment  each will have its advo- 
cate. Instead, as a practical mat ter ,  the distributional issue is resolved by 
a continuing political and administrative process that holds these com- 
peting principles in tension and adapts to changes in political demands  
or policy fashion.

Issues of administrative efficiency and program effectiveness are usu- 
ally debated in terms of effectiveness and costs rather than fairness and 
justice. Rarely do these concerns arise as a result of reports issued by 
government  agencies revealing shortfalls in performance.  Instead, they 
arise from external sources: some dramatic (but temporary) perform- 
ance failure such as an inability to clear the streets after an unexpected 
snowfall; or a newspaper story about corrupt ion,  waste, and inefficiency 
in a sanitation department ; or the initiation of a broad effort to increase 
productivity by an incoming administration; or the initiation of a new 
project by a new commissioner (for example,  a rat extermination pro- 
gram in vacant lots); or the encouragement of block parties to clean up
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threa tened a proper  ordering of social institutions by making something 
public that might more usefully have remained private).

These  views are often considered separate and inconsistent. One sees 
the problem ei ther from the perspective of efficient production and 
distribution or from (he perspective of justice and a fair distribution of 
burdens  and benefits. My view, however,  is that public managers must 
always see public sector enterprises from both perspectives. They cannot 
shrug off the question of efficient production and delivery of a service. 
Nor  can they ignore the question of a fair distribution of privileges and 
burdens.  On ce public authority is engaged, issues (if fairness arc always 
present.  A n d  public authority is always engaged when tax dollars arc 
being spent.

The Value o f  the A u th o riz in g  Process 
Hie fact that public authority is always engaged in public sector enter- 
irises changes who must be satisfied with the performance of an enter- 
!rise and what  characteristics constitute a satisfactory performance.  
Jecause authori ty is engaged, and authori ty can only be spent by citizens 
nd their representatives,  its use must be guided by political agreements 
i ther than by individual market  transactions. Individual citizcns think- 
1g about  what  is good for the socicty (ra ther  than just what is good for 
temselves as clients) must be satisfied with the conduct of the public 
iterprise as well as the clients who are directly affected by the enter- 
ise; so must  those in representative institutions who authorize the 
terprise.
Consensus  rarely arises in political discussions of the value of public 
:tor enterprises.  More often, debate ensues over whether and how the 
terprise should be conducted.  In an important  sense this political 
logue is to public sector enterprises what the market  is to private 
3rts—-the place where consumers with money to spend decide what 
y want  to buy. But  three differences apply: (1) these consumers are 
nding their f reedom as well as their money by authorizing the gov- 
ment to act on their behalf; (2) they are buying the product for 
ryone’s benefit according to a political view of what is desirable for 
society as a whole; and (3) they arc buying whole enterprises rather
1 individual products of the enterprise.  In short ,  what citizens (as 
osed to clients) want is their particular concept ion of a fair and 
ient garbage collection effort.
Iicse apparent ly abstract issues often become quite concretc in the 
ics surrounding a sanitation department .  Th e most common issue
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from all over a cily and sending (hem out to collect tlic garbage. It 
sustains a staff of employees who know where they should go and what 
they should do to produce this result. It utilizes some accounting systems 
to show the managers  and overseers of the enterprise how much it costs 
to collect the garbage and how much of the budget  has already been 
spent. And it employs some managers who make sure that everyone in 
the organization plays his or her assigned role. All this operational 
capability represents an investment that the society has made in the 
municipal sanitation depar tment.

Many would say that  this cumulative experience and operat ing capa- 
bility is an impor tant  asset that should be protected,  or at least not 
casually abandoned.  Those  who express this view sec in the competence 
of public sector organizations a broad,  long-term perspective that is 
useful in balancing the narrow,  short-term perspective of political reprc- 
sentatives/ ' ' ׳

To a degree,  this view has merit. There  is value in the cumulative 
experience of the organization.  It would be very costly to have to replace 
it. And even though much of the productivity gains associated with its 
accumulating experience have probably been appropriated by its man- 
agers in terms of organizational slack that reduces their uncertainty and 
increases their ability to respond to crises (and by its workers  in the form 
of less pressure in the job),  the organization is still likely to be much 
more  productive in its current activities than any alternative.7(1

Th e problem is that respect for institutional continuity can become an 
excuse for resisting change.  Even something as apparent ly routine as 
garbage collection is not static. Th e world changes. Neighborhoods  gain 
or lose population.  Private efforts wax and wane. New technologies for 
picking up the garbage become available. New problems (such as toxic 
wastes) make new claims on the organization's sorting and disposal 
capabilities. New labor contracts change staffing patterns.  All these 
changes affect the basic operat ions  of garbage collection.

In addition, the political demands  on the Sanitation Depar tment  
might change. Perhaps  a scandal will force important  changes in the 
geographic allocation of services or the level of supervision. Or,  the 
Sanitation Depar tment  might suddenly be directed to become an cm- 
ployer and route of upward mobility for ghetto teenagers  ra ther than 
simply an agency that picks up the garbage. Alternatively, the sanitation 
commissioner might sec an opportuni ty lo use his force of street clean- 
crs as a device for encouraging 1 1 1 c development  of block groups that 
could restore pride and s timulate investment in declining city neigh- 
borhoods.
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a neighborhood.6*5 Such debates about performance will generally be 
resolved by reports, studies, and the creation of new policies and procc- 
durcs  designed to rectify the problem.

T h e  political debates surrounding the fairness and efficiency of gar- 
bage collection arc important for at least two reasons. First, they renew 
the authorization of the enterprise, which maintains the flow of re- 
sources that the organization deploys to keep the streets clean. Second, 
they provide a continuing occasion for the society to reconsider the 
question of whether the resources committed  to the enterprise arc being 
used well. Like the annual meetings with stockholders in the private 
sector,  the irregular but frequent meetings of the sanitation commis- 
sioner with public interest groups,  the media, and elected repre- 
sentatives of the people give the commissioner an opportuni ty to ac- 
count  for his enterprise and to use that  account to sustain old— and 
at tract  new— investment.

This ongoing political process authorizing the garbage collection ef- 
forts to continue (perhaps on some new terms) can have many different 
attributes.  It can be more or less open,  more  or less fair, more  or  less 
well-informed about  past performance and future opportunit ies,  and 
more  or  less reasonable in its decisions. The particular qualities of this 
authorizing process are important  since it is this process that links the en- 
terprise of garbage collection to those who consume the enterprise as an 
nsti tution of a well-ordered society/’7 

Since the process can satisfy or  disappoint  citizens who desire a fair, 
fficient, and effective public sanitation effort,  and since their satisfac- 
on is an important  part of the success or failure of a public enterprise,  
ne must  view that political process as creating a kind of value. If the 
ngoing process of authorization is managed well, if citizens feel that 
leir common aspirations are satisfied through a process of consultation 
id review, the enterprise will be more valuable than if they are  not. 
nd this aspect of public value exists independent ly of the difference 
tween the value of cleanliness and the cost of the resources used to 
rtduce it.

The Capital Value o f  the Institution  
:re is one  last thing to observe about  garbage collection. Typically an 
;ting organization— generally, a municipal sanitation depa r tm ent—- 
ies out the activity. Over  time that organization develops significant 
2 1 ' tise in collecting the garbage / ’* It has operat ing procedures  that 
implish the ext raordinary task of gather ing workers and equipment
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tunilies or social obligations, and a suitable desire to economize on the 
use of tax monies invested in public sector organizations.

In practice, these two different kinds of desires collapse into one for 
a very important reason: whenever  public authority is invoked to solve 
the technical problems in the market ,  the enterprise takes on public 
characteristics. Every time the organization deploys public authority 
directly to oblige individuals to contribute to the public good, or uses 
money raised through the coercive power of taxation to pursue a pur- 
pose that  has been authorized by citizens and representative govern- 
ment,  the value of that enterprise must be judged against citizens’ expec- 
tations for justice and fairness as well as efficiency and effectiveness. 
Once the public starts producing something with public resources raised 
through state authority, it can no longer be viewed independently of 
citizens’ political preferences and desires. The capacity of a public enter- 
prise to satisfy these preferences is, therefore,  an important  part of its 
value-creating capabilities.

Third,  it follows that managers of public scctor enterprises can crcatc 
value (in the sense of satisfying the desires of citizens and clicnts) 
through two different activities directed at two different markets.  The 
most obvious way is to deploy the money and authority ent rusted to 
them to produce things of value to particular clicnts and bcncticiarics: 
they can establish clean parks to be used by families; they can provide 
t rea tment to heroin addicts; they can deploy military forces to make 
individuals secure and confident in the future. We can call this creating 
value through public sector production,  even though what is being pro- 
duccd and valued is not always a physical product or service consumed 
by individual beneficiaries.

Public managers can also create value by establishing and operating 
an institution that meets citizens’ (and their representatives’) desires for 
properly ordered and productive public institutions. They satisfy these 
desires when they represent  the past and future performance of their 
organization to citizens and representatives for cont inued authorization 
through established mechanisms of accountability. We might think of 
this activity as helping to define ra ther than create public value. But this 
activity also creates value since it satisfies the desires of citizens for a 
well-ordered society in which fair, efficient, and accountable public en- 
tcrpriscs exist. Th e demands  of citizcns, ra ther than of clicnts or 
bcncticiarics, are being met.

This dual nature of public scctor value creation might seem odd. But 
an approximate analogue exists in the private scctor. Private sector 
managers have two different groups they must satisfy: they must pro-
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The point is that the organization's value is not necessarily limited lo 
its operating value in its current mission. It also has a kind of capital 
value rooted in both its ability to adapt  its specific methods to new 
aspects of garbage collcction and its ability to produce new things potcn- 
tially valuable to the society. To the extent that the organization can 
exploit opportunit ies to perform its traditional mission more  efficiently 
or more fairly, to the extent that it can adapt  to changing circumstances, 
and to the extent that an organization can exploit its distinctive compe- 
tence to produce other  things that would be valuable to citizens, the 
enterprise will be more  valuable than it seems from observing its current  
performance.  Indeed,  it is precisely the adaptability of organizations that 
determines the long-run value of private sector firms.71 Perhaps the same 
should be true of public sector firms.72

T o w a r d  a  M a n a g e r i a l  V i e w  
o f  P u b l i c  v a l u e

What  docs this particular discussion of the public value of garbage 
collection tell us more  generally about  how public managers and all the 
rest of us citizens who rely on them should analyze the value of public 
sector enterprises? Six points seem key.

First, an axiom: value is rooted in the desires and percept ions of 
individuals— not necessarily in physical transformations,  and not in ab- 
stractions called societies. Consequent ly,  public sector managers  must 
satisfy some kinds of desires and opera te  in accord with some kinds of 
perceptions.

Second, there are different kinds of desires lo be satisfied. Some arc 
for goods and services that can be produced and distributed through 
markets.  These are the focus of private management  and need not 
concern us. Others  are for things produced by public organizations and 
are (more  or  less imperfect) reflections of the desires that  citizens ex- 
Dress through the institutions of representative government .  Citizens’ 
ispirations, expressed through representative government ,  arc the cen- 
ral concerns of public managers.

At  first glance, citizens’ aspirations seem to be of two types. O ne  type 
oncerns collectivc things that arc individually desired and consumed 
mt cannot  be provided through market  mechanisms because the prod- 
ct cannot be divided up and sold to individual consumers.  A second 
/pe  involves political aspirations that attach lo aggregate social condi- 
ons such as a prope r  distribution of rights and responsibilities between 
ublic and private organizations,  a fair distribution of economic oppor-
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impcrfcct political agreements entitle citizens and managers to do no 
more  than to challenge their wisdom— not  to disregard them or ignore 
(heir great moral weight.

If public managers are to create value over the long run, then, an 
impor tant  part of their job  consists of s t rengthening the policies that are 
sold to their authorizers. Specifically, (he policies that guide an organi- 
za tion’s activities must reflect the proper  interests and concerns of the 
citizens and their representatives; the story about  the value to be pro- 
duced must be rooted in accurate reasoning and real experience; and the 
real operat ing experience of the organization must be available to the 
political overseers through the development of appropriale accounting 
systems that measure the performance and costs of the organization's 
performance.  It is here that the analytic techniques of policy analysis, 
program evaluation, cost-effectivencss analysis, and benefit-cost analysis 
make  their major contributions.75 Otherwise,  the strengths of the polili- 
cal process will not be exploited, the knowledge and experience of the 
operat ing managers will not be utilized, and the acknowledged weak- 
nesses of the process will not be challenged.

Sixth, the world in which a public manage r  operates  will change. Cili- 
zens’ aspirations will change, as will methods  for accomplishing old (asks. 
So might the organization’s task environment  shift: new problems may 
crop up to which the organization may propose a useful solution, much as 
the problem of latchkey children arose as a problem for public libraries to 
solve. It is not enough, then,  that managers  simply maintain the continuity 
of their organizations, or  even that  the organizations become efficient in 
current  tasks. It is also important  that the enterprise be adaptable to new 
purposes  and that it be innovative and experimental .

This, then, is the aim of managerial  work in the public sector. Like 
private sector managers,  managers in the public sector must work hard 
at the task of defining publicly valuable enterprises as well as producing 
that value. Moreover,  they must be prepared to adapt  and reposition 
their organizations in their political and task environments  in addition 
to simply ensuring their continuity.

Unfortunately,  this advice is far too general  and abstract to be of 
much use to public managers.  It orients them to the overall purpose of 
managing in the public sector, and (o some general problems (hat must 
be confronted,  but it does not give them particular advice about how to 
develop a sufficiently concrete definition of public value to guide their 
own and their organizations’ efforts; nor  docs  it tell them how they could 
engage their political and organizational environments  to define and 
produce public value.I 
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duce a product or service that customers will buy at a price that pays for 
the costs of production; and (hey must sell their ongoing capacity to 
produce valuable products to their shareholders and creditors. A similar 
situation confronts public managers: they must produce something 
whose benefits to specific clients outweigh the costs of production; and 
they must  do so in a way that assures citizens and their representatives 
that something of value has been produced.  In short,  in both cases, both 
:ustomers and owners must be satisfied with what the manager  does.

Fourth,  since governmental  activities always engage political author- 
ty, the relative importance of these two different parts of management  
hifts. Because authority is involved, the importance of reassuring the 
owners” that  their resources are being used well gains relative to sat- 
;fying the “clients” or “beneficiaries” of the program.  Moreover,  it 
ecomes important  to give the “productive” side of the enterprise some 
ualities that arc different from the maximum satisfaction of the 
sneficiaries of the program. The production and distribution of the 
ganizat״ ion’s products  must be fair as well as efficient. These  opera- 
ns must<־  economize on the use of authority as well as on the use of 
oney.
Fifth, what  citizens and their representatives (as opposed to clicnts 
d beneficiaries of programs) “buy” from public managers  is an ac- 
unt of the public enterprise— a story contained in a policy. In this 
ise, a policy is to the public sector manager  what a prospectus is to a 
vate ent repreneur .  Viewed from the manager ' s side of this transac- 
n, the manage r  receives an authorizat ion to use resources to accom- 
;11 public purposes through specified means. Viewed from the citizen 
,of this transaction נ  the authorizat ion is the purchase of an aggregate 
erprise that promises to create value. It is a collective, political agree- 
it to meet  a problem (or exploit an opportuni ty) in a particular way. 
itics is the answer  that a liberal democrat ic society has given to the 
llytically unrcsolvablc) question of what things should be produced 
:ollective purposes  w׳ith public resources.
/e  know,  of course,  that it is t reacherous  to view political agreements 
:curate reflections of the public will or the public interest.  Political 
?ion-making is vulnerable to many different kinds of corrupt ion— 
nost important  being the triumph of special interests over the gen- 
73 It is also vulnerable to many kinds of irrationalities including 
sightedness,  an unwillingness to make painful trade-offs,  and an 
lity to deal appropriately with risk.71 These well-known difficulties 
nd do affect the moral claims of political decision-making (ווי the 
ict of government  in the eyes of both citizens and managers.  But
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that something of value has been produced. In short, in both c;Iscs. hoth 
: ustomcrs ;ind owners must be s;1tisficd with what the 111.111:igcr docs. 

Fourth, since govcmmcntnl activities ;,lw;iys engage political m1lhor

ty. the relative in1port.i11ce of these two different p:-irts of m;rnngc111cnt 
hifts. Because authority is involved. the import;111cc of reassuring the 

nwncrs" thnt their resources ;-ire being used well gains rcbtive to st1t 

;fying the "clients" or "bcnefici;uies" of !he progrnm. Moreover, it 

ecomes important lo give the "productive" side of the enterprise some 

ualitics that arc different from the mt1xi111t1m satisfaction or the 

:!neficiaries of the progrnm. The production and dislrihution of the 

·ganization 's producls must he fair ;is well as efficient. These opcrn

,ns must eco11omizc on the use of ;iuthority as well .is on the use of 
oney. 
fiflh, what ci(izcn.~ ,rnd their representatives (ns opposed lo clients 
d beneficiaries nf programs) "huy" from public 111a11;1gers is an ac

unl of the public enterprise- a story contained in a policy. In this 
1se, a policy is to the public scclor ma,rngcr what a prospectus is lo t1 

vc1lc entrepreneur. Viewed from the ma1wger's sic.le of this transac
n. the nwtrnger receives an authoriz.ition to use resources to ,iccom

:h public purposes through specified me;ins. Viewed Crom the citizen 

: of this trn11sactio11, the ;,ulhori1.,1tio11 is the purchase of an aggregate 
erprisc tlrnt promises lo crc.itc v.ilue. II is a collcclivc. politic.ii ;igrcc-

1t to meet a problem (or exploit an opportunity) in a parlicul.ir way. 
:tics is the answer that a liber;II c.lcn10crc1tic society lws given to the 

1lytically unresolvable) question of what things should he produced 

:-ollective purposes with public rc~omccs. 
/c know, of course, that it is trcc1chcrous lo view politic;il ;-igrccmen!s 
:-curate rencclions of the public will or the public interest. Politic.ii 

,ion-making is vulnernhlc lo many c.liffcrenl kincls of corruptio11-
11ost import;int being the triumph of special interests over the gcn

n h is nlso vulnerable lo m;I11y kinds of irration;ilitics including 
sigh tedness, an unwillingness to 111;1kc painful trac.le-ofrs, ;111d an 

lily lo dcril <1ppropriatcly with risk. 71 These well-known tliflicullies 
ml do affect the mor:1I cl:1ims of political dccisio11-m;1ki11g 011 the 
1cl of government in the eyes of both citii'.cns ;iml 111a11;1gcrs. nut 
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O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  S T R A T E G Y  

I N T H E  P U B L I C  S E C T O R

Public managers  create public value. Th e problem is that they cannot  
know for sure what that is.' Even if they could be sure today, they 
would have to doubt  tomorrow,  for by then the political aspirations 
and public needs  that  give point to their efforts might well have 
changed.2

Despi te the ambiguity,  managers  need an account of the value their 
organizations produce.  Each day, their organizations’ operat ions con- 
sumc public resources.  Each day, these operat ions produce real conse- 
quences for society— intended or not. If the managers cannot account 
for the value of these efforts with both a story and demonst ra ted  accom- 
plishmenls,  then the legitimacy of their enterprise is undermined and, 
with that, their capacity to lead.’

Nor  are their responsibilities limited to current  operations.  Some 
resources used today will not be valuable until tomorrow. Investments 
in new equipment ,  new knowledge,  and new human capabilities, for 
example,  are necessitated by the prospect of change and justified by the 
expectation that they will improve future performance.  Even if no ex- 
plicil investments arc made,  current  operat ions will affcct future per- 
formancc,  for today’s experiences shape the culture and capabilities of 
tomorrow’s organization.  Public managers,  then, are obliged to hold a 
vision of public value, good for today and into the future.

To see this abstract problem in concrete terms, consider the situations 
confronting William Ruckclshaus.  on being appointed administrator of
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Developing more specific techniques for envisioning public value, 
mobilizing and learning from politics, and reengineering organizations is 
the principal aim of the remainder  of this book. In Chapter  3 , 1 introduce 
some real public sector executives who long ago saw and responded to 
these needs, particularly by using specific techniques for “envisioning 
public value,” and in doing so, set a standard for today’s public execu- 
tives. In subsequent  chapters,  I describe o ther  managers who can teach 
us about  good (and bad) techniques for engaging the political environ- 
ment  and for guiding their organizations toward improved performance.

. . 
Developing more specific lcchniqucs for envisioni11g public v.iluc. 

mobilizing c111d lectrning from politics, and recnginccring orgc1nizations is 
the principnl aim of the rem.1inc.ler of this book. In Chapter), I introduce 
~omc real public sector executives who long r1go saw and responded to 
these needs, particularly by using srccit1c techniques for "envisioning 
public value,'' and in doing so, set a st,mdard for todc1y's public execu
tives. In subsequent chc1pters, I describe other marrngers who can teach 
us about good (m1c.l bad) techniques for engaging the political envirr111-
mcnt and for guiding their organizc1tions tow;ircl improved pcrforirnmcc. 

C N V I 5 I O N I PJ r. r I I n I I ,. " " ' ' ' -



THE POWER OF PUBLIC 
IDEAS

Edited by

R obert  B. Reich

THE POWER OF PUBLIC 
IDEAS 

Edited by 

Robert B. Reich 



nI



INTRODUCTION /  3

in s e v e r a l  r e s p e c t s .  F i rs t ,  t h e y  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  a h e t e r o g e n e o u s  

s o c i e t y  c o m p r i s i n g  a m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  v a l u e s  a n d  v i e w p o i n t s ,  ail o f  w h i c h  

n e e d  t o  be  c o n s i d e r e d  in m a k i n g  pol icy.  R a t h e r  t h a n  a s s u m e  a s ingle,  

u n i f y i n g  " p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t , "  it is o f t e n  m o r e  a c c u r a t e — a n d  s a f e r — to 

a s s u m e  t h a t  i n t e r e s t s  col l ide a n d  t h u s  t r a d e o f f s  a r e  i n e v i t a b l e .  S e c o n d ,  

t h e s e  p r e m i s e s  d i r e c t  p ol ic y  m a k i n g  t o  p r a c t i c a l ,  a n s w e r a b l e  q u e s t i o n s :  

w h o  w a n t s  t h i s  pol icy  a n d  w h y ?  h o w  d o  w e  k n o w ?  h o w  m u c h  d o  t h e y  ( 

w a n t  i t ?  w h o  will  l o s e  b y  it,  a n d  h o w  m u c h  w o u l d  it c o s t  t o  c o m p e n s a t e  

t h e  l o s e r s ?  w h y  c a n ' t  t h e  m a r k e t  t a k e  c a r e  o f  t h i s ?  w h a t  a r e  t h e  

a d v a n t a g e s  a n d  d i s a d v a n t a g e s  o f  e a c h  a l t e r n a t i v e  w a y  o f  a c c o m p l i s h i n g  

t h e  o b j e c t i v e ?

T h e  p r e v a i l i n g  a s s u m p t i o n s  a l so  s u g g e s t  r e a d y  m e a n s  o f  a n s w e r -  

i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  r e a c h i n g  s o l u t i o n s .  It is a m a t t e r  o f  m e a s u r i n g  

w h a t  p e o p l e  w a n t  a n d  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  m o s t  e f f i c i e n t  w a y  o f  s a t i s f y i n g  

t h e s e  w a n t s ,  o r  o f  e n g i n e e r i n g  c o m p r o m i s e s  a m o n g  c o m p e t i n g  g r o u p s  

p u r p o r t i n g  t o  s p e a k  f o r  t h e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e i r  m e m b e r s .  Final ly,  t h e  

a s s u m p t i o n s  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  n e u t r a l  a n d  c o m m o n s e n s i c a l  t h a t  policies  

d e r i v e d  f r o m  t h e m  c a n  g a i n  b r o a d  a s s e n t ,  t h u s  a v o i d i n g  c o n f l i c t s  b a s e d  

so le ly  o n  i d e o l o g y  o r  p e r s o n a l  r a n c o r .  C o m p r o m i s e s  c a n  r e a d i l y  b e 

r e a c h e d .  F o r  all t h e s e  r e a s o n s ,  t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  t o g e t h e r  c o m p r i s e  w h a t  

is t a k e n  f o r  t h e  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  ideal  in p r e s e n t - d a y  A m e r i c a .  T h e y  o f f e r  

a m o d e l  f o r  w h a t  pol i t ics  should a c c o m p l i s h —  would a c c o m p l i s h — if it 

w e r e  less  c o r r u p t e d  b y  special  p l e a d i n g s ,  m o n e y ,  i d e o l o g y ,  a n d  bias.

A  R e v is e d  V i e w

F o r  all its v i r t u e s ,  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  v i e w  o f  p ol ic y  m a k i n g  i g n o r e s  o t h e r  

i m p o r t a n t  v a l u e s . 2 In p a r t i c u l a r ,  it d i s r e g a r d s  t h e _ r o l e - 0f J d e a s _ a b q u t  

w h a t  is g o o d  f o r  s o c i e t y a n d  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  d e b a t i n g  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

m e r i t s  o f  s u c h  i d e as .  It t h u s  t e n d s  t o  o v e r l o o k  t h e  w a y s  s u c h  n o r m a t i v e  

v i s i o n s  s h a p e  w h a t  p e o p l e  w a n t  a n d  e x p e c t  f r o m  t h e i r  g o v e r n m e n t ,  

t h e i r  f e l l o w  c i t i z e n s ,  a n d  t h e m s e l v e s .  A n d  it d i s r e g a r d s  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  

o f  d e m o c r a t i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  f o r  r e f i n i n g  a n d  a l t e r i n g  s u c h  v i s i o n s  o v e r  

t i m e  a n d  f o r  m o b i l i z i n g  p u b l i c  a c t i o n  a r o u n d  t h e m .

W e  l o o k  o n  t h i s  b o o k  as  a n  e f f o r t  t o  r e d r e s s  t h e  b a l a n c e .  In o u r  

r e v i s e d  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  p o l i cy  m a k i n g ,  i d e a s  a b o u t  w h a t  is g o o d  f o r  

s o c i e t y  o c c u p y  a m o r e  p r o m i n e n t  p o s i t i o n .  T h e  c o r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  

t h o s e  w h o  d e a l  in p u b l i c  p o l i c y — e l e c t e d  officials ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  pol icy 

a n a l y s t s — is n o t  s i m p l y  t o  d i s c o v e r  as  o b j e c t i v e l y  as  p o s s i b l e  w h a t  

p e o p l e  w a n t  Tor t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  t h e n  t o  d e t e r m i n e  a n d  i m p l e m e n t  t h e
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in several respects. First, they are appropriate to a heterogeneous 
society comprising a multiplicity of v.alues and viewpoints, all of which 
need to be considered in making policy. Rather thc1n assume a single, 
unifying "public interest," it is often more accurate-,rnd safer-to 
assume that interests collide and thus tradeoffs arr inevitable. Second, 
these premises direct policy making to practical, answerable questions: 
who wants this policy and why? how do we know? how much do they ( 
want it? who will lose by it, and how much would it cost to compensate \ 
the losers? why can't the market take care of this? what are the ·, 
advantages cind disadvantages of each alternative way of accomplishing 
the objective? 

The prev;iiling assumptions also suggest ready means of answer
ing the questions and reaching solutions. It is a matter of_mea~~!ing 
~hat peoe_le want and anillyzing the most efficient way of ~~ti_sfying 
these wants, or of engineering compromises among competing groups 
purporting to speak for the self- interests of the ir members. Finally, the 
assumptions are sufficiently neutral and commonsensical that policies 
derived from them can gain broad assent, thus avo iding conflicts based 
solely on ideology or personal rancor. Compromises can readily be 
reached. For c1ll these reasons, these principles together comprise what 
is taken for the policy-making ideal in present-day America. They offer 
a model for what politics should accomplish - would accomplish-if it 
were less corrupted by special pleadings, m o ney, ideology, and bias. 

A Revised View 

For all its virtues, the prevailing view of policy making ignores other 
important values. 2 In particular, it ~isregard~he_r.ole-oLideas __ about 
what is good for society_and the importance of debating the relative 
merits of such ideas. It thus tends to overlook the ~ s such normative 
visions shape what people want and expect from their government, 
their fellow citizens, and themselves. And it disregards the importance 
of d.emocratic deliberation for refining and altering such visions over 
time and for mobilizing public action around them. 

We look on this book as an effort to redress the balance. In our 
revised philosophy of policy making, ideas about what is good for 
socie ty occupy a more prominent position . The core responsibility of 
those who deal in public policy- elected officials, administrators, policy 
an.1lys ts - is not simply to discover as objectively as possible what 
people w.1nt for themselve s and then to d e termine and imple m ent the 



b o a r d  o f  e d u c a t i o n .  T h e s e  p e r s o n a l  p r e f e r e n c e s  a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

a f f e c t e d  by poli t ics,  social  n o r m s ,  o r  p r e v i o u s  pol icy  d e c i s i o n s .  1  h e  

p u bl ic  g o o d ,  o r  " pu bl i c  i n t e r e s t , "  is t h u s  b e s t  u n d e r s t o o d  as  t h e  s u m  o f  

t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l  p r e f e r e n c e s .  S o c i e t y  is i m p r o v e d  w h e n e v e r  s o m e  

i p eo p l e ' s  p r e f e r e n c e s  c a n  b e s a t i s f i e d  w i t h o u t  m a k i n g  o t h e r  p e o p l e  

I w o r s e  off .  M o s t  o f  t h e  t i m e ,  p r i v a t e  m a r k e t  e x c h a n g e s  s u f f i c e  f o r  

i m p r o v i n g  s o c i e t y  in t h i s  w a y ;  p ub l i c  policies a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  o n l y  

w h e n — a n d  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t —t h e y  c a n  m a k e  s u c h  i m p r o v e m e n t s  

m o r e  e f f i c i e n t l y  t h a n  t h e  m a r k e t  c a n .  T h u s  t h e  c e n t r a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  

p u b l i c  officials,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  a n d  pol icy a n a l y s t s  is t o  d e t e r m i n e  

w h e t h e r ,  p u b l i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n  is w a r r a n t e d  a n d ,  if so ,  t o  c h o o s e  t h e  

pol icy t h a t  le a ds  t o  t h e  g r e a t e s t  i m p r o v e m e n t s .

T h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  f a m i l i a r ,  n o t  b e c a u s e  t h e y  d e s c r i b e  h o w  p u b l i c  

pol ic ies  a r e  a c t u a l l y  m a d e  in m o d e r n  A m e r i c a  b u t  b e c a u s e  t h e y  s h a p e  

t h e  w a y  p ub l i c  pol icies  a r e  typi cal l y  j us t i f i e d  a n d  c r i t ic iz e d.  1  h e y  

s u g g e s t  w h a t  is a n d  is n o t  L e g i t i m a t e  f o r  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  d o ,  h o w  p ol ic y  

m a k e r s  s h o u l d  act ,  h o w  t h e y  a n d  t h o s e  w h o  a d v i s e  t h e m  s h o u l d  t h i n k  

a b o u t  p u b l i c  p r o b l e m s .  I m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  a l s o  s o u n d  a 

c a u t i o n a r y  t h e m e :  t h e  s u p p o s e d  t e n d e n c y  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  u s e  p ub l i c  

pol icies  t o  g e t  w h a t  t h e y  w a n t  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s  c r e a t e s  a d a n g e r  t h a t  

t h o s e  w h o  h a v e  t h e  g r e a t e s t  s t a k e  in a g i v e n  m a t t e r  will  c o l l u d e  a g a i n s t  

t h e  r e s t  o f  us ,  w h o s e  i n d i v i d u a l  i n t e r e s t s  in a n y  p a r t i c u l a r  pol ic y a r e  a p t  

t o  b e sma l l .  T h i s  d a n g e r  c a n  b e  o v e r c o m e  if pol icy m a k e r s  c a r e f u l l y  

e n s u r e  t h a t  e v e r y o n e ' s  p r e f e r e n c e s  a r e  o b j e c t i v e l y  w e i g h e d ,  a l t e r n a -  

t iv e s  a r e  fully c o n s i d e r e d ,  a n d  n e t  b e n e f i t s  a r e  m a x i m i z e d . 1

T h e  u b i q u i t y  a n d  r o b u s t n e s s  o f  t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  in c o n t e m p o r a r y  

A m e r i c a  is q u i t e  r e m a r k a b l e .  T h e y  u n d e r g i r d  t h e  p o s i t i o n  p a p e r s  t h a t  

s t r e a m  o u t  o f  pol icy  i n s t i t u t e s  a n d  a s s o r t e d  t h i n k - t a n k s .  T h e y  s e r v e  as  

t h e  b a s is  f o r  m e m o r a n d a  o f  pol ic y a n a l y s t s  in g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  

a c a d e m e ,  e d i t o r i a l s  in p r o m i n e n t  n e w s p a p e r s  a n d  m a g a z i n e s ,  l e a r n e d  

t r e a t i s e s  o n  p u b l i c  pol icy,  c o u r t  o p i n i o n s  c r a f t e d  b y j u d g e s  s c h o o l e d  in 

" l a w  a n d  e c o n o m i c s , "  l o b b y i s t s ' p l e a d i n g s ,  a n d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  h e a r i n g s .  

Y o u  h e a r  t h e m  e v e n  w h e n  p o l i t i c i a n s  o r  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  t a l k  c a n d i d l y  

a b o u t  w h a t  t h e y  t h i n k  t h e y  o u g h t  ( b u t  m a y  n o t  b e a b l e )  t o  d o .  

W h e n e v e r  p e o p l e  w h o  d e a l  in p u b l i c  pol ic y w a n t  t o  b e  ( o r  t o  s o u n d )  

o b j e c t i v e  a n d  t e c h n i c a l l y  r i g o r o u s  in d i s c u s s i n g  s o l u t i o n s  t o  p u b l i c  

p r o b l e m s ,  t h e y  t e n d  t o  e m p l o y  t h e s e  a s s u m p t i o n s — s o m e t i m e s  taci t ly,  

o f t e n  w i t h o u t  f u r t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  o r  r a t i o n a l e .

S u c h  a s s u m p t i o n s — a b o u t  h u m a n  n a t u r e ,  a b o u t  social  i m p r o v e -  

m e n t ,  a n d  a b o u t  t h e  p r o p e r  r o l e  o f  g o v e r n m e n t — h a v e  p r o v e n  u s e f u l

2  /  INTRODUCTION2 I INTRODUCTION 

boclrd of educ.ition. These pNsonc"il preferences <1re not significantly 
,1 ffected by politics, social norms, or previous policy decisions. 1 h<' 
public good, or "public interest," is thus best understood as the sum of 

these individual preferences. Society is· i1nprovcd whenever some' 
people's preferences can be s,,tisfied without making other people> 

worse off. Most of the time, private mc1rket exchanges suffice for 
improving society in this way; public policies are appropriate only 
when-and to the extent that - they can make such improvements 

more efficiently th,111 the m,,rket c<1n. Thus the centr,,I responsibilit y of 
public officials, ,1dmin istrators, and policy ,,nalysts is to deterniine 
whether_ public intervention is warranted and, if so, to choose the 
policy th,,t leads to the greatest improvements. 

These principles ,,re familiar, not because they describe how public 
policies cll"e actually made in modern America but because they shc1pc 
the way public policies are typically justified ;ind criticized. l hey 
suggest what is c111d is not l_cgitim<1te for government to do, how poliry 
makers should act, how they ,rnd those who advise them should think 

c1bout public probl£>1ns. lmportc111tly, these princirlcs c1 lso sound ,\ 
Cc1utionc1ry theme: the supposed tendency for indiviclu,1ls to use publir 
policies to get wh,,t they w,rnt for themsclvrs crec1tes a danger that 

those who have the grec1test stc1ke in ,1 given m;ilter will collude against 
the rest of us, whose individual interests in any pc1rticulc1r policy c1rc <1pt 
to be small. This dc1nger can be overcome if policy rn.ikers carefully 
ensure t hat everyone's preferences are objertively weighed, alter11,1-

tives are fully considered, ,rnd net benefits ,1re m,1xi rnized. 1 

The ubiquity ,,nd robustness of these principles in contempor,,ry 
America is quite remc1rkable. They undcrgird the position p,1pers th,,t 
st rec1m out of policy institutes and assorted think-t,,nks. They serve ,,s 

the basis for meir1oranda of policy c1nc1lysts in gover nment and 
ac-ademe, editori<1ls in pro1ninent newspapers c1nd milgazines, lec1r11cd 
treatises on public policy, court opinions crc1 fted by judges schooled in 
"l,,w cind economics," lobbyists' plc,1dings, c1nd 11clministrcltive hcc1rings. 
You hear them even when politicic1ns or administr;itors talk c,1ndidly 

about wh;it they think they ought (but may not be able) to do. 
Whenever people who dc-,,1 in public policy wc1nt to be (or to sound) 
objective and t echnicc1lly rigorous in discussing solutions to public 
problems, they tend to employ these assumptions -- somctimes tc1citly, 
often without further expl.in,,tion or r,1tion.1lc. 

Such clSSt1rT1ptions - ,1bout human nature', ,,bout social improvc-
ment, clnd c1bout the rroper role of governmrnt - h,,ve proven 11srf ul 
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s e r v e d  t o  d i r e c t  a n d  m o b i l i z e  a v a s t l y  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  a n d  o f t e n  recaici-  

t r a n t  g o v e r n m e n t  b e h i n d  h i m .

T h i r d ,  w e  h a v e  b e e n  s t r u c k  b y  h o w  m u c h  t h e  ini t ial  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  

p r o b l e m s  a n d  c h o i c e s  i n f l u e n c e s  t h e  s u b s e q u e n t  d e s i g n  a n d  e x e c u t i o n  

o f  p u b l i c  policies.  T h e  a ct  o f  r a i s i n g  t h e  s a l i e n t  p u b l i c q u e s t i o n — h o w  to  

o v e r c o m e  w e l f a r e  d e p e n d e n c y  o r  S o v i e t  a g g r e s s i o n ,  h o w  t o  i m p r o v e  

A m e r i c a n  c o m p e t i t i v e n e s s  o r  r e d u c e  t h e  b u d g e t  d e f i c i t — is o f t e n  t h e  

k e y _ s t e p ,  b e c a u s e  it s u b s u m e s  t h e  v a l u e  j u d g m e n t s  t h a t  d e c l a r e  

s o m e t h i n g  t o  b e  a p r o b l e m ,  f o c u s e s  p u b l i c  a t t e n t i o n  o n  t h e  i s s u e ,  a n d  

f r a m e s  t h e  e n s u i n g  p u b l i c  d e b a t e .  W h e n  q u e s t i o n s  " c a t c h  o n "  in t h i s  

w a y ,  it is n o t  b e c a u s e  t h o s e  w h o  p o s e  t h e m  a r e  es p ec i al l y  t a l e n t e d  a t  

m a n i p u l a t i n g  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  o r  l i n k i n g  p r e c o n c e i v e d  p r e f e r e n c e s  to  

a t t r a c t i v e  a g e n d a s .  T h e  p h e n o m e n o n  is m o r e  i n t e r a c t i v e  t h a n  t h a t ,  a n d  

p r e f e r e n c e s  a r e  less  d e f i n e d ,  m o r e  f luid.  E v e n  b e f o r e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is 

a s k e d ,  t h e  p u b l ic  ( o r  a s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  p u b l i c )  s e e m s  a l r e a d y  to  

be  s e a r c h i n g  f o r  w a y s  t o  p o s e  i t — t o  g i v e  s h a p e  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  to  e v e n t s  

t h a t  s e e m  r a n d o m  a n d  u n s e t t l i n g — a n d  t h u s  t o  g a i n  s o m e  m e a s u r e  o f  

c o n t r o l .  R a t h e r  t h a n  r e s p o n d i n g  t o  p r e - e x i s t i n g  p u b l ic  w a n t s ,  t h e  a r t . o f  

pol ic y m a k i n g  h a s  Iain p r i m a r i l y  in g i v i n g  v oi c e  t o  t h e s e  h a l f - a r t i c u l a t e d  

f e a r s  a n d  h o p e s ,  a n d  e m b o d y i n g  t h e m  in c o n v i n c i n g  s t o r i e s  a b o u t  t h e i r  

s o u r c e s  a n d  t h e  c h o i c e s  t h e y  r e p r e s e n t . 4

T h e s e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  h a v e  led u s  t o  a s o m e w h a t  d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e p t i o n  

o f  t h e  r o l e  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  in a f r e e  s o c i e t y .  T h e  p r e v a i l i n g  ideal  c a s t s  

g o v e r n m e n t  as  p r o b l e m  s o l v e r ,  i n t e r v e n i n g  w h e n  it c a n  s a t i s f y  p r e -  

e x i s t i n g  p r e f e r e n c e s  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t l y  t h a n  t h e  m a r k e t  c a n .  D e m o c r a t i c  

p r o c e s s e s ,  in t h i s  v i e w ,  a r e  p r i m a r i l y  m e a n s  f o r  a l e r t i n g  pol icy m a k e r s  

t o  w h a t  p e o p l e  w a n t  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s .  B u t  if w e  a r e  c o r r e c t  in s e e i n g  

p o l i c y  m a k i n g ,  i n e v i t a b l y ,  as  a p r o c e s s  o f  p o s i n g  q u e s t i o n s ,  p r e s e n t i n g  

p r o b l e m s ,  o f f e r i n g  e x p l a n a t i o n s ,  a n d  s u g g e s t i n g  c h oi c es ,  t h e n  t h e  

p r e v a i l i n g  v i e w  s e r i o u s l y  u n d e r s t a t e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f  pol icy 

m a k e r s ,  pol icy  a n a l y s t s ,  a n d  c i t i zens .

It is n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ta l ly  p r e f e r e n c e s  in t h i s  e r a  o f  i n s t a n t a n e o u s  

e l e c t r o n i c  p o l l i n g  a n d  o f  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  m a r k e t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  f o r  

d i s c o v e r i n g  w h a t  p e o p l e  w a n t  a n d  h o w  m u c h  t h e y  w a n t  it .5 It is a 

c o n s i d e r a b l e  c h a l l e n g e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t o  e n g a g e  t h e  p u b l i c  in r e t h i n k i n g  

h o w  c e r t a i n  p r o b l e m s  a r e  d e f i n e d ,  a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s  e n v i s i o n e d ,  a n d  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a c t i o n  al lo ca te d.

T o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a n d  r e f l e c t i o n  yie ld  a b r o a d e r  

r e p e r t o i r e  o f  s u c h  p o s s i bi l i t i e s ,  s o c i e t y  is b e t t e r  e q u i p p e d  t o  c o p e  w i t h

INTRODUCTION I 5 

served to direct and mobilize a vc1stly decentrc1lized and often recalci
tTant government behind him. 

Third, we have been struck by how much the i[litial definition of 
problems and choices influences the subsequent design and execution 
of public policies. The act of raising the salient public question-how to 
overcome welfare dependency or Soviet aggression, how to improve 
American competitiveness or reduce the budget deficit-is often the 
key _step, because it subsumes the value judgments that declare 
something to be .1 problem, focuses public attention on the issue, and 
frames the ensuing public debate. When questions "catch on" in this 
way, it is not because those who pose them are especially talented at 
manipulating public opinion or linking preconceived preferences to 
,1ttractive agendas. The phenomenon is more interactive than that, and 
preferences are less defined, more fluid. Even before the question is 
asked, the public (or a significant portion of the public) seems already to 
be searching for ways to pose it-to give shape and coherence to events 
that seem random and unsettling-and thus to gain some measure of 
control. Rather th,m responding to pre-existing public wants, the art.of 
policy making has lain primarily in giving voice to these half-articulated 
fears and hopes, and embodying them in convincing stories about their 
sources and the choices they represent. 4 

These observations have led us to a somewhat different conception 
of the role of government in a free society. The prevailing ideal casts 
government as problem solver, intervening when it Ci-in satisfy pre
existing preferences more efficiently than the market can. Democratic 
processes, in this view, are primarily means for alerting policy makers 
to what people want for themselves. But if we are correct in seeing 
policy making, inevitably, as a process of posing questions, presenting 
problems, offering explanations, and suggesting choices, then the 
prevailing view seriously understates the responsibilities of policy 
makers, policy analysts, a.nd citizens. 

It is not difficult to tally preferences in this era of instantaneous 
electronic polling and of sophistic;ited marketing techniques for 
discovering what people want and how much they want it.5 It is a 
considerable challenge, however, to engage the public in rethinking 
how certain problems are defined, ;i!ternative solutions envisioned, and 
responsibilities for c1ction allocated. 

To the extent that deliberation and reflection yield a broader 
repertoire of such possibilities, society is better equipped to cope with 

I 
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b e s t  m e a n s  o f  s a t i s f y i n g  t h e s e  w a n t s .  It is a l so  t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  pu bl ic  

w i t h  a l t e r n a t i v e  v i s i o n s  o f  w h a t  is d e s i r a b l e  a n d  p o s s i b l e ,  t o  s t i m u l a t e  

d e l i b e r a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e m ,  p r o v o k e  a r e e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  p r e m i s e s  a n d  

v a l u e s ,  a n d  t h u s  t o  b r o a d e n  t h e  r a n g e  o f  p o t e n t i a l  r e s p o n s e s  a n d  

d e e p e n  s oc i et y ' s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  i tself.

O u r  i n t e r e s t  in t h e  p o w e r  o f  p u b l i c  i d e a s  a r i s e s  f r o m  s e v e r a l  

s o u r c e s .  Firs t ,  m a n y  o f  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  pol icy i n i t i a t i v e s  o f  t h e  last  

t w o  d e c a d e s  c a n n o t  b e  e x p l a i n e d  b y  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  a s s u m p t i o n s  a b o u t  

h u m a n  n a t u r e  o r  social  i m p r o v e m e n t .  C o n s i d e r  t h e  civil r i g h t s  l a w s  

a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  1 9 6 0 s ;  t h e  s u b s e q u e n t  w a v e  o f  l a w s  a n d  r u l e s  

g o v e r n i n g  h e a l t h ,  s a f e t y ,  a n d  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t ;  a n d  t h e  r e f o r m  o f  t h e  

t a x c o d e  in 1 9 8 6 .  T h e s e  pol icies  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  m o t i v a t e d  p r i n c i p a l l y  o r  

e v e n  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  b y i n d i v i d u a l s  s e e k i n g  t o  s a t i s f y  s e l f i s h  i n t e r e s t s .  1  o 

t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h e y  h a v e  b e e n  b r o a d l y  u n d e r s t o o d  as  m a t t e r s  o f  publ ic ,  

r a t h e r  t h a n  p r i v a t e ,  i n t e r e s t .  A n d  t h i s  p e r c e p t i o n  h a s  g i v e n  t h e m  t h e i r  

u n i q u e  a u t h o r i t y .  P e o p l e  h a v e  s u p p o r t e d  t h e s e  i n i t i a t i v e s  l a rg e l y  

b e c a u s e  t h e y  w e r e  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  g o o d  f o r  society.-י N o r  h a v e  p u bl ic  

p r e f e r e n c e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  to  t h e s e  pol icies  b e e n  s t a b l e  a n d  p r e o r d a i n e d .  

P u b l ic  s u p p o r t  h a s  g r o w n  a n d  c h a n g e d  as  p e o p l e  h a v e  c o m e  to 

u n d e r s t a n d  a n d  e n g a g e  w i t h  t h e  i d e a s  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e m .  T h e  official  

a c ts  o f  pol ic y m a k i n g — e n a c t i n g  t h e  l a w s ,  p r o m u l g a t i n g  t h e  r u l e s ,  

i s s u i n g  t h e  c o u r t  o p i n i o n s  — h a v e  b e e n  e m b e d d e d  w i t h i n  social  m o v e -  

m e n t s  a n d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  t h a t  h a v e  s h a p e d  t h e m  a n d  p r o p e l l e d  t h e m  

f o r w a r d .  T o  d i s r e g a r d  t h e s e  m o t i v a t i n g  i d e a s  is t o  m i s s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  

s t o r y .

S e c o n d ,  t h e r e  is e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  m o s t  a c c o m p l i s h e d  g o v e r n m e n t  

l e a d e r s  — t h o s e  w h o  h a v e  a c h i e v e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h i n g s  w h i l e  in o ff ic e o r  

a t  l e a s t  s e t  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p ub l i c  a c t i o n  — h a v e  ex pl i c i t l y  a n d  

p u r p o s i v e l y  c r a f t e d  p u b l i c  v i s i o n s  o f  w h a t  is d e s i r a b l e  a n d  p o s s i b l e  f o r  

s o c i e t y  t o  do.  T h e s e  i d e as  h a v e  b e e n  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e i r  l e a d e r s h i p ,  

s e r v i n g  b o t h  t o  f o c u s  p u b l i c  a t t e n t i o n  a n d  t o  m o b i l i z e  t a l e n t  a n d  

r e s o u r c e s  w i t h i n  g o v e r n m e n t .  R o n a l d  R e a g a n  h a s  b e e n  p e r h a p s  t h e  

c l e a r e s t  e x a m p l e  o f  t h i s  a p p r o a c h  to  pol ic y m a k i n g .  H i s  s p e e c h e s ,  

i n t e r v i e w s ,  a n d  p r e s s  s t a t e m e n t s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  s i m p l y  d e v i c e s  t o  

m u s t e r  p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  b e h i n d  a p a r t i c u l a r  i n i t i a t i v e  o r  t o  g l o r i f y  t h e  

a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  o f  his  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  T h e y  h a v e  b e e n  m e a n s  o f  

e d u c a t i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  in a n  a p p r o a c h  t o  g o v e r n a n c e ,  c r e a t i n g  a c o h e r e n t  

f r a m e w o r k  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  t h e  p u b l i c  w o u l d  c o m e  t o  s u p p o r t  a w i d e  

v a r i e t y  o f  i n i t i a t i v e s  a n d  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  p u b l i c  i s s u e s .  T h e y  h a v e  a l so
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best means of satisfying these wants. It is .ilso to provide the public 

with ;,l ternative visions of wh,1t is desir,1ble c1nd possible, to stimulate 
delibe r,1tion about them, provoke a reexc1minc1tion of premises ,rnd 
valuei ;ind thus to bro,1den the rc1nge of potenti;,I responses ;ind 

deepen society's understc1nding of i~srlf. 
Our in terest in the power of public idPc1s arises from several 

sources. First, many of the most important policy initiatives of th e last 
two dect1des cc1nnot be explained by the prevail ing assumpt ions about 

humc'ln nature or socic'II improvement. Consider the civil rights l.1ws 
a nd regulations of the 1960s; the subsequent w,1ve of lc1ws c1nd r u les 
governing he,, lth, safety, and the environment; and the reform of t h e 
t.1x code in 1986. These policies have not b<'en motiv,1 tl'd p rincipall y or 
even substantially by individut1ls seeking to satisfy srlfish interests. lo 
the contr<1ry, they h<1ve been broadly understood as matters of public, 
rather th,rn priv;1te, interest . And this perception hc1s given them thei r 
unique authority. People h,,ve supported these init i,1tives l,, rgely 
bect1use they werP thought to be good for 5oril'ly. ·' Nor have p u blic 
preferences with regard to these policies been stable ,rnd p reord~ined . 
Public support hc1s grown and changed as people ht1ve com e to 
unders tt1nd and engc1ge with the ideas underlying them. The officic1l 
c1cts of policy m.1king-enacting the lc1ws, promulg,iting the r ules, 
issuing the court opinions- h,1ve been embedded within social move
ments and understandings that ht1ve shaped them and p ropelled them 
forwcird . To disregc1rcl these motivating idet1s is to miss the essentia l 
story. 

Second, there is evidence that the most accomplished government 
leaders-those who have achieved signifirnn t things while in office or 
at least set the direction of the public action - have explicit ly c1nd 

purposively emf ted public visions of wh,lt is desirable and possible for 
society to do. These ide,,s have been essential to their leadersh ip, 
serving both to focus public attention and to mobi lize ta le n t .1nd 
resources within government. Ron,1ld Reagan has been perh.1ps the 

clearest example of this approach to policy m,1king. His speeches, 
interviews, and press stc1tements have not been simply devices to 
muster public support behind c1 p<lrticular initi;1tive o r to glori fy the 
accomplishments of his administration. T hey have been me.ins of 
educating the public in an approach to governance, creating ii coherent 
framework through which the public would come to support a wide 
variety of initiiltives and to understand public issues. They h<1ve also 
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a p p r o p r i a t e  a l l o c a t i o n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s o l v i n g  t h e m ;  a n d  w h e r e  

s o l v i n g  t h e  p r o b l e m s  ns umlcrslnoil is m o r e  u s e f u l  t h a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  

t h e m  d i f f e r e n t l y .  T h e  p r e v a i l i n g  p h i l o s o p h y  is less  h e l p f u l — i n d e e d ,  

m a y  f o re s t a l l  social  l e a r n i n g — w h e r e  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  m e t .  O u r  

s u s p i c i o n — d if fi cu lt  t o  d o c u m e n t ,  h o p e l e s s  t o  p r o v e  c o n c l u s i v e l y — is 

t h a t  m a n y  p u bl ic  i s s u e s ,  p e r h a p s  m o s t  o f  t h o s e  c o n s i d e r e d  i m p o r t a n t  

e n o u g h  t o  b e  d i s c u s s e d  in t h e  n e w s p a p e r  o r  e v e r y d a y  c o n v e r s a t i o n ,  fall 

in t h e  s e c o n d  c a t e g o r y ,  in w h i c h  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l -  

i t ies a r e  c e n t r a l l y  a t  i s s ue .

T h e  D e b a te  in C o n t e x t

In a s e n s e ,  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  d e g r e e  a n d  e m p h a s i s  a r e  a s p e c t s  o f  a 

b r o a d e r  d e b a t e  t h a t  h a s  r a g e d  f o r  c e n t u r i e s  o v e r  h u m a n  n a t u r e  a n d  t h e  

p u r p o s e s  a n d  m e t h o d s  o f  g o v e r n a n c e .  D o  w e  as  c i t i z e n s  d a r e  e n t r u s t  

o u r  col l ec t i ve  f a t e s  t o  a g o v e r n m e n t  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  d e m a n d s  o f  se l f -  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ?  If n o t ,  w h a t  is t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e ?

T h e  m o d e r n  d e b a t e  h a d  i ts  o r i g i n s  in t h e  R e n a i s s a n c e ,  in t h e  f i rs t  

s t i r r i n g s  o f  h u m a n i s t  t h o u g h t  a n d  t h e  b e g i n n i n g s  o f  t h e  b u r e a u c r a t i c  

s t a t e .  By t h e  s i x t e e n t h  c e n t u r y ,  t h e  m o n a r c h s  o f  E u r o p e  h a d  e v o l v e d  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  m a c h i n e r y  c a p a b l e  o f  o r g a n i z i n g  f i n a n c e ,  w a g i n g  w a r ,  

a n d  i s s u i n g  l a w s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s .  T h e s e  b u r e a u c r a c i e s  w e r e  p o p u l a t e d  

b y  m e n  w h o  o w e d  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  t o  spe ci a l i z ed  t r a i n i n g  a n d  a d m i n i s t r a -  

t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e ,  n o t  t o  f e u d a l  r i g h t .  T h e y  w e r e  u n i q u e l y  ski l led in 

u s i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  c o m p l e x  t a s k s  e f f i ci en t l y .  B u r e a u -  

c r a t i c  a b s o l u t i s m  w a s  e l a b o r a t e d  a n d  r e f i n e d  in t h e  s e v e n t e e n t h  

c e n t u r y  b y  L o u i s  X I V  o f  F r a n c e ,  w h o s e  s pe c i a l i z e d,  h i e r a r c h i c a l  s y s t e m  

p r o v i d e d  a m o d e l  f o r  P r u s s i a ,  S p a i n ,  A u s t r i a ,  a n d  R u s s i a .  By t h e  

e i g h t e e n t h  c e n t u r y ,  " e n l i g h t e n e d  d e s p o t s "  w e r e  f i r m l y  e n t r e n c h e d  o n  

t h e  c o n t i n e n t ,  h a v i n g  s u b j u g a t e d  t h e  f e w  i n s t i t u t i o n s — t h e  R i k s d a g  in 

S w e d e n ,  t h e  D u t c h  R e p u b l i c — t h a t  c o u l d  b e  cal led d e m o c r a t i c .  T h e  r ise 

o f  b u r e a u c r a c y  w a s  t h u s  a c e n t r a l  e v e n t  in t h e  poli t ical  m o d e r n i z a t i o n  

o f  E u r o p e . 7 E v e n  w i t h  t h e  a d v e n t  o f  m o d e r n  p a r l i a m e n t s  in t h e  

n i n e t e e n t h  a n d  t w e n t i e t h  c e n t u r i e s ,  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t s  o f  c e n t r a l  

a u t h o r i t y  a n d  b u r e a u c r a t i c  c o n t r o l  c o n t i n u e d  t o  d o m i n a t e  t h e  c o r e  

f u n c t i o n s  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  in  c o n t i n e n t a l  E u r o p e .  A s  M a x  W e b e r  

d e s c r i b e d  it, " t h e  b u r e a u c r a t i c  t y p e  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  . . .  is, f r o m  t h e  

p u r e l y  t e c h n i c a l  p o i n t  o f  v i e w ,  c a p a b l e  o f  a t t a i n i n g  t h e  h i g h e s t  d e g r e e  

o f  e f f i c i e n c y  a n d  is in t h i s  s e n s e  f o r m a l l y  t h e  m o s t  r a t i o n a l  k n o w n  

m e a n s  f o r  c a r r y i n g  o u t  i m p e r a t i v e  c o n t r o l  o v e r  h u m a n  b e i n g s . " 8
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c1ppropri,1te ;il!ocations of responsibility for solving them; and where 
solving the problems ns wrdrrsloo,f is more useful th;in understanding 
them differently. The prevailing philosophy is less helpful- indeed, 
may forestall social learning - where these conditions are not met. Our 
suspicion - diHicult to document, hopeless to prove conclusively- is 
th;it many public issues, perhaps most of those considered important 
enough to be discussed in the newspaper or everyday conversation, fall 
in the second category, in which definitions, constraints, and responsibil
ities are centrally at issue. 

The Debate in Context 

In a sense, these differences of degree and emphi'tsis are aspects of a 
broader debate that has raged for centuries over human nature and the 
purposes and methods of governance. Do we as citizens dare entrust 
our collective fates to a government reflecting the demands of self
interested individuals? If not, what is the alternative? 

The modern debate had its origins in the Renaiss;ince, in the first 
stirrings of humanist thought and the beginnings of the bureaucratic 
state. By the sixteenth century, the monarchs of Europe hc1d evolved 
administrative machinery capable of org;inizing fin<1nce, waging wc1r, 
and issuing laws and regulations. These bureaucracies were populated 
by men who owed their positions to specialized training and administra
tive competence, not to feudal right. They we re uniquely skilled in 
using org,rnization to accomplish complex tasks efficiently. Bureau
cr,,tic c1bsolutism was elaborated and refined in the seventeen th 
century by Louis XIV of France, whose specialized, hierarchical system 
provided c1 model for Prussia, Spain, Austria, cind Russia. By the 
eighteenth century, "enlightened despots" were fLrmly entrenched on 
the continent, h.aving subjugated the few institutions- the Riksdag in 
Sweden, the Dutch Republic-that could be called democratic. The rise 
of bureaucracy was thus a centraf event in the political modernization 
of Europe. 7 Even with the advent of modern parliaments in the 
ninetee nth and twentieth centuries, the instruments of central 
authority and bureaucratic control continued to dominate the core 
functions of government in continen tal Europe. As Max Weber 
described it, "the bure;iucratic type of organization ... is, from the 
purely technicc1I point of view, capable of attaining the highest degree 
of efficiency and is in this sense formally the most rational known 
means for c;irrying out imperative control over human bei111gs."a 
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c h a n g e  a n d  to  l e a r n  f r o m  its  p a s t .  T h e  t h o u g h t l e s s  a d h e r e n c e  t o  

o u t m o d e d  f o r m u l a t i o n s  o f  p r o b l e m s ,  c h o i c e s ,  a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  c a n  

t h r e a t e n  a s oc i et y ' s  s u r v i v a l .  Pol icy m a k i n g  s h o u l d  b e  m o r e  t h a n  a n d  

d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  w h a t  p e o p l e  w a n t ;  it s h o u l d  e n t a i l  t h e  

c r e a t i o n  o f  c o n t e x t s  in w h i c h  p e o p l e  c a n  c r i t ica l ly  e v a l u a t e  a n d  r e v i s e  

w h a t  t h e y  b e l ie ve . 6

T h i s  s u g g e s t s  a d i f f e r e n t  r o l e  f o r  po l i c y  m a k e r s  a n d  p ol ic y a n a l y s t s  

t h a n  t h a t  o f  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  ideal .  T h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  

l e a d e r s  is n o t  o n l y  t o  m a k e  a n d  i m p l e m e n t  d e c i s i o n s  r e s p o n s i v e  t o  

p u b l i c  w a n t s .  A  g r e a t e r  c h a l l e n g e  is t o  e n g a g e  t h e  p ub l i c  in a n  o n g o i n g  

d i a l o g u e  o v e r  w h a t  p r o b l e m s  s h o u l d  b e  a d d r e s s e d ,  w h a t  is a t  s t a k e  in 

s u c h  d e c i s i o n s ,  a n d  h o w  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  p ub l i c 's  c a p a c i t i e s  t o  dea l  

w i t h  s i m i l a r  p r o b l e m s  in t h e  f u t u r e .  S u c h  a n  e x p l i c a t i v e  p r o c e s s ,  

p r o p e r l y  m a n a g e d ,  c a n  b ui ld  o n  itself: a s  s o c i e t y  d e f i n e s  a n d  e v a l u a t e s  

i ts  c o l l e c t i v e  g o a l s ,  it e x a m i n e s  i t s  n o r m s  a n d  bel iefs; in d e f i n i n g  i ts  

p u r p o s e s ,  it b e c o m e s  b e t t e r  abl e  t o  m o b i l i z e  i ts  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  a c h i e v e  

i ts  g oa l s .

By  t h e  s a m e  t o k e n  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  pol icy  a n a l y s t s  is n o t  o n l y  t o  

c h o o s e  t h e  b e s t  m e a n s  of  a c h i e v i n g  a g i v e n  o b j e c t i v e .  It is a l s o  t o  o f f e r  

a l t e r n a t i v e  w a y s  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p u b l i c  p r o b l e m s  a n d  p o s s i b l e  

s o l u t i o n s ,  a n d  t h u s  to  e x p o s e  u n d e r l y i n g  n o r m s  t o  cr i t ical  e x a m i n a t i o n .  

T h e  a n a l y s t  c a n  p r o v o k e  s u c h  e x a m i n a t i o n  in s e v e r a l  w a y s :  b y  

j u x t a p o s i n g  w i d e l y  a c c e p t e d  b u t  m o r a l l y  o r  pol i t ica l ly i n c o n s i s t e n t  

a s s u m p t i o n s  a b o u t  c e r t a i n  p u bl ic  p r o b l e m s  a n d  t h e i r  s o l u t i o n s ,  by  

q u e s t i o n i n g  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  m e t a p h o r s  a n d  a n a l o g i e s  u s e d  t o  j u s t i f y  

a n d  e x p l a i n  pol icies  a n d  o f f e r i n g  n e w  o n e s  in t h e i r  place,  b y  p r o v i d i n g  

p l a u s i b l e  b u t  n o v e l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  l a r g e  e v e n t s ,  b y  r e v e a l i n g  

u n d e r l y i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  a n d  p a t t e r n s  in t h e  p ub l i c 's  a p p r o a c h  to  

s e e m i n g l y  u n c o n n e c t e d  s i t u a t i o n s ,  a n d  b y  a d v a n c i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  f u t u r e  

s c e n a r i o s  p r e m i s e d  o n  h o w  s o c i e t y  m i g h t  c o p e  w i t h  c e r t a i n  p r o b l e m s .

P o l i c y  m a k e r s  a n d  a n a l y s t s  will  n o t  s p e n d  all t h e i r  t i m e  in s u c h  

e x p l i c a t i v e  act ivi t ies;  t h e r e  m a y  b e r e l a t i v e l y  f e w  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  

e f f e c t i v e l y  r e d e f i n i n g  a n d  e v a l u a t i n g  social n o r m s .  B u t  t h e s e  resp onsi bi l i -  

t ie s  s h o u l d  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  as  cr i t ica l l y  i m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e s e  jobs .  O u r  

c o n c e r n  w i t h  p ub l i c  id eas ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  w i t h  p r e - e x i s t i n g  se l f i sh  

p r e f e r e n c e s ,  is o n e  o f  d e g r e e  a n d  e m p h a s i s .  T h e  p r e v a i l i n g  p h i l o s o p h y  

c o m p r i s e s  a u s e f u l  s e t  o f  p r e c e p t s  f o r  g u i d i n g  m u c h  pol icy  m a k i n g ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  w h e r e  t h e r e  is w i d e  a n d  e n d u r i n g  c o n s e n s u s  a b o u t  t h e  

n a t u r e  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m s  t o  b e  s ol ve d ,  t h e  r a n g e  o f  p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n s ,  a n d
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change and to learn from its pc1st. The thoughtless c1dherence to 
outmoded formulc1tions of problems, choices, and responsibilities can 

threaten a society's survival. Policy mc1king should be more than and 
different from the discovery of whc1t people Wclnt; it should entail the 
creation of contexts in which people c,1n critically evc1luate c1nd revise 
what they believe.6 

This suggests a different role for policy makers and policy analys ts 
than that of the prevailing ideal. The responsibility of government 

leaders is not only to make and implement decisions responsive to 
public wants. A greater challenge is to engage the public in an ongoing 
dia logue over what problems should be addressed, what is at stake in 

such decisions, and how to strengthen the public's capacities to deal 
with similar problems in the future. Such an explicative process, 

properly managed, can build on itself: as society defines and evc1luates 
its collective goals, it examines its norms and beliefs; in defining its 

purposes, it becomes better a blc to mobilize its resources and achieve 

its goals. 
By the same token the responsibility of policy c1nc1lysts is not only to 

choose the best mec1ns of c1chieving a given objective. It is ,,lso to offer 
;,lternative ways of understc111ding public problems ,rnd possible 
solutions, and thus to expose underlying norms to crit ical ex;i:nin.1tion. 
The analyst cc1n provoke such P.xamin;ition in severnl ways: by 
juxtaposing widely accepted but morally or politically inconsistent 
c1ssumptions about certain public problems and their solutions, by 
ques tioning the conventional metclphors c1nd an.ilogies used to justify 
;ind explain policies and offering new ones in their pl;ice, by providing 
plausible but novel interpret;itions of lar,ge events, by reveal ing 
underlying similc1rities and p;itterns in the public's approach to 
seemingly unconnected situations, clnd by cldvancing alterncltive future 

scenarios premised on how society might cope with certain problems. 
Policy mc1kers and clnalysts will not spend all their time in such 

explicative clctivities; there may be rel,,tively few opportunities for 
effectively redefining and evaluating social norms. I3u t these responsibili• 
ties should be understood ,,s critically important to these jobs. Our 
concern with public ide.ts, rather th;in with pre-existing selfish 
preferences, is one of degree c1nd emphasis. The prevc1iling philosophy 
comprises a useful set of precepts for guiding much policy making, 
particulc1rly where there is wide .c1nd enduring consensus ,,bout the 
n<1tu re of the problems to be solved, the range of possible solu tions, clnd 
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c i t i z e n s '  " a t t a c h m e n t "  t o  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a n d  " a f f e c t i o n "  t o w a r d  o n e  

a n o t h e r . 13 A f t e r  t o u r i n g  A m e r i c a ,  A l ex i s  d e  T o c q u e v i l l e  m u s e d  t h a t  

" t h e  m o s t  p o w e r f u l  a n d  p e r h a p s  t h e  o n l y  m e a n s  t h a t  w e  still  p o s s e s s  of  

i n t e r e s t i n g  m e n  in t h e  w e l f a r e  o f  t h e i r  c o u n t r y  is t o  m a k e  t h e m  

p a r t a k e r s  in t h e  g o v e r n m e n t . . .  civic zeal  s e e m s  t o  m e  t o  be  i n s e p a r a b l e  

f r o m  t h e  e x e r c i s e  o f  poli t ical  r i g h t s . " 1,1 A n d  b y  1 8 7 2  W a l t e r  B a g e h o t  . 

c o u l d  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  " n o  S t a t e  c a n  b e f i r s t - r a t e  w h i c h  Has n o t  a / 

g o v e r n m e n t  b y  d i s c u s s i o n .  . . ."15 '

A t h i r d  a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  p a s s i o n s  o f  a m o r e  w o r l d l y  

p o p u l a c e  w a s  a l s o  b e i n g  a d v a n c e d  a t  a b o u t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e .  R a t h e r  t h a n  

r e l y  o n  b u r e a u c r a t i c  a b s o l u t i s m  t o  s u b j u g a t e  t h e  p a s s i o n s  o r  o n  

d e l i b e r a t i v e  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  civilize t h e m ,  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  rel i ed o n  

c a l c u l a t e d  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  t o  c o n s t r a i n  t h e m .  T h i s  t h i r d  v i e w  e m e r g e d  

f r o m  t h e  m u s i n g s  o f  e i g h t e e n t h  c e n t u r y  pol i t ical  e c o n o m i s t s  o f  t h e  

" S c o t t i s h  E n l i g h t e n m e n t , "  l ike A d a m  S m i t h,  A d a m  F e r g u s o n ,  a n d  Sir  

J a m e s  S t e u a r t ,  w h o  r e g a r d e d  t h e  d is c ip l i n e  o f  t h e  m a r k e t p l a c e  as  t h e  

k e y  t o  social  s t a b i l i t y . 16 S t e u a r t  a r g u e d  t h a t  a p o p u l a t i o n  g o v e r n e d  by  

r a t i o n a l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  s t a b l e  t h a n  o n e  s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  

a p p e a l s  t o  g e n e r a l  i n t e r e s t ,  w h i c h  w e r e  l ikely t o  i g n i t e  t h e  p a s s i o n s .  

" [ W j e r e  a p e o p l e  t o  b e c o m e  q u i t e  d i s i n t e r e s t e d :  t h e r e  w o u l d  be  n o  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  g o v e r n i n g  t h e m .  E v e r y o n e  m i g h t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  

his  c o u n t r y  in a d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t ,  a n d  m a n y  m i g h t  j oin in t h e  r u i n  o f  it, by  

e n d e a v o r i n g  t o  p r o m o t e  i ts  a d v a n t a g e s . " 17 T h e  B r i t i s h  u t i l i t a r i a n s  — 

JeremyJ3enJ:hajT11 and his p ro g e n y —and the eco n o m ists  and  sociol- 

o g i s t s  w h o  f o l l o w e d  in t h e i r  w a k e ,  s h a r e d  m a n y  o f  t h e s e  a s s u m p t i o n s .  

A l t h o u g h ,  in t h e i r  v i e w ,  " e v e r y  a g e n t  X s_ ac t iv i ta t ed .  o n l y  b y  self  

i n t e r e s t , "  e g o i s t i c  b e h a v i o r  w a s  e n t i r e l y  c o m p a t i b l e  wj. th_th.e_gen.eral  

g o o d . 18 I n d e e d ,  t h e y  a r g u e d ^  e a c h  I n d i v i d u a l ' s  r a t i o n a l  p u r s u i t  o f  his  

o w n  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  w o u l d  yield t h e  h i g h e s t  u t i l i t y  o v e r a l l .  G o v e r n m e n t  

w a s  n e c e s s a r y  o n l y  a s  a las t  r e s o r t ,  a n i g h t  w a t c h m a n  t o  g u a r d  a g a i n s t  

e n c r o a c h m e n t s  o n  t r a d e  a n d  t h e  f r e e d o m  t o  p u r s u e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  Its 

p u r p o s e  w a s  e n t i r e l y  i n s t r u m e n t a l — t o  h e l p  m a x i m i z e  i n d i v i d u a l  

ut i l i ty.

T h e  r e i g n i n g  A m e r i c a n  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  pol icy  m a k i n g  h a s  d r a w n  o n  

t h e s e  t h r e e  c u r r e n t s  o f  t h o u g h t — b u r e a u c r a t i c  e x p e r t ise,  d e m o c r a t i c 

'.d e l i b e r a t i o n,  a n d  u t i l i t a r i a n i s m — b u t  in u n e q u a l  p a r t s .  E s pec ia l l y  in t h is  

c e n t u r y ,  b e g i n n i n g  w i t h  t h e  P r o g r e s s i v e s '  e f f o r t s  t o  j n s u l a l e _ p o l i c y  

m a k i n g  f r o m  pol i t ics  a n d  c o n t i n u i n g  t h r o u g h  t h e  m o d e r n  j ud ic ia ry ' s  

o v e r s i g h t  o f  pol icy  m a k i n g ,  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  a t e n d e n c y  t o  s u b o r d i n a t e  

d e m o c r a t i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  t o  t h e  o t h e r  t h e m e s .  A s  t h e  " a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
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citizens' "c1ttachment" to institutions and "affection" toward one 
another. 13 After touring America, Alexis de Tocqueville mused that 
"the most powerful and perhaps the only means that we still possess of 
interesting men in the welf.:tre of their country is to make them 
partakers in the government ... civic zeal seems to me to be inseparable 
from the exercise of political rights."1~ And by 1872 Walter Bagehot , 
could conclude that "no State can be first-rate which fiasnota / 
government by discussion .... " 15 

A third ;1lternative for dealing with the passions of a more worldly 
rnpulc1ce was also being adv,,nced at ,1bout the same time. Rather than 
rely on bureaucratic absolutism to subjugate the passions or on 
dPliberative government to civilize them, this alternative relied on 
c,1lcul,1tcd self-interest to constrain them. This third view emerged 
from the musings of eighteenth century political economists of the 
"Scottish Enlightenment," like Adam Smith, Adam Ferguson, and Sir 
James Steu,1rt, who regarded the discipline of the mc1rketplace as the 
key to social stability . 16 Steuart c1rgued that c1 population governed by 
ration,,! self-interest would be more stable than one susceptible to 
,1ppec1ls to general interest, which were likely to ignite the passions. 
"I W]ere ,, people to become quite disinte rested: there would be no 
possibility of governing them. Everyone might consider the interest of 
his country in a different light, and many might join in the ruin of it, by 
endec1voring to promote its advantages." 17 The British utilitarians
Jeremy .._!3en_thaJTI .1nd his progeny- and the economists and sociol-
0gists who followed in their wake, shared many of th ese assumptions. 
Although, in their view, "every agent ls_ activitated_ only by self 
interest," egoistic behavior was entirely compatible wj_th_the..general 
good. 111 Indeed, they argued,- e,ich individual's rc1tional pursuit of his 
own self-interest would yield the highest utility overall. Government 
was necessary only as a last resort, a night watchman to guard against 
encroc1chments on trade and the freedom to pursue self-interest. Its 
purpose was entirely instrumental - to help maximize individual 
utility. 

The reigning American philosophy of policy making has drawn on 
these three currents of thought- b.µr.e.atJ,crati1, exg_e_rj_ise, ,democratic 

... deliberc1tion, and utilitarianism - but in unequa parts. Especially in this 
century, beginning with th; Progressives' efforts to jns.ulate....poliq 
.making from politics and continuing through the modern judiciary's 
oversight of policy making, there has been a tendency to subordinate 
democratic deliberation to the other themes. As the "administrative 
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T h e  rise o f  t h i s  n e w ,  r a t i o n a l l y  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  f o r m  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  

p ar a l l e l e d  a g r o w i n g  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  t h e  g o v e r n a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  m a s s e s .  By 

t h e  s e v e n t e e n t h  c e n t u r y  m a n y  t h i n k e r s  h a d  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  m o r a l  

e x h o r t a t i o n  a n d  t h e  t h r e a t  o f  d a m n a t i o n  c o u l d  n o  l o n g e r  b e  t r u s t e d  t o  

r e s t r a i n  m a n ' s  d e s t r u c t i v e  p a s s i o n s .  Nicc olo  M a c h ia v el l i ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  

w a r n e d  t h a t  m e n  a r e  " u n g r a t e f u l ,  v o l u b l e ,  d i s s e m b l e r s ,  a n x i o u s  t o  

a v o i d  d a n g e r ,  a n d  c o v e t o u s  o f  g a i n . T ״" h o m a s  H o b b e s  f o r e s a w  t h e  

f r a g i l i t y  o f  a n  o r d e r  b a s e d  o n  h u m a n  p a s s i o n  a n d  h a d  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  

t h e  o n l y  a l t e r n a t i v e  w a s  a s t r o n g  c e n t r a l  g o v e r n m e n t — a l e v i a t h a n .

E n g l a n d ,  h o w e v e r ,  w a s  e v o l v i n g  a n o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e — deliberative 

g o v e r n m e n t .  V i c t o r y  o v e r  t h e  S t u a r t s  h a d  f o r e s t a l l e d  t h e  k i n d  o f  

b u r e a u c r a t i c  a b s o l u t i s m  t a k i n g  r o o t  a c r o s s  t h e  C h a n n e l .  In i ts  place,  t h e  

H o u s e  o f  C o m m o n s  w a s  e l a b o r a t i n g  w h a t  E d m u n d  B u r k e  w o u l d  call a 

" d e l i b e r a t i v e  a s s e m b l y , "  g u i d e d  b y  " t h e  g e n e r a l  r e a s o n  o f  t h e  w h o l e . " 10 

It w a s  t h r o u g h  d e l i b e r a t i o n  t h a t  c o m m o n  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  a t t a c h m e n t s  

c o u l d  b e  d i s c o v e r e d  a n d  d e v e l o p e d ,  a n d  p a s s i o n s  t h u s  b e  r e s t r a i n e d .  

B u r k e  r ec oi led  f r o m  t h e  e g o i s t i c  p h i l o s o p h y  a n i m a t i n g  t h e  F r e n c h  

R e v o l u t i o n ,  w h e r e b y

laws are s up po r te d  only by thei r  o w n  terrors,  and by t he  conc er n wh ich  each 

individual  may find in t h e m  f ro m his o w n  pr ivat e speculat ions,  or  can spa re  to 

t h e m  f r o m his o w n  interests .  In the  gr oves  of I heir academy,  at  the  end of eve ry  

vista,  you see n o t h i n g  b u t  the  gal lows.  N o t h i n g  is left whi ch  e n g a g e s  the  

affect ions  of t he  c o m m o n w e a l t h .  O n  the  principles of this me cha ni c  

phi losophy o u r  i ns t i tut i ons  can n e ve r  be embodied,  if I m a y use the 

e xpr ession,  in persons; so as to cr eate  in us  love, v en er a t io n,  ad mi r at ion ,  o r  

a t t a c h m e n t .  But  t h a t  s or t  of  r ea s on  which bani shes  the  affect ions is incapable 

of  filling their  place. T h e s e  public affections,  combined  wi th  m a n n e r s ,  are 

req ui red  s o me t im es  as s up p l e me n t s ,  s o m e t i m e s  as correctives,  a l ways  as aids 

to l a w . 11

T h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  d e m o c r a t i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  w o u l d  i n s p i r e  i d e a s  a b o u t  

w h a t  w a s  g o o d  f o r  s o c i e t y ,  a n d  t h u s  inst il l  c o m m o n  a t t a c h m e n t s  a n d  

c o n s t r a i n  s e l f i s h  p a s s i o n s ,  w a s  w i d e l y  d i s c u s s e d  in E n g l a n d  a n d  

A m e r i c a  d u r i n g  t h e  l a t e  e i g h t e e n t h  a n d  n i n e t e e n t h  c e n t u r i e s .  J o h n  

S t u a r t  ,Mill• s a w  in d e m o c r a c y  a m e a n s  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  m o r a l  a n d  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  c a p a c i t i e s  " b y  t h e  u t m o s t  p o s s i b l e  p ub l i c i t y  a n d  d i s c u s s i o n ,  

w h e r e b y  n o t  m e r e l y  a f e w  i n d i v i d u a l s  in s u c c e s s i o n ,  b u t  t h e  w h o l e  

pu bl ic ,  a r e  m a d e ,  t o  a c e r t a i n  e x t e n t ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in t h e  g o v e r n m e n t . " 17• 

A m e r i c a n  F e d e r a l i s t s  a n d  A n t i f e d e r a l i s t s  b o t h  w o r r i e d  a b o u t  t h e  

i n s t a b i l i t y  o f  a s o c i e t y  b a s e d  o n  s e l f i s h  p a s s i o n  a n d  s p o k e  o f  t h e  n e e d  f o r

8 I INTRODUCTION 

The rise o f this new, rationally ,wthoritarian form of government 

paralleled a growing concern c1bout the governc1bility of the masses. By 
the seventeenth century many thinkers h,,d concluded that moral 

exhortation and the threat of damnation could no longer be truste<l to 
restrain man's destructive pc1ssions. Niccolo Machiavelli, for example, 

warned that men are "ungratefu l, voluble, c1issernblers, ,1nxious to 
avoid danger, and covetous of g;lin."0 Thomas Hobbes foresc1w the 

fragility of c1n order based on human pc1ssion c1nd h ,1d concluded thc1t 

the only alternative was a strong central government-a leviathan. 

Englcrnd, however, was evolving anothf:'r altern<'ltive- dr/i/,rrnlii>r 

government. Victory over the Stuarts had forestalled the kind of 

bureaucratic absolutism taking root across the Chc1n nel. In its place, the 

House of Commons w<1s el;iborating whc11 Edmund Burke would cc1II a 

"deliberative c1ssembly," guided by "the general rei\son o f the whole."10 

It was through deliberation that common interests c1nd ;ittachme nts 
could be discovered and developed, and passions thus be restrained. 

Burke recoiled from the egoistic philosophy anirnc1ting the French 

Revolution, whereby 

laws are supported only by their own terrors, and by the concern which e,1ch 
individu,11 m,1y find in them from his own private speculations, or c,,n spare to 
them from his own interests. In the groves of //,l'ir ac,1demy, c1t the <.'nd of every 
vista, you see nothing but the gc11lows. Nothing is left which eng,,ges the 
,,ffections of the commonwealth. On the principles of this mech.111ic 
philosophy our institutions can never be embodied, if I rnily use the 
expression, in persons; so ,1s to create in us love, vcner,,tion, .idmiration, or 
attachment. But th.it sort of re,,son which b,,nishes the ,,ffections is incap,,ble 
of filling their pl;icf'. These public .,ffec-t ions, combined with m,1nners, .ire 
required sometimes as supplements, sometimes ,,s correctives, ;i]w,,ys ,1s c1ids 
to lc1w. 11 

The notion that democratic deliberation would inspire ideas c1bout 

what was good for society, and thus instill common c'lttc1chments and 

constrain selfish passions, was widely discussed in England and 

America during the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. John 

Stuart .Mm saw in democracy a means of developing moral and 
intellectual capacities "by the utmost possible publicity and discussion, 
whereby not merely a few individuals in succession, but the whole 
public, are made, to a certain extent, participants in the govcrnment." 1 '

American Federalists and Ahtifederalists both worried about the 
inst,1bili ty of a socie t y based on selfish pc1ssion and spoke oft he need for 
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f o r  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  r e a c h e d  in t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a g e s  a r e  a t  b e s t  t e n t a t i v e .  

T h e  b o o k  s h o u l d  be  r e g a r d e d  as  a k i n d  o f  w o r k  in p r o g r e s s ,  o u r  p r e s e n t  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  a c o n t i n u i n g  p r o c e s s  o f  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  place  o f  

p u b l i c  i d e a s  in t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  pol icy.  N o r ,  f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r ,  d o  

w e  s p e a k  in o n e  voice.  O u r  o w n  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  in t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  

b o o k  o c c a s i o n e d  s h a r p  d i s p u t e s ,  e v e n  a s  t h e y  r e f i n e d  o u r  s e n s e  o f  w h a t  

w e  w e r e  t r y i n g  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  t o g e t h e r .  R e a d e r s  will  d e t e c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

in o u r  a p p r o a c h e s ,  d i v e r g e n c e s  in o u r  c o n c l u s i o n s .

I deal ly,  h o w e v e r ,  y o u  will  b e  d r a w n  a l o n g  o n  t h e  s a m e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  

j o u r n e y  w e  h a v e  t r a v e l e d ,  e x p l o r i n g  t h e  s a m e  q u e s t i o n s ,  b e c o m i n g  

c a p t i v a t e d  b y  t h e  s a m e  p u z z l e s  a n d  d i l e m m a s .  In C h a p t e r  O n e ,  G a r y  

O r r e n  c o n f r o n t s  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  a s s u m p t i o n ,  b a s i c  t o  t h e  r e i g n i n g  

p h i l o s o p h y  o f  pol icy m a k i n g ,  t h a t  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  e x p l a i n s  m o s t  o f  p eop le ' s  

b e h a v i o r  w h e n  t h e y  ac t  as  c i t i z e n s .  N e x t ,  S t e v e n  K e l m a n  p r e s e n t s  

e v i d e n c e  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  c o n t r a r y  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  p e o p l e  a r e  m o t i -  

v a t e d  t o  a c t  in w a y s  t h e y  t h i n k  t h e y  sliouhl ac t  a n d  a r e  t h u s  h i g h l y  

r e s p o n s i v e  t o  n o r m a t i v e  c o n c e p t i o n s  a b o u t  w h a t  is g o o d  f o r  s oc i e t y .  In 

C h a p t e r  T h r e e ,  M a r k  M o o r e  e x p l o r e s  w h y  c e r t a i n  o f  s u c h  n o r m a t i v e  

i d e as  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p o w e r f u l  f o r  o r g a n i z i n g  h o w  p e o p l e  t h i n k  a b o u t  

p u bl ic  p r o b l e m s  a n d  f o r  m o b i l i z i n g  t h e m  t o  t a k e  a c t i o n .

O u r  d i s c u s s i o n  t h e n  t u r n s  t o  t h e  i m p l i c t i o n s  f o r  a d e m o c r a t i c  

s o c i e t y .  P hi l ip  H e y m a n n  a r g u e s  in C h a p t e r  F o u r  t h a t  g o v e r n m e n t  

i n e v i t a b l y  e x p r e s s e s  p o w e r f u l  n o r m a t i v e  i d e a s  a b o u t  w h a t  is e x p e c t e d  

o f  c i t i z e n s  a n d  w h a t  s o c i e t y  is f o r ,  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  w a n t  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  

u n d e r t a k e  t h i s  f u n c t i o n ,  b u t  t h a t  t h i s  r o l e  a l s o  p r e s e n t s  s i g n i f i c a n t  

p r o b l e m s  a n d  d a n g e r s  f o r  d e m o c r a c y .  In C h a p t e r  Five,  M i c h a e l  S a n d e l  

e x a m i n e s  t h e  ex pl ici t  d e v i c e s  A m e r i c a n  s o c i e t y  h a s  e v o l v e d  f o r  

c o n s t r a i n i n g  a n d  l e g i t i m a t i n g  g o v e r n m e n t  a c t i v i t y — a s y s t e m  o f  

i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s  a n d  p r o c e d u r a l  r e g u l a r i t y — a n d  a s k s  w h e t h e r  t h a t  

s y s t e m  c a n  f o s t e r  t h e  k i n d s  o f  c o m m o n  c o m m i t m e n t s  a n d  m u t u a l  

o b l i g a t i o n s  o n  w h i c h  s o c i e t y  d e p e n d s .  O n e  m e a n s  o f  r e s o l v i n g  t h e  

d i l e m m a ,  as  I s u g g e s t  in C h a p t e r  Six,  is t o  a f f i r m  t h a t ,  a t  l e as t  o n  

o c c a s i o n ,  pol ic y m a k e r s '  p r i m a r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  s h o u l d  b e  t o  f o s t e r  

p u b l i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a b o u t  w h e r e  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  l ies a n d  w h a t  o u r  

c o m m o n  o b l i g a t i o n s  a r e ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  s i m p l y  t o  r e n d e r  d e c is i on s .

T h e  t h r e e  r e m a i n i n g  c h a p t e r s  e x a m i n e  t h e  pos si bi l i t i es  a n d  l imi ts  

o f  s u c h  d e l i b e r a t i o n  in m o d e r n  A m e r i c a .  In C h a p t e r  S e v e n ,  G i a n d o -  

m e n i c o  M a j o n e  a r g u e s  t h a t  pol icy a n a l y s t s  s h o u l d  t h i n k  o f  t h e m s e l v e s  

less as  n e u t r a l  t e c h n i c i a n s  in t h e  pol ic y m a k i n g  p r o c e s s ,  m o r e  as 

a d v o c a t e s  w h o  a d v a n c e  a l t e r n a t i v e  m e a n s  o f  d e f i n i n g  a n d  s o l v i n g
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for the conclusions reached in the following pages are at best tentative. 
The book should be regarded as a kind of work in progress, our present 
contribution to J continuing process of deliberation c1bout the place of 
public ideas in the formulation of public policy. Nor, for that matter, do 

we speak in one voice. Our own deliberations in the preparation of this 
book occasioned sharp disputes, even as they refined our sense of what 
we were trying to accomplish together. Readers will detect differences 
in our approc1ches, divergences in our conclusions. 

Ideally, however, you will be drawn c1long on the same intellectual 

journey we have tr.tveled, exploring the sc\me questions, becoming 
Cilptivated by the same puzzles and dilemmas. In Chc1pter One, Gary 
Orren confronts the prevailing assumption, bc1sic to the reigning 
philosophy of policy making, that self-interest explains most of people's 
behavior when they act as citizens. Next, Steven Kelman presents 
evidence supporting the contrary proposition that people are moti
vated to act in w,1ys they think they sltould act and are thus highly 
responsive to normative conceptions, cl bout what is good for society. In 
C h,1pter Three, M,uk Moore explore s why certc\in of such normative 

ideas c1re pc1rticula rly powe rful for org;rnizing how people think about 
public problems and for mobilizing them to tc1ke action. 

Our discussion then turns to the implic tions for a democratic 
society. Phi[ip Heymann ilrgues in Chapter Four that government 
inevitably expresses powerful normc1tive ideas about what is expected 
of citizens and what society is for, that citizens want government to 
unde rtctke this function, but thctt this role c1 lso presents significant 
problems and dangers for democracy. In Chapter Five, Michael Sandel 
examines the explicit dP.vices Am~rican 5ociety has evolved for 
con st raining ;rnd legitimating government c1c tivity- il system of 
individuc1I right s c1nd procedural regularity - and asks whether that 
system can foster the kinds of common commitments c1nd mutual 
obligations on which society depends. One means of resolving the 
dilPmma, as I suggest in Chc1pter Six, is to affirm that, ;.,t least on 
occ.tsion, policy makers' primary responsibility should be to foster 
public deliberation about where the public interest lies and what our 
common obligations are, rather than simply to render decisions. 

The three remaining chapters examine the possibilities and limits 
of such deliberc1tion in modern America. In Chc1pter Seven, Giando
menico Majone argues th,,t policy c1nalysts should think of themselves 
less as neutral technicians in the policy m.iking process, more as 
c1dvocates who advance alternative means of defining and solving 
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s t a t e "  h a s  g r o w n ,  its l e g i t i m a c y  h a s  i n c r e a s i n g l y  r e s t e d  o n  n o t i o n s  o f  

n e u t r a l  c o m p e t e n c e  a n d  p r o c e d u r a l  r e g u l a r i t y . 10 T h e  " p ub l ic  i n t e r e s t "  

h a s  b e e n  d e f i n e d  as  w h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  p ub l i c  w a n t  f o r  

t h e m s e l v e s — as s u c h  w a n t s  a r e  e x p r e s s e d  t h r o u g h  o p i n i o n  s u r v e y s ,  

d a t a  o n  t h e  publ ic ' s  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p a y  f o r  c e r t a i n  g o o d s ,  a n d  t h e  

p l e a d i n g s  o f  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s .  T h e  ideal  o f  p u b l i c  pol icy  h a s  t h u s  b e c o m e  

a l m o s t  e n t i r e l y  i n s t r u m e n t a l — d e s i g n e d  t o  m a x i m i z e  i n d i v i d u a l  sa t is -  

f a c t i o n s .

T h e  t r a d i t i o n  o f  d e m o c r a t i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n ,  w i t h  i ts  e m p h a s i s  u p o n  

w h a t  is g o o d  f o r  socivly a n d  its c o n c e r n  f o r  c i t i z e n s h i p  e d u c a t i o n  a n d  

social  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  h a s  b e e n  s u b o r d i n a t e d  in p a r t ,  I t h i n k ,  b e c a u s e  o f  

o u r  c u l t u r e ' s  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  f e a r  o f  d e m a g o g u e r y  a n d  i n t o l e r a n c e .  

P a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  t h e  1 9 3 0 s ,  w e  h a v e  h a d  a m p l e  e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  

d a n g e r s  o f  t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m — o f  m o r a l  a b s o l u t i s m  a n d  social  e n g i n e e r i n g  

t o w a r d  s o m e  m o n o l i t h i c  v i e w  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t .  It s e e m s  f a r  s a f e r  

t o  a s s u m e  t h a t  p e o p l e  a n m ׳ o t i v a t e d  p r i m a r i l y  b y  s e l f i s h  d e s i r e s ,  t h a t  

social  i m p r o v e m e n t  docs r e q u i r e  t r a d e o f f s  a n d  c o m p r o m i s e s  a m o n g  

s u c h  g o a l s ,  a n d  t h a t  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  is i n s t r u m e n t a l  — to 

a c c o m p l i s h  s u c h  t r a d e o f f s  a n d  c o m p r o m i s e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w h e n  p r i v a t e  

t r a n s a c t i o n s  d o  n o t  s uf f i c e .  T h e  g r e a t  v i r t u e  o f  t h e  A m e r i c a n  f o r m  o f  

g o v e r n m e n t  h a s  a p p e a r e d  t o  lie p r e c i s e l y  in i ts  p l u r a l i s m  a n d  et h i ca l  

r e l a t i v i s m ,  i ts  lack׳ o f  a n y  o v e r a r c h i n g  p u b l i c  i d e as  a b o u t  w h a t  is g o o d  

f o r  s o c i e t y . 20

B u t  t h e r e  m a y  b e  g r e a t e r  d a n g e r s  in f ai l ing t o  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  p o w e r  

of  p u b l i c  i d e a s  a n d  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e m .  In a n  e r a  

like t h e  p r e s e n t  o n e — w h e n  o v e r a l l  p u b l i c  p u r p o s e s  a r e  less  c l e a r  t h a n  

d u r i n g  w a r s  o r  d e p r e s s i o n s ;  w h e n  t h e  w a y s  p ub l i c  p r o b l e m s  a r e  

d e f i n e d ,  c h o i c e s  p o s e d ,  a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t a ci t ly  a l l o c a t e d  c a n  m a k e  all 

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e ;  w h e n  m a n y  i s s u e s  a r e  s o  t e c h n i c a l l y  c o m p l e x  t h a t  

v a l u e s  a r e  e a s i l y  h i d d e n  w i t h i n  e x p e r t  j u d g m e n t s ;  a n d  w h e n  " g r e a t  

c o m m u n i c a t o r s "  c a n  h o l d  c e n t e r  s t a g e  o n  n a t i o n a l  m e d i a  g e a r e d  to 

v i s i o n a r y  a p p e a l s — o u r  s t r o n g e s t  b u l w a r k  a g a i n s t  d e m a g o g u e r y  is t h e  

h a b i t  o f  cr i t ica l  d i s c u s s i o n  a b o u t  a n d  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  

p u b l i c  i d e a s  t h a t  e n v e l o p  us.

O u r  P roject

T h u s  o u r  c h a l l e n g e ,  a n d  y o u r s .  T h e s e  a r e  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  c o n c e r n s  t h a t  

w e  h a v e  s h a r e d  f o r  s e v e r a l  y e a r s ,  a s  t e a c h e r s ,  s c h o l a r s ,  a n d  p ra c t i -  

t i o n e r s  o f  p u b l i c  pol ic y m a k i n g .  T h i s  v o l u m e  wil l  n o t  e n d  o u r  i n q u i r y ,
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state" hc1s grown, its legitim,,cy hc1s increc1singly rested on notions of 

neutrc1l competence ctnd procedural regularity.1° The "public interest" 
hc1s been defined cts wh;,t individuc1l members of the public w;rnt for 

themselves-as such w;rnts are expressed through opinion surveys, 
diltil on the public's willingness to p,1y for certain goods, and the' 
pleadings of interest groups. The ideal of public policy has thus become 

,1lmost entirely instrumentc1l - designed to mctximize individucll s,1tis
factions. 

The tradition of demncriltic dclibercltion, with its emphasis upon 
what is good for socil'ly and its concern for citizenship education and 
socic1l underst,1nding, hc1s been subordinc1ted in pilrt, I think, bec,w seof 

our culture's understand,1ble fear of demagoguery and intolerclnce. 

Particularly since the 19JOs, we have had ample evidencc of the 
dangers of tot,ditari;inism - of moral t1bsolutism ,,nd social engineering 

towt1rd some monolithic view of the public interest. It SE'ems far s.tfer 
to assume thc1t people nrc motivated primilrily by selfish desires, that 
soci<"d improvement docs require tradeoffs and compromises c1mong 
such goals, and th,,t the purpose of governme-nt is instrumental-to 
accomplish such tradeoffs and C'ompromises, pc1rtic ult1rly when privc1te 
trans,,ctions do not s uffice. The great virtue of the American form of 
government has c1ppe;,re>J to lie precisely in its plurc1lism and ethical 
relativism, its lack of any o verarching public idei\s about whclt is good 
for society.20 

But there may be gre,,ter d,rnge rs in failing to appreciclte the power 
of public ideas and the importance of deliberation cl bout them . In an era 
like the present one - when over,1!1 public purposes are less clec1r th,111 
during wars or depressions; when the wi\ys public problems are 
defined, choices posed, clnd responsibilities tacitly c1llocc1tecl can make c11l 
the difference; when many issues are so technict11ly complex that 
values are easily hidden within expert judgments; ,1nd when "great 

communicc1tors" can hold center stage on nc1tional media geared to 
visionilry appeals- our strongest bulwark against demagoguery is the 
habit of criticill discussion about and self-conscious i\Wclreness of the 
public idet1s that envelop us. 

Our Project 

Thus our challenge, and yours. These are questions .1nd concerns th,,t 
we have shared for sever .-11 ye,1rs, .1s teache rs, scholc1rs, ;ind practi
tioners of public policy making. This volume will not end our inquiry, 
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Beyond Self-Interest
G a ry  R. O rrc n

T h e  s c e n e  is f am i l i a r .  C o m m u t e r s  d r i v i n g  t o  w o r k  d i s c o v e r  t h a t  a n  

a c c i d e n t  h a s  o c c u r r e d  a h e a d .  M o s t  d e c i d e  t o  s l o w  d o w n  a bit  in o r d e r  t o  

i n s p e c t  t h e  w r e c k a g e .  B e f o r e  l o n g ,  t r a f f i c  s l o w s  t o  a f r u s t r a t i n g  c r a w l .  

Each d r i v e r  g e t s  o n l y  a t e n - s e c o n d  g l a n c e  a t  t h e  a c c i d e n t ' s  a f t e r m a t h ,  

b u t  e n d s  u p  s p e n d i n g  a n  e x t r a  t e n  m i n u t e s  c a u g h t  in t raff ic .  H a d  t h e  

d r i v e r s  r e f l e c t e d  o n  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  s l o w i n g  d o w n  o r  

h a d  t h e y  m a d e  a d ec i s i o n  a s  a g r o u p ,  t h e y  p r o b a b l y  w o u l d  h a v e  f o r g o n e  

t h e  l o o k  a n d  a v o i d e d  t h e  d el a y .

In Micromolives mid Mncrobehnvior, T h o m a s  S c h e l l i n g  e x a m i n e s  j u s t  

s u c h  p h e n o m e n a ,  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s  b y  w h i c h  t h e  p u r s u i t  o f  

i n d i v i d u a l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  is t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  a g g r e g a t e  social  p a t t e r n s ,  

o f t e n  in s t r i k i n g  a n d  u n e x p e c t e d  w a y s . 1 T h i s  c h a p t e r  t a k e s  m o r e  o r  less 

t h e  r e v e r s e  p o s i t i o n ,  a r g u i n g  t h a t  c o l l e c t i v e l y  h e l d  v a l u e s — m a c r o m o -  

t ives ,  if y o u  w i l l — a r e  p o w e r f u l  d e t e r m i n a n t s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  a c t i o n ,  o r  

m i c r o b e h a v i o r .

P e o p l e  d o  n o t  ac t  s i m p l y  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e i r  p e r c e i v e d  se l f -  

i n t e r e s t ,  w i t h o u t  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  a g g r e g a t e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  t h e i r  

a c t i o n s .  T h e y  a r e  a l so  m o t i v a t e d  b y  v a l u e s ,  p u r p o s e s ,  ideas ,  g oa l s ,  a n d  

c o m m i t m e n t s  t h a t  t r a n s c e n d  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  o r  g r o u p  i n t e r e s t .  T h e  

S e n a t e ' s  r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  F a m i l y  A s s i s t a n c e  P l a n  p r o v i d e s  a n  

i l l u s t r a t i o n .  By a n y  a c c o u n t i n g  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  r e g i o n a l  e c o n o m i c  

s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  S o u t h e r n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  t h e  m a j o r  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  o f  

t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  w h i c h  w o u l d  h a v e  p r o v i d e d  a g u a r a n t e e d  i n c o m e  t o  

p o o r  fami l ies .  Y et  S o u t h e r n e r s ,  b o t h  b la c ks  a n d  w h i t e s ,  w e r e  t h e  g r o u p  

m o s t  s t r o n g l y  o p p o s e d  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m .  T h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  

s e e m i n g  p a r a d o x  lies in t h e  w i d e l y  s h a r e d  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e  r egi on:  

w h i t e s  o p p o s e d  i n c o m e  r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  a n d  f e a r e d  racial  e q u a l i t y;  b l a ck s  

d i s t r u s t e d  a n y  p r o p o s a l  s p o n s o r e d  b y  t h e  N i x o n  W h i t e  H o u s e . 2 A t  

t i m e s ,  in e f f e c t ,  p e o p l e  a c t  a s  t h e y  feel  t h e y  should act.

CHAPTER I 

Beyond Self-Interest 
Gary R. Orrm 

The scene is familiar. Commuters driving to work discover that an 
;1ccident hc1s occurred c1head. Most decide to slow down a bit in order to 
inspect the wreckage. Before long, traffic slows to a frustrilting crawl. 
Each driver gets only a ten-second glance at the accident's aftermath, 
but ends up spending an extra ten minutes caught in traffic. Had the 
drivers reflected on the cumulative consequences of slowing down or 
had they made a decision as a group, they probably would have forgone 
the look and avoided the delay. 

f n Micromolivrs nnd Mncrol,rlrnvior, Thomas Schelling exa mines just 
such phenomena, analyzing the process by which the pursuit of 
individual self-interest is translated into aggregate social patterns, 
often in striking and unexpected ways. 1 This chapter takes more or less 
the reverse position, arguing that collectively held values-macromo
tives, if you will-are powerful determinants of individual action, or 
microbehavior. 

People:> do not act simply on the basis of their perCf•ived self-1 
interest, without regard to the aggregate consequences of their 
actions. They are also motivated by values, purposes, ideas, goals, and 
commitments that transcend self-interest or group interest. The 
Senate's rejection of the proposed Family Assistance Plan provides an 
illustration. By any accounting of individual or regional economic 
self-i nterest, Southerners would have been the major beneficiaries of 
the legislation, which would have provided a guaranteed income to 
poor families. Yet Southerners, both blacks and whites, were the group 
most strongly opposed to the program. The explanation for this 
seeming paradox lies in the widely shared attitudes of the region: 
whites opposed income redistribution and feared racial equality; blacks 
distrusted ;my proposal sponsored by the Nixon White House.2 At 
times, in effect, pC'ople act as they feel they s/1011/r( act. 
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p r o b l e m s .  R o n a l d  H e i f e t z  a n d  Ri ley S i n d e r  s u g g e s t  in C h a p t e r  E ig h t  

t h a t  pol i t ical  l e a d e r s  ca n  h e l p  c i t i z e n s  l e a r n  to  t a k e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  

d e f i n i n g  a n d  s o l v i n g  p r o b l e m s ,  b y  c a r e f u l l y  p a c i n g  a n d  s t r u c t u r i n g  

d e l i b e r a t i v e  p r o c e s s e s .  Finally,  in C h a p t e r  N i n e ,  M a r t i n  L i n s k y  e x -  

p l o r e s  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  m e d i a  in p ub l i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a n d  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  

t h e y  t o o  c a n  a n d  s h o u l d  pl ay  a cr uc ia l  role.

S e v e r a l  w o r d s  o f  a c k n o w l e d g e m e n t  a r e  in o r d e r .  All o f  u s  p r o f i t e d  

g r e a t l y  f r o m  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  i n t e r e s t ,  e n c o u r a g e m e n t ,  a n d  cri t ical  

j u d g m e n t  o f  o u r  c o l l e a g u e s  a n d  s t u d e n t s .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  J o h n  M o n t g o m -  

e r y ,  R a y m o n d  V e r n o n ,  A n d r e w  N e v i n ,  a n d  J o h n  D o n a h u e  d e b a t e d  o u r  

t h e s e s  a n d  o f f e r e d  u s e f u l  s u g g e s t i o n s .  H a l e  C h a m p i o n ,  Bill H o g a n ,  

H e r m a n  L e o n a r d ,  R i c h a r d  N e u s t a d t ,  M i c h a e l  O ' H a r e ,  D e n n i s  T h o m p -  

s o n ,  a n d  R i c h a r d  Z e c k h a u s e r  c o m m e n t e d  o n  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e s e  c h a p t e r s .  

A n d  G l e n  T o b i n  p r o v i d e d  e x c e p t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  s u p p o r t .
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problems. Ronald Heifrtz and Riley Sinder suggest in Chapter Eight 
that politicc1I le.iders cc1n help citizens lec1rn to take responsibility for 
defining and solving problems, by cc1reful ly pacing and structuring 
dPliberative processes. Finall y, in Chapter Nine, Martin Linsky ex
plorc~s the role of the media in public deliberation ;ind concludes thc1t 
they too can and should play c1 crucial role. 

Several words of «cknowledgC' ment are in order. All of us profited 
grea tly from the continued interest, enrourc1gemcnt, «nc.l critical 
judgment of our collec1gucs ;ind students. In p<irticulc1r, John Montgom
E'ry, Rc1ymond Vernon. Andre-w Nevin, ;rnd John Dm1,1hue debated our 
theses and offerc-d useful :;uggcs tions. Hale Cha mpion, Bill Hogan, 
Herman Lconc1rd, Richard Neust;iclt, Michc1cl O'I i<'lrc, Dennis Thomp
son, ,rnd Richt1rd ZC'ckhc1us<•r com mcnted on s<•,·er,11 oft lws<' ch.iptcrs . 
And Glen Tobin provided cxception.il resec1n h support. 



Notes

Introduction

1. This  stylized version does not,  of  course,  do justice to t he  subtlet ies of 

diagnosis  an d a r t f u l n e s s  of  analysis  t h a t  char act er ize  a n d dif fer ent ia te  

t hese  a r g u m e n t s  as t h e y  a p p e a r  in t h e  wri t i ng s of su ch  political 

e c o n omi s ts  a n d  political scient ists  as G o r d o n  Tullock, James B uc h an a n,  

M a n c u r  Olson,  G e o r g e  Stigler,  William Niskanen,  A n t h o n y  D o w n s ,  

Mor ri s  Fiorina,  Mil ton F r i ed ma n,  an d  o u r  colleague Richard Z ec khaus er .  

But  for  the pur p os es  of  this discussion,  my  sketch should  be adequat e.

2. M o s t  obviously,  this  v i e w o ffe rs  n o w a y  of  deciding on  t h e  p r o p e r  

dis t r ibut ion of w e a l t h  in a society ( a l t h ou gh  it sug ge st s  t h a t  t h e  bes t  w a y 

of  r ed is t r i bu t i ng  w ea l t h  is to ta ke  a d v a n t a g e  of  m a r k e t  forces a nd  give 

p o or  people cash,  to use  as t h e y  please,  r a t h e r  t h a n  things ) .  A n d  it 

provides no guide to c om p a r i n g ,  o r  t radi ng off,  o n e  p er son' s  p ref er en c es  

against  another 's .

3. For a crit ique of  c on ve nt io na l  economics '  fai lure to dif ferent ia te  b e t w e e n  

a n  individual's strict  se l f- interest  a n d  w h a t  he w a n t s  for  his society,  see 

A m a r t y a  Sen,  "Rational  Fools: A Cr i t i que  of  the  Behavioral  F o u n da t i on s  

of  Economic T h e o r y , "  Philosophy and  Public A ffairs 6 ( S u m m e r  1977):  5. For 

a phi losopher 's  a t t e m p t  to find t he  difference,  see Brian Barry,  " T h e  Public 

I nteres t ,"  in A n t h o n y  Q u i n t o n ,  ed., Political Philosophy (Oxford:  O x f o r d  

Universi ty Press 1 9 6 7 ) ,  pp. 1 1 2 - 2 7 .

4. In m y  recent  Tales of a New America ( N e w  York: T ime s  Books,  1 9 8 7 ) ,  I 

discuss w h y  t he  core q u es t i o ns  t h a t  have s haped A me r i c a n  d eb a te  in 

r ecent  years  of fe r  only  partial ,  a nd  in s o m e  wa ys  d an g er o u s l y  incomplete,  

guides  to t he  real  choices t h e  na t io n  c o n f r o n t s  in a n al tered world,  a n d 

w h y ,  t h e r e fo r e,  t h e  public is r e a d y f or  leaders  w h o  will give n e w  a n d 

p e r t i ne nt  voice to t he  chal lenges bef or e us.

5. O n e  c o m m e n t a t o r  has e v e n a r g u e d  t ha t  such interact ive technologies  

s hould  replace r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  assemblies.  See James C. Miller III, "A 

P r o g r a m  for  Direct  a nd  P ro x y  V ot in g  in the  Legislative Process," Public 

Choice 7 (Fall 1969):  107.

6. For t w o  insightful  discussions of  this r icher  no t i on  of democr acy,  see

Notes 

Introduction 

1. This styli zed version does not, of course, do justice to the subtleties of 
diagnosis clnd artfulness of analysis that characterize and differentiate 
these arguments as they appear in the writings of such poli tical 
economists and political scientists as Gordon Tullock, James Buchanan, 
Mancur Olson, George Stigler, William Niskanen, Anthony Downs, 
Morris Fiorina, Milton Friedman, and our colleague Richard Zeckhauser. 
But for the purposes of this discussion, my sketch should be adequate. 

2. Most obviously, this view offers no way of deciding on the proper 
distribution of wealth in a society (although it suggests that the best way 
of redistributing wealth is to take advantage of market forces and g ive 
poor people cash, to use as they please, rather than things). And it 
provides no guide to comparing, or trading off, one person's preferences 
against another's. 

3. For a critique of conventional economics' failure to differentiate between 
an individual's strict self-interest and what he wants for his society, see 
Amartya Sen, "Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral Foundations 
of Economic Theory," Pl,i/osophy and Pul,/ic Affairs 6 (Summer 1977): 5. For 
a philosopher's attempt to find the difference, see Brian Barry, "The Public 
Interest," in Anthony Quinton, ed., Polilirnl Pl,i/osopl,y (Oxford: Oxford 
Universi ty Press 1967), pp. 112-27. 

4. In my recent Tnles of n New l\mericn (New York: Times Books, 1987), I 
discuss why the core questions that have shaped American debate in 
recent yec1rs offer only partial, and in some wc\ys dangerously incomplete, 
guides to the real choices the nation confronts in an altered world, and 
why, therefore, the public is ready for leaders who will give new and 
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Our long-term purpose in pursuing this approach to policy analy

(sis is to be able to answer the question: Under what conditions are clif- 
ferent instruments most likely to produce their intended effects? It־ 
order to do that, we need to move the notion of alternative policy 
instruments beyond just a simple taxonomy. We need to specify why 
policymakers choose different instruments, how these instruments 
actually operate in the policy arena, how they differ from one another 
in their expected effects, the costs and benefits they impose, their basic 
operating assumptions, and the likely consequences of their use.

This article represents the initial step in that process. The first 
section provides a rationale for our focus on policy instruments. The 
next one defines the four classes of policy instruments, while the third 
describes how each characteristically works and with what consc- 
quences. The fourth section identifies the factors that shape the choice 
of one instrument over another. The concluding section outlines a 
research agenda for developing an analytical framework based on the 
concept of alternative policy instruments and as a way of assessing 
educational reform policies.

W hy Focus o n  Policy In s trum en ts?

Our focus on policy instruments stems from two interests, one 
conceptual and the other practical. As indicated above, the conccptual 
reason is a desire to help forge a next generation of implementation 
research. In our judgement, the most promising approach is to work 
toward a more parsimonious model of the determinants of implemcn- 
tation outcomes and ultimate policy effects, while retaining those vari- 
ables that have produced the greatest explanatory pay-off— namely, 
ones embedded in the local political and organizational context. Policy 
implementation research now faces a dilemma. The most insightful 
studies have tended to focus on one aspect of the process such as 
organizational context or practitioner response to new programs. This 
research has produced a greater sensitivity to the sources of variation 
in implementation outcomes, but has not produced a complete cxpla- 
nation (and may even have led some analysts and policymakcrs to 
assume that implementation outcomes are largely idiosyncratic). On 
the other hand, empirical studies and analytical work that have 

!I attempted to be more.compfghensive have usually resulted ir! long lists 
11 of conditions for effective implementation, lacking a clear specification 
'.!of how independent variables interact with one another to affect imple- 
'!mentation results (e.g., Mazmanian and Sabatier 1983).

Gelling the Job Done 1 s~ 

Our long-term pu rpose in pursuing this approach to policy an~1ly 

I 
sis is t~ be able to nnswer ~he question: Under ~h~t conditions arc clif 
fcrent instruments most likely to produce their intended effects? Tr 
order to do that, we need to move the notion of alternative policy 
instruments beyond just a simple taxonomy. \Y/e need to specify why 
policymakers choose different instruments, how these instruments 
actually opcrntc in the policy arena, how they differ from one another 
in their expected effects, the costs and benefits they impose, their basic 
operating assumptions, and the likely consequences of their use. 

This article represents the initial step in that process. The first 
section provides a rationale for our focus on policy instruments. The 
next one defines the four classes of policy in.c;truments, while the third 
describes how each characteristically works and with what conse
quences. The fourth section identifies the factors that shape the choice 
of one instrument over another. The concluding section outlines a 
research agenda for developing an analytical framework based on the 
concept of altcrn;1t ive policy ins1111111ents :incl as a way of a,c;scssing 
educational reform policies. 

Why Focus o n Policy Instruments? 

Our focus on policy instruments sterns from two interests, one 
ccmccrtu,d and the other practic;,l. As indicated above, the conceptual 
reason is a desire to help forge .1 next generation of implementation 
resea rch . In our judgement, the most promising ;lpproach is to work 
toward a more parsimonious model of the determinants of implemen
tation outcomes and ultin);ltc policy effects, white retaining those vari
ables tlwt have produced the greatest explanatory pay-off-namely, 
ones embedded in the local politic.ii and organizational context. Policy 
implementation research now faces a dilemma . The most insightful 
sludics have tcnclccl to focus on one aspect of the process suc h a.c; 
organizational context or prnctitioncr response to new programs. Thi.c; 
research has produced a greater sensitivity to the somces of vari:1tio11 
in implementation outcomes, but has not produced ri complete cxpla
n:1tion (and may even have led some ;,n;tlysts and policyrn;ikcrs to 
:1ssumc th;1t implemcnt:ltion outcomes arc J;1rgcly idiosyncratic). On 
the 01hcr hand, empirical studies and analytical work that have 

ii ,1ttcmpted to be more..comrm;_hensivc have usually resulted i11 long li.c;ts 
1
:\ of conclitio,;-;7;r cff cctive irnplerncntalion, l:ickin,g n cle:tr srecifi;ation 
.\of how independent variables intrmct with one another to :1ffcct implc
'lmentation results (e.g., Mazmanian ~111d S:1hatier 1983). 



I.o\~rainc M. McDonnell an d  Richard !■’. lilmore158

(Ingram, in press), its neglect of longer term policy effects, and its pri- 
mary focus on discrete federal programs.

Our interest in assessing the effects of recent education reforms 
across multiple states and local districts required us to address these 
“next generation" research issues. The education reform movement 
presents a unique opportunity to analyze a large number of different 
policies, focused on similar substantive areas and enacted within a few 
years of each other. However, past research provides only limited guid- 
ance because it has tended to study relatively narrow categorical pro- 
grams, rather than ones targeted at all students and aimed at the core 
of schooling. In addition, little effort has been made to specify in any 
systematic way the relationship among the policy problems being 
addressed, the basic design features of a policy, the implementing 
organization and the political and organizational context in which poli- 
cy targets must respond.

To address these shortcomings, we selected a framework that 
centers on the notion of alternative policY-inslnjmeats, or the mecha- 
nisms_tl1at_traj1slate_substantive policy_gqajs (e.g., improved student 
achievement, higher quality entering teachers). into concrete actions. 
This focus builds on a promising, new direction in policy implement;!- 
tion research that concentrates on such mechanisms, conceptualizing 
them as the "technological core” of policy and categorizing them into 
several groups of "implements" (Elmore 1985; Bardach 1980). The cat- 
egories typically analyzed include regulations, rights, grants, loans, 
and technical assistance. Although we expand on the notion by identi- 
fying a broader range of instruments, our basic formulation of two 
instruments, mandates and inducements, is also similar to ones in the 
economics literature (e.g., Stigler 1971; McKean 1980; Gramlich 1977; 
Barro 1978).

We define four generic classes of instruments:

m andates are rules governing the action of individuals and agencies, 
and are intended to produce compliance;

\X inducem ents transfer money to individuals or agencies in return for 
certain actions;

^ capacity-building is the transfer of money for the purpose of invest- 
ment in material, intellectual, or human resources; and

W system-changing transfers official authority am ong individuals and 
agencies in order to alter the system by which public goods and ser- 
vices are delivered.

(Each of these instruments is discussed in a subsequent section.)
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likely effects. Consequently, one purpose of this research is to help 
expand the policy community’s range of choice in the instruments it 
uses to solve different policy problems.

The task of conceptualizing a range of policy instruments and 
hypothesizing why policymakers selcct different instruments can be 
approached in two ways. Traditional social scientists would focus on 
the formal properties of different policy instruments. They would 
attempt to identify the assumptions underlying each and would assess 
their relative costs and benefits, often through the use of fairly abstract, 
mathematical models (e.g., Shepsle and Wiengast 1984). Such an 
approach is systematic, but often provides little practical information 
for the policy community. On the other hand, a politician might formu- 
late his choice of policy largely in terms of which key constituents 
would lose or gain with different alternatives, how much each alterna- 
live is likely to cost, and w ho would bear that cost. This approach is 
more representative of what actually happens in the "real world," but it 
is also more ad hoc and idiosyncratic to individual politicians. Conse- 
quently, it contributes little to the building of gerieralizable models of 
policy implementation.

However, as Behn (1981) suggests, these two approaches arc not 
dichotomous, but rather represent two ends of the same continuum. At 
one end lies a set of theoretical constructs; at the other, more instill- 
mental concepts. But they are linked. The politician does consider 
what kinds of assumptions or conditions are necessary for different 
policies to operate effectively, and the analyst typically incorporates 
some elements of institutional context into his models. Because our 
analysis of alternative policy instruments is designed both to advance 
theory and produce useful information for policymakers, we have 
attempted to draw on the strengths of both approaches, and to ncgoti- 
ate the boundary between what formal constructs tell us can be done 
and what policymakers actually do. Consequently, we lay out the for- 
mal properties of four types of policy instruments, and we examine 
how they typically operate and what political and organizational factors 
shape policymakers' choices among them.

Range o f  Policy In s t ru m en ts

When legislators or executives make policy, they seldom see 
themselves deliberately choosing among ,different ways of accomplish- 
ing some purpose. More often than not, they advocate particular solu- 
tions or adjudicate conflicts among political interests who advocate
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Our solution to this tension is to move back from specific pro- 
grams and focus on their underlying mechanisms as a way of generat- 
ing hypotheses about the links among policy, implementation patterns, 
and ultimate effects. A conceptual framework focused on policy instru- 
ments not only holds the potential for moving beyond static clescrip- 
tions of the implementation process, but it also embeds key variables 
such as local response patterns in a larger, theoretically richer context.

Although little conceptual or empirical work has yet been done 
using this approach, other policy analysts are also beginning to view it 
as a useful one. For example, one author has suggested that a fruitful 
way to maneuver the field of implementation research out of its current 
"rut” is not to continue to focus on individual programs or groups of 
programs, but instead “on the generic tools of government action, on 
the ‘techniques’ of social intervention that come to be used, in varying 
combinations, in particular public programs” (Salamon 1981, p• 256). 
Our research is an attempt to do that by analyzing what is meant by the 
successful application of a given instrument, and by identifying the con- 
ditions necessary for different policy instruments to work as intended.

The second, more practical, reason arises from a concern that 
past research has done little to expand knowledge about the choice of 
instruments available to motivate policy action. Policymakers often lack 
information about the full range of instruments available to them. Many 
times the imposition of new mandates seems the most feasible option 
because it appears relatively inexpensive and presumably sends a clear 
signal about what policymakers expect from those being regulated. 
'Inducements like grants-in-aid are most often used when policy must 
move through the intergovernmental syste!n..OiLwhen consensus about 
the change that needs to occur is low (Ingram 1977). Although they 
may sometimes use these two instruments together or in combination 
with other approaches, policymakers rarely have sufficient information 
about how much strategies can most effectively be integrated with one 
another or what other instruments are available.

Officials also lack systematic knowledge about the relative cffec- 
tiveness of alternative instruments in addressing different types of 
problems, their underlying dynamics, comparative costs, attendant 
problems, and how well they fit into the existing policy environment. 
This deficiency is a particular problem in policy areas like education 
because of the wide range of problems that must be addressed and the 
numerous local settings in which policy must operate. As a result, the 
link between policy and action is not as strong as it might be and poli- 
cymakers may turn to mandates by default, because they lack informa- 
tion about the full range of policy instruments, their feasibility, and
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Table 1 Policy Instruments D efinedTable 1 Policy Instrnments Defined 

Primary, 
Elements Expected E.ffects Costs Benefits Exampl.es 

Mand.ates Rules Compllance lrritiators Specific benefits 10 EnvtrorunencJl 
Enforcement individuals regulation 

T.2rgets Diffuse benefits to J\on-d1.Scnminat1on 
Compiiance society requiremenc.s 
Avoidance 

Speed limits 

rnducements \loney Production of v:t!ue: /nillators Initiators/Producers 
( procu n:ment) .ihort-term returns Producuon Increased budget Granes-in-a id to 

Oversight authority government 
D,splaceme nc In-Kind grams to 

Producers Clients individuals 
Overhead Value received 
~-latching 
A'-'oidance 

Capacity- Money Enhancement of skill, Shore-term costs co Short-term, specific s .. s,c. rt:sc.trch 
building (tnves:ment) compc1e:~ce, I nitiat ing benefits co receiving P rcserva 110n 

long-term returns government agency 
Long-term, diffuse 

benefits 10 society 

System- Authoriry Compos,cion of public Loss of auchonty G:11n ia1 authority by Vouchers 
changing delivery svstem: by established new deliverers Deinsticutional ization 

1m:enuves deliverers New p roviders (r_\lQ,; 
Co nmuniry :.tental 
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positions. Problems make their way onto the policy agenda by political 
advocacy. Responses to those problems are dictated by the stock of 
available solutions, by the advocacy of certain solutions, and by the 
resources (money, knowledge, political support, and organizational 
capacity) available to frame solutions (Kingdon 1984).

As policy analysts, we take a different, but complementary, per- 
spective from the one taken by actors in the fray. We are concerned 
about the range of options available for addressing a particular prob- 
lem, about the underlying theoretical premises of those options, about 
the “fit” between problems, objectives, and options, and about special 
implementation problems associated with certain classes of options. 
These concerns can be captured, we think, by a relatively parsimo- 
nious set of categories, which we have labelled mandates, induce- 
ments, capacity-building, and system-changing. Table 1 presents these 
categories and their constituent elements.

These categories of policy instalments are constructed from two 
main sources: (a) existing theories about the effects of governmental 
action; and (b) observed patterns in the choices of policymakers. Our 
discussion of mandates, for example, draws on theories of regulation, 
which address the conditions under which the targets of regulation can 
be expected to comply given various levels of enforcement, sanctions, 
and costs and benefits of compliance. (See, e.g., Bardach and Kagan 
1982; Mitnick 1980; Stigler 1971). Our discussion of inducements draws 
on theories of public finance that deal with intergovernmental trans- 
fers. These theories address the conditions under which government 
agencies can be induced to perform certain actions by conditional 
grants of funds from other governmental agencies. (See, e.g., Gramlich 
1977; Ingram 1977.) These are areas in which the basic theoretical 
issues are relatively well-specified; hence the problem is one of mobi- 
lizing existing theory around a somewhat different set of questions.

In the other two areas, capacity-building and system-changing, it 
seems to us that a s trongprim a fac ie  case can be made for distinguish- 
able categories of policy instruments, based on observed patterns of 
policymaking, even though their theoretical basis is less well-devcl- 
oped. As we shall see, capacity-building, like inducement, involves the 
conditionaljransfer of funds from one governmental agency to another, 
but introduces the additional element oflnvestment in uncertain future 
benefits. In this sense, capacity-building draws on theories of regula- 
tion and intergovernmental transfers, but raises the question of how 
those mechanisms work in situations where the expected outcomes are 
distant and ambiguous. System-changing entails transfers of authority, 
.rather than-money_with-lhe-aim-0Laltering the institutional structures
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individuals or groups, as, for example, when handicapped or clisadvan- 
taged students benefit from federal or state-mandated programs in local 
school. Often mandates are intended to benefit a broader community 
or society as a whole, as, for example, when polluters are required to 
install abatement equipment to reduce bad air or water.2

ן Jiichicemenlsjurc transfers of money to individuals or agencies in( 
return tor the production of goods or services. Inducements are a form , 
of procurement, in the sense that an agency is empowered to transfer 
money or authority to an individual or another agency in return for 
something of value (Dardach 1980). The cxpected effect of induce- 
ments is the production of value. The thing of value may be a program 
addressed to a particular clientele (compensatory education for disad- 
vantaged students, work incentives for welfare mothers) or it might be 
a tangible project (and interstate highway).

Because inducements arc conditional grants for money, they are 
frequently accompanied by rulesToften called regulations) designed to 
assure that money is used consistently with policymakers’ intent. These 
rules create oversight costs to the implementing agency. They entail 
costs to implementing agencies, in the form of unreimbursed adminis- 
trative expenses, matching requirements, and avoidance costs designed 
to mitigate the effect of undesirable conditions on the transfer of 
money or authority. The benefits of inducements accrue both to implc- 
mcnting agencies, in the form of increased budget and authority, and 
to individual beneficiaries, through the value that is produced by the 
implementing agency. Often however, the interests of implementing 
agencies and those of the intended beneficiaries are not completely 
consistent, so that a certain amount of money transferred through 
inducements is lost to the production of valued benefits and siphoned 
off into activities that have value mainly to the implementing agency 
(see Gramlich 1977).

The main differences between mandates and inducements, how-1 
ever, are threefold: First, mandates use coercion to affect performance, \ 
while inducements transfer money as a condition of performance. Sec- )  
ond, mandates exact compliance as an outcome, while inducements 
are designed to elicit the production of value as an outcome. Third, as 
we shall see in more detail later, mandates assume that the required 
action is something all individuals and agencies should be expected to 
do, regardless of their differing capacities, while inducements assume 
that individuals and agencies vary in their ability to produce things of 
value and that the transfer of money is one way to elicit performance.

'\ Cc1l>acity-buiklit 1f> !is the transfer of money to individuals or agen- 
cics for the purpose of investment in future benefits—material, intellec-
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by which policies are implemented.1 To some degree, system-changing 
instalments owe their theoretical underpinnings to the critique of pub- 
lie bureaucracy growing out of political economy (Moe 1984; Niskanen 
1971; Tuilock 1965). But that literature has spoken only indirectly to 
the problems of policy analysis.

Capacity-building and system-changing, it seemed to us, were 
sufficiently different from mandates and inducements, in their composi- 
tion, expected effects, and implementation problems, to require sepa- 
rate treatment. The notion of investment in future benefits underlying 
capacity-building captures a common problem reported in earlier 
implementation research—that mandates and inducements often fail for 
lack of knowledge, skill, and competence rather than the will to com- 
ply. Capacity-building also captures those policies that focus mainly on 
longer term developmental objectives rather than short-term compli- 
ance or production. The notion of transfers of authority underlying sys- 
tem-changing captures a common problem confronted by policymak- 
ers— how to match purposes with existing or potential institutions. 
Selecting or creating an implementing agency is often as important a 
choice for policymakers as transferring money or specifying rules. Yet 
the choice of agency is often not treated by policymakers as a distin- 
guishable problem.

Our theoretical aims in constructing these categories are both 
positive and normative. We expect that by specifying policy instru- 
ments in this way, we lay bare certain recurring problems that policy- 
makers face and give them a predictive structure. In this sense, our 
aims are positive. We also expect that specifying policy instruments 
contributes to policymakers’ understanding of the instrumental relation- 
ship between objectives and policy choices. In this sense, our aims are 
normative. , ־-------

|M andates jire rules governing the actions of individuals and 
agencies. The expected effect of mandates is compliance, or behavior 
consistent with what the rules prescribe. In their pure form, mandates 
entail no transfer of money as an inducement to comply. They require 
enforcement, and enforcement is costly to the enforcing agency. They 
also entail the imposition of costs on the objects of enforcement—indi- 
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1980). The benefits of mandates sometimes accrue primarily to specific
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rcccive general public aid, for example, or nationalizing the provisions 
of health care. The key shift in these new arrangements is in the 
authority  to provide a publicly-supported or subsidized product or ser- 
vice. In the case of schools, the shift was from a public quasi- 
monopoly to a public-private competitive market (system-broadening). 
In the case of health care, the shift was from a predominantly private 
market in which in-kind transfers to individuals serve public purposes 
to a public monopoly (system-narrowing).

System-changing policies may be based on the expectation that 
transferring authority will increase efficiency, as with the preferential 
treatment of Health Maintenance Organizations (HMOs) in federal 
health carc policy. Or they may be based on the expectation that trans- 
ferring authority will alter the distribution of political power, as when 
the federal government created local community action agencies in 
cities, during the 1960s War on Poverty, to strengthen the political 
influence of poor and minority citizens against local governments.

One effect of system-changing policies may be to alter the distri- 
bution of public funds to providers or consumers of public goods and 
services, and in this sense they may resemble inducements. But the fun- 
damental property of system-changing policies is the distribution of 
authority, not money. Changes in the distribution of money, in other 
words, follow changes in the distribution of authority in system-chang- 
ing policies.

System-changing policies may result in the creation of whole new 
classes of agencies, as with HMOs and federal health care policy, or 
community mental health centers and federal mental health policy. 
Alternatively, they may result in the dissolution of significant parts of 
public delivery systems, as with the closing of state juvenile detention 
facilities with deinstitutionalization. These changes may dramatically 
alter the distribution of money among agencies and individuals, with- 
out necessarily altering the total amount spent in a given sector or the 
mandates and inducements under which agencies and individuals 
operate. On the other hand, system-changing may be accompanied by 
changes in mandates and inducements that are designed to enhance 
their effects.

In summary, policymakers face a discrete number of potentialIy~"J 
powerful choices when they respond to a policy problem. They can set 1 
rules, they can conditionally transfer money, they can invest in future / 
capacity, and they can grant or withdraw authority to individuals and A 
agencies. Each of these options is expected to carry a particular]•׳ 
effect—compliance, production, capacity, or authority. And each car- 
ries a package of benefits and costs to different actors.
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tual, or human resources. As with all investments in material or human 
capital, capacity-building carries with it the expectation of future 
returns. But these returns are often uncertain, intangible, immeasur- 
able, and distant. Sometimes capacity-building involves intermediate 
products or services, such as the federal government’s investment in 
science and mathematics curriculum development, which produced 
both materials and future capacity to teach, or federal investment in 
high energy particle accelerators, which produced both pork barrel 
benefits for local constituencies and future capacity to carry out basic 
research. In other instances, capacity-building involves only distant 
returns, such as those entailed in the preservation of wilderness, or 
unrestricted income support for children (as in children's allowances in 
Canada and European countries).

The costs of capacity-building accrue to the government making 
the investment and to society in general. The benefits of capacity- 
building accrue in the short term to the specific individuals and the 
institutions that are their recipients, but the ultimate beneficiaries are 
future members of society, whose interests cannot be clearly deter- 
mined in the present. Hence, policymakers use immediate measures as 
proxies for their longer-term effects. Is the particle accelerator actually 
built and is it used for basic research? Are adequate numbers of science 
and mathematics teachers entering the teaching force and are they 
staying long enough to provide instruction to students? Society’s will- 
ingness to invest in intangible, immeasurable, and distant benefits may 
affect its future ability to respond to mandates and inducements. It is 
difficult, for example, to envision a policy of inducements designed to 
improve the quality of science instruction working in the absence of a 
generally literate and well-educated teacher force. In this sense, capaci- 
ty-building may be instrumental to mandates and inducements.

The main difference between capacity-building, on the one hand, 
and mandates and inducements, on the other, lies in the proximity and 
tangibility of their effects. Capacity-building has distant and ambiguous 
effects, mandates and inducements have proximate, and tangible effects.

I~System-changing\j\s the transfer of official authority among indi- 
viduals and  agencies. The expected effect of system-broadening or - 
narrowing is a change in the institutional structure is by which public 
goods and services are delivered and often a change in the incentives 
which determine the nature and effects of those goods and services. 
System-broadening, as a policy instrument, is best understood by imag- 
ining a constant budget for a given public service—education or health 
care, for example—and then imagining some dramatic change in policy 
toward the provision of that service—allowing private schools to
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Table 2 Policy In s t ru m en ts—A ssu m p tio n s  an d  Consequences

C o n se q u e n c e s

Coercion required

Create uniformity, reduce 
variation 

Policy contains information 
necessary for compliance 

Adversarial relations
between initiators, targets 

Minimum standards

Capacity exists; money 
needed to mobilize it 

As tolerable range of varia- 
tion narrows, oversight 
costs increase 

Most likely to work w hen 
capacity exists

A s s u m p t io n s

Actions required regardless 
o f capacity; good in its 
own right 

Action would not occur 
with desired frequency or 
consistency without rule

Valued good would not be 
produced with desired 
frequency or consistency 
in absence of additional 
money 

Individuals, agencies vary 
in capacity to produce; 
money elicits perfor-

Mandates

Inducements

Capacity does not exist; 
investment needed to 
mobilize it 

Tangible present benefits 
serve as proxies for 
future, intangible benefits

Institutional factors incite 
action; provokes defen- 
sive response 

New institutions raise new  
problem s of mandates, 
inducements, capacities

Knowledge, skill com pe- 
tence required to pro- 
duce future value; or 

Capacity good in its own 
right or instrumental to 
other purposes

Existing institutions, exist- 
ing incentives cannot 
produce desired results 

Changing distribution of 
authority changes what 
is produced

Capacity-building

System-changing

districts. The standard would also create enforcement problems for the 
state education agency. On the other hand, setting the standard at, or 
slightly above, the median score allows the state to assert standards, 
while at the same time minimizing its own enforcement problems and 
the costs it imposes on local districts. This standard, however, contains
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IIow  In s t ru m en ts  Work

Different policy instruments carry different assumptions about 
problems and solutions. Once specified, these assumptions tell us a 
good deal about the fit between problem and policy and about the 
basic conditions for successful implementation (Table 2).

Mandates assume (a) that the required action is something all 
individuals and agencies should be expected to do, regardless of their 
differing capacities, and (b) that the required actions would not occur, 
or would not occur with the frequency or consistency specified by the 
policy, in the absence of explicit prescription. Rules, in other words, 
are introduced to create uniformity of behavior or, at least, to reduce 
variations in behavior to some tolerable level.

Problems that prompt mandates are typically ones in which coer- 
cion is required to change behavior, and in which the expectation is 
that the behavior prescribed by policy is correct in its own right. Occu- 
pational health and safety regulations, speed limits, nondiscrimination 
requirements, compulsory school attendance laws, student graduation 
standards, and entry standards for teachers arc all examples where 
governments have decided to use coercion as the chief means of creat- 
ing uniformity or reducing variation in behavior.

Because mandates assume an essentially coercive or adversarial 
relationship between enforcers and the objects of enforcements, they 
place the major responsibility for assuring compliance on the initiating 
government. The level of enforcement which the initiating government 
is willing to pay for is a key determinant of the level of compliance it 
can expect. Since the investment of additional resources in enforce- 
ment typically entails diminishing marginal returns in compliance, 
implementation of mandates usually consists of trying to achieve the 
highest level of compliance possible within the resource constraints 
imposed on the implementing agency. Mandates seldom, if ever, result 
in uniform compliance, since the last unit of compliance usually 
involves prohibitively high enforcement costs (Stigler 1971; Viscusi and 
Zeckhauser 1979)• Hence, it is usually in the interests of some individu- 
als or agencies to resist compliance, or to spend money on avoiding 
compliance, if by doing so they can reap positive benefits.

Mandates typically set minimum standards for compliance, and in 
doing so introduce disincentives to exceed those standards. If, for 
example, the median reading achievement level for high school seniors 
in a given state is at the eighth grade level, a 12th-grade reading 
achievement graduation standard would create compliance problems 
for many high school seniors, as well as a significant number of school
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the problems associated with the implementation of inducements begin 
to look more and more like those associated with mandates. The key 
difference, as noted above, though, is that mandates expect compli- 
ance without compensation, while inducements use conditional com- 
pensation as a lever to elicit the required behavior.

In addition to differences in capacity, individuals and agencies 
vary in their preferences and priorities. District A may see bilingual 
education as a major priority, it may have a vocal political constituency 
that favors bilingual education, and it may invest a large share of its 
own resources in bilingual education in addition to any inducements it 
receives from the state or federal government. District 13, on the other 
hand, may regard bilingual education as a distraction from its locally- 
initiated academic excellence program, bilingual education may have 
no constituency, and it may use state or federal inducements to fund 
the bare minimum of required activities. Both districts have bilingual 
programs, yet the effect of the inducement varies considerably.

Inducements arc most likely to be effective when the capacities 
exist to produce the things that policymakers value and when prefer- 
enccs and priorities support the production of those things. Large vari- 
ations in capacity or preferences and priorities will produce similar 
variations in the results produced by inducements. The degree to 
which inducements come to resemble mandates in their enforcement 
problems depends on the degree of variability in capacities, prefer- 
ences, and priorities policymakers are willing to tolerate.

CaJxicily-btiilcJing assumes (a) that, in the absence of immediate 
investment, future material, intellectual, or human benefits will not be 
realized by society; and (b) that these longer term benefits are either 
worth having in their own right, or are instrumental to other purposes 
that policymakers regard as important.

The kind of problems that prompt capacity-building responses 
are fundamental failures of performance by some set of individuals or 
institutions. Issues of capacity enter the political agenda when, for 
example, policymakers realize that the country will lose its competitive 
edge in high-energy physics if the federal government does not invest 
large sums of money on a new particle accelerator, or that more than 
one million of the nation’s 2.4 million teachers will leave their jobs in 
the next six to eight years.

The intangible and uncertain results of capacity-building create 
major problems for policymakers. Investments in basic knowledge— 
social science research, language instruction, particle physics— are diffi- 
cult to justify in themselves, because they are made at the expense of 
other uses of public funds that have more immediate, tangible pay-offs.
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little incentive for improved performance on the part of low-achieving 
students and districts.

Standards, even w hen they are clear, are limited in the degree to 
which they can significantly change behavior. Reducing the speed 
limit on interstate highways from 70 miles per hour to 55 miles per 
hour significantly reduced the median speed of automobiles, highway 
fatalities, and fuel consumption. It also created large problems of 
enforcement and noncompliance. The important feature of the speed 
limit law was that the law itself contained all the information neces- 
sary for individuals to comply. By contrast, high school graduation 
standards based on academic achievement do not contain the informa- 
tion necessary for compliance. In order to comply, individuals must 
not only read and understand the standards, they must engage in 
other activities—teaching and learning— that require skill, motivation, 
and resources. So graduation standards might fail either because indi- 
viduals and school systems deliberately fail to comply, or more likely, 
because of some failure of capacity on the part of individuals or 
schools.

Inducements assume (a) that, in the absence of additional money, 
one would not expect certain valued things to be produced, or to be 
produced with the frequency or consistency prescribed by policy; and 
(b) that individuals and agencies vary in their ability to produce things 
of value and the transfer of money is one way to elicit performance.

Problems that prompt inducements are ones in which the 
absence of money directed at the appropriate purposes is the key 
determinant of the problem. Inducements assume that the capacity 
exists to produce whatever is required or can be readily acquired if the 
right monetary incentives are provided. Inducement problems are, at 
some fundamental level, production or procurement problems; the 
object is to get individuals and agencies to produce something of value 
with the money that is transferred.

Individuals and agencies vary, of course, in their capacity to pro- 
duce things of value. Individuals vary in their food consumption prac- 
tices, even though we prescribe limited uses for food stamps. School 
districts vary in their ability to teach English to non-English speaking 
students, even though we transfer money in a more or less equitable 
way to enhance bilingual instruction.

A central issue in the implementation of inducements, then, is 
how much variation policymakers are willing to tolerate in the produc- 
tion of things of value, and how narrowly they are willing to prescribe 
how money is to be used and what is produced. As the range of toler- 
able variation narrows, and the restrictions or inducements increase,
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expanded eligibility for subsidized health care to a new  set of institu- 
tions, health care maintenance organizations (HMOs) and introduced 
strong financial incentives to form such organizations. The perennial 
issue of education vouchers is an example of an unsuccessful attempt 
to capitalize on discontent with existing public schools to broaden the 
array of publicly-subsidized providers of education and to alter the 
relationship between those institutions and their clients.

Granting authority to new institutions or redistributing authority 
among existing institutions sets the initial conditions for a response to 
the failure of existing institutions, but it also introduces a new set of 
problems for policymakers. Existing institutions can blunt or co-opt 
system-broadening policies, as when school practitioners worked to 
reduce the level of parent influence in the educational voucher experi- 
ment in Alum Rock, California. System-broadening policies can fail for 
lack of capacity in the institutions to which authority is transferred, as 
in the case of deinstitutionalization of the mentally ill, where communi- 
ty residential treatment did not develop fast enough to respond to the 
outflow of patients from state mental hospitals. Introducing public ser- 
vice providers raises the issues of how closely they should be con- 
trolled, whether they should be allowed to choose their own clients, 
and what performance expectations they should meet. System-chang- 
ing policies, then, have a tendency to devolve or degrade into incre- 
mental modifications of existing institutions and into more traditional 
mandates and inducements.

C hoosing  a Policy In s tru m en t

The four generic classes of policy instruments we have defined 
could all be used to address the same policy goal. Yet policymakers 
typically choose to rely on one of these instruments, or to supplement 
their primary reliance on one with some combination of instruments. 
What leads policymakers to select one instrument over another?

We have identified two factors that we hypothesize shape this 
choice: how a policy problem is defined, and the resources and con- 
straints policymakers face.3 Problem definition for policymakers occurs 
within an essentially political context in which decisions are tempered by 
a variety of feasibility considerations (May 1986). We assume that these 
factors constitute the resources and constraints that enter into policymak- 
ers’ calculations throughout the process of matching policy problems and 
instruments. However, for the sake of conceptual clarity, we consider 
each of these factors separately, beginning with problem definition.
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Because of the intangibility and uncertainty of the results of capacity- 
building measures, there is a tendency in policy discussions either to 
emphasize their present utility or to discount future benefits because of 
their intangibility. Investments in particle physics research are "really" 
useful in this view because of their short-term utility for military 
weapons development, or they arc not useful at all because of their 
dubious value in producing immediate returns. Investments in curricu- 
lum development are “really" useful because they produce tangible 
materials, or they are not useful at all because they fail to produce 
immediate effects on school curriculum. Capacity-building is seldom, if 
ever, successful as an inducement because there are basic contradic- 
tions between mobilizing material, intellectual, and human resources 
for future purposes and the immediate production of value.

The tendency to mistake capacity-building for inducement often 
leads policymakers to confuse the immediate production of results and 
the creation of capacity for future production. A federal program to pro- 
duce greater competence in mathematics and science, as a response to 
competition from abroad, can only produce limited results in the short- 
term because it is calling on the limited capacity of existing elementary 
and the secondary schools to teach mathematics and science. By the 
time investments in capacity reach maturity, in the form of more highly 
qualified, better trained teachers, policymakers may or may not still be 
worried about the nation’s competitive edge. The only way to assure a 
short-term response, in other words, is to call upon existing capacity.

System-changing instruments assume (a) that existing institutions, 
working under existing incentives, cannot produce results that policy- 
makers want; and (b) that altering the distribution of authority among 
institutions, by broadening or narrowing the type of institutions that par- 
ticipate in the production of things of public value, will significantly 
change the nature of what is produced or the efficiency with which it is 
produced.

The kind of problems that prompt system-changing responses are 
either unresponsivcness of existing institutions to respond to important 
changes in their environment. When state hospitals and private psychi- 
atric clinics seemed unable to respond to growing need for mental 
health treatment, federal and state policy shifted to funding communi- 
ty-based treatment. When juvenile detention institutions failed to 
respond to growing demands for less punitive, more rehabilitative care 
of juvenile offenders, federal and state policymakers moved to reduce 
or eliminate the authority of detention facilities and transfer that 
authority to less punitive organizations. When federal policymakers 
saw increasing problems with health care costs containment, they
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they hope to effect and the instruments they choose. For example, 
given the way different instruments operate, we would expect that if 
policymakers perceive a policy problem as the need to move behavior 
beyond  an expected minimum, they will be more likely to choose 
inducements. On the other hand, if they view the purpose as moving 
behavior to a specified minimum, they will be more likely to select a 
mandate approach.

Intentional preferences manifest themselves not just in judgments 
about the way a particular policy system ought to look, but also in how 
that desired state might be best achieved. Included in this category are 
those values typically associated with policymaker ideology or political 
philosophy—for example, whether market mechanisms are preferable 
to nonmarket ones, or what governmental levels should perform differ- 
ent functions. Regardless of what indicator data may suggest about a 
particular policy problem, policymakers prefer policy instruments con- 
sistent with iheir own values. So, for example, we would argue that 
those believing in a strong governmental role arc likely to look to man- 
dates; those who believe in the preeminence of market mechanisms are 
likely וזז prefer inducements or system changing instruments.4

The notion of policy problem definition, then, includes both ana- 
lytical and normative components. Through the use of such mecha- 
nisms as indicator systems, policymakers process information about the 
scope and nature of a problem. Such analytical sources can also help 
them in identifying the probable causes of various problems by provid- 
ing data about relationships among key factors in a given policy sys- 
tem. However, policymakers also interpret this information using their 
own pre-existing values about how the system actually works and how 
it ought to work. This is the normative component of problem defini- 
tion with both its casual and intentional aspects. We make these dis- 
tinctions within the more general concept of problem definition 
because we believe that these separate factors may have an indepen- 
dent effect on the choice of policy instruments.

Resources an d  Constraints

The way a policymaker defines a problem may, in many cases, 
indicate a clear choice of instrument. However, few policymakers act 
alone, or operate in an environment without constraints that limit their 
range of choice. Consequently, the selection of a policy instrument 
depends on the constraints a policymaker faces and the resources 
available either to diminish the force of those constraints or to enhance 
the effectiveness of a given instrument. In simplest terms, identifying
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The Definition o f a Policy Problem

Past research has examined the role of problem definition in 
policy analysis (Dery 1984; Wildavsky 1979) and in agenda-setting 
(Kingdon 1984). In hypothesizing about its role in instrument selection, 
we assume that problem definition functions much the same way there 
as it does in agenda-setting, and further assume that it consists of sev- 
eral components.

The first embodies a basic set of facts that most people can agree 
upon (e.g., that student test scores have declined, that traffic fatalities 
have increased). Marshalling such facts to define a policy problem 
often depends on the existence of relevant indicators—statistics that 
describe the state of the policy system and provide a benchmark for 
comparing current conditions with those of earlier times or different 
places (Kingdon 1984; for a comprehensive discussion of policy indica- 
tors, see MacRae 1985).

Once a problem has been identified, the search for causes and 
potential solutions contains both analytical and normative aspects. For 
example, research indicates that achievement is linked to the number 
and types of courses students take, and indicator data showed that stu- 
dents were taking fewer courses during the 1970s. However, while 
such research-based information might help define the nature of a 
problem and its probable causes, it is not the only source.

Policymakers hold values about the preferred state of the social 
system and which mechanisms should be used to achieve that condi- 
tion. This more normative dimension generates two types of policy- 
maker judgments. The first are casual statements about assumed rela- 
tionships among key components of the policy system. For example, 
some policymakers observing test score declines may attribute them 
primarily to incompetent teachers, while others may assume that they 
are due to "watered-down” texts, lazy students, or unconscientious par- 
ents. These differences stem from differing casual theories about how 
social systems actually operate.

A second aspect can be classified as a set of intentional beliefs 
about how  the system ought to work. This intentional aspect is analo- 
gous to MacRae and Wilde’s notion that a social problem can be 
defined as the contrast between an observed state of affairs and a val- 
ued expectation (1979, p. 23). So, for example, implicit in a concern 
about student test score decline is an expectation that students of a 
given age ought to perform at a particular achievement level.

This intentional component also manifests itself in the relation- 
ship between how policymakers define the level of changed behavior
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the ability of the initiating level to implement a policy and the ability ( 
the target to meet the policy’s requirements. It includes the numbei 
and types of personnel available, their level of expertise, and relcvanc 
to the demands of a particular policy instrument. Instruments rcquit 
varying levels of capacity, with mandates demanding the greate. 
amount and capacity-building (by definition), the least. Research o 
regulatory policy has typically portrayed the likelihood of complianc 
as based on a calculation that weighs the costs of compliance and nor 
compliance (i.e., the severity of sanctions and the likelihood c 
enforcement). However, this assumes that targets have the ability t! 
comply if they decide the costs of non-compliance are sufficiently high 
Yet an equally important factor in determining compliance may be tin 
capacity of implementing agencies and the ability of those subject to : 
mandate to meet its requirements.

Capacity-level is one dimension; the other is the distribution o 
that capacity across targets. One critical characteristic of the intergov 
ernmental system is the amount of variability across state and local set 
tings. These differences in personnel resources and skill levels ofter 
preclude the use of mandates because they assume a near-uniforrr 
response. Rather, variability in capacity levels may lead policymakers tc 
the other three types of instruments because they permit greater lati- 
tude in the response of targets.

Fiscal resources .  Past research suggests that organizational and 
fiscal slack is a necessary (though not sufficient) condition for policy 
innovation (Cyert and March 1963; Nelson 1978). Organizations and 
governmental agencies which have more resources than they need to 
perform required functions can devote the excess to experimenting 
with new approaches.

Without the existence of slack resources, the opportunity costs of 
enacting new policies become a major constraint on policymakers’ 
options. If, for some reason, additional funds are available, then the 
choice of policy instruments can be made on other grounds. If, howev- 
er, the alternatives are either to trade-off resources with other policies 
or to raise revenues through increased taxation, policymakers are likely 
to look to those instruments that appear to cost less.

We assume that mandates impose the least cost on those initiating 
a policy because most of the burden of compliance (and hence, the 
cost) is likely to be borne by the policy target. System-changing instru- 
mcnts also appear to cost less than the other two instruments. Most 
system-changing policies now in place in education either have only 
limited participation (e.g., alternative routes of teacher certification) or 
reallocate existing expenditures from one target to another (e.g., allow-
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resources and constraints is how policymakers assess what is feasible, 
given how they define a policy problem.

Resources and constraints are rarely mutually exclusive cate- 
gories. Most resources and constraints are mirror opposites of each 
other. For example, money and information are resources; the lack of 
them may constitute a constraint. Resources are also not completely 
exogenous to the individual policymaker. A skillful politician may ere- 
ate resources to further his policy agenda where they did not previous- 
ly exist. Conversely, less skilled politicians may create constraints 
where none existed, or deplete available resources too hastily. We 
believe that six types of resources and constraints are particularly sig- 
nificant in the choice of a policy instrument. They are: institutional 
context, governmental capacity, fiscal resources, political support or 

...opposition, information, and past policy choices.
Insti tu tional con tex t.  Institutional context is a multi-dimcn- 

sional factor. It includes a set of enduring characteristics—the alloca- 
tion of formal and informal authority among policy actors, and the 
structure and function of existing agencies. These characteristics persist 
regardless of which individuals occupy a particular office or role posi- 

v tion . We assume that in a state where the political culture supports 
strong local control norms, state policymakers are less likely to enact 
mandates than in a state where the notion of strong central govern- 
ment is widely accepted. Similarly, the structure and function of state 
agencies may strongly determine what instruments are chosen. We 
know, for example, that state education agencies whose primary func- 
tion has been the enforcement of federal program mandates expert- 
ence great difficulty in implementing capacity-building policies: they 
often lack the appropriate personnel and their organizational structure 
must be radically changed (McDonnell and McLaughlin 1980). Institu- 
tional context is manifested not just in the implementation of a policy, 
but also in its enactment. Which branch of government initiates a poli- 
cy or which legislative committee (Shepsle and Weingast 1984) has 
jurisdiction over it may shape the choice of policy instrument.

Most of the time institutional context acts as a constraint on poli- 
cymakers, particularly if they are considering a major departure from 
past practice. They may lack sufficient authority because it is shared 
with other actors at their governmental level or across levels in the 
intergovernmental system. Or they may find that the transaction costs 
of existing bureaucracies adapting to new roles and responsibilities arc 
prohibitive. Hence, institutional context often serves as a strong bias 
towards the status quo in choice of policy instruments.

G o v e rn m en ta l  capacity . Governmental capacity defines both
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differentiated according to local preferences, and then traded-off 
against each other.) Capacity-building instruments tend to be visible 
only to direct participants, and hence do not provide a broad enough 
base on which to build a strong political coalition. System-changing 
instruments are often controversial because they represent a radical 
departure from current policy, and focus the political debate on 
deeply-held beliefs about the utility of market mechanisms. Conse- 
quently, they require a very strong political support coalition.

In fo rm a t io n .  We hypothesized that the information, likely to 
shape the choice of policy instruments, is of three types:

 ̂\
• about what is preferred by other policy makers, organized interests,  ̂

and constituents— political intelligence;
\

• about the target, its capacity to implement and probable response , 
to various instmments— strategic information; and

• about the technical requirements of various instruments and which 
are likely to work under different conditions— analytical information.

Clearly, the match between policy problem and instrument will 
be best w hen all three types of information (and particularly the latter 
two) are available and reliable. The availability of such information is 
particularly important for a policy area like education because control 
is so fragmented among policy actors and governmental levels (Weiss 
and Gruber 1984). Weiss and Gruber imply that it may be important for 
a policymaker to expend greater effort in obtaining information about 
the likely response of targets to mandates. With inducements, however, 
targets may have a greater incentive to produce useful knowledge 
about their own competence (Weiss and Gruber 1984, p. 230). Schultze 
(1977) also makes a similar point, arguing that inducements lessen the 
need for the most difficult-to־collect information (viz., about individual 
production functions and demand curves), and substitute the more effi- 
cient information-processing and feedback mechanism of the market.

Although the information needed for inducement strategies may 
be easier to obtain, the costs of not having such information are still 
high. As Bardach notes, the lack of adequate information about the 
effects of inducements often results in inefficient reward schedules that 
generate incentives which turn out "to be too weak or too strong, or just 
plain perverse" (1980, p. 7). Analytical information about the effects of 
inducements is limited because most research in this area has either 
focused on intergovernmental grants (for a review of this literature, see 
Gramlich 1977) or tax policy (for a review of this literature, see
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ing high school students to attend post-secondary institutions removes 
state aid from one educational level and gives it to another).

When used to address the same policy problem as a mandate or 
system-changing instrument, inducements and capacity-building instru- 
ments, on average, are likely to impose a higher cost on those initiat- 
ing the policy. However, policymakers, faced with olher constraints 
such as the nature of the institutional context or limited political sup- 
port, may decide an inducement is the only viable instrument, despite 
limited fiscal resources. The proliferation of small categorical programs 
within the federal government during the 1960s and 1970s typifies this 
situation. Finding it necessary to respond to growing demands from 
various interest groups and lacking sufficient authority to impose new 
mandates, Congress used limited federal resources to create a variety of 
small-grant, inducement programs. Much of these programs’ ineffec- 
tiveness can be attributed to their inadequate funding, and the lack of 
realization that if requisite fiscal resource levels are not considered in 
choosing a policy instrument, serious inefficiencies may result.

Political s u p p o r t  an d  o p p o s i t io n .  Given that policymakers 
can seldom act autonomously, they need to anticipate other actors’ 
preferences in order to build the political coalition necessary for their 
favored instrument’s selection. Other policymakers, organized interests, 
and constituents may have a priori preferences for certain instruments 
over others; these preferences constitute a potential resource or con- 
straint. In addition, however, policymakers have the potential to 
manipulate elite and public opinion in favor of their choice. They can 
use the size of their electoral plurality as a mechanism for commanding 
policy support. Policymakers might also be able to argue that their pre- 
ferred instalment is consistent with the political ideology of various 
actors, or that benefits such as visibility or future electoral support will 
accrue as a result of supporting a particular instrument.

Conversely, the strength of opposing interests is a constraint— 
particularly if they are well-organized, have an alternative definition of 
the policy problem, and prefer a different instrument. In the face of 
strong opposition, a policymaker may find that an inducement (such as 
a small grant program) may be the only option for addressing a policy 
problem as he or she has defined it. The alternative would be to do 
nothing or to accept the opposition’s approach.

Generally an inducement will require the lowest level of political 
support. Mandates usually require higher support levels to enact 
because the burden they impose on targets is perceived as widespread 
and fairly uniform. (Inducements, on the other hand, can take the form 
of pork barrel legislation where perceived costs and benefits can be
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identified are not always mutually exclusive of one another. Their rela- 
tive significance in the choice of a given instrument may also vary con- 
siderably from one context to another. As a first step, however, we feel 
confident in conceptualizing resources and constraints as those factors 
that modify policymakers' initial preferences for certain policy instru/ 
ments, based on their feasibility in an essentially political world.

C onclusions an d  a Fu tu re  R esearch  Agenda

A major challenge for the next generation of policy research will 
be to apply the lessons of past implementation studies in building a 
more powerful conceptual fram ew ork a n d j t  the same time, in produc- 
mg more useful information for policymakers. By focusing on alterna- 
tive policy instruments, we are attempting to do just that. Because we 
view the instruments through which substantive goals are translated into 
action as lying at the core of any policy, we feel this approach will allow 
vis to develop a parsimonious framework that specifies the key relation- 
ships among problem definition, instrument choice, organizational coin- 
text, implementation, and effects. We believe that our four classes of 
policy instruments capture the major dimensions along which some 
mcchanisms differ— namely, the instrumentality motivating policy action 
(rules, money, and authority), expected effects, primary costs and bene- 
fits, and the time frame for accomplishing policy objectives.

We came to the topic of alternative policy instruments because of 
our interest in the reform policies that states and localities have enact- 
eel over the past few years to improve the quality of public education. 
As we observed policymakers search for alternatives to mandates, we 
realized that a conceptual exercise, defining the range of policy instru- 
ments and examining the political and organizational conditions need- 
ed for each to work as intended, could also generate practical applica- 
tions. In this sense, our approach to the next generation of policy 
research is also aimed at producing useful information about the 
broader range of policy instruments.

We view this paper as a first step in a long process of refining our 
categories of instruments and empirically testing hypotheses about 
their interaction with different policy problems and contexts. The next 
step will consist of empirical research that attempts to classify a diverse 
set of policies, operating in different institutional contexts, according to 
our four instrument types. We want to make certain that the policy 
instruments we have defined actually exist in that form in the policy 
arena. For example, do a set of policies fit our definition of mandates
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Bosworth 1984). However, when the intended cffect of an inducement 
is to motivate actions other than changes in economic behavior (e.g., 
better teaching), much less is known about which inducements arc most 
effective or how they should be combined with other policy instru- 
ments. In many policy areas, we also lack the ability to measure perfor- 
mance reliability and then to connect rewards to performance. For 
example, research to identify the elements of a fair and accurate evalua- 
tion system for awarding teacher-directed inducements is still in the 
early stages (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein 1984).

Similar gaps in information also exist for capacity-building and 
system-changing instruments. This lack may constitute one reason why 
policymakers turn to mandates so frequently. Although the costs of 
obtaining adequate information on mandates may be high, the undcrly- 
ing theory and technology are available. Because that capacity is less 
highly developed for the other policy instruments, the risks involved 
with choosing them may be significantly higher, at least on the infor- 
mational dimension.

Past po licy  cholccs. The cumulative effects of past policy 
choices shape the selection of policy instruments in several ways. First, 
past policies may significantly influence what the public wants from 
government and how it expects those goals to be accomplished. These 
expectations, in turn, affect the standards by which a policymaker's 
performance is judged by the electorate, and the range of acceptable 
alternatives available. For example, if past administrations have tracli- 
tionally relied on inducements to accomplish their goals in a particular 

;policy area, it may be very difficult for subsequent administrations to 
use a different instrument, even if their definition of the policy problem 
would lead them to do so.5

Second, the cumulative effects of past policies may circumscribe 
the use of fiscal resources. The budgetary commitments made by past 
administrations can seriously limit the alternatives available to their 
successors. Given this constraint and confronted with a serious prob- 
lem, policymakers may turn to those instruments which impose less 
cost at the initiating level and more on policy targets.

This budgetary effect of past policies is especially significant since 
it works, in effect, as a secular constraint, independent of any particu- 
Iar policymaker or administration. In fact, it may be that as this type of 
constraint grows over time, it will lead more policymakers to consider 
system-changing instruments that reallocate exist ing resources and 
authority, with necessarily requiring additional amounts.

As this discussion of past policy choices and its relationship to fis- 
cal resource levels indicates, the resources and constraints we have
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ment or follow the primary one. For example, a voucher scheme 
changes which institutions have the authority to receive public funds 
for providing educational services, but it is also accompanied by finan- 
cial inducements to motivate private institutions to participate. Similar- 
ly, a career ladder is essentially an inducement to encourage better 
performance from teachers, but it might also be supplemented by 
capacity-building policies such as ones to train principals to evaluate 
teachers more effectively. This line of research will not only identify 
the different ways that instruments can be used in combination with 
one another, but also which factors influence whether such combina- 
tions occur.6

Despite the number of unanswered questions and the size of the 
future research agenda, we feel that a focus on policy instruments is a 
productive approach. Because it seeks to develop a predictive frame- 
work that links the major components of the policy stream, it holds the 
potential for producing a theoretically richer generation of policy 
research. In essence, this approach to policy research asks: Does the 
notion of policy instruments, as we have defined it, help explain why 
policies take the form they do, and does it help predict their ultimate 
effects?

However, another set of questions are equally important if we are 
to provide useful information to policymakers. These ask whether the 
notion of policy instruments provides policymakers with additional 
insight about the range of alternatives available to them, and whether it 
gives them a useful perspective for better understanding the links 
among policy, practice, and effects. In some sense, these latter ques- 
tions require only that our framework function well as a descriptive 
device without being strongly predictive. Yet the ability to provide the 
policy community with new insight, beyond that gained from other 
theories or analytical frameworks, may be the strongest test of whether 
our four classes of policy instruments constitute a valid depiction of 
public policy and its effects.
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ment or follow the primary one. for example, a voucher scheme 
changes which institutions have the authority to .-eceivc public funds 
for providing educational services, but it is also accompanied by finan 
cial inducements to motivate private institutions to participate. Similar
ly, a c~1rccr ladder is csscnti::illy an inducement to cncour::ige better 
performance from teachers, but it might also be supplemented by 
c;1pacity-building policies such as ones to train principals to evaluate 
tc.1chers more effectively. This line of rese.trch will not only identify 
the different ways that instniments can be used in combination with 
one another, but also which factors innucncc whether such combina
tions occur.6 

Despite the number of unanswered questions and the si7.e of the 
future research agenda, we feel tlwt .1 focus on policy instruments is ;i 

productive appro.1ch. Because it seeks to develop :1 predictive frame
work that links the m:1jor components of the policy stream, it holds the 
potential for producing a theoretically richer generation of pol icy 
research. In essence, this appro:1ch to policy research asks: Docs the 
notion of policy instniments, as we have defined it, hclr cxrlain why 
policies take the form they do, :1nd docs it heir predict their ultimate 
effects? 

I Towevcr, another set of questions arc equ:-illy important if we arc 
to provide useful information to policymakers. These ask whether the 
notion of policy instruments provides policymakers wi1th .tc.lditional 
insight about the rnnge of alternatives available to them, and whether it 
gives them a useful perspective for better understanding the links 
among policy, practice, and effects. In some sense, these latter ques
tions require only that our framework function well .1s -a descriptive 
device without being strongly predictive. Yet the ability to provide the 
policy community with new insight, beyond that gained from other 
theories or analytical frameworks, may be the strongest test of wl1ether 
our four classes of policy instruments constitute a valid depiction of 
rublic policy and its effects. 
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and have more in common with each other than with other policies 
that could be classified as inducements, capacity-building, or system- 
changing instruments? One empirical test of our framework will be the 
degree to which the variation across classes of instruments is greater 
than the variation within any one type (e.g., among different kinds of 
mandates).

Our initial approach to this research is a multi-year examination of 
state-initiated education reforms in six states. While working in the same 
time frame and addressing similar problems, states have chosen to 
emphasize very different instruments and to use them in diverse combi- 
nations. Consequently, this focus provides a unique opportunity to 
explore the concept of alternative policy instruments. If this initial 
research is productive, we hope that other education policies, as well as 
ones in other policy areas, can be examined using the same framework.

A number of other questions will be addressed as part of the 
research on state education reforms. For example:

What factors are most significant in shaping policymakers’ choicc of 
instruments?

Are certain instruments typically used by different policy actors (e.g., 
legislatures vs. state boards of education) or for different types of 
implementing agencies (e.g., state bureaucracies vs. local school 
sites)?

Are different leadership strategies used to advance different policy 
instruments?

Do different policy instruments interact with policy targets (e.g., 
school districts, teachers, students) in the ways we have hypothe- 
sized?

Is the organizational and political context in which policies are imple- 
m ented more important in explaining implementation patterns and 
policy effects for some instruments than for others?

Another component of the empirical research will be aimed at 
developing finer distinctions within and across categories of instru- 
ments based on how they actually operate. In conceptualizing classes 
of instruments, we have discussed them singly in order to make the 
distinctions among them clearer. However, we know that in selecting, 
from a menu of options, policymakers often choose a combination of 
strategies for achieving a particular policy goal. At this point, we would 
hypothesize that for any given policy problem, policymakers will select 
a dominant policy instrument, but that others may be used to supple-
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A Garbage Can Model of Organizational Choice

Organized anarchies are organizations characterized by problematic preferences, 
unclear technology, and fluid participation. Recent studies of universities, a farni- 
liar form of organized anarchy, suggest that such organizations can be view ed for  
some purposes as collections of choices looking for problems, issues and feelings 
looking for decision situations in which they m ight be aired, solutions looking for 
issues to which they m ight be an answer, and decision makers looking for work. 
These ideas are translated into an explicit computer simulation model of a gar- 
bage can decision process. The general implications of such a model are described 
in terms of five major measures on the process. Possible applications of the model 
to more narroio predictions are illustrated by an examination of the m o d e ls  pre- 
dictions w ith respect to the effect of adversity on university decision making.
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Foundation for the financial support that made our 
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Christensen, James S. Coleman, Harald Enderud, 
Kare Rommetveit, and William H. Starbuck.
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5Cohen et al\ A GARBAGE CAN MODEL

resolve all problems is 22, and the net energy 
load is 22 — 66 = ־־44  .

N et energy load 1: moderate load. Under 
this condition, the energy required for each 
problem is 2.2. Thus, the energy required to 
make a choice is 2.2 times the num ber of 
problems attached to that choice, and the 
minimum effective energy required to resolve 
all problems is 44. The net energy load is

44 ־־ 66 = -22.
N et energy load 2: heavy load. Under this 

condition, each problem requires energy of 
3.3. The energy required to make a choice 
is 3.3 times the num ber of problems attached 
to that choice. The minimum effective energy 
required to resolve all problems is 66, and the 
net energy load is 66 — 66 =  0.

Although it is possible from the total en- 
ergy point of view for all problems to be 
resolved in any load condition, the difficulty 
of accomplishing that result where the net 
energy load is zero—a heavy load—is obvi- 
ously substantial.

Access Structure
Three pure types of organizational arrange- 

ments are considered in the access structure 
(therela tion  between problems and choices).

Access structure 0: unsegmented access. 
This structure is represented by an access 
array in which any active problem has access 
to any active choice.
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Access structure 1: hierarchical access. In 
this structure both choices and problems are

the solution coefficients for the 20 time peri- 
ods—0.6 for each period.3

Entry Times
Two different randomly generated se- 

quences of entry times for choices are con- 
sidered. I t  is assumed that one choice enters 
per time period over the first ten time periods 
in one of the following orders: (a ) 10, 7, 9, 
5, 2, 3, 4, 1, 6, 8, or (b ) 6, 5, 2, 10, 8, 9, 7, 4,
1, 3.

Similarly, two different randomly gener- 
ated sequences of entry times for problems 
are considered. It is assumed that two prob- 
lems enter per time period over the first ten 
time periods in one of the following orders: 
(a )  8, 20, 14, 16, 6, 7, 15, 17, 2, 13, 11, 19, 4, 
9, 3, 12, 1, 10, 5, 18, or (b ) 4, 14, 11, 20, 3, 5,
2, 12, 1, 6, 8, 19, 7, 15, 16, 17, 10, 18, 9, 13.

N et Energy Load
The total energy available to the organiza- 

tion in each time period is 5.5 units. Thus, 
the total energy available over twenty time 
periods is 20 X 5.5 =  110. This is reduced by 
the solution coefficients to 66. These figures 
hold across all other variations of the model. 
The net energy load on the organization is 
defined as the difference between the total 
energy required to solve all problems and 
the total effective energy available to the 
organization over all time periods. W hen this 
is negative, there is, in principle, enough 
energy available. Since the total effective en- 
ergy available is fixed at 66, the net load is 
varied by varying the total energy require- 
ments for problems. I t  is assumed that each 
problem has the same energy requirement 
under a given load. Three different energy 
load situations are considered.

Net energy load 0: light load. Under this 
condition the energy required to make a 
choice is 1.1 times the num ber of problems 
attached to that choice. That is, the energy 
required for each problem is 1.1. Thus, the 
minimum total effective energy required to

3 The model has also been exercised under condi- 
tions of a set of solution coefficients that varies over 
the time periods. Specifically, the following series has 
been used: 1, 0.9, 0.7, 0.3. 0.1, 0.1, 0.3, 0.7, 0.9, 1, 
0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6. ,This 
simulation, using only one combination of choice and 
problem entry times, gives results consistent with all 
of the conclusions reported in the present article.
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the solution coefficients for the 20 time peri• 
ods-0.6 for each period.3 
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Two different randomly generated se
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in one o the following orders: (a) 10, 7, 9, 
5, 2, 3, 4, 1, 6, 8, or (b) 6, 5, 2, 10, 8, 9, 7, 4, 
1, 3. 
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time periods in one of the following orders: 
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2, 12, 1, 6, 8, 19, 7, 15, 16, 17, 10, 18, 9, 13. 

Net Energy Load 
The t::>tal energy available to the organiza

tion in each time period is 5.5 units. Thus, 
the total energy available over twenty time 
periods is 20 X 5.5 = 110. This is reduced by 
the solution coefficients to 66. These figures 
hold across all other variations of the model. 
The net energy load on the organization is 
defined as the difference between the total 
energy required to solve all problems and 
the total effective energv available to the 
organization over all time periods. When this 
is negative, there is, in principle, enough 
energy available. Since the total effective en
ergy available is fi:-:ed at 66, the net load is 
varied by varying the total energy require
ments for problems. It is assumed that each 
problem has the same energy requirement 
under a given load. Three different energy 
load situations are considered. 

Net energy load 0: light load. Under this 
condition the energy required to make a 
choice is 1.1 times the number of problems 
attached to that choice. That is, the energy 
required for each problem is 1.1. Thus, the 
minimum total effective energy required to 

3 The model bas also been exercised under condi
tions of a set of solution coefficients that varies over 
the time periods. Speci6cally, the following series has 
been used: 1, 0.9, 0.7, 0.3. 0.1. 0.1. 0.3, 0.7, 0.9, 1, 
0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6, 0.6. This 
simulation, wing only one combination of choice and 
problem entry times, gives results consistent with all 
of the conclusions reported in the present article. 

resolve all problems is 22, and the net energy 
load is 22 - 66 = -44. 

Net energy load 1: moderate lead. Under 
this condition, the energy required for each 
problem is 2.2. Thus, the energy required to 
make a choice is 2.2 times the number of 
problems attached to that choice, and the 
minimum effective energy required to resolve 
all problems is -44. The net en~rgy load is 
44 - 66 = -22. 

Net energy load 2: heavy load. Under this 
condition, each problem requires energy of 
3.3. The energy required to make a choice 
is 3.3 times the number of problems attached 
to that choice. The minimum effective energy 
required to resolve all problems is 66, and the 
net energy load is 66 - 66 = 0. 

Although it is possible from the total en• 
ergy point of view for all problems to be 
resolved in anv load condition, the difficultv 
of accomplishing that result where the net 
energy load is zero-a heavy load-is obvi
ously substantial. 

Access Structure 

Three pure tvpes of organizational arrange
ments are considered in the access structure 
( the relation between problems and choices). 

Access structure 0: unsegmented access. 
This structure is represented by an access 
array in which any active problem has access 
to any active choice. 

Ao= 
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Access structure 1: hierarchical access. In 
this structure both choices and problems are 
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interaction of organizational structure and 
a garbage can form of choice wiJl be ex* 
amined.

ORGANIZATIONAL׳ STRUCTURE
Elements of organizational structure influ- 

ence outcomes of a garbage can decision 
process (a ) by affecting the time pattern  of 
the arrival of problems choices, solutions, or 
decision makers, (b )  by determining the alio- 
cation of energy by potential participants in 
the decision, and (c ) by establishing linkages 
among the various streams.

The organizational factors to be considered 
are some that have real-world interpretations 
and implications and are applicable to the 
theory of organized anarchy. They are famil- 
iar features of organizations, resulting from 
a mixture of deliberate managerial planning, 
individual and collective learning, and imita- 
tion. Organizational structure changes as a 
response to such factors as m arket demand 
for personnel and the heterogeneity of values, 
which are external to the model presented 
here. Attention will be limited to the  com- 
parative statics of the model, ra ther than to 
the dynamics produced by organizational 
learning.

To exercise the model, the following are 
specified: (a ) a set of fixed param eters which 
do not change from one variation to another, 
(b ) the entry times for choices, (c ) the  entry 
times for problems, (d ) the net energy load 
on the organization, (e) the access structure 
of the organization, (f) the decision structure 
of the organization, and (g ) the energy dis- 
tribution among decision makers in the  orga- 
nization.

Some relatively pure structural variations 
will be identified in each and examples of 
how variations in such structures m ight be 
related systematically to key exogenous vari- 
ables will be given. It will then be shown 
how such factors of organizational structure 
affect important characteristics of the deci- 
sions in a garbage can decision process.

Fixed Parameters
W ithin the variations reported, the follow- 

ing are fixed: (a )  num ber of time periods— 
twenty, (b ) num ber of choice opportunities 
—ten, (c) num ber of decision makers—ten, 
(d ) number of problems—twenty, and (e )

making of the jth choice. Otherwise, d!j is
0. The second is the m apping of problems 
onto choices, the access structure. The access 
structure of the organization is described by 
A, a w-by-m array in which a^ is 1 if the jth 
choice is accessible to the ith problem. Other- 
wise, a!j is 0.

In order to connect these variables, three 
key behavioral assumptions are specified. The 
first is an assumption about the additivity 
of energy requirements, the second specifies 
the way in which energy is allocated to 
choices, and the third describes the way in 
which problems are attached to choices.

Energy additivity assumption. In order to 
be made, each choice requires as much ef- 
fective energy as the sum of all requirements 
of the several problems attached to it. The 
effective energy devoted to a choice is the 
sum of the energies of decision makers at- 
tached to that choice, deflated, in each time 
period, by the solution coefficient. As soon 
as the total effective energy th a t has been 
expended on a choice equals or exceeds tfys 
requirements at a particular point in time, 
a decision is made.

Energy allocation assumption. The energy 
of each participant is allocated to no more 
than one choice during each time period. 
Each participant allocates his energy among 
the choices for which he is eligible to the one 
closest to decision, that is the one w ith the 
smallest energy deficit at the end of the 
previous time period in terms of the energies 
contributed by other participants.

Problem allocation assumption. Each prob- 
lem is attached to no more than one choice 
each time period, choosing from among those 
accessible by calculating the apparent energy 
deficits (in terms of the energy requirem ents 
of other problems) at the end of the previous 
time period and selecting the choice closest 
to decision. Except to the extent that priori- 
ties enter in the organizational structure, 
there is no priority ranking of problems.

These assumptions capture key features of 
the processes observed. They m ight be modi- 
fied in a num ber of wavs w ithout doing vio-s O
lence to the empirical observations on which 
they are based. The consequences of these 
modifications, however, are not pursued here. 
Rather, attention is focused on the impli- 
cations of the simple version described. The
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making of the jth choice. Otherwise, <l11 is 
0. The second is the mapping of problems 
onto choices, the access structure. The access 
structure of the organization is described by 
A, a w-by-m array in which a11 is 1 if the jth 
choice is accessible to the ith problem. Other
wise, all is 0. 

In order to connect these variables, three 
key behavioral assumptions are speci.Sed. The 
first is an assumption about the additivity 
of energy requirements, the second speci£es 
the way in which energy is allocated to 
choices, and the third describes the way in 
which problems are attached to choices. 

Energy additivity assumption. In order to 
be made, each choice requires as much cf. 
fective energy as the sum of all requirements 
of the several problems attached to it. The 
effective energy devoted to a choice is the 
sum of the energies of decision makers nt
tached to that choice, de8ated, in each time 
period, by the solution coefficient. As soon 
as the total effective energy that has been 
expended on a choice equals or exceeds tl\e 
requirements at a particular point in time, 
a decision is made. 

Energy allocation assumption. The energy 
of each participant is allocated to no more 
than one choice during each time period. 
Each participant allocates his energy among 
the choices for whicb he is eligible to the one 
closest to decision, that is the one with the 
smallest energy deficit at the end of the 
previous time period in tenns of the energies 
contributed by other participants. 

Problem allocation assumption Each prob
lem is attached to no more than one choice 
each time period, choosing from among those 
accessible by calculating the apparent energy 
deficits ( in terms of the energy requirements 
of other problems) at the end of the previous 
time period and selecting the choice closest 
to decision. Except to the extent that priori
ties enter in the organizational structure, 
there is no priority ranking of problems. 

These assumptions capture key features of 
the processes observed. They might be modi
fied in a number of ways without doing vio
lence to the empirical observations on which 
they are based. The consequences of these 
modifications, however, are not pursued here. 
Rather, attention is focused on the impli
cations of the simple version described. The 
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interaction of organizational structure and 
a garbage can form of choice will be e.,:
amined. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

Elements of organizational structure in.Hu
ence outcomes of a garbage can decision 
process (a) by affecting the time pattern of 
the arrival of problems choices, solutions, or 
decision makers, ( b) by determining the allo
cation of energy by potential participants in 
the decision, and ( c) by establishing linkages 
among the various streams. 

The organizational factors to be considered 
are some that have real-world interpretations 
and implications and are :ipplicable to the 
theory of organized anarchy. They are famil
iar features of organizations, resulting from 
a mi.xture of deliberate managerial planning, 
individual and collective learning, and imita
tion. Organizational structure changes as a 
response to such factors as market demand 
for personnel and the heterogeneity of values, 
which are external to the model presented 
here. Attention will be limited to the com
parative statics of the model, rather than to 
the dynamics produced by organizational 
learning. 

To exercise the model, the following are 
speci.Sed: (a) a set of fixed parameters which 
do not change from one •·ariat:ion to another, 
( b) the entry times for choices, ( c) the entry 
times for problems, ( d) the net energy load 
on the organization, ( e) the access structure 
of the organization, (f) the decision structure 
of the organization, and (g) the energy dis
tribution among decision makers in the orga
nization. 

Some relatively pure structural variations 
will be identified in each and examples of 
how variations in such structures might be 
related systematically to key exogenous vari
ables will be given. It will then be shown 
bow sucb factors of organizational structure 
affect important characteristics of the deci
sions in a garbage can decision process. 

Fi.,:ed Parameters 
Within the variations reported, the follow

ing are fixed: {a) number of time periods
twenty, (b) number of choice opportunities 
-ten, ( c) number of decision makers-ten, 
( d) number of problems-twenty, and ( e) 
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hoices and problems are

Four basic variables are considered; each is 
a function of time.

A stream of choices. Some fixed number, m, 
of choices is assumed. Each choice is charac- 
terized by (a ) an entry time, the calendar 
time at which that choice is activated for de- 
cision, and (b ) a decision structure, a list of 
participants eligible to participate in making 
that choice.

A stream of problems. Some num berLw_^of 
problems is assumed. Each problem is char- 
acterized by (a ) an entry time, the calendar 
time at which the problem becomes visible, 
(b )  an energy requirement, the energy re- 
quired to resolve a choice to which the prob- 
lem is attached (if the solution stream is as 
high as possible), and (c ) an access struc- 
ture, a list of choices to which the problem 
has access.

A  rate of flow of solutions. The verbal 
theory assumes a stream of solutions and a 
matching of specific solutions with specific 
problems and choices. A simpler set of 
assumptions is made and focus is on the 
rate at which solutions are flowing into 
the system. It is assumed that either because 
of variations in the stream of solutions or 
because of variations in the efficiency of 
search procedures within the organization, 
different energies are required  to solve the 
same problem at different times. I t  is further 
assumed that these variations are consistent 
for different problems. Thus, a solution co- 
efficient, ranging between 0 and 1, which 
operates on the potential decision energies 
to determine the problem  solving output ( ef- 
fective energy) actually realized during any 
given time period is specified.

A stream of energy from  participants. It 
is assumed that there is some num ber, v, J 3f 
participants. Each participant is character- 
ized by a time series of energy available for 
organizational decision making. Thus, in each 
time period, each participant can provide 
some specified amount of potential energy to 
the organization.

Two varieties of organizational segmenta- 
tion are reflected in the model. The first is 
the mapping of choices onto decision makers, 
the decision structure. The decision structure 
of the organization is. described by D, a 
v-by-m array in which d 5J is 1 if the ith 
participant is eligible to participate in the

or interpretation of several relatively inde- 
pendent streams within an organization.

Attention is limited here to interrelations 
among four such streams.

Problems. Problems are the concern of peo- 
pie inside and outside the organization. They 
m ight arise over issues of lifestyle; family; 
frustrations of work; careers; group relations 
within the organization; distribution of status, 
jobs, and money; ideology; or current crises 
of mankind as interpreted by the mass media 
or the nextdoor neighbor. All of these require 
attention.

Solutions. A solution is somebody’s product. 
A computer is not just a solution to a problem 
in payroll management, discovered when 
needed. It is an answer actively looking for 
a question. The creation of need is not a curi- 
osity of the m arket in consumer products; it 
is a general phenomenon of processes of 
choice. Despite the dictum that you cannot 
find the answer until you have formulated 
the question well, you often do not know 
what the question is in organizational prob- 
lem solving until you know the answer.

Participants. Participants come and go. 
Since every entrance is an exit somewhere 
else, the distribution of “entrances” depends 
on the attributes of the choice being left as 
much as it does on the attributes of the new 
choice. Substantial variation in participation 
stems from other demands on the partici- 
pants’ time (rather than from features of the 
decision under study).

Choice opportunities. These are occasions 
when an organization is expected to produce 
behavior that can be called a decision. Op- 
portunities arise regularly and any organiza- 
tion has ways of declaring an occasion for 
choice. Contracts must be signed; people 
hired, promoted, or fired; money spent; and 
responsibilities allocated.

Although not completely independent of 
each other, each of the streams can be viewed 
as independent and exogenous to the system. 
Attention will be concentrated here on exam- 
ining the consequences of different rates and 
patterns of flows in each of the streams and 
different procedures for relating them.

TH E GARBAGE CAN
A simple simulation model can be specified 

in terms of the four streams and a set of 
garbage processing assumptions.
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or interpretation of several relatively inde
pendent streams within an organization. 

Attention is limited here to interrelations 
among four such streams. 

Problems. Problems are the concern of peo
ple inside and outside the organization. They 
might arise over issues of lifestyle; family; 
frustrations of work; careers; group relations 
within the organization; distribution of status, 
jobs, and money; ideology; or current crises 
of mankind as interpreted by the mass media 
or the nextdoor neighbor. Ail of these require 
attention. 

Solutions. A solution is somebody's product. 
A computer is not just a solution to a problem 
in payroll management, discovered when 
needed. It is an answer actively looking for 
a question. The creation of need is not a curi
osity of the market in consumer products; it 
is a general phenomenon of processes of 
choice. Despite the dictum that you cannot 
find the answer until you have formulated 
the question well, you often do not know 
what the question is in organizational prob
lem solving until you know the answer. 

Participants. Participants come and go. 
Since everv entrance is an exit somewhere 
else, the distribution of "entrances" depends 
on the attributes of the choice being left as 
much as it does on the attributes of the new 
choice. Substantial variation in participation 
stems from other demands on the partici
pants' time ( rather than from features of the 
decision under study). 

Choice opportunities. These are occasions 
when an organization is expected to produce 
behavior that can be called a decision. Op
portunities arise regularly and any organiza
tion has ways of declaring an occasion for 
choice. Contracts must be signed; people 
hired, promoted, or fired; money spent; and 
responsibilities allocated. · • 

Although not completely independent of 
each other, each of the streams can be viewed 
as independent and exogenous to the system. 
Attention will be concentrated here on exam
ining the consequences of different rates and 
patterns of flows in each of the streams and 
different procedures for relating them. 

THE GARBAGE CAN 
A simple simulation model can be specified 

in terms of the four streams and a set of 
garbage processing assumptions. 

Four basic variables are considered; each is 
a function of time. 

A stream of choices. Some fixed number, m, 
of choices is assumed. Each choice is ch:irac-"'" 
terized by (a) an entry time, the calendar 
time at which that choice is activated for de
cision, and ( b) a decision structure, a list of 
participants eligible to participate in making 
that choice. 

A stream of problems. Some number ~of 
problems is assumed. Each problem is char
acterized by (a) an entry time, the calendar 
time at which the problem becomes visible, 
( b) an energy requirement, the energy re
quired to resolve a choice to which the prob
lem is attached ( if the solution stream is as 
high as possible), and ( c ) :in access struc
ture, a list of choices to whicl:-. the problem 
has access. 

A rate of fiow of solutions. The verbal 
theorv assumes a stream of solutions and a 
matching of specific solutions with specific 
problems and choices. A simpler set of 
assumptions is made and focus is on the 
rate at which solutions are flowing into 
the system. It is assumed that either because 
of variations in the stream of solutions or 
because of variations in the efficiency of 
search procedures within the organization, 
different energies are required to solve the 
same problem at different times. It is further 
assumed that these variations are consistent 
for different problems. Thus, a solution co
efficient, ranging between O and 1, which 
operates on the potential decision energies 
to determine the problem solving output ( ef
fective energy) actually realized during any 
given time period is specified. 

A stream of energy from participants. It 
is assumed that there is some number, v, of 
participants. Each participant is charact~
ized by a time series of energy available for 
organizational decision making. Thus, in each 
time period, each participant can provide 
some specified amount of potential energy to 
the organiUttion. 

Two varieties of organizational segmenta
tion are reflected in the model. The first is 
the mapping of choices onto decision makers, 
the decision structure. The decision structure 
of the organization is. described by D, a 
v-by-m array in which d11 is l ii the ith 
participant is eligible to participate in the 
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viewed conveniendy as vehicles for solving 
well-defined problems or structures within 
which conflict is resolved through bargaining, 
they also provide sets of procedures through 
which participants arrive at an interpretation 
of what they are doing and what they have 
done while in the process of doing it. From 
this point of view, an organization is a collec- 
tion of choices looking for problems, issues 
and feelings looking for decision situations 
in which they m ight be aired, solutions look- 
ing for issues to which they might be the 
answer, and decision makers looking for 
work.

Such a view of organizational choice fo- 
cuses attention on the way the meaning of a 
choice changes over time. It calls attention 
to the strategic effects of timing, through the 
introduction of choices and problems, the 
time pattern of available energy, and the im- 
pact of organizational structure.

To understand processes within organiza- 
tions, one can view a choice opportunity as a 
garbage can into which various kinds ofO O
problems and solutions are dumped by par- 
ticipants as they are generated. The mix of 
garbage in a single can depends on the mix 
of cans available, on the labels attached to 
the alternative cans, on what garbage is cur-1 O O
rently being produced, and on the speed 
with which garbage is collected and removedO O
from the scene.

Such a theory of organizational decision 
making must concern itself with a relatively 
complicated interplay among the generation 
of problems in an organization, the deploy- 
m ent of personnel, the production of solu- 
tions, and the opportunities for choice. Al- 
though it may be convenient to imagine that 
choice opportunities lead first to the genera- 
tion of decision alternatives, then to an exam- 
ination of their consequences, then to an 
evaluation of those consequences in terms of 
objectives, and finally to a decision, this type 
of model is often a poor description of what 
actually happens. In the garbage can model, 
on the other hand, a decision is an outcome

(1971), Olsen (1970, 1971), and Rommetveit 
(1971). The ideas, however, have a broader par- 
entage. In particular, they obviously owe a debt to 
Allison (1969), Coleman (1957), Cyert and March 
(1963), Lindblom (1965), Long "(1958), March 
and Simon (1958), Schilling (1968), Thompson 
(1967), and Vickers (1965).

of an organization are activated. This entails 
the question of how occasional members be- 
come active and how attention is directed 
toward, or away from, a decision. It is impor- 
tant to understand the attention patterns 
within an organization, since not everyone is 
attending to everything all of the time.

Additional concepts are also needed in a 
normative theory of organizations dealing 
with organized anarchies. First, a normative 
theory of intelligent decision making under 
ambiguous circumstances (namely, in situa- 
tions in which goals are unclear or unknow n) 
should be developed. Can we provide some 
meaning for intelligence which does not de- 
pend on relating current action to known 
goals? Second, a normative theory of atten- 
tion is needed. Participants w ithin an organi- 
zation are constrained by the am ount of time 
they can devote to the various things de- 
mandin£ attention. Since variations in behav- 
ior in organized anarchies are due largely to I 
questions of who is attending to what, deci- * 
sions concerning the allocation of attention 
are prime ones. Third, organized anarchies 
require a revised theory of management. Sig- 
nificant parts of contem porary theories of 
management introduce mechanisms for con- 
trol and coordination w hich assume the exis- 
tence of well-defined goals and a well-defined 
technology, as well as substantial participant 
involvement in the affairs of the organization. 
Where goals and technology are hazy and 
participation is fluid, m any of the axioms and 
standard procedures of m anagem ent collapse.

This article is directed to a behavioral 
theory of organized anarchy. On the basis of 
several recent studies, some elaborations and 
modifications of existing theories of choice 
are proposed. A model for describing deci- 
sion making within organized anarchies is 
developed, and the im pact of some aspects of 
organizational structure on the process of 
choice within such a m odel is examined.

TH E BASIC IDEAS
Decision opportunities are fundamentally 

ambiguous stimuli. This them e runs through 
several recent studies of organizational 
choice.2 Although organizations can often be

2 We have based the model heavily on seven re- 
cent studies of universities: Christensen (1971), 
Cohen and March (19 7 2 ), Enderud (1971), Mood
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of an organization are activated. This entails 
the question of how occasional members be
come active and how attention is directed 
toward, or away from, a decision. It is impor
tant to understand the attention patterns 
within an organization, since not everyone is 
attending to everything all of the time. 

Additional concepts are also needed in a 
normative theory of organizations dealing 
with organized anarchies. First, a normative 
theory of intelligent decision making under 
ambiguous circumstances (namely, in situa
tions in which goals are unclear or unknown) 
should be developed. Can we provide some 
meaning for intelligence which does not de
pend on relating current action to known 
goals? Second, a normative theory of atten
tion is needed. Participants within an organi
zation are constrained by the amount of time 
they can devote to the various things de
manding attention. Since variations in behav
ior in organized anarchies are due largely to 
questions of who is attending to what, deci
sions concerning the allocation of attention 
are prime ones~ Third, organized anarchies 
require a revised theory of management. Sig
nificant parts o:: contemporary theories of 

I
I./ management introduce mechanisms for con

trol and coordination which assume the exis
tence of well-defined goals and a well-defined 
technology, as well as substantial participant 
involvement in the affairs of the organization. 
Where goals and technology are hazy and 
participation is fluid, many of the axioms and 
standard procedures of management collapse. 

This article is directed to a behavioral 
theory of organized anarchy. On the basis of 
sever:il recent studies, some elaborations and 
modifications of e.-.:isting theories of choice 
are proposed. A model for describing deci
sion making within organized anarchies is 
developed, and the impact of some aspects of 
organizational structure on the process of 
choice within such a model is examined. 

THE BASIC IDEAS 

Decision opportunities are fundamentally 
ambiguous stimuli. This theme runs through 
several recent studies of organizational 
choice.~ Although organizations can often be 

~ \Ve hnve based the model heavily on seven re
cent stud'es of uoivers,ties: Christensen ( 1971), 
Cohen and March ( 1972), Eoderud (1971), ~(ood 

viewed conveniently as vehicles for solving 
well-defined problems or structures within 
which conflict is resolved through bargaiuing, 
they also provide sets of procedures through 
which participants arrive at an interpretation 
of what they are doing and what they have 
done while in the process of doing it. From 
this point of view, an organization is a collec
tion of choices looking for problems, issues 
and feelings looking for decision situations 
in which they might be aired, solutions look
ing for issues to which they might be the 
answer, and decision makers looking for 
work. 

Such a view of organizational choice fo
cuses attention on the way the meaning of a 
choice changes over time. It calls attention 
to the strategic effects of timing, through the 
introduction of choices and problems, the 
time pattern of available energy, and the im
pact of organizational structure. 

{ To understand processes within organiza-
• tions, one can view a choice opportunity as a 
!garbage can into which various kinds of 
problems and solutions are dumped by par
ticipants as they are generated. The mix of 
garbage in a single can depends on the mix 

l
o£ cans available, on the labels attached to 
he alternative cans, on what garbage is cur
ent!y being produced, and on the speed 
1,1ith which garbage is collected and removed 
rom the scene. 

Such a theory of organizational decision 
making must concern itself with a relatively 
complicated interplay among the generation 
of problems in an organization, the deploy
ment of personnel, the production of solu
tions, and the opportunities for choice. Al
though it may be convenient to imagine that 
choice opportunities lead first to the genera
tion of decision nltematives, then to an exam
ination of their consequences, then to an 
evaluation of those consequences in terms of 
objectives, and finally to a decision, this type 
of model is often a poor description of what 
actually happens. In the garbage can model, 
on the other hand, a decision is an outcome 

(1971 ). Olsen ( 1970, 1971 ), and Rommetveit 
( 1971). The ideas, however, have a broader par
entage. In particular, they obviously owe a debt to 
Allison (1969). Coleman (1957), Cvert and March 
( 1963), Lindblom ( 1965), Long ( 1958), ~larch 
and Simon (1958), Schi.11.ing ( 1968), Thompson 
( 1967), and Vickers {1965). 
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Cohen et al: A GARBAGE CAN MODEL

Energy distribution 1: equal energy. In 
this distribution there is no internal differ- 
entiation among decision makers w ith respect 
to energy. Each decision maker has the same 
energy (0.55) each time period. Thus, there 
is the following distribution:

=  E X

Decision
maker

Energy

1 0.55
2 0.55
nO 0.55
4 0.55
5 0.55
6 0.55
7 0.55
S 0.55
9 0.55

10 0.55

The total energy available to the organiza- 
tion each time period (before deflation by 
the solution coefficients) is 5.5.

Energy distribution 2: important people— 
more energy. In this distribution energy is 
distributed unequally but in a direction oppo- 
site to that in E,). Here the people defined as 
im portant by the hierarchical decision struc- 
ture have more energy. The distribution is 
indicated by the following:

=  E-

Decision
maker

Energy

1 1.0
2 0.9
3 0.8
4 0.7
5 0.6
6 0.5
7 0.4
8 0.3
9 0.2

10 0.1

1000000000 
0100000000 
0010000000 
0001000000 

Do =  0000100000
0000010000 
0000001000 
0000000100
0000000010 
0000000001

As in the case of the access structure, 
actual decision structures will require a more 
complicated array. Most organizations have 
a mix of rules for defining the legitimacy of 
participation in decisions. The three pure 
cases are, however, familiar models of such 
rules and can be used to understand some 
consequences of decision structure for deci- 
sion processes.

Energy Distribution
The distribution of energy among decision 

makers reflects possible variations in the 
amount of time spent on organizational prob- 
lems by different decision makers. The solu- 
tion coefficients and variations in the energy 
requirem ent for problems affect the overall 
relation between energy available and energy 
Required. Three different variations in the 
distribution of energy are considered.

Energy distribution 0: important people— 
less energy. In this distribution important 
people, that is people defined as important 
in a hierarchial decision structure, have less 
energy. This might reflect variations in the 
combination of outside demands and motiva- 
tion to participate within the organization. 
The specific energy distribution is indicated 
as follows:

As in the previous organizations, the total 
energy available to the organization each 
time period (before deflation by the solution 
coefficients) is 5.5.

W here the organization has a hierarchical 
decision structure, the distinction between 
im portant and unim portant decision makers 
is clear. W here the decision structure is un- 
segm ented or specialized, the variations in 
energy distribution are defined in term s of 
the same numbered decision makers (low er 
numbers are more important than  higher 
num bers) to reflect possible status differ-

E0

Decision
maker

Energy

1 0.1
2 0.2
3 0.3
4 0.4
5 0.5
6 0.6
7 0.7
8 0.8
9 0.9

10 1.0

each time period (before deflation by the 
solution coefficients) is 5.5.

a
I
\

·. . - .• . _: : . . :. :- ~-_''.: .-.,;···.::··•c;, - _; .. --;•·: :. •_-':__,.:_•·:'.··.:_:_·_-_.::_._· ... •.: .. ::~:'. ·•<: 

" 

" 

Cohen et al: A GARBAGE CAN MODEL 7 

D~ = 

1000000000 
0100000000 
0010000000 
0001000000 
0000100000 
0000010000 
0000001000 
0000000100 
0000000010 
0000000001 

As in the case of the access structure, 
actual decision structures will require a more 
complicated array. Most organizations have 
a mL-<: of rules for defining the legitimacy of 
participation in decisions. The three pure 
cases are, hO\vever, familiar models of such 
rules and can be used to understand some 
consequences of decision structure for deci
sion processes. 

Energy Distribution 
The distribution of energy among decision 

makers reflects possible variations in the 
amount of time spent on organizational prob
lems by different decision makers. The solu
tion coefficients and variations in the energy 
requirement for problems affect the overall 
relation between energy available and energy 
required. Three different variations in the 
distribution of energy are considered. 

Energy distribution 0: important people
less energy. Io this distribution important 
people, that is people defined as important 
in a hierarchial decision structure, have less 
energy. This might reflect variations in the 
combination of outside demands and motiva
tion to participate within the organization. 
The specific energy distribution is indicated 
as follows: 

Decision Energy .. maker 
1 0.1 
2 0.2 
3 0.3 
4 0.4 
5 0.5 = Eo 
6 0.6 
7 0.7 
8 0.8 
9 0.9 

10 1.0 

The total energy available to the organization 
each time period ( before deflation by the 
solution coefficients) is 5.5. 

Energy distribution 1: equal energy. In 
this distribution there is no internal differ
entiation among decision makers with respect 
to energy. Each decision maker has the same 
energy ( 0.55) each time period. Thus, there 
is the following distribution: 

Decision 
maker 

Energy 

1 0.55 
2 0.55 
3 0.55 
4 0.55 
5 0.55 = E1 
6 0.55 
7 0.55 
8 0.55 
9 0.55 

10 0.55 

The total energy available to the organiza
tion each time period (before deflation by 
the solution coefficients) is 5.5. 

Energy distribution 2: important people
more energy. In this distribution energy is 
distributed unequally but in a direction oppo
site to that in E,)- Here the people defined as 
important by the hierarchical decision struc
ture have more energy. The distribution is 
indicated by the following : 

Decision Energy 
maker 

l LO 
2 0.9 
3 0.8 
4 0.7 
5 0.6 = E~ 
6 0.5 
7 0.4 
8 0.3 
9 0.2 

10 0.1 

As in the previous organizations, the total 
energy available to the organization each 
ti.me period ( before deflation by the solution 
coefficients) is 5.5. 

Where the organization has a hierarchical 
decision structure, the distinction between 
important and unimportant decision makers 
is clear. ·where the decision structure is un
segmented or specialized, the variations in 
energy distribution are defined in terms of 
the same numbered decision makers ( lower 
numbers are more important than higher 
numbers) to reflect possible status differ-
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complex mix of access rules. Any such com- 
bination could be represented by an appro- 
priate access array. The three pure structures 
considered here represent three classic alter- 
native approaches to the problem  of organiz- 
ing the legitimate access of problems to 
decision situations.

Decision Structure

Three similar pure types are considered 
in the decision structure (the  relation be- 
tween decision makers and choices).

Decision structure 0: unsegm ented deci- 
sions. In this structure any decision maker 
can participate in any active choice oppor- 
tunity. Thus, the structure is represented by 
the following• arrav:O j

1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 

D0 =  1111111111
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111

Decision structure 1: hierarchical decisions. 
In this structure both decision makers and 
choices are arranged in a hierarchy such that 
im portant choices—low num bered choices— 
must be made by im portant decision makers 
—low numbered decision makers—and im- 
portant decision makers can participate in 
many choices. The structure is represented 
by the following array:

1111111111 
0111111111 
0011111111 
0001111111 

D! =  0000111111
0000011111 
0000001111 
0000000111
0000000011 
0000000001

Decision structure 2: specialized decisions. 
In this structure each decision maker is asso- 
ciated with a single choice and each choice 
has a single decision maker. Decision makers 
specialize in the choices to which they attend. 
Thus, we have the following array:

arranged in a hierarchy such that im portant 
problems— those with relatively low numbers 
—have access to many choices, and impor- 
tan t choices—those with relatively low num- 
bers—are accessible only to im portant 
problems. The structure is represented by 
the following access array:

1111111111 
1111111111 
0111111111 
0111111111 
0011111111 
0011111111 
0001111111 
0001111111 
0000111111 

A! =  0000111111
0000011111 
0000011111 
0000001111 
0000001111 
0000000111 
0000000111 
0000000011
0000000011 
0000000001 
0000000001

Access structure 2: specialized access. In 
this structure each problem has access to 
only one choice and each choice is accessible 
to only two problems, that is, choices special- 
ize in the kinds of problems that can be 
associated to them. The structure is repre- 
sented by the following access array:

1000000000 
1000000000 
0100000000 
0100000000 
0010000000 
0010000000
0001000000 
0001000000
0000100000 

Ao =  0000100000
0000010000 
oooooioooo 
0000001000 
0000001000 
0000000100 
0000000100 
0000000010
0000000010 
0000000001 
0000000001

Actual organizations will exhibit a moreo

._ ...... · 
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arranged in a hierarchy such that important 
problems-those ,vith relatively lo.w numbers 
-have access to many choices, and impor
tant choices- those with relatively low num
bers-are accessible only to important 
problems. The structure is represented by 
the following access array: 

1111111111 
1111111111 
0111111111 
0111111111 
0011111111 
0011111111 
0001111111 
0001111111 
0000111111 
0000111111 
0000011111 
0000011111 
0000001111 
0000001111 
0000000111 

complex mix of access rules. Any such com
bination could be represented by an appro
priate access array. The three pure structures 
considered here represent three classic alter
native approaches to the problem of organiz
ing the legitimate access of problems to 
decision situations. 

Decision Structure 

Three similar pure types are considered 
in the decision structure ( the relation be• 
tween decision makers and choices). 

Decision structure 0: unsegmented deci
sions. In this structure any decision maker 
can participate in any active choice oppor
tunity. Thus, the structure is represented by 
the following array: 

1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 

0000000111 
0000000011 
0000000011 
0000000001 

• Do= 
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 

0000000001 

Access structure 2: specialized access. In 
this structure each problem bas access to 
only one choice and each choice is accessible 
to only two problems, that is, choices special
ize in the kinds of problems that can be 
associated to them. The structure is repre
sented by the following access array: 

1000000000 
1000000000 
0100000000 
0100000000 
0010000000 
0010000000 
0001000000 
0001000000 
0000100000 
0000100000 
0000010000 
0000010000 
0000001000 
0000001000 
0000000100 
0000000100 
0000000010 
0000000010 
0000000001 
0000000001 

Actual organizations will exhibit a more 

1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 
1111111111 

Decision structure 1: hierarchical decisions. 
In this structure both decision makers and 
choices are arranged in a hierarchy such that 
important choices-low numbered choices
must be made by important decision makers 
- low numbered decision makers-and im
portant decision makers can participate in 
manv choices. The structure is represented 
by the following array: 

1111111111 
0111111111 
0011111111 
0001111111 
0000111111 
0000011111 
0000001111 
0000000111 
0000000011 
0000000001 

Decision structure 2: specialized decisions. 
In this structure each decision maker is asso
ciated with a single choice and each choice 
has a single decision maker. Decision makers 
specialize in the choices to which they attend. 
Thus, we have the following array: 
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w hat an organization should be. I t  is a hard 
charge, to which the process described is a 
partial response.

At the same time, the details of the out- 
comes clearly depend on features of the orga- 
nizational structure. The same garbage can 
operation results in different behavioral 
symptoms under different levels of load on 
the system or different designs of the struc- 
ture of the organization. Such differences 
raise the possibility of predicting variations 
in decision behavior in different organiza- 
tions. One possible example of such use re- 
mains to be considered.

GARBAGE CANS AND UNIVERSITIES
One class of organization which faces de- 

cision situations involving unclear goals, un- 
clear technology, and fluid participants is the 
modem college or university. If the implica- 
tions of the model are applicable anywhere, 
they are applicable to a university. Although 
there is great variation among colleges ando o o
universities, both between countries and 
within anv countrv, the m odel has generalj j * O
relevance to decision making in higher edu-O O
cation.

General Implications
University decision making frequently does 

not resolve problems. Choices are often made 
by flight or oversight. University decision 
processes are sensitive to increases in load. 
Active decision makers and problems track 
one another through a series of choices with- 
out appreciable progress in solving problems. 
Im portant choices are not likely to solve 
problems.

Decisions whose interpretations continu- 
ally change during the process of resolution 
appear both in the model and in actual ob- 
servations of universities. Problems, choices, 
and decision makers arrange and rearrange 
themselves. In the course of these arrange- 
ments the meaning of a choice can change 
several times, if this meaning is understood 
as the mix of problems discussed in the con- 
text of that choice.

Problems are often solved, bu t rarely by 
the choice to which they are first attached. A 
choice that might, under some circumstances, 
be made with little effort becomes an arena 
for many problems. The choice becomes al-

choices. Im portant choices are made by over- 
sight and flight. Unimportant choices are 
made by resolution. These differences are 
observed under both of the choice entry se- 
quences bu t are sharpest where important 
choices enter relatively early. Table 4 shows

T a b l e  4 . P r o p o r t io n o ־ f  c h o ic e s  t h a t  a r e  
m a d e  b y  f l i g h t  o r  o v e r s ig h t  u n d e r  f o u r
CONDITIONS OF CHOICE AND PROBLEM ENTRY 
TIM ES, BY TIME OF ARRIVAL AND IMPORTANCE 

OF CHOICE (FOR HIERARCHICAL ACCESS OR 
DECISION STRUCTURE)

Time of arrival of choice

Early, 
first 5

Late, 
last 5

Importance
of

choice

High, _ 
first 5 

Low, 
last 5

0.S6

0.54

0.65

0.60

the results. This property of im portant 
choices in a garbage can decision process can 
be naturally and directly related to the phe- 
nomenon in complex organizations of im- 
portan t choices which often appear to just 
happen.

Eighth, although a large proportion of the 
choices are made, the choice failures that do 
occur are concentrated among the most im- 
portan t and least im portant choices. Choices 
of interm ediate importance are virtually al- 
ways made. The proportion of choice failures, 
under conditions of hierarchical access or de- 
cision structures is as follows:

Three most important choices 0.14
Four middle choices 0.05
Three least important choices 0.12

In  a broad sense, these features of the 
process provide some clues to how organiza- 
tions survive when they do not know what 
they are doing. Much of the process violates 
standard notions of how decisions ought to 
be made. But most of those notions are built 
on assumptions which cannot be m et under 
the conditions specified. W hen objectives and 
technologies are unclear, organizations are 
charged to discover some alternative decision 
procedures which permit them to proceed 
w ithout doing extraordinary violence to the 
domains of participants or to their model of

···> ;· -·-· .. ·. ·_~ .. · .· ·.. . -~.. . . . ·-'. -:_-_ .--.·-.;~·-_:':.{>( 
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choices. Important choices are made by over
sight and flight. Unimportant choices are 
made bv resolution. These differences are 
observed under both of the choice entry se
quences but are sharpest where important 
choices enter relatively early. Table 4 shows 

TABLE 4. PROPORTION OF CHOICES THAT ARE 

~LADE BY FUCHT OR OVE:RSICHT tr.'<"DE.R FOUR 

CO:-lDITIONS OF CHOICE A:S-0 PROBLEM ENTRY 

TI).1.ES, BY TD.U: OF ARRlVAL AND L'\.!PORT.A."iCE 

OF CHOICE ( FOR HIERARCHICAL ACCESS OR 

DECISION STRt,;CTh"R.E) 

Time of arrival of choice 

Early, Late, 
first 5 last 5 

Importance High, 

of first 5 0.66 0.65 

choice Low, 
last 5 0.5-1 0.60 

the results. This property of important 
choices in a garbage can decision process can 
be naturally and directly related to the phe
nomenon in complex organizations of im
portant choices which often appear to just 
happen. 

Eighth, although a large proportion of the 
choices are made, the choice failures that do 
occur are concentrated among the most im
portant and least important choices. Choices 
of intermediate importance are virtually al
ways made. The proportion of choice failures, 
under conditions of hierarchical access or de
cision structures is as follows: 

Three most important choices 0.14 
Four middle choices 0.05 
Three least important choices 0.12 

In a broad sense, these features of the 
process provide some clues to how organiza
tions survive when thev do not know what 
they are doing. :Vfuch of the process violates 
standard notions of how decisions ought to 
be made. But most of those notions are built 
on assumptions which cannot be met under 
the conditions specified. When objectives and 
technologies are unclear oro-anizations are 

' 0 
charged to discover some alternative decision 
pr_ocedures _ which permit them to proceed 
\Vlthout domg extraordinary violence to the 
domains of participants or to their model of 

what an organization should be. It is a hard 
charge, to which the process described is a 
partial respcnse. 

At the same time, the details of the out
comes clearly depend on features of the orga
nizational structure. The same garbage can 
operation results in different behavioral 
symptoms under different levels of load on 
the system or different designs of the struc
ture of the organization. Such differences 
raise the possibility of predicting variations 
in decision behavior in different organiza
tions. One possible example of such use re
mains to be considered. 

GARBAGE CA~S AND UNIVERSITIES 

One class of organization which faces de
cision situations involving unclear goals, un
clear technology, and fluid participants is the 
modem college or university. If the implica
tions of the model are applicable anywhere, 
they are applicable to a university. Although 
there is great variation among colleges and 
universities, both between countries and 
within any country, the model has general 
relevance to decision making in higher edu
c:ition. 

General Implications 

University decJ.Sion making frequently does 
not resolve problems. Choices are often made 
by flight or oversight. University decision 
processes are sensitive to increases in load. 
Active decision makers and problems tr<jck 
one another through a series of choices with
out appreciable progress in solving problems. 
Important choices are not likely to solve 
problems. 

Decisions whose interpretations continu
ally change during the process of resolution 
appear both in the model and in actual ob
servations of universities. Problems, choices, 
and decision makers arrange and rearrange 
themselves. In the course of these arrange
ments the meaning of a choice can change 
several times, if this meaning is understood 
as the mix of problems discussed in the con
text of that choice. 

Problems are often solved, but rarely by 
the choice to which they are .Srst attached. A 
choice that might, under some circumstances, 
be made with little effort becomes an arena 
for many problems. The choice becomes al-
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T a b l e  2 . E f f e c t s  o f  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  l o a d  u n d e r  f o u r  c o n d i t i o n s  
o f  c h o i c e  a n d  p r o b l e m  e n t r y  t i m e s

Mean
problem
activity

Mean
decision
maker

activity

Mean
decision
difficulty

Proportion 
of choices 
by flight 

or oversight

Light 114.9 60.9 19.5 .45
Load Moderate 204.3 63.8 32.9 .70

Heavy 211.1 76.6 46.1 .64

ample, the effect of overall load, other phe- 
nomena are much more dependent on the 
particular combination of structures involved. 
Although high segmentation of access struc- 
ture generally produces slow decision time, 
for instance, a specialized access structure, 
in combination with an unsegmented decision 
structure, produces quick decisions.

Sixth, im portant problems are more likely 
to be solved than unim portant ones. Problems 
which appear early are more likely to be 
resolved than later ones. Considering only 
those cases involving access hierarchy where 
im portance is defined for problems, the rela- 
tion between problem importance and order 
of arrival is shown in Table 3. The system, in

T a b l e  3 . P r o p o r t i o n  o f  p r o b l e m s  r e - 
s o l v e d  u n d e r  f o u r  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  c h o i c e

AND PROBLEM ENTRY TIMES, BY IM POR- 
TANCE OF PROBLEM AND ORDER OF ARRIVAL 
OF PROBLEM ( FOR HIERARCHICAL ACCESS)

Time of arrival 
of problem

Early, Late, 
first 10 last 10

Importance
High, 

first 10 0.46 0.44
of

problem
Low, 

last 10 0.48 0.25

effect, produces a queue of problems in terms 
of their importance, to the disadvantage of 
late-arriving, relatively unim portant prob- 
lems, and particularly so when load is heavy. 
This queue is the result of the operation of 
the model. I t  was not imposed as a direct 
assumption.

Seventh, important choices are less likely 
to resolve problems than unim portant

lems to track each other through choices. 
Subject to structural restrictions on the track- 
ing, decision makers work on active problems 
in connection with active choices; both deci- 
sion makers and problems tend to move to- 
gether from choice to choice. Thus, one 
would expect decision makers who have a 
feeling that they are always working on the 
same problems in somewhat different con- 
texts, mostly w ithout results. Problems, in 
a similar fashion, meet the same people 
wherever they go with the same result.

Fourth, there are some im portant inter- 
connections among three key aspects of the 
efficiency of the decision processes specified. 
The first is problem activity, the amount of 
time unresolved problems are actively at- 
tached to choice situations. Problem activity 
is a rough measure of the potential for deci- 
sion conflict in the organization. The second 
aspect is problem latency, the amount of time 
problems spend activated bu t not linked to 
choices. The third aspect is decision time, 
the persistence of choices. Presumably, a 
good organizational structure would keep 
both problem activity and problem latency 
low through rapid problem solution in its 
choices. In the garbage can process such a 
result was never observed. Segmentation of 
the access structure tends to reduce the num- 
ber of unresolved problems active in the 
organization bu t a t the cost of increasingO O
the latency period of problems and, in most 
cases the time devoted to reaching decisions. 
On the other hand, segmentation of the deci- 
sion structure tends to result in decreasing 
problem latency, bu t at the cost of increasing 
problem activity and decision time.

Fifth, the process is frequently sharply 
interactive. Although some phenomena asso- 
ciated with the garbage can are regular and 
flow through nearly all of the cases, for ex-
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TA.llI.E 2. EFFECT'S OF V.\Rl.ATIONS m LOAD UNDER FOUR CONDmONS 

OF CHOICE Al\"Il PROBLE.v( ENTRY '!DIES 

ll,leno 
problem 
activity 

Light 114.9 
Load Moderate 204.3 

Heavy 211.1 

lems to track each other through choices. 
Subject to structural restrictions on the track
ing, decision makers work on active problems 
in connection with active choices; both deci
sion makers and problems tend to move to
gether from choice to choice. Thus, one 
would expect decision makers who have a 
feeling that they are always working on the 
same problems in somewhat different con
texts, mostlv without results. Problems, in 
a similar fashion, meet the same people 
wherever they go with the same result. 

Fourth, there are some important inter
connections ::imong three key aspects of the 
efficiency of the decision processes specified. 
The first is problem activity, the amount of 
time unresolved problems are actively at
tached to choice situations. Problem activity 
is a rough measure of the potential for deci
sion conflict in the organization. The second 
aspect is problem latency, the amount of time 
problems spend activated but not linked to 
choices. The third aspect is decision time, 
the persistence of choices. Presumably, a 
good organizational structure would keep 
both problem activity and problem latency 
low through rapid problem solution in its 
choices. In the garbage can process such a 
result was never obseived. Segmentation of 
the access structure tends to reduce the num
ber of unresolved problems active in the 
organization but at the cost of increasing 
the latency period of problems and, in most 
cases the time devoted to reaching decisions. 
On the other hand, segmentation of the deci
sion structure tends to result in decreas:ing 
problem latency, but at the cost of increasing 
problem activity and decision time. 

Fifth. the process is frequently sharply 
interactive. Although some phenomena asso
ciated with the garbage can are regular and 
Bow tillough nearly all of the cases, for ex-

. ' 

Meao Proportion 
decision Mean of choices 
maker- decision by Bight 

activity d:.fficulty or oversight 

60.9 19.5 .45 
63.8 32.9 .70 
76.6 46.l .64 

ample, the effect of overall load, other phe
nomena are much more dependent on the 
particular combination of structures involved. 
Although high segmentation of access stnic
ture generally produces slow decision time, 
for instance, a specialized access structure, 
in combination with an unsegmented decision 
structure, produces quick decisions. 

Sixth, important problems are more likely 
to be solved than unimportant ones. Problems 
which appear early are more likely to be 
rbolved than later ones. Considering ooly 
those cases involving access hierarchy where 
importance is defined for problems, the rela
tion behveen problem importance and order 
of arrival is shown in Table 3. The system, in 

TABLE 3. PROPORTION OF PROBLEMS RE

SOLVED m-."DE:R FOUR CONDITIONS OF CHOICE 

.-\..'-'D PROBLE~[ EYIRY 11),Il:S, BY D,IPOR

TA .. 'iCE OF PROBLE-:-1 .>,.::,."D ORDER OF ARR!VAL 

OF PROBLE:-[ (FOR m:ERARCHlCAL ACCESS) 

Importance 
of 

problem 

Hi~h, 
:tirst 10 

Low, 
last 10 

Time of arrival 
of problem 

Early, Late, 
first 10 last 10 

0.46 

0.48 

0.44 

0.25 

effect, produces a queue of problems in tenns 
of their importance, to the disadvantage of 
late-arriving, relatively unimportant prob
lems, and particularly so when load is heavy. 
This queue is the result of the operation of 
the model. It was not imposed as a direct 
assumption. 

Seventh, important choices are less likely 
to resolve problems than unimportant 
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there is an active external dem and for atten- 
tion affects the extent to which decision 
makers will have energy available for use 
within the organization. T he stronger the 
relative outside dem and on im portant people 
in the organization, the less time they will 
spend within the organization relative to- 
others. Note that the energy distribution 
refers only to the relation betw een the energy 
available from im portant people and less im- 
portant people. Thus, the energy distribution, 
variable is a function of the relative strengthO
of the outside dem and for different people, 
as shown in Figure 3.

Important people,

/less time
/

A pproxim ately  
equal tim e

Im portant people, 
more tim e/

IdL

cs

<— a,C 5:

Decision structure. Like the access struc- 
ture, the decision structure is partly a 
planned system for the organization and 
partly a result of learning and negotiation 
within the organization. It could be expected 
to be systematically related to the technology, 
to attributes of participants and problems, 
and to the external conditions under which 
the organization operates. For example, there 
are joint effects of two factors: (a ) relative 
adm inistrative power within the system, the 
extent to which the formal administrators 
are conceded substantial authority, and (b ) 
the average degree of perceived interrelation 
among problems. It is assumed that high ad- 
m inistrative power or high interrelation of 
problems will lead to hierarchical decision 
structure, that moderate power and low in- 
terrelation of problems leads to specialized 
decision structures, and that relatively low 
adm inistrative p<3wer, combined with moder- 
ate problem  interrelation, leads to unseg- 
mented decision structures. The hypothetical 
relations are shown in Figure 2.

Strength of exit opportunities 
for unim portant peop le

F i g u r e  3 . H y p o t h e s i z e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e -
TWEEN EXIT OPPORTUNITIES AND THE DISTRIBU- 
TION OF ENERGY W ITHIN A N  ORGANIZATION

W ithin a university setting it is not hard to 
imagine circumstances in w hich exit oppor- 
tunities are different for different decision 
makers. Tenure, for example, strengthens the 
exit opportunities for older faculty members. 
Money strengthens the exit opportunities for 
students and faculty members, though more 
for the former than the latter. A rapidly 
changing technology tends to strengthen the 
exit opportunities for young faculty members.

Against this background four types of col- 
leges and universities are considered: (a) 
large, rich universities, (b ) large, poor u p - 
versities, (c) small, rich colleges, and (d ) 
small, poor colleges.

₩
₩

Hierarchical
decision
structure

₩
₩

₩

₩
₩

Specialized  
decision N 
structure /

/  \
/  U nsegm entedN 

/  decision ^
structure/

Average degree of problem interrelation

F i g u r e  2 . H y p o t h e s i z e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e - 
TWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE POWER, INTERRELA- 
TION OF PROBLEMS, AND THE DECISION STRUC- 
TURE OF A N  ORGANIZATION ־

Energy distribution. Some of the key fac- 
tors affecting the energy distribution within 
an organization are associated with the alter- 
native opportunities decision makers have for 
investing their time. The extent to which
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Decision structure. Like the access struc
ture, the decision structure is partly a 
planned system for the organization and 
partly a result of learning and negotiation 
within the organization. It could be expected 
to be systematically related to the technology, 
to attributes of participants and problems, 
and to the external conditions under which 
the ,organization operntes. For example, there 
are joint effects of two factors: (a) relative 
administrative power within the system, the 
extent to which the formal administrators 
are conceded substantial :mthoritv, and ( b) 
the average degree of perceived i~terrelation 
among problems. It is assumed that high ad
ministrative power or high interrelation of 
problems will lead to hierarchical decision 
structure, that moderate power and low in
terrelation of problems leads to specialized 
decision structures, and that relativelv low 
administrative p6wer, combined with ~oder
ate problem interrelation, leads to unseg
mented decision structures. The hypothetical 
relations are shown in Figure 2. 

... 
"' ~ 
8. " ' ' 
C) 

.:: 
'- Hierarchical 

'- d .. 
Specialized eCISlOn 

decision , structure 
structure/'-, 

/ '-
/ ' 

/ Unsegmented, 
// decision '-

stnicture ' 
Average degree of problem interrel::ition 

Frctt"ll.E 2. HYPOTHESIZED RE"LATIONSKIP BE· 

TWEE:-f AD:>.!INISTRATIVE POW"E~, D!TERREL-1.

TION OF PROBLE~(S, AND 1HE DECISION STRUC· 

TURE OF A.~ ORGANIZATION · 

Energy distribution. Some of the key fac
tors affecting the energy distribution within 
an organization are associated with the alter
native opportunities decision makers have for 
investing their time. The extent to which 

there is an active external demand for atten
tion affects the extent to which decision 
makers will have energy available for use 
within the organization. The stronger the 
relative outside demand on important people 
in the organization, the less time they will 
spend within the organization relative to--... 
others. Note that the energy distribution I 
refers only to the relation between the enerj 
available from important people and less im
portant people. Thus, the energy d.istributio 
variable is a function of the relative strength 
of the outside demand for different people, 
as shown in Figure 3. 

Important people, / 
less time / 

I 
I 

I 

1
1 Approximately 

/ equal time 
I .,, 

I .,,,.,.,,, 
I _,,, _,,, 

I .,, 
I _,,..,, 

/ / 

I .,, _,,,. 
I _,,,. 

I ,,,,.,, _,,. 

Important people, 
more time 

Strength of exit opportunities 
for unimportant people 

FIGURE 3. HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIP BE

T\VEE:N E.'OT OPPORTUNITIES A .. ~ THE DISTRIBU

TION OF E:S'"ERCY "1.VTIHDl AN ORGANIZ..-1.TION 

Within a university setting it is not hard to 
imagine circumstances in which exit oppor
tunities a.re different for different decision 
makers. Tenure, for example, strengthens the 
exit opportunities for older faculty members. 
Money strengthens the exit opportunities for 
students and faculty members, though more 
for the former than the latter. A rapidly 
changing technology tends to strengthen the 
exit opportunities for young faculty members. 

Against this background four types of col
leges and universities are considered: (a) 
large, rich universities, ( b) large, poor UfU· 
versities, ( c) small, rich colleges, and ( d) 
small, poo-r colleges. 
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solutions are easier to find and the net energy 
is reduced. Finally, the comparative attrac- 
tiveness and perm eability of the organization 
to problems affects the energy demands on it. 
The more attractive, the more demands. The 
more permeable, the more demands. Univer- 
sities with slack and with relatively easy 
access, compared to other alternative arenas 
for problem carriers, will attract a relatively 
large num ber of problems.

Access structure. The access structure in an 
organization would be expected to be af- 
fected by deliberate efforts to derive the ad- 
vantages of delegation and specialization. 
Those efforts, in turn, depend on some gen- 
eral characteristics of the organizational sit- 
uation, task, and personnel. For example, the 
access structure would be expected to be sys- 
tematically related to two features of the 
organization: (a ) the degree of technical and 
value heterogeneity, and (b )  the amount of 
organizational slack. Slack, by providing re- 

*source buffers betw een parts of the organiza- 
tion, is essentially a substitute for technical 
and value homogeneity. As heterogeneity in- 
creases, holding slack constant, the access 
structure shifts from an unsegmented to a 
specialized to a hierarchical structure. Simi- 
larly, as slack decreases, holding hetero- 
geneity constant, the access structure shifts 
from an unsegmented to a specialized to a 
hierarchical structure. The combined picture 
is shown in Figure 1.

/
/

Hierarchical
access /

/  /
/  /

/  , /
/  Specialized  /

/  access /

/ / ׳
/  U nsegm ented  

/  access
/

/
________Z______________________—

to

O r g a n iz a t io n a l s la ck

F i g u r e  1 . H y p o t h e s i z e d r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e -
TWEEN SLACK, HETEROGENEITY, AND THE ACCESS 
STRUCTURE OF AN ORGANIZATION

most impossible to make, until the problems 
drift off to another arena. The m a t c h i n g  of 
problems, choices, and decision makers is 
partly controlled by attributes of content, 
relevance, and competence; b u t it is also 
quite sensitive to attributes of timing, the 
particular combinations of current garbage 
cans, and the overall load on the system.

Universities and Adversity
In  establishing connections between the 

hypothetical attributes of organizational 
structure in the model and some features of 
contemporary universities, the more detailed 
implications of the model can be used to ex- 
plore features of university decision making. 
In particular, the model can examine the 
events associated with one kind of adversity 
within organizations, the reduction of orga- 
nizational slack.

Slack is the difference betw een the re- 
sources of the organization and the combina- 
tion of demands made on it. Thus, it is sensi- 
tive to two major factors: (a )  money and 
other resources provided to the organization 
by the external environment, and (b )  the in- 
tem al consistency of the demands made on 
the organization by participants. I t is com- 
monly believed that organizational slack has 
been reduced substantially w ithin American 
colleges and universities over the past few 
years. The consequences of slack reduction 
in a garbage can decision process can be 
shown by establishing possible relations be- 
tween changes in organizational slack and 
the key structural variables within the model.

N et energy load. The net energy load is 
the difference between the energy required 
within an organization and the effective 
energy available. It is affected by anything 
that alters either the am ount of energy avail- 
able to the organization or the amount re- 
quired to find or generate problem  solutions. 
T he energy available to the organization is 
partly a function of the overall strength of 
exit opportunities for decision makers. For 
example, when there is a shortage of facultv, 
administrators, or students in the market for 
participants, the net energy load on a univer- 
sity is heavier than it would be when there is 
no shortage. The energy required to find so- 
lutions depends on the flow of possible prob- 
lem solutions. For example, when the envi- 
ronm ent of the organization is relatively rich,

. ·~ 
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most impossible to make, until the problems 
drift off to another arena. The matching of 
problems, choices, and decision makers is 
partly controlled by attributes of content, 
relevance, and competence; but it is also 
quite sensitive to attributes of timing, the 
particular combinations of current garbage 
cans, and the overall load on the system. 

Universities and Adversity 

In establishing connections between the 
hypothetical attributes of organizational 
structure in the model and some features of 
contemporary universities, the more detailed 
implica'tions of the model can be used to ex
plore features of university decision making. 
In particular, the model can examine the 
events associated with one kind of adversitv 
within organizations, the reduction of org;
nizational slack. 

Slack is the difference between t1ie re
sources of the organization and the combina
tion of demands made on it. Thus, it is sensi
tive to two major factors: (a) money and 
other resources provided to the organization 
by the external environment, and (b) the in• 
temal consistency of the demands made on 
the organization by participants. It is com
monly believed that organizational slack has 
been reduced substantially within American 
colleges and universities over the past few 
years. The consequences of slack reduction 
in a garbage can decision process can be 
shown by establishing possible relations be
tween changes in organizational slack and 
the key structural variables within the model. 

Net energy load. The net energy load is 
the difference between the energy required 
within an orc,anization and the effective 
energy availab1e. It is affected by anything 
that alters either the amount of energy avail
able to the organization or the amount re• 
quired to find or generate problem solutions. 
The energy available to the organization is 
partly a function of the overall strength of 
exit opportunities for decision makers. For 
example, when there is a shortage of faculty, 
administrators, or students in the market for 
participants, the net energy load on a univer
sity is heavier than it would he when there is 
no shortage. The energy required to find so
lutions depends on the B.ow of possible prob
lem solutions. For example, when the envi
ronment of the organization is relatively rich, 

solutions are easier to find and the net energy 
is reduced. Finally, the comparative attrac
tiveness and permeability of the organization 
to problems affects the energy demands on it. 
The more attractive, the more demands. The 
more permeable, the more demands. Univer
sities with slack and with relatively easy 
access, compared to other alternative arenas 
for problem carriers, will attract a relatively 
large number of problems. 

Access structure. The access structure in an 
organization would be expected to be af
fected by deliberate efforts to derive the ad
vantages of delegation and specialization. 
Those eHorts, in turn, depend on some gen
eral characteristics of the organizational sit
uation, task, and personnel. For example, the 
access structure would be expected to be sys
tematically related to two features of the 
organization: (a) the degree of te::hnical .::nd 
value heterogeneity, and (b) the amount of 
organizational slack. Slack, by providing re-

.source buffers between parts of the organiza
tion, is essentially a substitute for technical 
and value homogeneity. As heterogeneity in
creases, holding slack constant, the access 
structure shifts from an unsegmented to a 
specialized to a hierarchical structure. Simi
larly, as slack decreases, holding hetero
geneity constant, the access structure shifts 
from an unsegmented to a specialized to a 
hierarchical structure. The combined picture 
is shown in Figure 1. 

Hierarchical 
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FrcURE 1. HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSRIP BE

TWEEN SLAO:, HETEROGE:-TEITY, .L'ID THE ACCESS 
STI\UCTURE OF AJ.'< ORCA.~TION 
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from the model have some face validity as a 
description of some aspects of recent life in 
American higher education.

The model also makes some predictions of 
future developments. As adversity continues, 
the model predicts that all schools, and par- 
ticularly rich schools, will experience im- 
provement in their position. Among large, 
rich schools decision by resolution triples, 
problem activity is cut by almost three- 
fourths, and decision time is cut more than 
one-half. If the model has validity, a series of 
articles in the magazines of the next decade 
detailing how President X assum ed the presi- 
dency of large, rich university Y and guided 
it to “peace" and “progress״ (short decision 
time, decisions without problems, low prob- 
lem activity) can be expected.

H ierarchical 
decision structure

\ש
\

\
\

\

© \ ® 
Specialized

₩

structure/^
/  ₪ \

/  Unsegmented \  
y  (4) decision (g) \

/  structure
Average degree of problem  interrelation

(T) Large, poor school, good  tim es

(2) Large, rich school, good  tim es

(3) Small, poor school, good  tim es

©  Small, rich school, good tim es

[T | Large, poor school, bad times 

Large, rich school, bad tim ־־21] es 

Small, poor school, bad tim |־3~) es 

[41 Small, rich school, bad times

F i g u r e  5 . H y p o t h e s i z e d  l o c a t i o n ■ o f  d i f -
FERENT SCHOOLS IN TERMS OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
POWER AND PERCEIVED INTERRELATION OF 

PROBLEMS
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F i g u r e  4 . H y p o t h e s i z e d  l o c a t i o n  o f  d i f -
FERENT SCHOOLS IN TERMS OF SLACK AND HET- 
EROGENEITY

decision time, and a decrease in the propor- 
tion of decisions by resolution as adversity 
begins. The small, poor schools seem to move 
in a direction counter to the trends in the 
other three groups. Decision style is little af- 
fected by the onset of slack reduction, prob- 
lem activity, and decision time decline, and 
decision-maker mobility increases. Presidents 
of such organizations might feel a sense of 
success in their efforts to tighten up the orga- 
nization in response to resource contraction.

The application of the model to this par- 
ticular situation among American colleges 
and universities clearly depends upon a large 
num ber of assumptions. Other assumptions 
would lead to other interpretations of the im- 
pact of adversity within a garbage can deci- 
sion process. Nevertheless, the derivations
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decision time, and a decrease in the propor
tion of decisions by resolution as adversity 
begins. The small, poor schools seem to move 
in a direction counter to the trends in the 
other three groups. Decision style is little aJ. 
fected by the onset of slack reduction, prob
lem activity, and decisioo time decline, and 
decision-maker mobility increases. Presidents 
of such organizations might feel a sense of 
success in their efforts to tighten up the orga
nization in response to resource contraction. 

The application of the model to this par
ticular situation among American colleges 
and universities clearly depends upon a large 
number of assumptions. Other assumptions 
would lead to other interpretations of the im
pact of adversity within a garbage can deci
sioo p rocess. Nevertheless, the derivations 
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from the model have some face validity as a 
description of some aspects of recent life in 
American higher education. 

The model also makes some predictions of 
future developments. As adversity continues, 
the model predicts that all schools, and par
ticularly rich schools, will experience im
provement in their position. Among large, 
rich schools decision by resolution triples, 
problem activity is cut by almost three
fourths, and decision time is cut more than 
one-half. If the model has validity, a series of 
articles in the magazines of the next decade 
detailing bow President X assumed the presi
dency of large, rich university Y and guided 
it to ·'peace" and "progress" (short decision 
time, decisions without problems, low prob
lem activity) can be expected. 
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and unim portant people. The expected re- 
suits of these shifts are shown by the posi- 
tions of the square symbols in Figure 6.

At the same time, adversity affects both 
access structure and decision structure. Ad- 
versitv can be expected to bring a reduction 
in slack and an increase in the average inter- 
relation among problems. The resulting hy- 
pothesized shifts in access and decision struc- 
tures are shown in Figures 4 and 5.

Table 5 shows the effects of adversity on 
the four types of schools according to the 
previous assumptions and the garbage can 
model. Bv examining; the first stage of adver-> O O
sity, some possible reasons for discontent 
among presidents of large, rich schools can 
be seen. In relation to other schools they are 
not seriously disadvantaged. The large, rich

Im portant variations in the organizational 
variables among these schools can be ex- 
pected. Much of that variation is likely to 
be within-class variation. Assumptions about 
these variables, however, can be used to gen- 
erate some assumptions about the predomi- 
nant attributes of the four classes, under con- 
ditions of prosperity.

Under such conditions a relatively rich 
school would be expected to have a light 
energy load, a relatively poor school a mod- 
erate energy load. W ith respect to access 
structure, decision structure, and the internal 
distribution of energy, the appropriate posi- 
tion of each of the four types of schools is 
m arked with a circular symbol on Figures 4, 
5, and 6. The result is the pattern of varia- 
tions indicated below:

Load
Access

structure
Decision
structure

Energy
distribution

Large, rich Light Specialized Unsegmented Less
0 .2 0 0

Large, poor Moderate Hierarchical Hierarchical More
1 1 1 2

Small, rich Light Unsegmented Unsegmented More
0 0 0 2

Small, poor Moderate Specialized Specialized Equal
1 2 2 1

schools have a moderate level of problem 
activity, a moderate level of decision by reso- 
lution. In relation to their earlier state, how- 
ever, large, rich schools are certainly de- 
prived. Problem activity and decision time 
have increased greatly; the proportion of de- 
cisions which resolve problems has decreased 
from 68 percent to 21 percent; administrators 
are less able to move around from one deci- 
sion to another. In all these terms, the relative 
deprivation of the presidents of large, rich 
schools is much greater, in the early stages of 
adversitv, than that of administrators in other 
schools.

The large, poor schools are in the worst 
absolute position under adversity. They have 
a high level of problem activity, a substantial 
decision time, a low level of decision maker 
mobility, and a low proportion of decisions 
being made by resolution. But along most of 
these dimensions, the change has been less 
for them.

The small rich schools experience a large 
increase in problem activity, an increase in

W ith this specification, the garbage can 
model can be used to predict the differences 
expected among the several types of school. 
The results are found in Table 5. They sug- 
gest that under conditions of prosperity, 
overt conflict (problem  activity) will be sub- 
stantially higher in poor schools than in rich 
ones, and decision time will be substantially 
longer. Large, rich schools will be character- 
ized by a high degree of problem latency. 
Most decisions will resolve some problems.

W hat happens to this group of schools un- 
der conditions of adversity—when slack is 
reduced? According to earlier arguments, 
slack could be expected to affect each of the 
organizational variables. I t  first increases net 
energy load, as resources become shorter and 
thus problems require a larger share of avail- 
able energy to solve, b u t this effect is later 
compensated by the reduction in market de- 
m and for personnel and in the relative attrac- 
tiveness of the school as an arena for prob- 
lems. The market effects also reduce the 
differences in m arket dem and for im portant

.. , 
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Import:mt variations in the organizational 
variables among these schools can be ex
pected. ;\,foch of that variation is likely to 
be within-class variation. Assumptions about 
these vnrinbles, however, cnn be used to gen
erate some assumptions about the predomi
nant attributes of the four classes, under con
ditions of prosperity. 

Under such conditions a relatively rich 
school would be expected to have a light 
energy load, a relatively poor school a mod
ernte energy load. With respect to access 
structure, decision structure, and the internal 
distribution of energy, the appropriate posi
tion of each of the four types of schools is 
marked with a circular symbol on Figures 4, 
5, and 6. The result is the pattern of varia
tions indicated below: 

aod unimportant people. The expected re
sults of these shifts are shown by the posi
tions of the square symbols in Figure 6. 

At the same time, adver~ily allects both 
access structure and decision structure. Ad
versity can be expected to bring a reducticn 
in slack and an increase in the average inter
relation among problems. The resulting hy
pothesized shifts in access and decision struc
tures are shown in Figures 4 and 5. 

Table 5 shows the effects of adversity on 
the four types of schools according to the 
previous assumptions and the garbage can 
model. By examining the first stage of adver
sity, some possible reasons for discontent 
among presidents of larO'e, rich schools can 
be seen. In relation to other schools they are 
not seriously disadvantaged. The large, rich 

Access Decision Energ1 
Load structure structure distribution 

Large, rich Light 
0 

Specialized Unsegmented Less 
.,'!. 0 0 

Large, poor Moderate Hierarchical Hierarchical }.lore 
l l l 2 

Small, rich Light Unsegmented Unsegmented Mor-e 
0 0 0 2 

Small, poor '.\·loderate Specialized Specialized Eaual 
i l 

With this speci.6cation, the garbage can 
model can be used to predict the differences 
expected among the several types of school. 
The results are found in Table 5. They sug
gest that under conditions of prosperity, 
overt conflict ( problem activity) will be sub
stantially higher in poor schools than in rich 
ones, and decision time will be substantiallv 
longer. Large, rich schools will be character
ized by a high degree of problem latency. 
Most decisions will resolve some problems. 

'What happens to this group of schools un
der conditions of adversity-when slack is 
reduced? According to earlier arguments, 
slack could be e:tpected to affect each of the 
organizational variables. It first increases net 
energy load, as resources become shorter and 
thus problems require a larger share of avail
able energy to solve, but this effect is later 
compensated by the reduction in market de
mand for personnel and in the relative attrac
tiveness of the school as an arena for prob
lems. The market effects also reduce the 
differences in market demand for important 

. ' 

2 2 

schools have a moderate level of problem 
activity, a moderate level of decision by reso
lution. In relation to their earlier state, how
ever, large, rich schools are certainly de
prived. Problem activity and decision time 
have increased greatly; the proportion of de
cisions which resolve problems has: decreased 
from 68 percent to 21 percent; administrators 
are less able to move around from one deci
sion to another. In all these terms, the relative 
deprivation of the presidents of large, rich 
schools is much greater, in the early stages of 
ndversitv, than that of administrators in other 
schools.· 

The lacge, poor schools are in the worst 
absolute position under adversity. They have 
a high level of problem activity, a substantial 
decision time, a low level of decision maker 
mobility, and a low proportion of decisions 
being made by resolution. But along most of 
these dimensions, the change has: been less 
for them. 

The small rich schools experience a lnrge 
increase in problem activity, an increase in 
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T a b l e  5 . E f f e c t  o f  a d v e r s i t y  o n f o u r  t y p e s  o f  c o l l e c e s  a n d

UNIVERSITIES OPERATING WITHIN A GARBAGE CAN DECISION PROCESS

Outcome

Type of school/ 
type of situation

Organi-
zational

type

Deci-
sion
style

propor-
tion

resolu-
tion

Problem
activity

Problem
latency

Deci-
sion

maker
activity

Deci-
sion
time

Large, rich universities 
Good times 0200 0.68 0 154 100 0
Bad times, earlv 1110 0.21 210 23 58 34
Bad times, late 0111 0.65 57 60 66 14
Large, poor universities 
Good times 1112 0.3S 210 25 66 31
Bad times, earlv 2112 0.24 248 32 55 38
Bad times, late 1111 0.31 200 30 58 28
Small, rich colleges 
Good times 0002 1.0 0 0 100 0
Bad times, earlv 1002 0 310 0 90 20
Bad times, late 0001 1.0 0 0 100 0
Small, poor colleges 
Good times 1221 0.54 158 127 15 83
Bad times, earlv 2211 0.61 101 148 73 52
Bad times, late 1211 0.62 78 151 76 39

The following are ten summary statistics:

1. (KT) Problem persistence, the total 
num ber of time periods a problem  is acti- 
vated and attached to a choice, summed over 
all problems.

2. (KU) Problem latency, the total num- 
ber of time periods a problem  is activated, 
but not attached to a choice, summed over 
all problems.

3. (KV) Problem velocity, the total num- 
ber of times anv problem shifts from one 
choice to another.

4. (KW ) Problem failures, the total num- 
ber of problems not solved a t the end of the 
twenty time periods.

5. (KX) Decision maker velocity, the total 
num ber of times any decision m aker shifts 
from one choice to another.

6. (KS) Decision m aker inactivity, the 
total number of time periods a decision maker 
is not attached to a choice, summed over all 
decision makers.

7. (KY) Choice persistence, the total num- 
ber of time periods a choice is activated, 
summed over all choices.

tions in which the preconditions of the gar- 
bage can process cannot be eliminated. In 
some, such as pure research, or the family, 
they should not be eliminated. The great ad- 
vantage of trying to see garbage can phe- 
nomena together as a process is the possibil- 
ity that that process can be understood, that 
organizational design and decision making 
can take account of its existence and that, to 
some extent, it can be managed.

׳  APPENDIX
Version five of the Fortran program for the 

garbage can model reads in entry times for 
choices, solution coefficients, entry times for 
problems, and two control variables, NA and 
10. NA controls various combinations of free- 
dum of movement for decision makers and 
problems. All results are based on runs in 
which NA is 1. Comment cards included in 
the program describe other possibilities. The 
latter variable, 10, controls output. At the 
value 1, only summary statistics are printed. 
At the value 2, full histories of the decision 
process are printed for each organizational 
variant.

Rt.i& 

.. ~ 
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TABLE 5. EFFECT OF AOVEn51TY ON FOUR TYPES OF COLLECES .-1.:-.-0 

U:-llVERSITIES OPERATING Wlnll..'< A GARBAGE CAN DECISIO:-1 PROCESS 

Outcome 

Deci-
sion 
style 

propor- Deci-
lion s1on Deci-Orgaoi-

Type of school/ zational resolu- Problem Problem maker sion 
type of situation type tion 

Large, rich unicersitie-s 
Good times 0200 0.68 
Bad times, earlv 1110 0.21 
Bad times, late· 0111 0.65 
Large, poor unicersities 

Good times 1112 0.38 
Bad times, earlv 2112 0.24 
Bad times, late 1111 0.31 
Small, rich colleges 

Good times 0002 LO 
Bad times, earlv 1002 0 
Bad times, late· 0001 l.O 
Small, poor colleges 
Good times 1221 0.54 
Bad times, earlv 2211 0.61 
Bad times, late· 1211 0.62 

tions in which the preconditions of the gar
bage can process cannot be eliminated. In 
some, such as pure research, or the family, 
they should not be eliminated. The great ad
vantage of trying to see garbage can phe• 
nomena together as a process is the possibil
ity that that process can be understood, that 
organizational design and decision making 
can take account of its existence and that, to 
some extent, it can be managed. 

APPENDL"{ 
Version five of the Fortran program for the 

garbage can model reads in entry times for 
choices, solution coefficients, entry times for 
problems, and two control variables, NA and 
IO. NA controls various combinations of free
dom of muvi::ment for decision makers and 
problems. All results are based on runs in 
which NA is 1. Comment cards included in 
the program describe other possibilities. The 
latter variable, 10, controls output. At the 
value 1, only summary statistics are printed. 
At the value 2, full histories of the decision 
pro~ess are printed for each organizational 
variant. 

activity latency activity time 

0 154 100 0 
210 23 58 34 
57 60 66 14 

210 ,,-_;) 66 31 
2.JS 32 55 38 
200 30 58 28 

0 0 100 0 
310 0 90 20 

0 0 100 0 

158 127 15 81 
101 148 73 52 
,8 151 76 39 

The following are ten summary st::itistics: 

l. ( KT) Problem persistence, the total 
number of time periods a problem is acti
vated and attached to a choice, summed over 
all problems. 

2. (KU) Problem latency, the total num
ber of time periods a problem is activated, 
but not attached to a choice, summed over 
all problems. 

3. ( KV) Problem velocity, the total num
ber of times anv problem shifts from one 
choice to another. 

4. (KW) Problem failures, the total num
ber of problems not solved at the end of the 
twenty time periods. 

5. ( KX) Decision maker velocity, the total 
number of times any decision maker shifts 
from one choice to another. 

6. (KS) Decision maker inactivity, the 
total number of time periods a decision maker 
is not attached to a cboice, summed over all 
decision makers. 

7. (KY) Choice persistence, the total num
ber of time periods a choice is activated, 
summed over all choices. 

0 
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for problems, and the outside demands on 
the decision makers.

A major feature of the garbage can process 
is the partial uncoupling of problems and 
choices. Although decision making is thought 
of as a process for solving problems, that is 
often not what happens. Problems are 
worked upon in the context of some choice, 
b u t choices are made only when the shifting 
combinations of problems, solutions, and de- 
cision makers happen to make action possi- 
ble. Quite commonly this is after problems 
have left a given choice arena or before they 
have discovered it (decisions by flight or 
oversight).

Four factors were specified which could be 
expected to have substantial effects on the 
operation of the garbage can process: the or- 
ganization's net energy load and energy dis- 
tribution, its decision structure, and problem 
access structure. Though the specifications 
are quite simple their interaction is extremely 

* complex, so that investigation of the probable 
behavior of a system fully characterized by 
the garbage can process and previous speci- 
fications requires com puter simulation. No 
real system can be fully characterized in this 
way. Nonetheless, the simulated organization 
exhibits behaviors which can be observed 
some of the time in almost all organizations 
and frequently in some, such as universities. 
The garbage can m odel is a first step toward 
seeing the systematic interrelatedness of or- 
ganizational phenom ena which are familiar, 
even common, b u t which have previously 
been regarded as isolated and pathological. 
M easured against a conventional normative 
model of rational choice, the garbage can 
process does appear pathological, but such 
standards are not really appropriate. The 
process occurs precisely when the precondi- 
tions of more normal rational models are not 
met.

I t  is clear that the garbage can process 
does not resolve problems well. But it does 
enable choices to be made and problems re- 
solved, even w hen the organization is 
plagued with goal ambiguity and conflict, 
w ith poorly understood problems that 
wander in and out of the system, with a vari- 
able environment, and  with decision makers 
who may have other things on their minds.

There is a large class of significant situa-

for unimportant people 

(T) Large, poor school, good times

(2) Large, rich school, good times

(3) Small, poor school, good times

(4) Small, rich school, good times

m  Large, poor school, bad times

f2] Large, rich school, bad times

f3~l Small, poor school, bad times

GO Small, rich school, bad times

F i g u r e  6 . H y p o t h e s i z e d  l o c a t i o n  o f  d i f -
FERENT SCHOOLS IN TERMS OF EXIT OPPORTUNI-
TIES

CONCLUSION
A set of observations made in the study 

of some university organizations has been 
translated into a model of decision making in 
organized anarchies, that is, in situations 
which do not meet the conditions for more 
classical models of decision making in some 
or all of three im portant ways: preferences 
are problematic, technology is unclear, or 
participation is fluid. The garbage can pro- 
cess is one in which problems, solutions, and 
participants move from one choice opportu- 
nity to another in such a way that the nature 
of the choice, the time it takes, and the prob- 
lems it solves all depend on a relatively com- 
plicated interm eshing of elements. These in- 
elude the mix of choices available at any one 
time, the mix of problems that have access to 
the organization, the mix of solutions looking

~. 
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Strength of exit opportumt1es 
for unimportant people 

(D Large, poor school, good times 

@ Large, rich school, good times 

@ Small, poor school, good times 

@ Small, rich school, good times 

[I) L:irge, poor school, bad times 

11] Large, rich school, bad times 

@J Small, poor school, bad times 

GJ Small. rich school, bad times 

FIGURE 6. HYPOTH.ESlZEJ) LOCATION OF D!.F

FER.E..'\7' SCHOOLS Dl TER:).!S OF EXIT OPPORTUNI· 

TIES 

CONCLUSION 

A set of observations made in the study 
of some university organizations has been 
translated into a model of decision making ill 
organized anarchies, that is, in situations 
which do not meet the conditions for more 
classical models of decision making in some 
or all of three important ways: preferences 
are problematic, technology is unclear, or 
participation is fiuid. The garbage can pro
cess is one in which problems, solutions, and 
participants move from one choice opportu
nity to another in such a way that the nature 
of the choice, the ti.me it takes, and the prob
lems it solves all depend on a relatively com
plicated intenneshing of elements. These in
clude the mL'C of choices available at any one 
time, the mb: of problems that have acc~ss to 
the organization, the mix of solutions looking 

for problems, and the outside demands on 
the decision makers. 

A major feature of the garbage can process 
is the partial uncoupling of problems and 
choices. Although decision makino- is thouo-ht 

:::, " of as a process for solving problems, that is 
often not what happens. Problems are 
worked upon in the context of some choice, 
but choices are made only when the shiftino
combinations of problems, solutions, and de': 
cision makers happen to make action possi
ble. Quite commonly this is after problems 
have left a given choice arena or before thev 
have discovered it ( decisions by flight or 
oversight) . 

Four factors were specified which could be 
expected to have substantial effects on the 
operation of the garbage can process: the or
ganization's net energy load and energy dis
tribution, its decision structure, and problem 
access structure. Though the speciBcations 
are quite simple their interaction is extremely 

• complex, so that investi~ation of the probable 
behavior of a system fully characterized bv 
the garbage can process and previous speci
fications requires computer simulation. No 
real system can be fullv characterized in this 
way. Nonetheless, the ;imulated organiz.i.tion 
exhibits behaviors which can be observed 
some of the time in almost all organizations 
and frequently in some, such as universities. 
The garbage can model is a first step toward 
seeing the systematic interrelatedness of or
ganizational phenomena which a.re familiar, 
even common, but which have previouslv 
been regarded as isolated and pathological. 
Measured against a conventional nonnative 
model of rational choice, the garbage can 
process does appear pathological, but such 
standards are not really appropriate. The 
process occurs precisely when the precondi
tions of more normal rational models are not 
met. 

It is clear that the garbage can process 
does not resolve problems well. But it does 
enable choices to be made and problems re
solved, even when the organization is 
plagued with goal ambiguity and conflict, 
with poorly understood problems that 
wander in and out of the system, \vith a vari
able environment, and ,vith decision makers 
who may have other things on their minds. 

There is a large class of signi.Scant situa-
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c T H E  G A R B A G E  CAN M O O E L .  V E R S I O N 5
c * * *

c 1 0  I S  1 F O R  S U MMA R Y  S T A T I S T I C S O N L Y
c 1 0  I S  2 F O R  S U M M A R Y  S T A T I S T I C S P L U S  H I S T O R  I E S

c * * *
c NA I S  t WHEN P R O B S ANO O MK R S  B O T H  MOVE

c NA I S 2 WHEN OMK. RS O N L Y  MOVE

c NA I S 3 WHEN P R O O S O N L Y  MOVE

c N A I S  4 WHEN N E I T H E R  P R O B S  NOR O WK R S  MOVE

c * * *
c I L  I S A f a c t o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  p r o b  E N E R G Y  r e q

c *  * *
c V A R I A B L E S
c *  * *

c n u m b e r s

c C O U N T E R S U P P E R  L I  Ml  TS NAME

c * ♦ *
c I N C H C H O I C E S

c J N P P P R O B L E M

c K NDM D F C m k R S

c L T N T P T I ME

c * * *

c A R R A Y S
c C O D E D [ MEN NAME
c * * *
c I C h N C H C H O I C E  E N T R Y  T I M E

c I C S NCH C H O I C E  S T A T U S
c J E T N P R P R O S •  E N T R Y  T I M E

c J F N O R P R 0 8 .  A T T .  C H O I C E
c J F F N P R W O R K I N G  C O P Y  J F

c J O S N P R P R O S .  S T A T U S
c K DC NOM D M K R .  A T T .  C H O I C E

c KDCW NDM W O R K I N G  C O P Y  K O C

c XE F M C H F N E R G Y  E X P E N D E O
c X F R C NC H C H O I C E  E N .  R E Q T .

c X E R P N O P P P O B .  E N .  R E O T .

c X S C N T P S O L U T I O N  C O E F F I C I E N T

c * * *

c 2 - 0 1  M E N S  I O N A L  A R R A Y S
c * * *

c C O D E D I MEN N AME

c * * *
c I K A N C H , N O M D E C I S I O N  S T R U C T U R E
c J  I A N O P , NC H A C C E S S  S T R U C T U R E

c XE A N D M . N T P E N E R G Y  M A T R I X
c * * *
c * * *
c * * *
c * * *
c S U MMA R Y S T a T I s t i C S F O R  E A C H  V A R I A N T
c C O L  1 : KZ: T O T A L  D E C I S I O N S  N O T  MA D E
c C O L  2 : KY : T O T A L  N U MB E R A C T I V E  C H O I C E  P E R I O D S
c COL  3 : K X: t o t a l  n u m b e r C H A N G E S  b y  O E C I S I O N  m a k e r s

c C O L  a : KW : t o t a l  p r o s l s MS N O T  S O L V E D
c C O L  S : K V : T O T A L  N U M B E R c h a n g e s  b y  p r o b l e m s

c C O L  6 : K U : T O T A L  N U M 8 E R L A T E N T  P R O B L E M  P E P I O O S
c C O L  7 : K. T : T O T A L  N U M B E R A T T A C H E D  P R O B L E M  P E R I O D S
c C O L  a : K S : T O T A L  N U M 0 E R P E R I O D S  D M K R S  R E S T I N G
c C O L  9 :  x r : T O T A L  AMOUNT O F  U N U S E D  e n e r g y

I 
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MPE:-.OIX TABLE: FORTI\AN PROGRA.'I.( FOR GARBAGE CA.'l :'.\lODEL, VERSION FIVE 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

THE ... 
10 
10 

••• 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

C •• • 

GMlBAGE 

IS FOA 
IS 2 FOR 

IS t wHEN 

IS 2 WHEN 
IS 3 WME'N 

IS 4 WHEN 

CAN "OOELo VERSION 5 

SU'4-"AAY STATISTICS ONLY 
SU"MAAY STAT I STICS PLUS ><ISTCAIES 

PROBS ANO 0"KRS BOTH MOVE 
OMKAS ONLY MOVE 
PRODS ONLY MOV~ 

NEITHER PROBS NOR OIOCRS MOVE 

C IL IS A FACTOR OETFA,.IN ING POOB ENERGY REO 

C ••• 
C VARIABLES 
C • •• 
C NU ,.&EAS 

COUNTERS 

••• 
J 

K 

LT 

••• 
ARRAYS 

... 

COOi: 
••• 
ICH 
!CS 
JET 
JF 
JFF 
JPS 
KOC 
KOCW 
xcF 
XFRC 
>;EAP 
xsc 

UPPER LIMITS 

NCH 
NPR 
NO>< 
NTP 

01 l<EN 

NCH 
NCH 
NPA 
NPR 
NP~ 
NPR 
NO" 
NOW .. ,H 
~•CH 
NDR 

NTP 

CHOICES 
PROBLEM 
OF.CMKAS 
TI ME 

CHOICE ENTRY TIME 
CHOICE STATUS 
PR06 . ENTRY TIME 
PROB. ATT. CHOICE 
WORKING COPY JF 
PROB . STATUS 
OMKR . ATT. CHOICE 
WORKING COPY KOC 
FNERGY E XPENDED 
CHOICE EN. AEOT. 
PROS . EN. A:EOT . 
SOLUTION COEFFICIENT 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 

C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

C 

Z-OIME~SIONAL ARRAYS ... 

••• 

••• 
••• ... 

SU><M AllY 

CODE 

ll<A 
Jl4 
XE >. 

STAT! STI CS 
COL I: KZ: 
COL 2: I( y: 

COL J: K x : 
C1JL .. : KW: 

COL s: i<v: 
COL C>: l<U! 
COL 7: KT! 
CCL e: I( s: 
CDL 9: XA: 

[IIMEN 

NCH,NOH 
Nt>QtNCH 

NDW,NTP 

NAME 

OF.CIS I ON STRUCTURE 
ACCESS STRUCTURE 
£HEAGY MATAI X 

FOR EACH VARIANT 
TOTAL DECISIONS NOT l•U OE 
TOTAL ,_.UM8!:R ACTIVE CHOICE PERIODS 
TOTAL NU,.9EA CHANGES BY DECISION MAKERS 
TOTAL ~A08L~MS NOT SOLVE() 
TOTAL HUMBER CHAHGFS BY <>ROBLE"4S 
TOTAL NUM8!;A LATENT PA06LE" PES>IOOS 
TOTAL NUH8ER ATTACHED <>AOBLEM PERIOOii 
TOTAL NUN8f:R PERIODS 0:-<KRS REST ING 
TOTAL AMOUNT OF UNUSED ENERGY 

\ 

19 
7) 
j! 
11 

:I 

!I 
II .. 
I: 
l 
I 
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8. ( .KZ) Choice failures, the total number 
of choices not mnde by the end of the twenty 
time periods. 

9. (XR) Energy reserve, the total amount 
of effective energy available to the system 
but not used because decision makers are 
not attached to anv choice. 

10. (XS) Energy wastage, the total eIIec
tive energy used on choices in excess of that 
required to make them at the time they are 
made. 

In its current form the program generates 
both the problem access structure and the 
decision sbucture internally. In order to ex
amine the performance of the model under 
other structures, modification of the code or 
its elimination in favor of Read statements 
to take the sbuctures from cards will be 
necessary. 

Under IO= 2, total output will be about 
ninety pages. Running time is about two 
minutes under a \Vatfor compiler. 
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0= ( J l A (  I .  J 
5 3 2 I F { J A . E O . I ) GO TO 

♦5 3 I F ( J A . E 0 . 2 )  GO T O 
J I  A(  I .  J  ) = I

5 5 0 GO TO
5 5 0 I F  { ( 1 - J  ) . G T . ( 1 / 2 )  ) GO TO 

1 = ( J  I A(  I .  J 
5 5 0 GO TO 

5 5 0 I F { I . N E . ( 2 * J ) )  GO T O 
1=J I A { I , J 1 

1 = ( J I A I  1 - 1  . J
C O N T I  sue 
c o n t 1 n u e 

0 0 5 9 0 1=1.NOM 
o n  5 a o  J = 1 . n t p

0 . 5 5-(XE A { I . J 
5 8 0 I F { J F . E 0 . 1  ) G O  T O 

I־X X A
5 7 0 I P ( J E . E 0 . 0 1 G 0  TO 

1 0 . 0( /X X A1־ 1 . 0( = )X £ A < I . J 
5 8 0 GO T O 

1 0 . 0/XE A ( I . J ) = X X A 
C O N T I N U E 
C O N T I N U E

* * * F I N I S H  R5 AO I N I T I A L I Z A T I O N 
0 0 9 9 A L T = I . N T P 

F O RMA  T { 2 X . 6 H C H O I C E . 2 X , 1 3 . 2 X . 6 H A C T I V E )
C H O I C E  A C T I V A T I O N 

0 0 1 0 1 1=1.NCH 
1 0 1 I F { I C H { I ) . N E . L T J G O  T O 

1( =I C S ( I 
C O N T I N U E 
P R O S .  A C T I V A T I O N 

0 0 1 1 0 J = 1 . N P R 
1 1 0 I F ( J E T ( J ) . N E . L T ) GO T O 

1( =J P S ( J 
C O N T I N U F
F I N D  M O S T  A T T R A C T I V E  C H O I C E  F O R  P R O B L E M  J

0 0 1 2 0 J = 1 . N P R
1 2 0 I F  ( J P S ( J ) . N E . 1 )  G O T O 

1 2 5 I F ( N A . E 0 . 2 J G 0  T O 
1 2 5 I F ( N A . E Q . 4 ) G 0  T O

1 2 6 GO TO 
1 2 7 I F { J F { J ) . N E . O ) G O  T O 

S = 1 0  C OOOO 
0 0 1 2 1 1=1.NCH

1 2 1 I F  ( I C S ( I ) . N E . 1 1  GO TO 
1 2 1 1 F { J I A ( J . I I . E Q . O I G O  T O

1 2 2 I F ( J F ( J ) . E O . O ) GO T O 
1 2 2 I F (  J F I J I . E Q . D G O  T O 

1 2 1 I F (  ( X E R P ( J ) ♦ X E R C (  I ) - X E E (  I ) ) . G E . S ) G O  T O
1 2 3 GO T O

1 2 1 I F { ( X E R C ( I J - X E E I I ) t . G E . S I G O  TO 
S =  X E R C  < I ) - X E E (  I )

1 2 4 GO T O 
S = X E R P { J ) + X E R C ( I ) - X E E ( I)
J F  F ( J ) = I 
C O N T I N U E 

1 2 0 GO T O 
(J F F ( J ) = J F ( J

5 3 2

534

5  S O 
5 6 0

5 7 0
5 8 0
5 9 0

1 0 0 6
C

1 0 1
c

1 1 0
c

1 2 5  
1 2 6

1 22

1 2 3  
1 24 
1 2 1

1 2 7

•' 

.. 
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JI A I I , J l sO 
!F(JA . EOoll GO TO Sl2 
IFCJA o C~o 2l GO TO SJ• 
JIA(l,Jl•I 
GO TO 550 

SJZ IF ((I-JloGT ol ll'21l GO TO 550 
JI Al I, JI., I 

~l• 

550 
560 

570 
580 
590 

C 

GO TO 550 
I F ( I • NE• ( 2 • J I I GO TO 550 
J IA ll,Jl•I 
JIA( 1-1,Jl=I 
CONT I NUE 
CONTINUE 
00 590 (c l ,NOM 

00 580 .J• l ,NTP 
XEA( I ,Jl•O o SS 
IFIJF.EOo l IGO TO 580 
XXA:I 
I <'I JE ,EO,O IGO TO 570 
XE A I I , JI• ( I I• 0- XX Al / l Oo 0 
GO TO 580 
X[A(l,J):XXA/10 , 0 
CONT I NUE 
COl<TINUE 
• • • F J N I SH A: 140 
00 99• LT,.l , NTP 

!NI Tl AL IZATION 

100h FUPMAT( 2X ,6HCH0 1CE ,2X,IJ, 2X ,6HACTIVE 
C CHOICE ACTIVATION 

00 IO I I : I , NCH 
IF( ! CHI I loNEeLTIGO TO 101 
I CS( I I= I 

101 CONTINUE 
C PQ08o ACT I VATION 

I I 0 
C 

00 110 J•I , NPR 
!F(J£T(Jl •N£.LTIGO TO 110 
JPS(Jl•I 
CONTI NUF 
FINO ~OS T ATTRACTIVF. CHOICE FOR PRO~LE~ J 
00 l:?0 J • l,NPR 
IF (JPS(JloNEel l GO TO 120 
IF(NAoE0 . 2lGO TO 125 
IF(NA.EO.•lGO TO 125 
GO TO 126 

125 JF(JF(Jl.NE.OIGO TO 127 
126 S><\OCOOOO 

12?. 

I 2.J 
12• 
121 

127 

00 121 l=l,NCH 
IF I I CS( 11,NE, II GO TO 121 
IFIJIA(J , ll , EO . OIGO TO 121 
JF(JF(JI . EO , OIGO TO 122 
JF(JF(Jl o EOollGO TO 122 
JF<IXEAP(Jl+Xtl•CIII-XEEllll • Ge . s1GO TO 121 
GO TO 12.J 
fl'((XCRClll-x£F.lfll.C,E,SIGO TO 12 1 

S:XEAC ( I 1-xEE( I I 
GO TO 12" 
S=XERPI Jl +XERCI 11-XEE( 11 
JFF ( J l" I 

CONTINUE 
GO TO 120 
JFFIJl•JFIJI 

21 
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C C O L  1 0 : X S :  T O T A L  A MOUNT  O F  W A S T E D  E N E R G Y
C * * *
C I N P U T  B L O C K .  R E A D - I N  AND I N I T I A L I Z A T I O N S .

0 1  ME NS  I O N  I C H (  2 0 ) . J F ( 2 0  ) ,  X E P C ( 2 0 ) , X E E ( 2  0  > , X S C ( 2  0 ) » J F F ( 2 0  ) . X E R P ( 2 0  
* )  • J  E T ( 2 0 ) . J P S {  2 0 )  * I C S <  2 0 ) » K D C (  2 0 ) • K O C W ( 2 0 ) , J I A ( 2 0 . 2 0 ) ,  I K A < 2 0 , 2 0 )  . 
C X E A (  2 0 . 2 0  ) , K A B C (  2 0 , 2 0 ) , K O B C ( 2 0 , 2 0 ) , K C B C ( 2 0 , 2 0 )

1 0 0  t F O R M A T ( 5 (  I 3 ,  1 X ) )
1 0 0 2  F O R M A T (  1 0 (  1 3 , I X )  )
1 0 0 3  F O R M A T ( 2 5 (  I 1 .  1 X)  )
1 0 0 4  P O R M A T ( 1 O F A , 2 )

n ז   p = 2 0
N C H = 1 0 
n P R  =  2  0 
NOM = 1 o

a  R E A D (  5 ,  1 0 0 2 )  ( I C H ( I ) . 1 = 1  , N C H )
R E A O ( 5 .  1 0 0 4  ) ( X S C ( L T ) , L T = 1 ,  N T P )
R E A D (  S .  1 0 0 2 ) ( J E T ( J )  ,  J  =  1 » N P R )
R E A D ( 5 . 1 0 0 3 )  N A . 1 0  
W R I T E ( 6 . 1 0 5 0 )  NA 

1 0 5 0  F O R M A T (  '  1 D E C . M A K E R  M O V E M E N T  C O N O I T I O N  ( N A ) .  I S  , , I I / )
0 0  9 9 8  I L = 1 . 3
1 9= I l_- 1
DO 9 9 7  J  A 0 = 1  . 3  
J A = J A B— 1 
DO 9 9 6  J 0 8 = 1 . 3
J O =  J O  B— 1 *
DO 9 9 5  J E B = I . 3  
J E = J E B - 1  
X P = 0 . 0 
X S 0 .  0 ־ 
KS  = 0
DO 1 0  1 = 1 . N C H  
X E R C ( I ) = 1 . 1  
X E E ( I ) = 0 . 0  

1 0  I C S (  I ) 0 ־
DO 2 0  K = 1 • NDM 
* D C ( K ) =  0 

2 0  K O C W ( K ) = K D C ( K )
DO 4 0  J = 1 . N P R  
X E R P ( J ) = I L * 1 . 1  
J F ( J ) = 0  
J F F ( J ) = 0  

4 0  J P S ( J ) = 0
C S E T T I N G  U P  T H E  D E C I S I O N  M A K E R S  A C C E S S  T O  C H O I C E S .

DO 5 2 0  1 = 1 , NCH
DO 5 1 0  J  = 1 »  NOM 
I K A < I . J ) = 1
I F ( J O . E O . 1 )  GO T O  5 0 2
I F ( J D . E 0 . 2 ) GO T O  5 0 4
GO T O  5 1 0  

5 0 2  I F ( I . G E . J )  GO T O  5 1 0  
I K A ( I , J ) = 0  
GO T O  5  1 0  

5 0 4  I F ( J . E O . I )  GO T O  5 1 0  
I K  A ( I , J ) =  0 

5 1 0  C O N T I N U E
5 2 0  C O N T I N U E

C S E T T I N G  U P  T H E  P R O B L E M S  A C C E S S  T O  C H O I C E S .
0 0  5 6 0  1 = 1 , N P R
DO 5 5 0  J = 1 « N C H

~- :·· 
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C COL 10 :xs: TOTAL AMOUNT OF WASTEO ENEAGY 
C ••• 
C INPUT BLOCK, AEAO- IN ANO INITIALIZATIONS . 

OIMENSION I CH (201,J F(201 , XERCC201,XEE(20 ), XSC(201 ,JFF( 20 1,XERP(ZO 
*l,JET(20l , JPS(20l,I CS C201 , KOC( 201 , KOCWC20 1,JIA( 20 , 201 , IKA(20,20) , 
CXE A ( 20 , 20), K AB C( 20 , 20 I, KOllC( 20 • 20 ), KCBC t 20, 20 I 

1001 F01lMAT(5(JJ , IXII 
1002 FORMAT(I O(IJ,IX)) 
100 3 F ORMAT(2 5 Cll,IXJ) 
1004 FQRMAT(I OF4,2) 

NTP:2') 
NCH=IO 
NP0:2() 
NOM=IO 

B RE An( ~ ,10021( ICH(l l ,l = I ,NC>< ) 
R~A0( 5 ,1004l( XSC(LT),LT=l,NTP) 
Re AOC 5, I 002 l C JE T( JI ,J= I ,NPR) 

REAO(S ,1 003 ) NA , 10 
WAJTE (6 , I0501 NA 

1050 FQR~AT ( 'I OEC , MAK~R MQVE ~ENT CONOITION (NA) IS 
00 q99 IL=l , J 
IB•JL-1 
0(') q97 JAB=! , 3 
J 4:JA0-I 
00 Qq6 JOB=l,J 
JO= JOB- I 
00 9<15 JEB"'I ,.3 
JE " JES- I 
X::?: 0, 0 

~s""• o 
KS=O 
00 I 0 I a I , NCH 
XERC( ll= l,I 
XEE ( I >=o . o 

10 ICS( I )"0 
00 20 K= t,NOM 
~OCIKJ:O 

20 KOC WI K)=KOC(Kl 
00 40 J= I ,NPR 
XERP(J l = IL•le l 
JFIJ):O 
JFF(Jl =O 

40 JPS(Jl"O 

• 

C SETTING UP THE DECIS ION MA KERS ACCESS TO CHOICES, 
00 520 l= l,NCH 
00 510 J=l , NOM 
IKA( I , J l =l 
IFIJO, E0 , 11 GO TO 502 
JF(JO,E0.21 GO TO 504 
GO TO 510 

502 IF( 1,GE,Jl GO TO 510 
lKA(l , Jl•O 
GO TO S I C 

504 IF( J , EO, I) GO TO 510 
IKA( I ,Jl=D 

510 
520 

C 

CONTINUE 
CONTINUE 
SET TING UP THE PROBLEMS ACCESS TO CHOICES. 
0:l 560 I= I , NPA 
0 0 550 J 2 l ,/'ICH 

··-· . ' 

• .I 1/) 
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2 6 1 I F ( N A . E O . 3 ) GO T O 
2 6 1 I F { N A . E Q . 4 ) G O  T O

2 9 9 GO TO 
2 6 1 OO 2 6 2  K = 1 . N D M 

2 6 2 I F  { K D C (  K ) • N E .  I ) G O  T O 
1( =K D C W ( K 

2 6 2 C O N T I N U E 
2 9 9 C O N T I N U E 

OO 2 0 0  1 = 1 , NCH 
2 0 0 K A B C ( L T ,  I ) - I C S <  I )

0 0 2 1 0 K = I , NOM 
K D C ( K )( K־ & B C ( L T , K 

2 1 0 I F ( K O C W ( K ) . E O . 0 ) G O  T O 
0 = (K D C ( K 

0( =2 1 0 K D C w ( K 
DO 2 2 0  J  = 1 . N P R 
K C 9 C ( L T , J  ) = J F ( J)

2 3 0 I F ( J P S ( J ) , E Q , 0 )  GO T O 
2 2 0 I F ( J ? S ( J  ) . £ 0 . 1  ) GO TO 

1 0 0 0 ( = KC 9 C ( L T , J 
2 2 0 GO TO 

1- = ( 2 3 0 K C 6 C ( L T . J 
2 2 0 C O N T I N U E 
9 9 4 C O N T I N U E

C F I N I S H  T I M E  P E R I O D  L O O P .  B E G I N  A C C U M U L A T I O N  O F  1 0  S U M M A R Y  S T A T I S T I C S,
 KZ ־ 0
0=K Y 
0 = KX 
0 =K w 
0 = K V 
0 = KU 
0 = K T

DO 3  1 0  I = 1 , N T P 
DO 3 2 0  J = 1 . N C H 

3 2 0 I F ( K A B C (  I . J ) . N E .  1 ) G O  TO
K Y = K Y f 1

3 2 0 I P ( I . N E . N T P ) G O  T O 
KZ = KZ ■M 

3 2 0 C O N T I N U E 
3 1 0 C O N T I N U E 

DU 3 3 0  1 = 2 . N T P 
DO 3 4  0  J = 1 , NOM 

3 4 0 I F ( K S Q C ( I . J  ) . E Q . K B B C ( I - 1 , J ) ) GO T O
KX = K X f 1

4 0 c o n t i n u e. ו
3 3 0 C O N T I N U E 

DO 3 5 0  1 = 1 , N T P 
DO 3 6 0  J = 1 . N P R 

3 5 1 I F ( K C B C ( I . J  ) . E Q , 0 ) G O  TO 
3 6 0 I F ( K C 3 C ( I , J ) . g Q . - | )  GO T O 

3 5 2 I F ( K C 3 C ( I . J ) . E O . 1 0 0 0 )  GO T O
1+■ K T = K T 
3 6 0 GO T O

1+ 3 5 1 K U =  K U 
3 6 0 GO TO 

3 6 0 3 S 2  I F ( I . N E . N T P ) GO TO 
K W = K W * I 

3 6 0 C O N T I N U E 
3 5 0 C O N T I N U E 

K W  = N P R  — K W

a
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IF(NA . EO.J)GO TO Z6I 
IF(NA . E0.4)GO TO 261 
GO TO 299 

Z61 00 2~2 I<:= I , N0>4 

[F(KOC(KloNE"ol )GO TO 262 
KOCW(Kl=I 

262 CONTINUF. 

299 CONTINUE 
00 200 l=l,NCH 

200 KASC(LT,ll•ICS(I) 

00 2 ! 0 K= I , NQM 

K~8C!LT , K)=KDC(K) 

IF(lOC•CKl,EO,OlGO TO 2 10 
KDC!Kl=O 

210 i<0{ll(K):0 

00 220 J=l,NPR 
KCSC(LT,J)=JF(J) 

IF(J?S(Jl , E0,0) GO TO 230 
IF(J?S(Jl,EO.tl GO TO 220 
1((9C(LT,Jl=tooo 

GO TO 220 
2JO l(CSC!LT,Jl=-1 

220 CON TINUE 
9 94 

C 
CONT I NU€ 
FINISH T!ME PERIOD LOOP, BEGIN ACCUMULATION OF 10 SUMMA RY ST ATISTICS. 

KZ=O 
KY:O 

•oc=o 
Kw=O 
KV=O 

1<.U=O 
KT=O 

00 JI O I = I , NT P 
00 320 J=i,NCH 

IF(KA8C(l , Jl,NE,t)G0 TO J20 
KY=KY+-1 

IF(l o N£ oNTP)GO TO J20 

KZ=Kl • I 
320 CONT I NUE 

310 CONTINUE 
OU J30 1=2,NTP 
DO 340 J=l,NOM 

JF(K8BCll ,Jl,EO.K98((1-l ,J)I GO TO J•O 
l('l(:'<Xt- J 

]4C, C'lNTl'IUE 

:IJO CONT l NU!:! 

CO '350 I =I , NH> 
00 J(:Q J:t , .-.PR 
IF(KCBC( l,J) . €0,0)GO TO 351 
JF('<C;lCI I , J) .E0,-1 l GO TO 360 

IFIKC'.lCll,J),EO•l000) GO TQ 352 
KT :KT • I 

GO TO .360 
JSI KU=KU+l 

GO TO 360 

J52 IF( loNE,NTPJGO TO 360 
1(1':Kw+t 

J60 CONTINUE 

J50 C•JNT!NUE 
Kll=NPR-K"' 
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C O N T  I N U E  
DO 1 3 0  J - י 1 N P R  
J F (  J ) = J F F ( J  )
J F F ( J ) = 0 
L T T = L T - 1
1 F ( L T . E Q .  1 ) L T T  = 1
F I N D  M O S T  A T T R A C T I V E  C H O I C E  F O R  D MK R  K
0 0  1 AO K = 1 • NOM
I F ( N A . C O . 3 ) GO TO 1 4 5  
I F ( N A . E Q . a ) GO T O  1 4 5  
GO TO 1 4 6
1 F ( K O C ( K  ) . N E . 0 ) GO T O  1 4 7  
S = 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0  1 4  1 1 = 1 , NCH
I F  ( I C S ( I ) • N E . 1 )  GO T O  1 4 1  
I F ( I K A ( I . K ) . E Q . 0 ) G O  T O  1 4 1  
I F ( K O C ( K ) . E Q . O ) G O  TO 1 4 2  
I F ( K O C ( K ) . E O . I ) G O  T O  1 4 2
I F (  ( X F R C ( I ) - X E E (  I ) — ( X E A ( K i L T T ) *  X S C (  L T T ) ) ) . G E . S J G O  T O  
GO T O  1 4 3
I F ( ( X E R C ( t ) - X E E ( I ) ) . G E . S ) G O  T O 1 4 1  
S =  X E R C (  I ) - X E E ( I )
GO T O  1 4 4
S = X E R C ( I ) - X E E ( I ) ־ X E A ( K , L T T ) * X S C ( L T T )
K DC W(  K ) = I 
C O N T I N U E  
GO TO 1 4 0  
KDC W( K ) =  K D C ( K)
C O N T I N U E  «
DO 1 5 0  K = 1 , NOM 
K O C ( K ) = K D C W ( K )
I F ( K O C ( K ) . N E . 0 ) G 0  T O  1 5 0  
X R = X R + ( X E A ( K . L T ) * X S C ( L T ) )
K S = K S ♦ I 
K O C * ( K ) = 0
E S T A B L I S H I N G  T H E  E N E R G Y  R E Q U I R E D  T O  MA K E  E A C H  C H O I C E .
0 0  1 9 9  1 = 1 . NCH
I F (  I C S (  I ) • E Q . O  ) G O  T O  1 9 9
X E R C ( I ) = 0 . 0
0 0  1 6 0  J = 1 . N P R
I F  ( J P S ( J ) . N E . 1 )  GO TC 1 6 0
I F (  J F ( J ) • N E .  I ) G O  T O  1 6 0
X E R C (  I ) =  X ER C ( I ) ♦ X E R P (  J )
C O N T I N U E
0 0  1 7  0 K = I . NOM
I F {  I K A ( I  , K )  • E Q . O  ) G O  T O  1 7 0
I F ( K D C (  K ) ״ N E . I ) G O  TO 1 7 0
X E E (  I ) = X E E (  I ) + X S C I L T ) * X E A ( K . L T )
C O N T I N U E  
C O N T I N U E
M A K I N G  O E C I  S I O N S  
DO 2 9 9  1 = 1 . NC H
I F  ( I C S ( I ) . N E . 1 )  GO TO 2 9 9  
I F ( X E R C ( I ) . G T . X E E ( I ) ) G O  T O  2 9 9  
XS  =  X S + X E E (  I ) - X E R C (  I )
I C S ( I ) 2 ־
0 0  2 5 c  J = 1 . N P R
I F ( J F ( J ) • N c , I ) G O  T O  2 5 0
J P S ( J ) = 2
C O N T I N U E

1 3  1 
1 3 0

12 0

C

1 4 5  
1 4 6

14a

1 4 2

1 4 3  
1 4 4

1 י׳ 1

4 7 1 
4 0 1

5 1 1

1 5 0
C

1 6 0

1 7 0  
1 9 9
C

2 5 0

120 

1 3) 

1 30 
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CONTINUF. 
DO I 3 0 J• I , N~ 
JF(J):JFF( J) 
JFF(J)=O 
LTT=LT-1 
IFCLT,EO, l lLTTzl 

C FIND MOST ATTRACTIVE CHOICE FOR O~KR K 
00 l 4 0 K= l , NOM 
IF(NA . C0. 31GO TO 145 
IF(NA, E0,4) GO TO 145 
GO TO 1•6 

145 IF(KDC(Kl.N!::.O)GO TO 147 
146 s:1000000 

148 

142 

143 
J 4 4 

I 4 I 

00 14 I I= I , NCH 
IF (ICSll).NE.1) GO TO 1 41 
IF( !KA( I , K) .EO,O)(';Q TO 141 

IF(KOC(Kl,EO . OIGO TO IA2 
IFIKDC(Kl . EO. llGO TO 142 
IF( (XFRC( I 1-xEEC I )-(XEA(K,LTT)•XSC(LTT) I J.GE . SlGO TO 141 

GO TO 1 .. 3 
IF(CXERC(ll-XEE(lll . GE.S>GO TO 141 
S=xERC( I >-XEEC I l 
GO TCl l44 

S=XERCC I l-XEEC I l-XEA( K,LTT l•XSC( LTT l 
l(OC IIC t< I " I 

CONTINUE 
GO TO 140 

147 K0Cll(Kl=KDC(Kl 
140 CONT I NUF 

00 I SO K: I , N0/4 
151 KOC(K)=KDCY(K) 

I FCKOC(Kl eNE.olGO TO 150 
XR=XR+(XE~(K,LT)•xSC(LT)) 

KS:KS • I 

150 KOCY IK) :O 
C ~STA6LISHING THE ENERGY REOUIREO TO MAKE EACH CHOICE , 

00 I 99 I: I , NCH 
IF I !CS( 11 . e:o , o )GO TO 199 
XERC( I l=O.O 
DO I 6 0 J = I , NPR 

IF (JPSCJI.NE,11 GO TC 160 
IF( JFC J l .NE.I )GO TO 160 
xERC( I l=XERC( l l+XERP( Jl 

160 COMTINUE 
00 l 7 0 K: I , NOM 
IF(IK.1.Cl,Kl,EO. OlGO TO 170 
IF(KOC(Kl.NE . 1 IGO TO 170 

X!::EC I l=XEE( !l+XSCCI.Tl•XEACK,LT) 
170 CONT INUE 
199 CONTINUE 
C MAKING DECISIONS 

00 299 I= l , NCH 
IF ( IC S ( I I• NE • I I GO TO 299 
IF(XfRC(l) . GT . XEE(lllGO TO 299 
xS=xS • X FE( I 1- xERCC 11 
ICSC I 1=2 
00 2SC J=l ,N?R 
IFCJFCJl,N~ ,IIGO TO 250 
J?S CJ I ,. 2 

250 CONTINUE 
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ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY

E N . 01  S T • ־ '

0 □  3 7 0  1 = 2 . N T P
DO 3 8 0  J = 1 . N P R
I F ( K C B C (  I . J ) . E Q . K C 3 C C  I - 1 . J  ) ) G O  T O  3 8 0  
K V = K V + 1 
C O N T I N U E  
C O N T I N U E
B E G I N  w R I T E O U T  OF  M A T E R I A L S  FOR T H I S  O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  V A R I A N T .

1 0 0 0  F O R M A T (  1 H 1 )
1 0 1 9  F O R M A T ( 2 X , י  L O A O = , י  I I , P י  R • A C C • = י . I 1 . •  O E C . S T R . ־ •

8 1 1 . 2 X , ' S T A T S  1 - 1 0 , , 3 X , 8 1 5 . I X . 2 F 6 • 2 / )
* R I T  £ ( 6 .  1 0 1 9 )  I 8 . J A , J D , J E , K Z . K Y , K X , K W . K V , K U , K T . K S . X R , X S  
I F  ( m . E O .  1 ) GO T O  < 595

2 0 0 0  F O R M A T ( C י  H O I C E  A C T I V A T I O N  H I S T O RY • ,  3  4 X D E  C .  M A KE  R A C T I V I T Y  H I S T O R
B Y * / 1 2 0  T I M E  P E R I O D S , 1 0  C H O I C E S • , 3 3 X . » 2 0  T I M E  P E R I O D S , 1 0  D E C .  MAKE
C R S • / •  0 = I N A C T I V E ,  1 = ACT I V E , 2 = M A D E • , 3 3 X  .  • 0 = I N A C T I V E , X =  W O R H I N G  ON CHO
D I C E  X , / / 9 X , * 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 R  1 0 * , 3 0 X , < 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9  1 0 ♦ / )

W R I T E ( 6 , 2 0 0 0 )
2 0 0 1  F O R M A T (  5 X ,  I 2 . 3 X .  1 0 1 2 . 2 5 X ,  I 2  ,  3 X ,  1 0 1 2 )

W R I T E ( 6 , 2 0 0 1  ) ( L T , ( K A B C ( L T , J )  ,  J = 1 , N C H ) , L T .  ( K B B C ( L T , J ) . J = 1  • N D M ) ,
B L T = 1 • N T P  )

2 0 0 2  F O R M A T ( / •  P R O  8 L E  M H I  S T O R Y  :  R O » S  =  T I  M E , C O L S = P R O 0 S . ,  - 1 = n O T  E N T E R E D , .  
3 0 = U N A T T A C H E D . X = A T T • T O  C H . X , ♦ * ־ S O L V E O 1 / 1 0 X .
C*  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1 * 1 2  1 3  1 4  1 5  1 6  1 7  1 8  1 9  2 0 ' / )

W R I T E ( 6 , 2 0 0 2  )
2 0  0 3  F O R M A T ( 2 0 ( 5 X , I  2 , 3 X . 2 0 ( I X ,  1 2 ) / ) )

W R I T E ( 6 , 2 0 0 3 ) ( L T . ( K C B C ( L T , J ) , J = 1 , N P R ) , L T = 1 , N T P )  
w R I T E ( 6 . 1 0 0 0 )
C O N T I N U E  
C O N T I N U E  
C O N T I N U E  

9 9 8  C O N T I N U E  
S T O P  
E ND

***********

0 1  2 3 4 ■ 5 6 7 8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2  3 4  5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2  3 4  5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0

• 

..... 
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C 
1000 
I 0 19 

2000 

DO 370 I =2 , NTP 
00 J80 J•l,NP'I 

AD~IINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY 

IF(KCOC( l•JJ , EO o KCOCll- 1.JIIGO TO 360 
KV=KV+I 
CONTINUE 
CONTINUE 
BEGIN wRI TEOUT OF MAT ERI ALS FOR THI S ORG ANI Z ATIONAL VA RIANT, 
FORMAT( IHI J 
FORMAT(2X • ' LOAO~ • • t t • • PR.A.CC. = • .11 .• DEC. STA• = • . t 1.• E N. OIST•=• , 

611,2X, •STATS 1-10' , .3X ,815,IX, 2F6 , 2/I 
• RJTE(6.lO\q)t8,JA,JO , JE , KZ 1 KY1KX , KW , KV,KU , KT 1KS,XA,XS 
IF(tn , E~ ,l I GO TO qq5 
FOR~ATC • CHO ICE ACTIVATION HISTORY',34X ,• OEC,MAKER ACTIVITY HISTO'I 

!IY ' / ' 20 Tl'•E PERIOOS,10 CHOICES ' ,JJX,' 20 TIME PERIODS ,10 OEC, MAKE 
COS ' / ' 02INAC T IVE,l= ACr 1vE , 2:MA0E' , 3JX , ' 0=1NACTIVE , X=WORHING ON CHO 
DICE X'//9X,' I 2 J 4 S 6 7 8 q 10 •, Jox , •1 2 ") A 5 6 7 8 Q 10 ' /I 

W~I TE.( 6, 2000 I 
2001 FO'IMATC sx ,12,Jx,1012.2sx .12,Jx , 10121 

WA IT E ( 6 , 200 I I (LT , ( KA ff C( LT , J I , J: I , NCH I , LT, ( KBBC ( LT , J l , J s I • NOM l , 
6 LT= I , NTP I 

2002 FORMAT(/ ' PROBLEM HISTORY:RO • S=T IME, COL S=PROBS,, -l=NOT ENTE'IEO ,, 
ao=UNA TTACHEO , X=ATT , TO CH, X,••=SClt..VEO'/IOX, 
C' I 2 J A S 6 7 B q 10 11 • 12 IJ 14 1 5 16 17 18 1 9 20 '/I 

•RI H:(6,20021 
200J FORMAT(2015X , l2 , JX,201IX ,l 2 1 / II 

WAITEl6,20031!LT, IKC8CI LT, JI , J=\ ,NPRI ,LT=l ,NTP) 
WAITE(6,l000) 

995 CONT I NVE 
996 CONTINUE 
q97 CONT I NVE 

998 CON TIN U~ 
STOP 
ENO 

....... OA~A AS FOLLOWS (AFTER GUIDE CAAOSI ••••••••••• 

0 2 J A S 6 7 8 
12 J • S67890123AS6789012)4 567890 12)4567890\ 23• S6789012JA567890 12J45678901 23• 567690 

ooe . oos , oo6 , 007 , oo•.ooq,002.010.00J , 00 1 
1 , 000,900, 700 , JOO,I 00, 100, J00,7 00, 90\,00 
0 , 600,600, 600 , 600 , 600 , 600, 600, 600, 600 , 60 
009,005 , DOB,007 , 0IO , OOJ,OOJ,OO l, 007 , 0 09 
006,008 , 005 , 002,004 ,002,004, 0 \ 0,006 , 001 
I 2 
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