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CHAPTER 12

The Public Policy Process

Making public policy is, very simply, the business of mc<m§§m§.. The .we:..@
process, however, is not a simple one, although it involves a series of easily
identifiable stages. The first stage is problem recognition, just \.RWS% aware
that there is a problem. If there is agreement that a problem exists, Sm.:@&
step is agenda setting, deciding whether anything should g.&b:m about it. To
be placed on the agenda signifies that the problem is &m%.:& SQE.BE. enough
for government to consider taking action. In short, public Ng&m; &mm.&m what
to decide about, which is the focus of the next stage, decision making. E a
complex process, decision makers enact a policy to meet the problem origi-
lly defined in agenda setting.

" Wﬁ% a &m&.&.w: is made, it must, of course, be implemented. The E% that
is printed on paper must now be made real, with services actually gerting de-
livered. There is a last stage, program evaluation, which takes place after ser-
vice delivery has begun. Here, government examines the program to see how
well it is meeting its goals. If the program is functioning smoothly, :e&:zw at
all may be done; if it is not, it can be terminated or refined to make it work
better.

These, then, are the basic stages in the policy process. The pages to fol-
low consider for each stage the actors who are involved and the nature of .§m
policy process at that stage. This discussion serves to pull together points
made in previous chapters and to provide a context for the next three chap-
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ters on specific policy areas. Earlier chapters have focused on key policy-
making institutions—Congress, the president, the courts, and bureaucracy—
and on the basic processes or forces that influence government—political
parties, public opinion, the media, and interest groups. The latter serve to pro-
vide input to governmental institutions. Each is a source of pressure on gov-
ernment, as discussed in individual chapters. In making and carrying out
decisions, the institutions of government in one way or another take into ac-
count such input as well as each other’s views. Politics is about policy—who
gets what, when, and how. Each of the elements explored in preceding chap-
ters has some role to play.

What Is Public Policy?

In the most common definition, public policy is what government does.
When government takes actions or makes decisions, it creates policy. The pol-
icy process has been described as “public problems and how they are acted
on in government.” Others point out that policy should be taken to include
what government intentionally decides not to do. For instance, when the Gary,
Indiana, city government refused to press U.S. Steel to work toward reducing
air pollution for fear of seeing the giant corporation pull out of Gary, the city’s
government might be considered to have carried out a policy of inaction in
order to keep U.S. Steel happy.” Public policies, however the term is defined,
run the gamut from “big” issues (national health care policy or deficit reduc-

tion) to “little” ones (a flood-control project on Ellicott Creek in Buffalo, New
York).

Tradeoffs

Most policy involves what are called tradeoffs. Tradeoffs can be thought
of by recalling the phrase “There ain’t no such thing as a free lunch” (referred
to as “TANSTAAFL” in Robert Heinlein’s science fiction novel The Moon Is
a Harsh Mistress). More technically, a government decision carries with it
costs of one kind or another, just as it confers some benefit.

To get anything from government costs something. This is tradeoff: what
one gets versus what one gives up. For instance, to increase U.S. energy sup-
plies, government might encourage exploration for oil in Alaskan wilderness
parks. This creates potential benefits—a likely increase in oil supplies and,
hence, less dependence on other countries’ oil. Nonetheless, there is a cost (re-
member, TANSTAAFL); the environment may well suffer some significant
damage. Thus, one trades off more environmental damage to obtain more oil.
Another example would be the goal of deregulating industry to make pro-
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duction more efficient and enhance profits; the tradeoff here is likely to be
more pollution and more injuries in the workplace as regulations on health
and the environment are deemphasized.

Unintended Consequences

When government makes policy, the results may not be as expected. These
unintended consequences are important to consider. For instance, in the 1960s
and 1970s, federal courts ordered busing of schoolchildren to achieve racial
integration in a number of school districts. Ironically, an unintended conse-
quence of this policy choice was increased racial segregation in some dis-
tricts. Why? Many white parents pulled their children out of public school
systems in which there was busing. The end result was fewer white oEERm
going to the public schools and a continuation of dominantly black schools.

Types of Policy

Perhaps different types of policy lead to very distinct political dynamics
and outcomes. That is, the particular species of policy shapes the politics sur-
rounding it. One view posits three substantive types of policy—developmen-
tal, redistributive, and allocational.* Each of these carries with it a unique set
of political implications.

Developmental Policy

Developmental policy aims to enhance a government’s economic posi-
tion. Such policies are designed to strengthen the economy and enlarge the
tax base. Central in defining a policy as developmental is a cost-benefit cal-
culation: does the cost-benefit ratio lean in the direction of the average and
above-average taxpayer? Governments like to devise policies that benefit tax-
payers, thereby providing those who provide revenues to government with an
incentive to be supportive. At the state and local level, such policies induce
the average and above-average taxpayer to stay in that locale rather than move
elsewhere to receive a more attractive set of services for relatively lower taxes.
Examples of developmental policies are industrial parks and wildlife pre-
serves.

Redistributive Policy

Here, money is taken from the better off and shifted to the hands of the
less well-off. Welfare programs such as Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), for instance, redistribute money from those who can pay
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taxes to those who pay little or no taxes. Politicians are often leery of this
type of policy since it may arouse the ire of those who can afford to pay
taxes; taxpayers often see those on welfare as undeserving, and they believe
they are being penalized for the “shiftlessness” of others. State and local
governments especially dislike such policy, since average to above-average
taxpayers may decide that the cost-benefit ratio of staying and paying is not
worth it and move to another area where taxes going to welfare recipients
are lower.

Allocational Policy

Allocational policies, which involve basic services, tend to affect all tax-
payers—but many citizens benefit as well. In a sense, taxpayers break even.
Everyone gains alike. Many basic services can be deemed allocational, such
as police and fire protection and garbage pickup at the local level: national de-
fense would be a similar example at the national level.

Political Implications of Policy Type

Political implications differ for each of these. Allocational policies tend
to be least controversial, since these involve many basic services that are
deemed to serve all citizens well. Because city and state governments do not
want to see their tax base evaporate, they have a major incentive to minimize
redistributive policies and maximize developmental policies. One implication
is that, everything equal, the federal government would have to pick up the
tab for redistributive policies. And there is often resistance from the voters for
this type of action. Thus, political unpopularity of redistributive policies leads
to a contentious and controversial political dynamic.

On the other hand, citizens tend to support developmental activities, at
the state, local, and national levels. People define such policies as investments.
Indeed, it was no coincidence that President Clinton referred to the economic
stimulus proposal and his deficit reduction package as an investment in Amer-
ica’s future. The President tried to tap into the positive connotations of de-
velopmental policy (with mixed success).

The “Messiness” of the Policy Process

One characteristic of the policy-making process is its “messiness.” Many
actors at all levels of government, of varying ideological and party persua-
sions compete to affect outcomes, as Table 12.1 illustrates.’
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Table 12.1 Maessiness in the Policy-making Process:

A Tale of Three Institutions
Separation of Powers

Levels of Government Executive Legislative Judicial
National R D R D R D
State R D R D R D
Local R D R D

R = Republican control
D = Democratic control

Separation of powers divides power among three coequal branches of gov-
ernment. Add to this the possibility of divided party control between the
branches, and the process can become tangled in the combination. Consider also
the situation after the election of Democrat Bill Clinton in which the Supreme
Court is dominated by Republican justices appointed by Republican presidents;
even with unity between a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress,
conflict can still develop between the branches. And, given the Republicans tak-
ing control of Congress in 1994, the degree of messiness increases further.

In addition, the intergovernmental relations system divides power across
the three levels of government: national, state, and local. If the federal gov-
ernment is moving in one direction, such as limiting the effects of environ-
mental regulation as it did under President Reagan, and the states increase
their vigilance with respect to environmental degradation, the policy thrust
of the national government is blunted. And, of course, divided government
control can occur at the state and local level as well as at the national level.

Put in such terms, it seems amazing that anything gets accomplished.
However, the system has worked historically and messiness has not prevented
government from taking action. The Founding Fathers wanted such a system,
as pointed out in Chapter 2. They produced something that is perhaps even
more complex than they had desired.

Stages in the Policy Process

Problem Recognition

Before government acts, it must perceive that there is some EOENE.
Jones defines problems as “Human needs . . . for which relief is mo:m:r.., If
many Americans are hungry but no one recognizes that w::mmn is so <.§.ao-
spread, then hunger is not a problem politically. Only if significant political
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actors (from the general public to the president to interest groups) recognize
that nutritional needs are not being met will hunger become defined—politi-
cally—as a problem.

How Problems are Identified

Social Indicators. Social indicators are measures of society’s function-
ing, such as the number of people living in poverty, the gross domestic prod-
uct, the annual crime rate. These indicators can signal the existence of
problems. For example, if the number of individuals who are unemployed goes
up sharply, a problem is developing. This may produce pressure for govern-
ment officials to place more emphasis on dealing with lack of jobs.

Events.  Sometimes events focus attention on a problem. For instance,
if builders have been using shoddy materials for public housing projects and
structures thus built collapse in an earthquake, this disaster may lead to recog-
nition of a problem.

Feedback. A third route to problem recognition is feedback, the process
by which public officials hear about how well or how poorly existing pro-
grams are working. John Kingdon notes one example: “Transportation offi-
cials monitor the performance of Amtrak and of urban mass transit systems
by regularly following such indicators as ridership, load factors, on-time per-
formance, inflation in construction costs, and operating deficits.”” Simply, of-
ficials check out how programs are performing.

The Issue-Attention Cycle

The desire to solve problems can fade away, too. Some claim that even
though problems may continue to be as acute as ever, if people lose interest
or get bored with the issue, then there will be no impetus for action and the
problem will increasingly be ignored. Anthony Downs has spoken of an
issue-attention cycle, in which some problem soars into public conscious-
ness and political leaders become energized to “do something.”® After the
initial burst, interest begins to decline as people come to recognize the costs
involved and the difficulties with properly addressing the problem. As these
difficulties are accepted, people turn their attention elsewhere. For instance,
when Ethiopia’s famine first became widely known to the public through vivid
photos and news videos, there was an outpouring of contributions by con-
cerned American citizens. After the original burst of enthusiasm, interest de-
clined, as if by having contributed to the cause by purchasing the record single

“We Are the World” or by pledging money to Live Aid, people had done all
that was required.
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Actors in Problem Recognition

A number of actors play a role in problem recognition.

Bureaucrats. By monitoring social indicators, experts in Ew ccnom_m
cracy can detect problems as they develop. By vccrmgzm H.ovonm of increase
homelessness, for instance, bureaucrats can spur recognition.

The Public. 'When the general public Gooos:.a convinced Smﬁ. a prob-
lem exists, public officials take notice. As the public came wo see crime M& NW
serious problem in the early 1990s, government responded with m:c.ozq__o_%%
islation that in part went against the interests of the %éo&.& chozm ifle
Association, usually very difficult to defeat on matters in which it takes an ac-

tive part.

Interest Groups.  Interest groups are surely waon.mwm actors, too. For ex-
ample, the NAACP worked to make the public and political leaders aware of
the problems engendered by racial discrimination.

Elected Officials. Elected officials also may v.o involved in HEmMWmo of
the policy process. Members of OozmHOm.mlaomwmo._m:% the Imﬁo of I ownm-
sentatives—in carrying out errand-running activities for Ew: oo.sm:Em: s
may come to see a pattern in the problems that E.ov\ are dealing with, a wm_:-
tern that may suggest the existence of an underlying EoEoB.. H.uon oxm.nww e,
if more and more constituents are complaining m.coE uwﬂ receiving mMoE mow
curity payments on time, a problem is signaled in service delivery that Ecm

be dealt with. ’

Policy entrepreneurs. Sometimes, a mw:m_.o person can mvom_mg m_ ?o%-
lem and bring it to the attention of the larger ww:com_.@mﬁs Individuals ,m M
devote themselves to getting a problem EmE_mEoQ. ir. this manner are calle
policy entrepreneurs. By writing a book on automobile safety s.::d\ years mmo,
Ralph Nader alerted Americans to anumber of safety problems; more recently,
astronomer Carl Sagan and others spoke of the a.w:mﬁ of nuclear é::om 5&
ing to get the public to recognize an as yet undiscussed problem associate

with nuclear warfare.

Agenda Setting

Problem recognition is one prerequisite for an issue to be Emooa on :mo
agenda. However, even if some people believe that a problem exists, the ?% w
lem may not make the agenda. John Kingdon observes 9.2 at least ?o. % oH
conditions must be met: political circumstances must be right, and significan
political actors must back agenda placement.
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Political Circumstances

Political conditions must be ripe for items to be placed on the agenda. As
Kingdon observes:

Political events flow along according to their own dynamics and their own
rules. Participants perceive swings in national mood, elections bring new
administrations to power and new partisan or ideological distributions to

Congress, and interest groups of various descriptions press (or fail to
press) their demands on government.’

Akind of consensus among key actors may emerge that certain conditions
call for government consideration. This consensus is often a product of bar-
gaining, negotiation, and compromise among the multitudes of participants.

Actors in Agenda Setting

In agenda setting, visible political actors are most important, such as the
president, Congress, key high-level appointees in the administration, top ad-
ministrators, the media, parties, and interest groups. However, sometimes a
single person (a policy entrepreneur) can make a difference. Among entre-
preneurs trying to get particular issues on the agenda have been Phyllis
Schlafly as an opponent of the Equal Rights Amendment, Jack Kemp as an
apostle of supply-side economics, and C. Everett Koop as a proponent of AIDS
education. In each case, an individual doggedly pursued his or her position
and lobbied and worked to gather support. Therefore, an individual can have
some impact. Nonetheless, issues normally do not make the policy agenda be-
cause of the activity of policy entrepreneurs.

Hidden or less visible participants have a role. Academics, “think tank”
specialists, career bureaucrats, policy analysts, and congressional staffers tend
not to have great overt impact on getting an issue placed on the agenda. They
may be critical, however, in developing alternative proposals that “bubble up”
through various policy communities, groups of people who focus on specific

problems and push specific policies, and become adopted by the visible po-
litical actors.

Biases

Another element in the agenda-setting process is the effect of biases built
into the system. E. E. Schattschneider has noted that “all forms of political or-
ganization have a bias in favor of the exploitation of some kind of conflict and
the suppression of others because organization is the mobilization of bias.
Some issues are organized into politics, while others are organized out.”'" In
other words, a political system’s basic values narrow the range of issues con-
sidered appropriate for agenda placement. As noted in previous chapters, the
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dominant American value system is Lockean liberalism, with its emphasis on
materialism, a free market, individualism, and equality. For instance, efforts
to place on the agenda government ownership of private sector businesses
would be conceived as illegitimate and unworthy of serious discussion; such
a policy would not fit the American mobilization of bias. Built-in biases such
as this radically reduce the scope of debate in the agenda-setting process and
prevent certain policy alternatives from ever being examined—irrespective of
their objective merits.

Decision Making

Models

In the social sciences, models, simplified perspectives on how things
work, are often used. Four models of decision making are discussed below.
These models provide different understandings of how decisions get made.
The totality of what happens in the decision-making stage is complex, so mod-
els help to make sense of what is going on.

Rational-Comprehensive. This model assumes that rationality best de-
scribes how decisions are (or should be) made. Ideally, as Figure 12.1 shows,
officials first carefully define a problem facing the nation. Then specific goals
are formulated to correct that problem. The problem could be a housing short-
age; the goal might be provision of enough housing units to meet the needs of
those who do not have access to adequate housing. The third step in the se-
quence is enumeration of alternative policies—such as public housing pro-
jects, tax breaks, rent supplements, vouchers, and so on. Then, fourth, the
single best alternative (or combination of alternatives) among this set is se-
lected. Normally, the proposal with the greatest benefits for the cost of the pro-
gram, that is, the most cost-effective program, is the one chosen. The fifth step
is implementation.

Some time after the program has been put into effect, it is evaluated to de-
termine how well it is working. Evaluation research may provide suggestions
on how to modify the program to make it work better, may show that the pro-
gram is proceeding smoothly and needs no alterations, or may indicate that
the program is a failure and should be terminated. (The process of using re-
search findings to alter a policy is often called feedback.) In the public hous-
ing example, research might indicate that the projects become “high-rise
ghettos” and do not, in fact, lead to provision of adequate housing. At this
point, the process would begin anew, with decision makers examining what
policies might do better.

The Public Policy Process 257

Define Problem

1

— Specify Goals

v

Enumerate Alternative Policies

e

Policy Selection

v

Implementation

¥

Evaluation

Fig 12.1 The Rational-Comprehensive Process

Incrementalism.  This model assumes that a policy continues what has
cwms done before, with some modest tinkering. In an important article, Charles
C:.anB contends that decision makers cannot each year 85@8:,0376_%
review every decision made prior to that time to see whether or not changes
are ow:oa. m.Oh: Practically, decisions are made with the expectation that pre-
vious decisions will stand, that policymakers will suggest minor modifications
to improve the functioning of programs. This makes sense, too, for the fol-
lowing reasons. w

m.:mr decision makers have neither the time nor the information to closely
examine every program and all alternatives and to select the best alternative.
Wmcocm_-ooacaoro:m?m decision making is not practical. Second, it is polit-
ically easier to accept continuing existing programs. Efforts to effect great
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change will yield political controversy as groups who benefit @oﬂ existing poli-
cies try to defend them. Politicians would not want to engage in such battles
routinely. Finally, it seems unnatural for humans, including political _owaowmw to
think along rational-comprehensive lines."* People tend to look for a decision
that will be satisfactory (that will work)—not optimal (the mmsm_m. cow.ﬂ omov. Peo-
ple stop searching for alternatives when they find one that looks like it will work.

The rational comprehensive and incremental models focus on the process
of policy-making, how decisions get made. The next two models concentrate
on who makes decisions.

Elitism. This model is defined in detail in Chapter 1. Simply stated, elit-
ism assumes the following:

1. Society is divided into the few with power and the many without;

2. The few who have power are not typical of the many who do not pos-
sess it;

3. The elite share basic values that work to support the system that, in
turn, maintains their power; and

4. Policy does not reflect the wishes of the mass of people but, instead,
is made by the elite to advance their own interests.

An elite theorist would easily explain the Reagan income tax cuts (25 per-
cent over a three-year period) and the tax simplification moroBo o:moﬂmm sev-
eral years later (including lowered income tax rates for the no.:mm~>5m\:em=mv
by saying that the rich and powerful used government to give Ensm.m?o.m a
real, concrete monetary benefit. Or, an elitist might suggest that American in-
volvement in the Middle East during the Persian Gulf war was intended to de-
fend the interests of “big oil” and others dependent upon oil, such as the
plastics and automobile industries.

Pluralism. Pluralism, also considered in depth in Chapter 1, is one of the
major models for explaining the decision-making process. ﬁ.:m framework
begins with the assumption that society is composed of many different groups
and that the interaction of some of these groups in the political process shapes
government decisions.

Government responds to demands made by groups. Om.ﬁos, so€n<.oﬁ
groups will be in competition with one another. This :mo.m\mm:mﬁom negotia-
tion and bargaining among groups in order to build a coalition mﬁwo:m enough
to win in the group struggle. Thus, a number of groups ana.E.m together
will all benefit. For example, when the Clean Air Act was ozm_cm:v\.@wo-
posed, broad coalitions supporting and opposing it formed. One provision
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of the act was reduction in the amount of pollutants emitted by automobiles.
Environmental and health groups were in favor of tougher standards and a
short time period for automobile companies to come into compliance. The
automobile industry and labor unions (who feared losing jobs if the tougher
standards were adopted) were arrayed on the other side. In the end, com-
promise took place. Stringent standards were set as goals, the amount of
time granted to attain these was stretched out, and an “escape valve” was

created allowing an extension to the automobile industry if it could not meet
the timetable.

Actors in Decision Making

Who are the key actors in the decision-making stage of the policy process?
Different models suggest different answers to this question,

In the Rational-Comprehensive Model. The demands of this model point
to bureaucrats and experts as the important players. In the bureaucracy, in
think tanks, and in congressional committees are experts on a subject who can
fully deal with the alternatives and, using cost-benefit analysis and other tech-
niques, select the best one.

Incrementalism. Incrementalism identifies a number of distinct actors
as central. Interest groups defend programs that serve their needs, making it
politically unrewarding to suggest dramatic changes in those programs. Po-
litical officials—the president and Congress—faced with myriad decisions
tend to tinker with the status quo rather than engage in rational-comprehen-
sive tactics.

Bureaucracies, interested in defending their turf, maintaining control
of the programs assigned to them, and holding onto their budgets, resist

major tampering. The combination of such dynamics produces incremen-
talism.

In Elitism. Here, the major actor is the elite, however defined. Elected of-
ficials are “tools” of the elite. Public opinion is manipulated by the elite
through their control of media and other institutions. Thus, the focus must be
on the elite to understand why decisions are made as they are.

In Pluralism. In this model, interest groups are obviously critical. But so
too are government decision makers. Political officials must choose which
course of action to take amid the clamor from competing groups. And public
opinion is important. Members of the public vote elected officials into office,
and these decision makers, then, must be aware of the voters’ views. Interest
groups try to swing public opinion to their side as part of their strategy to get
government to carry out their desires.
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Policy Alternatives

What about selection of the specific alternative to be adopted by decision
makers? Kingdon argues that this process involves a great deal of RSQANB-
ness. He claims that generating policy alternatives is analogous to biological
natural selection:

In what we have called the policy primeval soup, many ideas float mSEﬁ,
bumping into one another, encountering new ideas, and moamum no.Bg-
nations and recombinations. . . . Through the imposition of criteria by
which some ideas are selected out for survival while others are discarded,
order is developed from chaos, pattern from randomness. These oaﬁn.am
include technical feasibility, congruence with the values of community
members, and the anticipation of future constraints, including a budget
constraint, public acceptability, and politicians’ receptivity."”

The process is dependent to some extent on chance events, os.womanm_
currents, and on the desires of visible political actors. Various policy com-
munities—groups of people from government, think tanks and higher educa-
tion who are interested in a particular issue—think that specific proposals
would work if implemented by government. For example, the asinozﬁ.oam_
policy community might advocate increasing the size of national parks, tight-
ening the government’s leasing of public lands to energy .ao<n_owoqm, and
speeding the pace of cleaning up the air and water in the United mﬂmﬁm.

These ideas are publicized by the policy community. They may be i m.:o.nma
or taken seriously, depending on decision makers’ priorities, public opinion,
and events taking place at the time. At some point, however, policy mn.owomm_m
floating around in the “primeval soup” and pushed by policy communities may
be coupled with the pressure to “do something” about a problem .92 has made
the agenda. This increases the odds that a specific proposal will be enacted
into law. .

Will the policy be incremental? Or will the policy :Eoéﬁ._o: be a more
dramatic departure from the status quo, as suggested by the rational compre-
hensive model? Either is possible, depending upon the political currents and
chance events. Kingdon’s analysis seems to fit comfortably S.:E: Ew EE.&-
ist perspective, since it emphasizes the role of many actors interacting with
one another.

Implementation

At this stage, decisions actually arrived at by policymakers are wcﬁ. ES
action. Paper decisions must become real. President Reagan made a deciston
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to introduce U.S. Marines into Beirut, Lebanon, as a peacekeeping force and
to add some stability to the area. That decision did not automatically get im-
plemented. The Marines had to be outfitted and transported to Beirut, and or-
ders had to be cut detailing the mission and the rules under which it would be
carried out. Finally, the Marines had to deploy upon their arrival. The presi-
dential decision was just the first step. The concrete steps that had to be taken
afterward were the implementation activities.

Actors in Implementation

The central figures in this often invisible stage are administrators in agen-
cies charged with putting a policy into operation. However, officials in the ex-
ecutive or legislative branch can have an effect by serving as “fixers,”
prodding if necessary the bureaucracies in charge of implementation.' Other
actors can get involved as well. Interest groups with a stake in the specific pro-
gram may, if they are part of a subgovernment or a cozy triangle, have real in-
fluence; judges, through judicial review of agency regulations, also can be key
players.

Implementation Problems

What happens at this stage is affected by many other elements. Some an-
alysts claim to be surprised that any program is successfully implemented.

Vague Wording. Laws enacted by Congress and signed by the president
are often vaguely worded as a result of the bargaining and negotiation needed
to get a majority to support the bill. Such a document provides unclear im-
plementation guidelines to the bureaucracy. The same may happen in court
decisions. For instance, what does the phrase “with all deliberate speed” mean
in the Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of Education implementation deci-
sion? How are lower courts to interpret this statement? Vaguely worded laws
or decisions may end up moving in a different direction than anticipated by
decision makers.

Poorly Reasoned Policies. When, as sometimes happens, a program en-
acted by decision makers is poorly reasoned or poorly thought out, proper
implementation is difficult. For example, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration (EDA) tried to attack unemployment in Oakland, California, in
the mid-1960s. The strategy the agency adopted was to ask several employ-
ers to draw up plans indicating how they would use EDA funds in projects
(such as construction of an airline hangar) to increase jobs for hard-core un-
employed minorities. In fact, although the government spent tens of millions
of dollars on several projects, there was no significant Job creation. The logic
was flawed. Those receiving federal funds were required only to promise to
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hire minority unemployed; there was no provision for paying the employers
only upon performance, that is, when they actually hired the jobless. And, as
is clear in retrospect, the promises were not kept."

Inadequate Resources. Resources are often inadequate for programs.
Programs created by Congress may, in subsequent action, be budgeted at an
insufficient level for proper implementation.

Turf Conflicts. Often, several ‘agencies will be given a role in imple-
menting a single program. This can lead to a problem in properly imple-
menting the policy as the different agencies engage in turf conflict. A classic
example occurred during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962. To ascertain
whether or not Soviet offensive missiles were being placed in Cuba, a U-2 re-
connaissance flight over suspected construction sites was necessary. President
Kennedy ordered the flight; however, implementation of this seemingly sim-
ple decision was delayed a matter of days. Why? The Air Force and the CIA
were locked in turf conflict over whose pilot would fly the plane. The result
was a delay in implementing what seems like a very simple decision.'®

Hostile Agencies. It also happens that a hostile agency is charged with
implementing a policy. Given the frequently vaguely worded policy mandate,
this can end up producing botched implementation as the agency undermines
the original intent.

New Policies. Some policies are more likely to present implementation
problems than others.”” New policies can prove difficult to implement prop-
erly. When a new program begins, it is often given just enough resources to
get off the ground, not necessarily enough to function properly. For instance,
Congress designed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act to assist
handicapped students in leading as normal a life as possible in the schools.
However, Congress allocated less money for the program than was deemed
appropriate by educational experts and the congressional committee which
reported out the bill. The result was a much heavier burden on state and lo-
cal governments to pay for making school buildings accessible to the hand-
icapped (such as providing elevators and ramps) and more resistance to
carrying out the program.'® Another problem is that new programs may not
fit easily with an agency’s preexisting procedures and priorities, and the
agency may be resistant, as a consequence, to implementing the program as
designed.

Controversial Policies. Controversial policies pose challenges to suc-
cessful implementation. First, controversial decisions often lead to laws
couched in vague language; implementors cannot be completely sure what
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Congress really meant when it passed the law. Furthermore, controversial laws
may find resistance in the bureaucracy. It is likely that if a law was contro-
versial, there was much opposition to enacting it. And if the agency assigned
to implement the law was one actor opposed to it, that agency may subvert
the program in its implementation.

Program Evaluation

In rational-comprehensive decision making, evaluation is a key compo-
nent. Here, one sees how well a program is working and the extent to which
it is meeting its goals. Theoretically, if the program is not working and is not
expected to ever perform as advertised, it will be terminated. Inherently, then,
program evaluation can be threatening to the backers of any program—
whether those implementing the program, its clients, or its supporters in gov-
ernment and in the public at large, such as interest groups.'® Evaluation, then,
is not simply an objective effort at discerning program impacts, although it
might well be undertaken in such a manner; it is political from the start.

Whether or not evaluation is taken seriously is, to some extent, the result
of how popular a program is. When early evaluations of Head Start were dis-
appointing, there was no hue and cry to terminate the program. People liked
the program and it had considerable political support.

Democratic theorists see the people’s policy desires as important influ-
ences on government decisions. Public opinion, manifest through interest
groups and political parties, is viewed as shaping what government does.
Democratic theorists point to the evidence that the public’s priorities are as-
sociated with actual government policy (recall the discussion of the effects of
public opinion and political participation on policy in Chapter 4).

Elitists contend, to the contrary, that popular control is an illusion. They
argue that top government officials and leaders in the private sector clearly
outweigh the people as forces influencing public policy. Further, through the
elites’ alleged control of the media, the masses can be duped into supporting
the elites’ priorities.

Pluralists emphasize the centrality of groups. In fact, as stated earlier in
this chapter, pluralism is one of the basic models that many use in order to ex-
plain the policy process.

The next three chapters examine particular decision areas—economic pol-
icy, civil liberties, and foreign policy. For each of these policy areas, the reader
should apply the framework laid out in this chapter. First, who are the key ac-
tors in each area? Second, what happens at the different stages in the policy
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process for each? Third, what view of “who has power” seems to work best in
understanding the decisions actually reached?
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Economic Policy

Time Line

In The Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith argues that govern-
ments should not interfere with the natural workings of the
economy

Abuses of corporate power lead to calls for some government
regulation

In The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money,
John Maynard Keynes explains how governments can use fis-
cal and monetary policy to prevent depression or inflationary
price increases

Rising petroleum prices trigger a period of high unemploy-
ment and high inflation

Large budget and trade deficits, low levels of saving and in-
vestment, intensified global competition, and emergence of a
twin-tier economy of high- and low-wage jobs pose difficult
economic challenges
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