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The following article
examines some of the many
pitfalls of policy implemen-
tation in the public sector.
The analysis is drawn from
my particular experience as
a state government econ-
omic development poliey-
maker. While the focus is
on economic development
policy at the level of subna-
tional government in the
United States, it also has
wider applications to imple-
mentation processes within
all organizations in pursuit
of any substantive goal.

Before jumping full-
blown into issues of policy
implementation, let us first
define the meaning of
"poliecy." A policy is an atti-
tude applied systematically
(or more often inconsistent-
ly) through organizational
behavior. =~ Within govern-
ments, taxation, spending
programs, and enforcement
or non-enforcement of laws
and regulations are the pri-
mary means of communicat-
ing this attitude and direct
ing or inducing public and
private behavior to con-
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ful; 4) businesses tend to adopt a time horizon of immediate
interest, while governments are charged with the responsibil-
ity of guarding the long term interests of both private firms
and the society in general (even the physical environment).

The administration of California Governor Edmund G.
Brown, Jr., in which I served as Deputy Director of the Cali-
fornia Commission on Industrial Innovation, attempted to
scrap the uncritical, knee-jerk "pro-business" policy and the
attendant marginal promotion and subsidy programs, and to
replace them with a different attitude. The basic compon-
ents of this alternative policy perspective consisted of three
attitudinal and implementation techniques. The first
approach was to disaggregate the gigantic and undifferenti-
ated ategory of "business" and to replace it with policy
decision-making based on careful industry-specific and area-
specific analyses of economic growth factors and impacts.
The second approach was to encourage analytical precision in
the calculation of the total cost and benefit trade-offs of
competing government decision, and to attempt to structure
policy responses that tightly target costs and benefits in line
with the actual economic goals. The third approach was to
design an arena for public-private bargaining or quid pro quos,
to further improve the opportunities for precision and target-
ing to achieve the desired results. Some have called this
latter attitude the new "social contract."

Having briefly described our relatively innovative new
policy in the preceeding paragraph, let me reemphasize that
this policy, like all policies, primarily reflected a firmly held
conviction or attitude. How sucessfully this attitude was
translated into effective outcomes, either in the simple out-
come of actual implementation through the state govern-
ment, or in the more exotic outcome of genuine economic and
human improvement among the state's large population, is an
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CONTROLLING THE GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRACY

An attitude, no matter how ferverently it is held by key
actors at the chief executive level, or even at the majority
legislative level, cannot be turned into effective policy im-
plementation unless the attitude is adopted by the legions of
government bureaucracy. Getting control of this bureaucracy
is an enormous task. The civil service permanency of the line
employees versus their more transient administrative and leg-
islative superiors, combined with the vagaries of constituency
influences on the actual behavior of individual officials as
well as entire agencies, make for rough sledding in any
efforts to consistently, uniformly, and forecefully implement
a poliey initiative. Without gaining such control, however,
policy attitudes by elected officials remain in the realm of
campaign rhetoric and media events.

COMMUNICATING THE PURPOSES AND IMPACTS OF
POLICY DECISIONS

Probably the single most commonly misunderstood con-
fusion in policy analysis is the failure to separate the official-
ly stated public purposes of a policy, program, or project,
from the impacts of such endeavors. In fact the two are en-
tirely different and may often be totally unrelated. As a con-
sequence of this common confusion in public discourse, policy
debates over "economic development" are frequently sterile
and irrelevant. The reason for this irrelevancy gets back to
the earlier issue of appropriate scale of resources. Economic
development goals are generally big (i.e., creating huge num-
bers of jobs), and thus require large commitments of
resources in order to succeed. Here we are talking about
impaects. The problem is that most major government policies
and programs that involve large resource commitments and

-39-




have big impacts are not seen as being in operation soley for
the purpose of economic development. Regardless of their
actual economic impacts, they are supported by a wide range
of political forces in the society precisely because they pro-
posed to satisfy a whole multitude of different purposes.

To illustrate this with an example: highways and sewer
systems and universities are built to satisfy a broad range of
"needs." Industrial development revenue bonds, on the other
hand, exist soley to satisfy an "economic development"
need. These are the program purposes. With regard to im-
pacts the story is quite the opposite. The 1mpact of the hlgh-
way or sewer system or university on economic and employ-
ment growth and change is likely to be far greater than the
impact of the IDRB program. But because the IDRBs are cre-
ated to serve only one definable public purpose whereas the
highways, ete. serve many purposes, policymakers and the
general populace will tend to ignore the big decisions involv-
ing big resources and having big potential impacts when they
are discussing the single purpose of economic development.
Hence policy initiatives in this "special" area tend to concen-
trate on extremely trivial pursuits in relation to what should
be the needed and desired impacts.

If one examines more closely the rise of Silicon Valley
as an economic success story, what public policies played a
role in facilitating this employment growth? The most im-
portant federal policy, in terms of impact, was the Cold War
and the massive government expenditures on military expan-
sion and space exploration. This included rising resources
committed to research and education, so that even the
growth of Stanford University was a by product of the federal
government's military concerns. The most important state,
county, and municipal public policy was to protect the envi-
ronment. Had the physical beauty of Santa Clara County and
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the State of California been destroyed as a byproduct of in-
dustrial growth, it is highly doubtful that Silicon Valley indus-
tries would continue to expand at their present locations. In
other words, the policies that really mattered in terms of
impacts had absolutely nothing to do with the purposes of
creating 100,000 new manufacturing-related jobs in that fer-
tile valley of prune orchards. Both military spending and en-
vironmental regulation are derided at times as being "anti-
business," and yet in this case they clearly had more to do
with burgeoning growth of whole new industry sectors and
regional employment centers than any other "pro-business"
government policy commonly utilized.

To move from the example back to the argument: the
separation of general policies that are seen as affecting
everyone from special policies just for "economic develop-
ment" has a debilitating effect on public debate. Govern-
ments must be able to mobilize political opinion behind the
use of large "multi-purpose" resources and tools for the single
purpose of achieving specific economic goals if they hope to
succeed in making significant economic impacts.

DEALING WITH CONSTITUENCIES

In California, we attempted to redefine economic devel-
opment by focusing on state government-controlled general
purpose resources that were large and therefore could yield
large economic impacts. The best example was Governor
Brown's "Investment in People" initiative, which reanalyzed
the entire system of state-supported education and research
in an effort to shape the labor force, technologies, and em-
ployment opportunities for the next generation. In this effort
we discovered an additional problem with using general pur-
pose programs as policy implementation tools for economic
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inordinate power of corporations to create economic chaos
through plant closings and disinvestment and to control the
media and elections through financial power together serve to
put public officials at a distinct disadvantage in any bargain-
ing session. Whether or not uncritical "pro-business" policies
really make sense in achieving important economic develop-
ment goals, a "public interest"-oriented politician or planner
may find that they simply lack the political strength to sue-
cessfully implement alternative policies.

THE PRESENT VERSUS THE FUTURE

An additional source of difficulty in implementing an
economic development policy is the considerable time gap
between initiation and results. Job-creation policies, particu-
larly those that rely on stimulating private sector growth
through the general reduction in cost, increase in availability,
or structural shifts in production processses and factors of
production, may take a decade to suceed. Elections, how-
ever, are held every two to four years, and turnover in gov-
ernment executive appointments occurs equally as often.
Since political constituencies are mostly organized around
either keeping what they already have or attaining more of
what they perceive is currently available, their interest in
long-term alternative futures is generally abstract and
limited. Future-oriented growth policies may get wide sup-
port but rarely will such support be deep and active. It is
quite difficult to mobilize people around something that does
not yet exist, such as the creation of an entirely new industry
through technological innovation. Yet people are much more
easily mobilized around defending something that currently
exists and is being threatened. In California, for example, we
had a difficult time convincing the electorate to support al-
ternative public pension investment policies, that would signi-
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plementing our new policy was that there is a contradiction
between the idea of making policies industry-and area-speci-
fie and tightly targeted on the one hand, and the idea of con-
trolling large, general purpose resources on the other hand.
The reason for this contradiction is that the former requires
highly detailed and disciplined bargaining among specialized
group representatives, while the latter requires the construc-
tion of very broad political coalitions encompassing general-
ized representation and concerns. In other words, the "tar-
geting" approach is retail, but the "big resources" approaches
is wholesale. To attain policy coherence, targeting and speci-
ficity must prevail. Unfortunately, this approach will pro-
bably leave the policymaker with too narrow a coalition to
gain control over a significant pool of resources. The con-
verse, of course, is equally unpleasant a prospect. To elicit
enough support to commit or redirect large resources accord-
ing to a new policy framework, the program goals and
methods may become so generalized and watered down as to
fail to move the economiec system in a precisely articulated
direction.

Such a contradiction may even become apparent when
representation is limited simply to major business groups. In
California we attempted to assemble a coalition of all the
"high technology" corporate sectors around one banner as a
minimum prerequisite to building publie support for a sub-
stantial policy shift. Yet even among this relatively small
group of entrepreneurs we found serious disagreements over
prospective policy goals. Computer manufacturers and semi-
conductor manufacturers, for example, couldn't agree on the
relative emphasis between the Investment in People programs
and the pension investment programs, because the computer
firms were basically unconcerned about the future prospects
of the semiconductor companies, and vice versa. Multiply
such dissension by numbers of other "high-tech" sectors, by
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serves as rule-making arbiter and occasional broker in a pro-
cess whereby "collective bargaining" over economic develop-
ment policy, including very specific investment of resources
and other program commitments, takes place outside of the
sphere of government. Public officials, with power derived
from actively mobilized broad coalitions, become simply the
regulators of policy-making; the direct policymakers will be
the community constituencies bargaining with the corpora-
tions and beginning to control more of their own implementa-
tion mechanisms (i.e, development companies, finanecial insti-
tutions, cooperative businesses). Governments also continue
to be implementers of policies, particularly with regard to
large-scale expenditures, but with more of a focus on making
the big resources available to the constituencies, and of man-
aging resources in accord with the policies shaped through the
new private collective corporate/community bargaining
process.

Such an approach on the surface, by its open-ended
nature, appears to abandon the intellectual coherence which
the new discipline of targeting was designed to foster. The
solution to this dilemma will be found in the sphere of gov-
ernment rule-making and brokering functions—setting the
terms and framework for bargaining to promote specificity as
well as clarity of goals and means. To the extent that the
generality of broad coalition-buildings may undermine efforts
to tightly target, perhaps this will be a necessary sacrifice to
achieving much greater success than hitherto in the vitally
necessary process of mobilizing constituencies and establish-
ing collective agreements.
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