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FOREWORD

A criticism which is increasingly plaguing program evaluators
is that evaluation reports too frequently end up "on the shelf" without
having produced any improvement in the progrem. This paper by Glenn Siebert
seeks to improve our understanding of the process of evaluation and or-
ganizational change, and to offer suggestions on how to conceive and
conduct program evaluation in such a way that implementation of evaluative
recommendations will become more probable.

The paper is only superficially a review of the literature,
although an extensive survey is reported. More important is the synthesis
toward which Mr. Siebert is moving. He bagically is offering a new
framework for considering evaluation activity, a framework based upon
organization theory and problem~-solving, rather than upon research,
science, and fact-finding. The adoption of such a perspective by some
evaluators will result in movement away from the traditional focus in
evaluation upon experimental design, sampling, and date analysis. Such
research skills will remain very important, but will constitute only
part of the skills needed by an effective program evaluator. As important
will be skills in process evaluation, interpersonal relationships, the
formulation of the policy and management issues to be addressed by eval-
vation, organizational analysis and management, and staff training. The

process of evaluation and the participation by the individuals who will
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have to implement evaluation findings will be attributed with as much
importance as the establishing of control groups and the securing of
"outside" evaluators with methodological expertise.

Mr. Siebert is & Ph.D. candidate in the Interdisciplinary Studies
Program at the University of California, Berkeley. He has extensive
experience in program evaluation having served as consultant to government
agencies and as supervisor of the Operations Research Group of the State
of California Department of Human Resources Development. The research
reported in this paper was begun under funding from the Technical Analysis
Division of the National Bureau of Standards and was completed with funding
by an evaluation research grant from the Rehabilitation Services Adminis-

tration of the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Frederick C. Collignon
and Michael B. Teitz



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD

I.

II.

III.

IvV.

INTRODUCTION

Page
ii

1. Background and Nature of the Problem.....cecceccesccesaccns

1
2. Report Objectives and SCOPE...sseeessrsessssnsssssnsesanses B

PROBLEM DISCUSSION
1. The Systems Approach: What is it?.....cc0cvicvecsceccenes
2. Success: What is i1t?....cceeeesocsccccrasccccssccsosnncas

3. Implementation: What is it?....ccc00cvceccierecnanicenens

. 5

. 10

. 15

4. Implementation: How is it achieved?.......cceevesesecncecs 18

ALTERNATIVE WORLD VIEWS

2T

1. Analyst as Anthropologist..c..cececcsesssercssssscscescnsese 27

2. Analyst 88 COACH.ctiesroeserrsssracecctostosscsscasasasansss 29

3. AnalySt as Librarian...‘...l.....'..QO..........'.Ql.l.'..' 30

4., Analyst as PhysicisN..eeeceoscescocasossssesssscsasaesnases 31

5' Analyst aS St&ff ASSiSt&nt.-.......-...........-...-. -----

A CONCEPTUAL MODEL

. 32

3k

Systems Approach Project......oevevecesccccns . 1

l. Project Selection..l......'.....Q....l..-...'....'.Q.-....‘

2. InQUIYy.coeeceneosctoscnoncanes e eessscascnssscsesaesnannne

3. PersuasioN..ceccesscrsscosscosacs s eecesesscesesnsssssavacace

. 36
. 38

b, FeedbacK....ocoeerecccscncans e eeececencsteceosensecansees U2

5. General Management.....eeoceeectoncssssccccsoaccrsncrcnsnss

BIBLIOGRAPHY

. bs
u8



I. INTRODUCTION

One of the major problems that has inhibited the development and
utilization of the systems approach in non-defense government programs
has been the lack of implementation of systems studies. Yet relatively
little research has been done on ways to improve the irmplementation of
studies. The current literature on implementation is meager and most
definitions of implementation are unsatisfactory. It seems clear that
implementation is not a separable component of the systems study: the
analyst who says "I have completed the study, now tell me how to, (or
let someone else), implement it” may have already guaranteed his own
failure. This report reviews some of the literature on the problems of
implementation and presents a framework for the exploration of actions

that can improve the effectiveness of the systems approach.

1. Background and Nature of the Problem

The automobile, the computer, sliced bread, and the systems
approach are here to stay. In a few short decades, the systems approach
developed from an unknown entity into its current status, so aptly
described by one Washington official, as the "brass ring to the budget."
The very success of the systems approach has helped to spawn & host of
new analytic roles such as policy analyst, systems analyst, and program
evaluator. The systems approach has demonstrated an ability to make
manageable the wnmanageable, to stimulate innovation, to improve social

delivery systems, and even to propel its sponsors to rapid promotions.



Yet the road to progress is necessarily paved with discontent.
Expectations precede achievement. If managed properly, the resulting
tension leads to progress; if managed improperly, it leads to disillusion-
ment and apathy. The underlying assumption throughout this paper is that
the "problem of implementation" is best understood not as an objective
description of a "real" problem (as one could conclude from the liter-
ature), but rather as a normative imperative designed to raise expecta-
tions and thereby to stimulate progress. In other words, implementation
is the current strategic factor that must be solved before analysis
can progress.

Like a caterpiller entering his cocoon, recent wmiversity
graduates enthusiastically jump into the problems of government, fully
expecting to triumphantly emerge on the brilliant orange and black wings
of an evaluation or a resource allocation model. But time passes and
the metamorphosis does not occur. Disillusionment sets inj; the blame is
placed. Implementation is the culprit. Against this motivational back~
ground the search goes on for ways to improve implementation. Although
always painted on the same canvas, the "problem of implementation” takes
on a variety of forms that often reflect the study objectives and the
personality and world view of the analyst.

The following cases, (which, to paraphrase Steinbeck, are not
necessarily false even if they didn't necessarily happen), are examples
of systems projects that encountered problems in implementation.

Case A: Inventory evaluation for medium size state agency.
Recommendation: Install perpetual inventory accounting system. Status:

management accepted three years ago; no action taken since.
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Case B: Inventory evaeluation for large state agency. Recommen-
dation: automate. tatus: management accepted, programs developed and
operating; stock levels increased 257 due to transition and user hoarding.

Case C: Systems evaluation of coal mining operation. Recommen-
dation: modernize equipment and methods. Status: management accepted,
equipment installed and workers reorganized; production significantly
lowered due to worker dissatisfaction.

Case D: Personnel turnover evaluation for a county agency.
Recommendation: administer personality tests to personnel and determine
relationship to job mobility. Status: management accepted, tests
developed and administered; findings published but ignored by management.

Case E: Family planning for an overpopwlated community.
Recommendation: provide free contraceptives and instruction. Status:
accepted, organization created to provide free services; population
growth rate undiminished due to economic incentives for large families.

Case F: Cost-effectiveness analysis of day care centers for a
Federal agency. Recommendation: submit budget request for expansion.
Status: management accepted, request submitted to Congress; request denied.

Case G: Evaluation of social service delivery system. Recom-
mendation: eliminate duplications of effort and coordinate planning
process; eliminate certain non-productive activities. Status: manage-
ment rejected due to ‘political infeasibility."

Implementation is a major concern of all practioners who are
sincerely interested in improving the effectiveness of the scientific
method in helping government agencies to solve social problems. It is of
equal concern both to policy analysts (planners, management scientists,

etc.), whose intellectual roots are in the Rationalist tradition (Leibniz,



et. al.), and to program evaluators (social scientists, etc.), whose

intellectual roots are in the Mmpiricist tradition (Locke, et. al.).

2. Report Objectives and Scope

The objective of this report is to orient the reader to a wide
range of literature on implementation and to describe a framework that is
useful for reading about and understanding the problem of implementation.
No attempt will be made to fully explain (or evaluate) the contributions
of the numerous authors cited. The objective of this report will be
achieved if the reader:

1) obtains a better understanding of the cognitive terrain
underlying the literature on implementation,

2) gains additional insight or clarifies his own thoughts
about implementation, and

3) obtains references for further exploration of those areas of
interest to him.

The following section contains a brief description of some of the
available literature on implementation. It is not comprehensive but
should serve to orient the reader to some of the significant works.

Section three explores a number of different world views that seem
defensible yet cen lead to striking differences in definitions of success
and implementation.

Section four contains a conceptual model of a systems approach
project and its major components, identifies some common errors in project
management, and identifies some important questions for each project.

Section five contains a bibliography of publications that deal

with implementation.



ITI. PROBLEM DISCUSSION

This section is organized into four parts: 1) The Systems
Approach: What is it?; 2) Success: What is it?; 3) Implementation:

What is it?; and L4) Implementation: How is it achieved?

1. The Systems Approach: What is it?

Philosophers of science frequently consider as fruitless efforts
to authoritatively define concepts such as the systems approach in a
few words (Kaplan, 1964). Yet we use words such as the systems approach
and we explain their meaning to a variety of individuals.

Churchman, who has been called the philosopher of management
science (Hertz, 1971), emphasizes an understanding of the development
of western philosophy in order to understand the systems approach
(Churchman, 1971). Much of the controversy over the systems approach
can be seen to be a replay of arguments of Leibniz, Locke or Hegel.
Churchman (1970) describes the systems approach as a profession whose
objective is to secure improvements in social systems by means of the
scientific method. This description, not meant to be a complete
definition, draws attention to four primary concerns of the systems
approach. These concerns are:

1) developing a professional orientation,

2) securing a change in the client system (i.e., implementation),
3) improving the measure of effectiveness of the client system, and

4) wusing the scientific method.
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Analysts typicelly think of themselves not as "systems approachers"
but rather as (for example) program evaluators, operations researchers,
policy analysts, management scientists, management analysts, cost-
effectiveness analysts, systems analysts, industrial engineers, planners,
MIS analysts, PPB analysts, organizational development analysts, or
research analysts. The very diffusion of scientific methods and approaches
may be one mark of its success (Radnor, 1968). Of course, there are
significant differences in the characteristic methodology and subject
matter for each type of analysis. However when it comes to implementation,
these differences seem to melt away and everyone faces a common problem.
Furthermore, there appears to be a strong tendency towards convergence
of these various types of systems approach. For example, program eval-
uators are beginning to recognize the fact that a pure empirical approach
is insufficient -~ they need systems models to know what difference their
observations meke. On the other hand, operations research analysts are
beginning to recognize the fact that a pure rational approach is insuf-
ficient -- they need evaluation techniques to determine goals and to test
their models. Throughout the remsinder of this report the term "systems
approach” will be used with the intention that the reader can freely
translate "systems approach” to his owm area of analytic concern, e.g.,
to "program evaluation."

White (1972) presents a clarification of the meaning of operations
research/management science (OR/MS) by tracing the historical development
of OR/MS and by analyzing various definitions published in textbooks and
journals. At least two general trends emerge. The Operations Pesearch

Society of America (ORSA) seems to have developed out of a strong military



experience with an applied mathematics orientation. The Institute of
Management Science (TIMS) seems to have emerged out of an industrial-
university experience with a broader-based, social science orientation.

An introductory text identifies the essential characteristics of
OR/MS as "(a) its system (or executive) orientation, (b) the use of
interdisciplinary teams, and (c) the application of scientific method
to problems of control' (Ackoff and Sasieni, 1968).

Other authors emphasize the subject matter rather than the method-
ology. For example, on a two dimensional scale of macro-micro and normative-
descriptive, OR/MS has been viewed as "normative microeconomics" (Simon,
1959).

If one looks to university curricula to define operations research,
one finds en emphasis on applied mathematics. A master's degree may
consist exclusively of course work in mathematical programming and

stochastic processes. A recent issue of Management Science was devoted to

g discussion of the educational issue (M§9 17, October, 1970).

Morse (1970) observes that "Operations Research has emerged as a
unified area of applied science, (characterized) by its combination of
measures of effectiveness, justified by operational experiments, with
mathematical models for predicting the efficiency of future operetions,
all designed to influence policy."

Suchmen (1967) defines evaluation as "the determination (whether
based on opinions, records, subjective or objective data) of the results
(wvhether desirable or undesirable, transient or permanent , immediate or
delayed) attained by some activity (whether ultimate, intermediate or
irmediste, effort or performance, long or short range).” In other words,

evaluation is the determination of the results of some purposeful activity.



Wholey (1970) defines evaluation in terms of subject matter
("the effectiveness of an on-going program”), methodology ("research
design"), and objectives ("program improvement through a modification of
current operations").

Kuhn (1962) emphasizes the importance of understanding the text-
book paradigms if one is to understand a science. OR/MS analysts seem
to be taught two central paradigms: 1linear programming and queuing
theory. Linear programming is the classic resource allocation model;
crank in objectives, alternatives, production function and constraints
and the optimal solution is found. Oueuing theory (including simulation)
deals with relationships between utilization and waiting times: build a
model that behaves like the reel system and test alternative policies for
efficiency. Evaluation analysts seem to be taught one central paradigm:
experimental design. Experimental design is an empirical device for
statistically comparing the effects of an action (or treatment) against
a control group in order to determine whether the action causes the
desired results.

If the systems approach is in fact rapidly growing (as it appears
to be) then any definition runs the risk of describing not the osk, but
the acorn. But perheps the systems approach is only new in name, not in
function. Doesn't the Bible have insight to management and to dynamic
feedback control (e.g., "When goods increase, they are increased that
eat them..."” Eececl. 5.11)? When has any organization tried to survive
without informetion enalysts (spys), policy advisors (astrologers, clergy-
men), orgenization problem solvers (shamans), or any of the other roles

pleyed by todays analysts?
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If it is legitimate to speak of a scientific community and of a

managerial community, then the systems approach might be viewed as an
effort by the scientific community to help the manageriel community. In
another time and place, the systems approach could be an effort by the
religious community to help the managerial community. Or by the artistic
community to help the scientific community. Or by any of the other
permutations. The confidence scientists have that they can improve

the management of social systems was probably equaled by the confidence
religious leaders once had that they could improve the management of
social systems.

Less abstract approaches to define the systems approach run into
serious difficulties. For example, defining the systems approach as those
activities that analysts say they do (or publish in journals) suffers
from the well known defects, first that people, when describing their
Jobs, tend to emphasize the unusual aspects that account for only a small
proportion of their time, and second that the selection of an analyst for
questioning presupposes that the definition of the systems approech is
already known. Even a sophisticated approach such as finding a differen-
tiated cluster or pattern of activities that are characteristic of what
snalysts actually do is less than satisfactory because it would at best
yield a static "snapshot" of a profession that is rapidly changing.

White (1972) observes that "operations research and management science
are social as well as technical phenomena...their definition cennot be
separated from the social context in which these disciplines operate."
The systems approach is itself a systems phenomena in that its definition

cannot be separated from a teleological system description, a description
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that can legitimately (and in fact does) take a variety of divergent

forms.

2. Success: What is it?

One can legitimately investigate the success of systems approech
methodologies, of anslysts, of projects or groups. In a trivial sense,
one could say that "success" depends on individual preferences. Thus an
analyst whose sole objective is to have a high paying job might consider
himself successful if he gets a good paycheck. However in a more meaning-
ful sense, success depends on the effects the systems approach has on the
social system.

Some analysts define success as improvements in information or
in the decision making process within the organization (Mushkin, 1969).
Other analysts are quick to point out the fallacy of assuming that "more
rational" processes will automatically lead to better decisions (Lindblom,
1961).

There is widespread agreement that the mere publication of "a
report is not a successful solution of an operational problem" (Morse, 1967).
As an agent of chenge, the systems approach cannot be successful without
implementation, although implementation certainly does not guarantee
success.

A natural tendency is to define success as survival. Indeed, for
the OR/MS maneger, this may be an excellent operational definiton. How-
ever, survival of an OR/MS group may entail such a great watering down
of impact that the group is clearly not successful (Radnor, 1972).

Since many projects are by nature uncertain (who can guarantee

creativity?), a distinction can be made between a good project and a
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successful project. A good project is one that maximizes the probability
of achieving improvements in the client system; a successful project is
one that, for whatever reason, actually results in improving the client
system. Economic theory suggests that organizations will tend to under-
invest in uncertain investments, such as the systems approach, where the
payoff cannot be appropriated by the investor (Scherer, 1965).

There is a significant controversy over the value of science in
general. Is it mankind's savior or is it another horseman of the
Avocalypse, heralding mankind's destruction? The President 's Task Force
on Science Policy (1970) says "this is a time of challenge and crises
for science and technology." TForceful critics charge that science is a
tool for the oppression of man by man (Marcuse, 1969). Meanwhile be-
haviorists openly call for a move "beyond freedom and dignity" (Skinner,
1971). Some analysts perceive a need for a reconciliation between the
estranged disciplines of science and ethics (Brownowski, 1959).

Tansik has drawn attention to the impact of the project evaluation
criteria on the analyst's conception of success (Tansik, 1970). Analysts
who are in an environment that rewards publication (e.g., universities)
will tend to include publication in their definition of success, while
analysts in an environment that rewards implementation (e.e., governments)
will tend to include implementation in their definition of success.

Rednor and his colleagues at Northwestern University emphasize the
life cycle of an OR/MS group. OR/MS groups go through phases called 1)
Pre-birth, 2) Introductory, 3) Transitional, 4) Maturity, and 5) Death
(Tansik, 1970). Project success in the Pre-Birth phase might be defined

quite differently than in the Maturity phase. There is evidence that
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suggests that different types of analysts and different approaches might
be called for in the different phases (White, 1971,2). "Integration"
occurs when the OR/MS group becomes adjusted to and accepted by the rest
of the organization.

If one accepts the premise that the systems approach can be
viewed as a science of securing social improvement, then evaluating the
success of a systems project will revolve around the issue of whether or
not the social system is better off than it would have been without the
project. The methods of experimental design might be useful for assessing
project success (Suchman, 1967). However, the difficulty (impossibility?)
of obtaining control groups will almost surely lead one to some form of
"qetectivism" in order to assess the project impact (Scriven, 1971).

Some useful literature is availasble on defining and measuring
organizational effectiveness. This literature is especially pertinent
since the systems approach should be concerned with its own effectiveness,
which in turn is a function of the client organization's effectiveness.

Effectiveness measures, used here to refer to the measures of
performance of the organization qua system, are what is sought when one
defines success or conducts an evaluation. Although the fact is seldom
appreciated by the layman, metrologists know that measurement itself can
only occur as part of a teleological system (even in the case of elementary
measures such as "length," Churchman, 1971). Ultimately, the validity
of any measurement system must be judged by its usefulness (Kaplan, 196k4).

The systems approach group is one component of a larger social sys-
tem. Only if it were a separable component could one speak of its effective~-

ness without considering the effectiveness of the larger system. The problem
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of defining the public interest has received substantial philosophic
thought. Modern economists seem to have adopted (albeit implicitly) the
philosophy of utilitarianism. But it is not at all clear that actual
political decisions are based on utilitarianism, nor that they should be
(Lindblom, 1968).

Since employees in the systems group are also part of the public,
their interests should also be considered in defining the public interest.
The recent history of industrial attempts to consider employee satis~
faction has been summarized by Simon (1957):

The early proponents of scientific management adopted a fairly
narrow, almost physiological, point of view; emphasized short-run
efficiency through specialization; and pretty well neglected the
subtler motivational aspects of the problem -- including the satis-
factions of the worker on the job. The early human relations
research directed attention to the worker's job satisfactions and
on the long-run feedback of these upon performance; it undoubtedly
swung the pendulum too far in assuming that if job satisfactions
were handled, efficiency would take care of itself. More recent

studies...re-emphasize the short-run conflict between (efficiency
and satisfaction).

A review of the literature yields the following dimensions of

effectiveness that have been used or proposed for private or public

organizations (Wasserman, 1959).

s survival

+ productivity

* sales

* profitability

+ flexibility

+ growth

* worth of organization to
members and society

+ satisfaction

* prosperity

. market standing

+ value added

* innovation

+ absenteeism

« turnover

+ grievance rates

enlightenment
integrity

- balance

adaptability

« product quality
- absence of inter-group strain

return on investment

- payout & plowback

debt and interest

product leadership
personnel development

plan fulfillment

labor productivity

costs per unit output
economy of resources (waste)
improvement
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- apathy * morale

- alienation * reputation

o immaturity » disciplinary actions

+ resources + acquiring resources

+ management - maintenance

+ public responsibility + sick leave

- employee & management + investment in organization
attitudes + suggestions for improvement

* time spent in internal » rationality
communication + conformity

* balance between short-range
& long-range goals

These dimensions can be usefully grouped into the following three
clusters that seem to define the most important aspects of organization
effectiveness.

1) Productivity -- in the broader economic sense of achieving

the most results possible with the availsble resources. Roughly synonomous
with efficiency, profits, effectiveness, resource utilization, etc. A
short-run criteria. In this sense, constitutes the primary emphasis of
much program evaluation, PPBS, etc. It is the (intended) counterpart

to "profits.”

2) Adaptability -~ the ability of an organization to adapt to

a changing environment. Includes flexibility, innovation, responsiveness,
etc. In a changing environment there is often a conflict between pro-
ductivity (which requires high utilization) and adaptability (which
requires organization slack).

3) Satisfaction -~ the degree to which the organization facilitates

(or does not hinder) personal growth and development of employees. Includes
both satisfiers and dissatisfiers, but does not include measures that are
solely instrumental for productivity or adaptability. Satisfaction
measures are different for different people. For example, & person
motivated by self-actualization needs will evaluate satisfaction with an
organization quite differently than a person motivated by basic or safety

needs.
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Effectiveness measures are a potent force. People with a high
achievement need will actively strive to achieve success as defined by
the effectiveness measures (Blau, 1955). "To the extent you succeed in
measuring effectiveness, you are implicitly setting standards of perfor-
mence. And sooner or laster, people and organizational units are going to

be evaluated by these criteria" (Goldman, 1970).

3. Implementation: What is it?

In an article that stimulated a growing academic interest,
Churchman and Schainblatt (1965) define implementation as "the manner in
which the results of scientific effort may come to be used by the manager.”
This article, (which has been widely misunderstood), contains the germs of
a serious challenge to a widely accepted identification of implementation
with acceptance and/or utilization of recommendations. Implementation,
it is argued, is a concept that means quite different things depending on
one's view of the nature of the systems approach and of the organizational
relationship between enalyst and manager. This article was followed by a
series of ten lively commentaries (Churchman and Schainblatt, 1965,2).
Together, the article and the commentaries form a useful starting point for
reading about implementation.

Radnor, Rubenstein and Tansik (1970) suggest that implementation
can be considered from three viewpoints: 1) as a transition between
successive stages in a work flow; 2) as a special case of organizational
change or adaptation; or 3) as a continuous process along all phases of
a project. Implementation of a project is distinguished from integration

of systems approach activities in the organization.
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Collcutt and Reader (1967) introduce a novel application of a
logistic growth curve to measure effectiveness of projects. This approach
introduces the time dimension. A project is presumably implemented only
to the extent that the improvements occur before they would have occurred
in the absence of the project.

Bennis (1965) defines implementation as "a process which includes
the crestion of understanding and commitment toward a particular change
and devices whereby it can become integral to the client system's oper-
stions." He distinguishes implementation from acceptance (i.e., manager
"buys" proposal even though he may not understand it) and from adoption
(i.e., manager “internalizes" proposal as his own idea).

Ratoosh, who with Churchman carried out some laboratory experi-
ments on implementation, defines implementation as "a class of behaviours
designed to increase the likelihood that an organization will accept a
research finding that, in the opinion of the research group, constitutes
a solution of an operations problem or at least constitutes a policy
superior to the one currently in use by the organization" (Ratoosh, 1966).
The experiments consisted in playing a computerized business game in which
each management team had a "confederate' who knew the optimal solution.
The confederate's objective was to get the management team to implement
the optimal solution. Ratoosh reports that "it turned out that the
solution was rarely adopted, and even in those cases in which it was, the
adoption appeared to result from a blind yielding to pressure from the
confederate."

The Tavistock Institute emphasizes the inadequacy of technical

models that neglect the social needs of the orgenization members. The
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coal mining study (case C above) is an example where implementation was
carried out pro forma but improvement was thwarted until the informal
organization was taken into account (Trist, 1951).

The growing literature on orgenizational change and organizational
development tends to view implementation as the process of changing a
system and stebilizing it in its new state. In order to implement a
recommendation that changes the behavior of members of some sub-system,
that sub-system must have already been designed so that it is capable of
change, i.e., it must already be an adaptive-coping system. Schein (1965)
describes the nature of adeptive-coping systems and the cycle that change
must go through.

Implementation cen also be viewed as a marketing activity. After
reading a number of reports prepared for managers, it is easy to recognize
that the packasging is frequently bad. A scientifically written report
seems to be a poor medium for initiating change. Managers simply don't
have the time to read written reports. They are accustomed to responding
to verbal and visual presentations (Mintzberg, 1971). Hovland and others
have conducted rigorous studies on the effectiveness of different presen-
tation strategies (Hovland, 1957).

The word "implementation" with its connotations of fulfilling the
analyst's intentions and/or utilizing his recommendations, no longer even
applies to meny activities of the analyst. For example, an analyst may be
asked to develop an estimate of the number of houses with lead paint on
the interior walls. It clearly does not make sense to ask if the estimates
were implemented. The time may soon come when analysts stop talking
about "implementation" and begin talking about "affectiveness.”" The

real concern is with improving effectiveness.
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In spite of the definitional difficulties, many practitioners
have had the unpleasant experience of conducting a "good" study and meking
"good" recommendations that they "rnow" will make substantial improvements
end yet finding their report falling on the deaf ears of management.
The analyst is not told why the report is rejected (perhaps the manager
doesn't really know) and the analyst can't seem to figure it out for
himself. The data checks out. The models check out. Why weren't the
recommendations implemented? To understand implementation, perhaps one
should first try to understand the emotional frustration that results from
this situation.

Any theory of implementation is expected to cover a wide range
of situations. The seven cases described in Section I illustrate the
diversity. In the first six cases management accepted the recommendations.
Case A failed because there was no "product champion" to push for imple-
mentation. Case B failed because the problems of transition from the old
system to the new system were not dealt with. Case C failed because
the new system undermined the existing informal social system and
damaged worker morale. Case D failed because the research findings
were not translated into action recommendations. Case E failed because
of an erroneous assumption that the population perceived the problem in
the same way as the analyst, and a disregard of other incentives facing
the population. Case F failed because the orgenization was unable to obtain
the required new resources. And the final case, G, failed because manage-

ment rejected the recommendations.

4. Implementation: How is it achieved?

Two years ago, Harvey (1970) could write: "Despite the persistence

of the problem (implementation) and its increasing importance, there has
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been little hard-fast research on either causes or cures." Since then,
a number of dissertations, theses, books, articles, and speeches have
been published on the problem of implementation (but we still don't know
the causes and cures nor, perhaps, even how to define the problem).

Based on the ongoing research at Northwestemrn, (primarily field
surveys), Rubenstein identifies the following factors relevant to the
effectiveness of an OR/MS group (Rubenstein, et. al., 1967):

+ level of management support
. client receptivity
- orgenizational and technical capability of OR group
« organization location
+ influence
* reputation
* adequacy of resources
* relevance of projects
. level of opposition
+ general perception of level of success
He also lists the following factors that were found in a literature search:
* management understanding
+ working relations with management
+ measurable prolect savings
* project urgency
« relevance of techniques

Rednor, Rubenstein and Tansik (1970) identify three types of

variables that appear to be of key importance:
. the nature of the client-researcher relation

. the level and type of top-management support for the research
activity
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the type of organizational and external environment in
which the research activity is pursued

Harvey (1970) obtained ratings from a panel of "expert" analysts

on the importance of variaebles thought to influence management's decision

to implement. The variables rated most influential were:

does menagement have experience of previous success with
sophisticated approaches to problem solving?

is menagement future oriented?
is management sensitive to environment change and its requirements?
is climate favorsble to innovation?

is the importance of inter-relationships between activities
appreciated?

does management identify problem area as of major importance?

does analyst accepted responsibility for achieving successful
implementation?

For a long time it has been held that any innovation is foreign to

the mechanical, efficient machinery of a bureaucracy (von Mises, 19LL).

Since a climate unfavorable to innovation may also be unfavorable to

the systems approach, one can look to the literature on innovation to

seek ways to improve implementation. Organizations with high visibility

of program results eand low activity control seem most favorable for

innovation (Rosner, 1968).

Dovns (1966) has presented a list of organization policies that

tend to extend the search for elternstives:

. extend time before conclusions required

+ increase variety of interests (even conflicting) of people in

decision making process

reduce number of persons who must epprove final decision

. increase number of analytical people in process
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isolate decision makers from pressure of responsibility
for other decisions

reduce number of busy people who must approve final decision.

Cushen (1972) identifies the following environmental factors

that have prevented implementation of textbook solutions in government:

there is no single decision maker in government

there is no single objective

Iefficiency is often not important

most public organizations have a personality-oriented
management style

there is often an incentive to maintain ambiguity in order
to preserve freedom of action

* most classroom assumptions do not hold

+ facts are rarely "given" -- many have been assembled for the

purpose of reward and punishment rather than for anslysis

incentives in government do not encourage experiment; failures
are generslly covered up

managers don't know what they want to do with the scientific
techniques

mansgers are more interested in imaginative alternatives (bright
ideas) than in methodical analysis.

Suchmen (1967) identifies the following situations where there

is no intention to meke use of the evaluation study and where, as a

result, it would be very unlikely for implementation to occur no matter

what the analyst does.

Eye-wash (selecting only those program aspects that
"look good")

* White-wash (cover up program failure by avoiding objective

appraisal...solicit "testimonials")

- Submarine (attempt to get rid of program -- sink opponents

along with their program)
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* Posture ("gesture" of objectivity to look good to public)
* Postponement (delay action by seeking the "facts")

« Substitution (disguise failure in some part of program by
shifting attention to less relevant aspects)

Good enalysts will attempt to ascertain the "hidden agenda’
of study sponsors and will try not to accept study requests in the above
categories where there is little chance of implementation or of improving
the program (Suchmen, 1972).

Huysmans (1970) examined the effects of managerial cognitive
style on implementation problems through computerized gaming experiments.
He suggests that in addition to cognitive style other important factors
are communication of recommendations and the impact of the recommendations
on the user's goals.

Manley (1971) adopted an innovative approach for studying imple-
mentetion. He used teachers in a school district to test various implemen-
tation strategies -- the teachers thought they were responding to actual
plans that were being considered by district manegement. Taking an
approach based on theories of organizational behavior and resistance to
change, he emphasizes the need to consider three groups. Implementation
may be blocked 1) by the analyst, 2) by the managers, or 3) by the people
who will actually be affected by the change.

Tansik (1970) uses a questionnaire survey to investigate the
effects of the criteria used to evaluate the analyst and the manager on
implementation. Congruence in evaluation criteria (i.e., both analyst
and manager are after the same thing) improves the chances of implemen-
tation. Tansik points out that using implementation as a criteria for the
evaluation of analysts creates a potential problem of having "uncontrolled

evaluations" (Scott, 1967).
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Implementation may be viewed as a problem in line-staff relations.
Koontz and O'Donnell (1959), speaking of line~-staff relations, state:
"There is probably no other single area of management which in practice
causes more difficulties.” After studying two concepts of line-staff
relations, the Neutral and Inferior Instrument (NII) and the Collegue
models, Golembiewski (1966) states: "Globally, the results do not
encourage a deep commitment to the NII model (i.e., the analyst "serves"
the manager who is superior) by either practitioner or student."

Shakun (1968), after studying OR through a cross cultural compar-
ison, concludes that a key factor for implementation is social in character;
"scientific method (must) be accepted intuitively as part of the way of
life,"

Bennis (1965) says implementation depends on:

+ client's understanding of the change, his influence in controlling
the fate of the change, and his trust in the initiator of the change

* client's perception of change as self-motivated and voluntary

* change program's content of emotional value as well as cognitive
elements

* congruence of change agent with the recommendations and relations
with client

Ackoff (1960) presents the following caveats:
never sign a contract you ceannot breek
* never report to anyone too low
* never report through intermediaries
* never perform research for anyone at no cost to him.
Schon (1970) emphasizes the importance of resistance to change
but points out that resistance isan attribute not of the individual but

of the system itself.
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Psychological research offers valuable insights to decision
theory. Oshikawa (1969) presents an analysis and experimental test of
cognitive dissonance eand Lewinian theories. Cognitive dissonance theory
(Brehm and Cohen, 1962) has been useful in understanding consumer be-
havior. Dissonance, which results from any decision where one rejects an
attractive alternative, produces tension which must be relieved. For
example, following a close decision to buy a Ford or a Chevrolet, the new
Ford owner will often build up a "case" why the Ford was really the best
after all. (It might be interesting to explore whether or not studies
that are commissioned to Justify a given decision actually do serve a
useful function of reducing cognitive dissonance. )

Another productive area to find insights on implementation is in
the litersture on R&D management. Starting in 1962, M.I.T.'s Sloan
School of Management undertook a major research program on the orgsniza-
tion and menagement of technology-based enterprises. Some of their more
interesting results that are relevant to implementation are the following
(Marquis, 1967):

. successful managers of new venture enterprises (similar to
evaluation groups) tend to be young entrepreneurs with high
education and strong achievement drive

* success of projects is associated with the safety factor (margin
for error) in the plan, the amount of work subcontracted, and the
ability of the project manager. "A successful project manager
possesses most of the personality traits and characteristics of
a good top executive or general manager"

* the extent of interactions between team members is unrelated to
performance, but the extent of interactions with individuals
outside the project team is positively related to performance

+ the informal contacts between the contract awarding organization
and the award recipient are the key determinants both of the
avard itself and of the terms of the contract. It was possible

to predict the contract award recipient prior to the issuance of
the RFP in about 90% (sic) of the cases studied
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« although there was no one recommended style of supervision for

all groups, it does appear that "the most productive scientists

and the most productive groups (in terms of papers) felt more

freedom to choose their work, were more likely to work beyond

regular hours, and felt less influence from the overall laboratory

mission...The amount of technical contact with the supervisor

was positively related to group effectiveness, while informal

social contact was negatively related.”

Torrey (1972) has written a book that surely has a message for
implementation strategy. He studied witch doctors and found that they are
quite effective in their cultures and in fact use mechanisms for curing
patients that are similar to those used by western therapists. There
are four common mechanisms that meke the therapist and witch doctor, and
perhaps slso the systems analyst, an effective change agent for a purposive

organism. Torrey describes these mechanisms as follows:

1. The "Principle of Rumplestiltskin." The act of naming the

client's problem conveys that a man of considerable status understands,
and since it can be understood, it presumably can be cured. "In order
to know the right name the therapist must share some of the patient's
world view."

2. The Effective Personality. It is not the cognitive ability

or cookbook recipes that make an analyst effective. Rather it is an
entire set of cues that he emits that convey 1) genuineness, 2) accurate
empathy, and 3) nonpossessive warmth.

3. Raising Expectations. Analysts all over the world use

many weys to raise the expectations of their patients. The first way is
the trip itself to the analyst -- the pilgrimege. The farther a person
goes or the more he pays to be healed, the greater are the chances that

he will be healed.



26

4. Use of Scientific Technigues. Whether it is drugs or rituals

or training, all analysts rely heavily on empirically derived and tested
techniques to produce desired responses.

It appears that much of the literature proceeds on the implicit
assumption that the problem is to learn how to predict implementation
success or failure given knowledge of system state variables. The ideal
result would presumably be a functionsl equation of the form S = f(X),
where S is the measure of success and X is a vector that measures the
relevant veriables that influence success. At the risk of heresy, one
might reflect on whether or not the equation S = £(X), if ever found,
would be of value to a manager. What would he do with that information?
It certeinly would be interesting reading. But can the manager hand it
to a new analyst and feel confident that he now understands how to
implement? Perhaps the problem of implementation should be approached,
not by filling in the equation S = f(X), but rather (or also) by exploring
the type of orgenization that is required for analysts to be able to
learn how to achieve implementation in the sense that one learns how to

drive a car,
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III. ALTERNATIVE WORLD VIEWS

This section outlines several different world views (or conceptions)
of the systems approach that seem to be feasible yet lead to different
notions of success and of implementation. The reeder is invited to use
the following simple methodology to think through his own view of the
systems approach (or evaluation) prior to reading this section.

First compile a list of various occupational roles. Then, for
each occupation, describe the nature of a system in which the anglyst's
role would be most similar to the given occupational role. (This, of
course, is at best a method of discovery, not a method of proof.)

Following is a list of occupations thet can be examined.

Anthropologist Fngineer Physician
Architect Forester Policeman
Astrologer Historian Psychiatrist
Botanist Lawyer Reporter
Clergyman Librarien Staff Assistant
Coach Meteorologist Writer

Using this method as a guide, it is possible to identify at least
five apparently distinct world views or conceptions of what the analyst
system should be. Each of these world views has its own advocates.
(Three of these world views are discernable in a recent discussion in
Interfaces, Halbrecht, 1972.) These five views are described in the

following paragrephs in alphabeticsl order.

1. Analyst as Anthropologist

Popular in some sectors of the academic community, this view

considers the primary objective of the systems approach to be the
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understanding and description of the culture of management (or of some
portion). Activities such as the assiznment and rotation of analysts
would be on the basis of what is most needed for developing their skills
and for contributing to the knowledge pool. Government organizations
would be a laboratory for gathering observations and for testing theories.

Measures of success for this system might be articles published
(both guantity and quality), research conducted, and knowledge bresek-
throughs. The client of this system is the analyst. He allocates
his time with the objective of his own self development. He must con-~
tinuously select problems to work on and approaches to use, e.g., whether
to take observations or to study theory. An important spin off of this
system would be that the analyst becomes an expert in management theory
and can take interim breaks to serve as an expert advisor to management.

The advocate of this system is the pure scientist. He can make
a very convincing case for his position, however, he is fighting a very
difficult opponent. The "opponent" is the extreme difficulty of financing
research that is not jJudged "relevant" to the immediate problems
perceived by management.

This system is similar to the "separate function" position described
by Churchmen and Schainblatt (1965). It offers a number of potential
advantages. There is less chance for the analyst to become "bureaucratized"
or diverted into non-productive activities such as "fire-fighting" or
Justifying decisions that have already been taken. There is greater
exchange of knowledge since publishing becomes an important incentive.

And there may be greater chance for long range improvement in social
systems since scientific independence is a proven method of advancing

knowledge.
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2. Analyst as Coach

This position, found among some educators and menagement consul-
tants, views the objective of the systems approach as teaching the manager
how to perform better. The measure of performance is the improvement in
the manager's performance. The analyst, who may be an ex-manager, attempts
to educate the manager by providing exercises or learning experiences
much as an atheletic coach guides the athelete to improved performance.

The major decisions in this system concern what is the best way
to educate the manager? It may be in college (e.g., MBA programs), it
may be in post-graduate courses for managers, or it may be through helping
the manager work through some actual problems. The client and the decision
maker in this system are both the manager.

This position, similar to the "communication position” of Churchman
and Schainblatt (1965), does not suffer from the conflict of interest
between the client and decision meker that was present in the Analyst-as-
Anthropologist position. However, Anslyst-as-Coach faces the serious
problem that managers do not currently perceive analysts as being expert
menagers (and most analysts are not). Nor do most managers believe that
they could improve their managing if they invested the tremendous effort
required to learn the secientific techniques of the sanalyst.

However, adherents of this position also present a convincing
case. There is certainly e market for MBA programs in the Universities and
for organization development progrems in industry and government. Teaching
the manager how to solve a problem not only solves the problem at hand,
it also leaves the manager as a more effective problem solver. This

gives the analyst more leverage (and thus more effectiveness) than if he
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simply solves the problems himself. Furthermore, historical analysis or
analysis of under-developed countries confirms the importance of developing

effective managers if science is to contribute anything.

3. Analyst as Librarian

This view focuses on the organization decision making process.
The role of the analyst is to provide the decision maker with digested
information for meking better decisions. Measures of performance might
be relevancy, completeness, relisbility and timeliness of information.
Other measures might be innovative ideas suggested, satisfaction of the
menager and improved decisions. The value of the analyst to the mansger
will be related to how well he can answer questions. The manager is
again both client and decision maker.

The analyst, like a highly sophisticeted librarian, performs
information search, retrieval and consolidation, either on request of
the manager or in anticipation of the menager's future needs.

This world view exhibits a move away from the conception of the
systems approach as a scientific enterprise. The analyst-as-librarian is
definitely bureaucratized and although he may masintain communication
lines to the scientific community he is no longer an active participant.
There is probably an excellent market for the analyst-as-librarian in
government agencies.

Advocates of this position present a strong case that the other
positions are unrealistic or quixotic. Analyst-as-librarian, they argue,
is the only feasible approach under our current political and administra~

tive system.
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4. Anelyst as Physicien

This world view conceives the objective of the systems approach
to be to help organizations to adjust to changing environments and to solve
problems much as a physician helps individuals solve health problems.

The measure of performance of the system is the number and difficulty

of problems solved. The analyst is an expert in problems and dysfunctions
of orgenizetions and their solution. Although similar to Analyst-as-Coach,
Analyst-as-Physician concentrates on the problem and the policy instead

of on the manager. The client is the manager, but the decision maker is
both the analyst who prescribes and the manager who utilizes.

This position is similar to that termed "persuasion" by Churchman
and Schainblatt (1965). The analyst uses his scientific knowledge and
techniques to diagnose the client's presenting symptoms, to discover the
true causes and to prescribe a remedy that can solve the problem. The
analyst's understanding of the problem, gained through extensive scientific
inquiry, is superior to that of the manager (who has not devoted much
time to study it). The analyst should explain to the manager the
benefits of his recommendations.

Adherents of this view probably comprise the majority of profes-
sionally-oriented anslysts working in government. The "implementation
problem," as discussed in the literature, often makes sense only when
understood from this world view. Its adherents also present a very
strong cese. Analyst-as-Physician is said to be the best way to direct
and focus the capebilities of the scientific community on current social

and organizational problems.
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5. Analyst as Staff Assistant

This world view, like Analyst-as-Librarian, places the analyst
in more of a bureaucratic role than a professional role. This is the
view that many inexperienced managers think they prefer. The objective
of this system is to assist the manager by performing delegated work.

The analyst acts as the manager's alter ego in dealing with some, perhaps
technical, issues. The measure of performance of this system is strictly
manager satisfaction. In practice, this typicelly means three sub-
criteria: 1) controllability; 2) timeliness; and 3) confidentiality.

The manager is both client and decision maker.

Of the five world views described, this is the only one that
seems to have no merit. Yei it has adherents. It seems to be a product
of an orientation that emphasizes activities rather than results, pre-
dictability rather than innovation, and stability rather than change.
However, this world view is not even in the interest of its adherents
who, like children who fear the doctor's hypodermic needle, mistakenly
conclude that they can enjoy the benefits of the systems approach (the
immunity from the disease) without accepting the necessary inconveniences
(getting the shot).

The issue of implementation of the systems approach can be better
understood if one recognizes that different people hold different world
views of the nature of the analyst system. Five apparently different
world views have been identified for which one can establish, (with one
possible exception), a reasonable case for their validity. EFEach of these
world views assumes the systems approach is beneficial although each has
di fferent measures of success. A sixth world view, which might be called

Analyst-as-Policeman, has been intentionally omitted. This view, which
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might be the "deadliest enemy" of the world view held by the reader,
assumes that the systems approach is harmful and will be used to further
centralize power and deprive men of freedom. One charscteristic of
different world views seems to be that no amount of analysis can con-
clusively identify the best. We are left without a resolution.

The following section presents an untested and somewhat specula-
tive paradigm of a systems project that may be of interest to those
readers who are managing an analyst group and thus are forced to act

even in the absence of firm knowledge.
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IV. A CONCEPTUAL MODEL

This paper, a Baedeker to a complex literature, has of necessity
been highly condensed. However, by now the reader may be feeling a sense
of frustration and despeir. He may wonder what he would have to gain
from tackling the voluminous, fragmented, and incomplete literature; a
literature that apparently has no simple answer to his real need to know
whaet it is that he can do to improve implementation. This reader should
be optimistic; the very fact that he is concerned enough about implemen-
tation to feel some frustration gives him an advantage thet some of his
predecessors, (those who had assumed that implementation would occur
automatically), did not have.

But of course it is not enough to be optimistic, one must also
act. Therefore it seems appropriate to present a conceptual model (or
paradigm) of a systems project and some related conclusions and recommende.~
tions even though they are speculative. In doing this, my own bilas will
become apparent. Specificelly, I have a strong bias towards the Analyst-
as-Physician world view, I tend to be impatient with efforts at compre-
hensiveness, and I usually assume that complexity is merely a sign of
inadequate knowledge. Having confessed these biases and being motivated
not by expertise but by necessity, I will proceed to develop a paradigm

of project implementation.
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Systems Approach Project

I will begin by defining a systems approach project as a coordi-
nated, purposeful system of activities designed to improve the effectiveness
of an external organization. Of course we are often interested primarily
in scientific activities, but projects may and do include any kind of
activity that can improve the client organization (e.g., a physician may
help a patient by prescribing a placebo). All of the activities that
comprise the project are assumed to be outside the normal work process
of the orgenization, however they may be performed all or in part by
persons who are employees of the client organization. Thus persons con-
ducting the project are always in the role of "outsiders" (even if a person
evaluates himself, he must first "step outside" himself).

This way of defining a project immediately focuses on the sim-
ilarities between a project and an orgasnization (e.g., Barnard defines a
formal orgenization as a system of consciously coordinated activities of
two or more persons). Once we recognize this similarity it is easy to see
that the problem of the implementation of recommendations in the external
orgenization is equivalent to the problem of managing the systems approach
project.

Since our concern is with the management of the project we must
abandon (or at least be sceptical of) attempts to find cook-book recipes
for success. Good managing goes beyond intellectual methods. A good
menager must employ quelities such as "good judgement," "feeling,"
"intuition" and "common sense." It is safe to assume that at any moment
in time, almost all people are poor mansgers. It takes aptitude plus a
favorable learning environment (i.e., experience) over a sufficient time

period to develop a good project manager.
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The activities in a systems approach project may be grouped into
the following five major components:
« Selection
* Inquiry

* Persuasion

Feedback

+ General management
I believe that these five components may be the most important and probebly
the necessary pre-requisites to success of a systems project. In the
following paragraphs I will describe each component by presenting an
"jdeal” set of guidelines for a systems project. Although these guide-
lines are unproven, they can be of definite help to prevent some of the

more common errors of omission that result in "shelved" reports.

1. Project Selection

The first component is Selection of the project. There are three
parts to Selection: 1) client selection; 2) problem selection; and
3) analyst selection. Selection is probsbly by far the most critical
element for project success, yet it is almost universally neglected.
Selection is often done before the project manager is called in. In the
medical analogy, it is often as if the patient decides when and what
kind of an operation he wants before he consults the physician. The
best performed appendectomy in the world will not improve the health of
someone who actually needed a kidney transplant. There seems to be three
approaches to follow, given the current situation where projects are
generated in the external organization. The first approach is to provide

"education” to probable project initiators in order to enable them to
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recognize situations where a systems approach project can be beneficial.
The second approach is to carefully screen each project request in order
to determine whether or not the project might improve the client organiza-
tion's effectiveness (i.e., perform an "issue study"). In the medical
enalogy, an example of former activity is mass media advertising of
warning signs of cancer, and an example of the latter activity is
diagnosis of the presenting symptoms. The third approach is to screen
each project request (after the issue study) in order to determine
vhether or not the client organization would be willing and able to
implement the possible recommendations from the study (i.e., perform a
"contingency analysis"). In the medical analogy, an example of this
activity would be determining if the patient had any allergic reactions
to antibiotics.

The criteria for project Selection must be adjusted to the individu-
al situation. The relationship of the project to other projects and to
analyst capabilities, preferences, and availability must be considered
in addition to the expected benefits and costs. The degree of risk (of
failure) that should be accepted depends on the position of the analyst
group (its organizational power and prestige) and its project portfolio.
Early successes are usually important for establishing the legitimacy
and credibility of the systems approach. Some common errors in the
Selection component are the following:

+ Failure to perform an issue study and a contingency analysis

(e.g., not asking what the decision makers can do with the project

results until after the project is completed or underway ).

* Routinizing the issue study end contingency analysis (e.g., devel-
oping a standard format and essigning to junior analyst).
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- Accepting projects that have no possibility of a significent
payback (e.g., an inventory control system for paper clips).

« Accepting projects that have no possibility of being implemented
(e.g., when client does not have the ability to make the change).

. Tailure to consider social and organizational equity issues
(e.g., the organizational effects of the redistribution of status
and the centralization of authority entailed in a computerized
informetion system).

The Selection component may be summarized by three fundamental
questions:
1. How will you see that you receive good project requests?
2. How will you avoid accepting projects that are not likely
to have solutions?

3. How will you avoid accepting projects that are not likely

to have any solution implemented?

2. Inquiry

The second component of the project is Inquiry. Inquiry is the
process by which the analyst discovers the solution to the problem.
Inquiry is a creative and innovative process about which we (I) know
very little. Inquiry is not the scientific method as exhibited in texts
and journals. It is a serious, albeit common error for the project
manager to assume that a scientific method (such as experimental design)
will automatically lead to the discovery of a solution. It will not!
What we usuaelly see published in Journals and reports is not what the
enalyst used for inquiry (or discovery), but rather it is what he is
using for persuasion (cf. Kaplan's distinction between a logic-in-use
and a logic of reconstruction). Inquiry cannot usually be planned in
deteil. It is probably best viewed as a process of trial and error that

resembles a rendom walk. Rach analyst must develop his own style of
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inquiry, and be able to adjust his employment of sense data (empirical
observation), thought processes (rational models), feeling, and intuition
to the particular problem. There will often be a recycling as the
analyst gives progressively better formulations to the problem. Some
common errors in the Inquiry component are the following:

« Failure to recognize the creative, uncertain nature of inquiry
or confusing inquiry with the scientific method (e.g., adopting a
detailed, tight work plan before the general line of the solution
has been worked out).

« Allocating an excessive amount of time to preliminary empirical
observation before thinking sbout the problem (e.g., in 'documen-
ting the existing system" by extensive flow charting of the
organization's decision processes).

* Failure to consider the asbility of the client organization to
manage a trensition and staebilization of the proposed change
(e.g., grossly underestimating the economic and political costs
of making the change).

+ Feilure to accurately assess and consider the interests of all
persons affected by the change (e.g., neglecting to consider
impact on the informal organization).

The Inquiry component may be summarized by three fundamental
questions:
4, How will you create incentives for the analysts that will
lead to a problem solution?
5. How will you identify the perspectives end interests of
all the affected parties?

6. How will you ensure that costs of transition and stabiliza-

tion are considered?

3. Persuasion

The third component of the project is Persuasion. The objective

of this component is to enable the decision makers to discover the
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solution through their own process of inaguiry. In other words, the
component Persuasion is identical to the component of Inquiry except
that instead of conducting inquiry, the analyst creates an environment
for the relevant decision mekers to conduct their own inquiry.

Naturally this means that the Persuasion component, (which is usually
the major effort of the project and includes 1) project planning,

2) project execution and 3) presentations), must be geared to what-
ever method of inquiry best suits the decision makers (ggg_the analyst).
If the decision mekers are scientists or rely on scientific criteria,
then a scientific method is appropriate. If the decision mekers rely on
intuition, then a method of presenting direct experience is appropriate.
Or if the decision makers limit their inquiry to orders from their
superiors, then a method of direct order is appropriate.

Many otherwise excellent studies that indeed identify excellent
solutions fail to be implemented simply because of a misteken assumption
that the decision meker is the same kind of inquiring system as the
analyst. If this component fails, the whole project fails. In contrast,
the component of Inquiry may fail or even be omitted and the project
may still succeed. In other words, the esnalyst may never discover a
solution yet the project will still succeed if he can create an environ-
ment where the relevant decision makers discover their own solution.

(Of course the reason Inquiry is so important is that when the analyst
knows a solution it is much easier to create an environment for produc-
tive inquiry by the decision makers.)

In both this and the preceding component, you will never find
a solution that is 1007 certain to work. Both the analyst and the manager

must take rigks. The confidence you should seek in proposed solutions
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depends on factors such as the cost of increasing the confidence and
the costs and benefits associated with success and with failure of the
solution.

Note that this way of looking at the Persuasion component greatly
de-emphasizes selling. Yet it seems that many successful project
managers end up thinking that selling is half their job (and nursemaid
the other half). For example, if your recommendation to an organization
is operational in other organizations you can appeal to the client's
desire to get on the bandwagon, or if your recommendation has never been
tried before you can appeal to the client's desire to be a leader. But
left unchecked, selling tends to backfire when the product sold doesn't
meet the client's expectations. Furthermore the enalyst who thinks imple-
nentation is merely a problem of selling his idea often comes to think
he is superior to the client -~ this creates a +vicious circle since
the client resents the analyst's air of superiority therefore rejects
his recommendetions which in turn reinforces the analyst's belief that
the client is stupid. The analyst who overemphasizes selling thus seems
to risk becoming cynical (if he is a good salesman), or ineffectual
(if he is a bad salesman), neither of which characteristics contribute
to good analysis.

Note also that the entire model, and especially the Persuasion
component , intentionally de-emphasizes the role of analysis in the
advesary process. Yet no intelligent public official would today Jjump
into the policy arena without "getting his ducks lined up" and he needs
analysts to do this for him. However these analysts are functioning

in a different role (Librarian) with different objectives and different
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measures of success than those of concern here (i.e., the
Analyst-as~Physician).

Some cormon errors in the Persuasion component are the
following:

+ Assumption that decision maker is the same kind of inquiring
system as the analyst (e.g., handing manager a scientifically
written report).

« Failure to generate and maintain motivation and interest in
decision mekers (e.g., not obtaining client participation until

project is completed).

* Inadequate project planning (e.g., repeatedly missing target
checkpoints).

« Assumption that persuasion is not the analyst's responsibility,
or that persuasion simply means "selling" the analyst's solution
(rather than creating an environment for the decision meker
to discover his own solution).

+ Poor verbal presentation (e.g., inadequate visual aids).

The Persuasion component may be summarized by four fundamental
guestions:
T. How will you plan the project?
8. How will you see that the decision makers discover the (or "a")
solution?
9. How will you create ability (e.g., new skills) for required
decision makers to modify their behavior?

10. How will you create incentives for required decision maekers

to modify their behavior?

4, Feedback

The fourth component of the project is Feedback. Every project
should be a learning experience for both the analysts and the managers.

Yet unless active countermeasures are taken, there seems to be & tendency
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for feedback (communication) to be avoided as if it were equivalent to
consorting with the enemy. The objective of this component is to create
a project environment that facilitates the development of mutual under-
stending, i.e., the analysts learn more about the mansgers, (e.g., their
needs, their capabilities and their orgenization), and the managers
learn more sbout the analysts.

There are two aspects of feedback. The first aspect is feedback
concerned with the success of future projects. This aspect is concerned
with developing communication lines, information networks, prestige and
"political capital.” The second aspect (and the only one that will be
discussed here) concerns the success of the present project. This aspect
is concerned with developing sufficient mutual understanding to promote
project success.

One frequently prescribed method of feedback is to obtain
management participation throughout the study. Participation has been
interpreted as anything from receiving progress reports to full time
membership on the study teem (e.g., one analyst shop has a rule of thumb
that the client organization should match the analyst hours on a one to
one basis). But the important thing is not the fact of participation
but the resulting feedback. The feedback introduces a dynamic aspect to
the components of Selection, Inquiry and Persuasion; the study team
recycles through these components until a satisfactory problem definition
and corresponding solution is developed. It is the recycling that is
important for success, not the participation. (There are a number of
other advantages to participation such as the fact of making an early
commitment to a project mekes it more difficult for a manager to sub-

sequently oppose it. However these advantages seem to be counterbalanced
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by equal disadvantages such as the fact that management participation
tends to narrow the range of alternatives that will be considered.)

Implementing a change in an organization is in some ways like
performing a heart transplant. The change of itself seems to generate
forces (antibodies) that tend to reject or neutralize the change. Thus
another function of feedback is to identify these forces as they emerge
so that they can be neutralized before they neutralize the change. This
means that the systems project should not be terminated until the imple-
mented change becomes viable and stabilized.

Some common errors in the Feedback component are the following:

+ Failure to create an atmosphere of trust and ascceptance that will
make feedback possible (e.g., an organization that rewards the
analyst for reporting the manager's errors while rewarding the
menager for concealing his errors).

* Failure to provide for the recy¢ling of the other components in
response to feedback (e.g., an architect who designs an entire

house before getting his client's reaction to preliminary sketches).

* Failure to evaluate the project in order to learn from past
mistakes.

* Failure to ensure that an implemented change has been staebilized.

* Assumption that management participation is always desirable and
will automatically provide satisfactory feedback.

The Feedback component may be summarized by four fundamental
questions:

11. How will you create an atmosphere for feedback?

12. How will you ensure satisfactory recycling occurs in response
to feedback?

13. How will you see that performance on subsequent projects is
improved as & result of experience on this project?

14. How will you see that the implemented change is not sub-

sequently neutralized?
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5. General Management

The approach we are taking in defining a systems project and
its components ensbles us to observe the symptom of poor implementation
through the lenses of orgenization theories. Implementation, in other
words, is not & problem of marketing a product (the analyst's recommenda-
tion) but rather it is a problem of managing an organization (the systems
project). My intention in adopting this approach is to explicitly
exclude the implicit assumption that a failure to implement implies in-
sufficient ability to coerce people to change their behavior. Instead
of asking about the selling strategy (e.g., propaganda), the systems
menager should first be asking whether a good project was selected and
whether or not the analyst's solution was in fact in the best interests
of the relevant parties.

Viewing a systems project as an orgenization makes it apparent
that it is very decentralized, uncoordinated and fragmented -- indeed
more like a market place than & bureaucracy. The project manager has
little control over activities in the client orgsnization and managers in
the client organization have little control over analyst activities
(control requires knowledge). Yet both activities in the client organ-
ization and in the analyst organization are necessary and must be
coordinated for success. Management of a systems project is also compli-
cated by conflicting value systems, e.g., when the client organization is
a bureaucracy that values certainty, confidentiality, and controllability
while the analyst organization is a profession that values innovation,
integrity and independence.

There are numerous styles of management and it might be impossible

to make any general statements about the best way to manage a systems
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project. But if this way of looking at a systems project (i.e., as an
organization) is valid then there are some important implications. For
example a systems project (since it is an organization) probably needs a
name and an image. An informal orgenization centered around the systems
project will probably emerge. And there will be & tendency for the suc-
cessful system project to shift to survival goals and attempt to perpetuate
itself. Such implications seem testable but until they are tested this
way of viewing a systems project can profitably be adopted as a working
nypothesis if it makes intuitive sense to the reader.

In closing we might explore some implications for the project
manager's behavior of adopting this view of a systems proJect. A major
competing view is the "build a better mousetrap” theory. If you adopt
the mousetrap view, you will probably ignore everything we have discussed
except the inquiry component. You will think it is your job to invent
and someone elses job to buy or sell your invention. You may think of
implementation as a process of diffusion. In contrast, the view presented
in this document implies that the mousetrap view will generally fail
unless someone else takes care of the other activities (e.g., in addition
to the production) that are needed to make any organization successful.
If you adopt the view presented here, you will be asking questions about
project organization, control, communications and incentives. You will
be concerned with marketing as well as production; with morale as well
as efficiency; with Barnard as well as Dantzig.

This paper found little progress in the literature in solving
the problem of implementation. Writers have divergent (often implicit)

views about the nature and role of analysis and of analysts. The reason
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so little progress has been made in understanding implementation may be
that the discussions are based on unsatisfactory assumptions. A dif-

ferent set of assumptions is proposed. A project is defined as a set of
activities similar to a formal organization and the "problem of imple-
mentation" is redefined as the problem of menaging the project. The next
logical step in the use of this view {or model) would seem to be elaboration
and refinement followed by an application to describe past projects. If
the model can be kept consistent and if it satisfactorily explains case
studies of systems projects, then an attempt can be made to extend it to
develop and then test some key propositions (analogues from organization
theory). Finally, if the model still appears valid, we mey safely con-
clude that the problem of "implementation" was a red herring that diverted
our attention towards salesmanship and away from the real problem of

improving project "effectiveness" through better project management.
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