DOCUNENT ERSUHE

ED 143 863 CE 012 542

AUTHOR Greenhouse, Carol

TITLE The Feasibility of Feasibility Testing: Observations
froa the Portland WIN Voucher Test.

INSTITUTION Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Washington,

SPONS AGENCY

D.C.
Employment and Training Adaministration (DOL),
Washington, D.C.

EEPORT NO BSSR-0508-01

BUREAU NO BSSR=-538

PUB DATE May 77

GRANT 5%-11-73-02

NOTE S59p.; Best copy available

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Adainistrative Problems; Demonstration Prograas;
*Education Vouchers; *Feasibility Studies;
Institutional Research; Job Traininj; Nondirective
Counseling; Prograa Administration; Prograa
Development; *Prograam Evaluation; *Research Probleas;
Staff Role; Trainees; Vocational Bducation; Welfare
Recipients

IDENTIPIERS Oregon; *Oregon (Portland); *Work Incentive
Progran :

ABSTRACT

This report is a retrospective account of a single

research project coaducted bet.een 1973 and 1976 which involved a
field study of the administrative feasibility of wvouchers for skill
training in the Work Incentive Program (WIN) in Portland, Oreaon.

(The program was designed to change relationships among cliei ., WIN
staff, and training vendors, by transferring responsibility for
decision making and negotiations for %trainifg arrangeaments from staff
to clients--nondirective counseling.) Focus in this report is on how
evaluation research or feasibility testing (using the implementation
of the WIN voucher system as an exaample) can be effected by staff
noncooperation, problems of intra- and interagency coordination, and
other variables (e.g., goal conflict, communication). A sixteen-page
concluding section discusses literature concerned with prograa
evaluation and describes elements which might gc into a systematic
approach to program isplementation analysis. Suggestions for ways in
wvhich a two-level approach to evaluation research might increase the
clarity, comprehensiveness, and sophistication of research results
are also included. (SH)

ERERRR AR XK RABIX XXX A B ER R R RR AR AR R R R RE R R KRR X RR SRR R R R R R KRR RE KRR KR RR R &

. Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal ¢
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality ¢
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not ¥
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *

*
®

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be rade from the original.
ARERRRRRERRRRR KR RRR R RRRRARR KRR RR R AR RRRR AR AR R R RR R RRRRRR KR KRR RE R KRR R KK & &

L AR BE K BE BE JF WP )

Q




BSSR:538

ED143863

BSSR Report No. 0508-1

THE FEASIBILITY OF FEASIBILITY TESTING:
OBSERVATIONS FROM THE PORTLAND

OF HEALTH
WIN VOUCHER TEST U's DEPARTMENTOFEE L
EDUCATION S W AR
nnnonALmsTnu
EDUCATION
N REPRO-
AS RECEIWVEO Ft;(.)::
RGANIZATION OP! -
OF VIEW OR OP‘NLORNE
GaRILY RE .
NOT NECES  PRE
Su‘fooF?\%mL NATIONAL ‘PNOSL‘Il(Y‘:)
° SEEO':J(ANON POSITION OR
Y

€
THIS OOCUN‘ENT nas BE

CTLY
UCEOD EXA
CY)NE PERSONOR O

[ L L A T
;oERTTY 0 . o ATING 1T POINTS

?"‘
4
’t-\n €
Lo~ d

TR RN
-u‘ﬁ..nji vl ‘.{ Lh o AAad

Caro! Greenhouse

With a Foreword and A Comment on Some Larger |ssues
By

Ann Richardson

The material in this project was prepared under Grant No. 5!-11-73-02 from
the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, under
the authority of Title (11, Part B, of the Comprehensive Empioyment and
Training Act of 1973, Researchers undertaking such projects under Government
sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their professional! judgment.
Therefore, points of view or opinions stuted in the document do not

necessarily represent the official position or policy of the Department of

Labor,
[ e

BUREAU OF SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH, INC,
1990 M Street, N. W,
Washington, D. C. 20036

May, 1977

122542

C

Ce

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TR No. 2.
:;:LE?G.AFHIC DATA eport No BSSR 0508-1

3. Recipient’s Aecession No

4. Tule and Subttte
.

The Feasibility of Feasibility Testing: Observations
from the Portland WIN Voucher Test

8. Report Date
June, 1977

[N

7 Author(a)
Carol J. Creenhouse; foreward & comments by Ann Richardson

8. Performing Organization Rept.

No- 0508-1

9. Petforming Orgenization Name and Address
Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc.
1990 M Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D. ¢. 20036

10. Project/Task/Work Unit No
BSSR %38

11, Contract/Grant No

51-11-73-02

12 Sponsoring Organization Name and Addreas

Euployment and Training Administration
{'. §. Department of Labor

13. Type of Report & Period
Covered

Supplemental

4.

Washington, D. C.

13. Supplementary Notes Findings of the study to which this report refers are found in:

Richardson (BSSR 0085-2), Richardson and Sharp (J085-2 and 0085-5), Dunning (03354 and

sirdcte T report is & retrospective account of & single research project. Between
1973 and 1976, BSSR undertook s field study of the administrative feasibility of vouch-
ers for skill training in the Work Incentive Prograd (WIN) in Portland, Oregon. The
program was designed to change relationships among clients, WIN staff and training ven-
dors, by transferring responsibility for decision-making and negotiations for training
arrangements from staff to clients. The requirements of the study atis~ted some estab-
lished informal and formal working relationships between (and among) WIN on-line staff,
clients, and administrators, as well as anong levels of WIN's administration. The
report specifically discusses the effects of staff non-cooperation, self-initiated
adaptation (cooptation) of the experiment's rules, and problems of intra- and inter-
agency coordination. Richardson's concluding comments place this case study in the
coatext =f evaluaticn research in general. V-

17 Key Wotds and Document Analysis. 17e. Desctiptors -

Evaluation Research -
Training -

Disadvantaged Workers .
Unskilled Workers -
Manpower

Employment

Voucher System

Demonstration Program

Vocational Training

Program Implementation
17b. Ident:fters /Open-F nded Terms -

Work Incentive Program
WIN Voucher Experiment
Portland, Oregon, WIN Study

17¢ ( OSAT! Field Group

18 Avadab 't “jaement 18, Securuy Class (This 21 No of Pages
R.
Release unlimited pm”:Aqquﬁn 52
0. Security C lass (This 22 Procs
Page
%JN(‘LASSIFIED
FORM NTIS 35 tREV 10 13 ENDORSED BY ANSEAND INESCO THIS FOURM MAY BF RFYRODUCED USIOMM DC saet P4
£y
‘)




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD . . . . . . . .. .. .. ..

THE FEASIBILITY OF FEASIsILITY TESTING:

THE PORTLAND WIN VOUCHER TEST. . . ,
Introduction ., . . . ., ., ., .. .

Funding. . . . . . .. .. .. ..

.

.

OBSERVATIONS FROM

L S

Phase 1: Institutional Training Under Vouchers. . . .

Orientation. . ., . . . . .. ..
Vouchering . . . . . .. .. ..
The Structure of Staff Response.
Continuation Without Resolution.
Phase 2: On-the-Job Tralning. . .
Start-Up . . . . . . .. .. ..

A Final Crisis . . . . . .. ...

Phase 3: Open Vouchering. . . . .

The Final Situation. . . ., ., .
CONCLUSION . . . . . . . . .. .. ..
Goal Conflict and iIndifference . ,

L

L R R S

L

L R

Responses to Conflict: Communication. . . . . . . ..

Rescarch Needs vs, Service Delivery Needs. . . . . ., .,

impiementation and Evaluation, .
SUMMARY. . . . . . . . .. .. ..

..

LI S

L T T T

A COMMENT ON SOME LARGER [SSUES - Ann Richardson . . . . .
Some of the Suggested Remedies . . . . . . . . . ..

Suggestions for Another Approach . . . . . . .. . ..

REFERENLES . . . . . . . . .. .. ..

.

L




FOREWORD

In 1973, under a grant from the U.S. Department of _abor, the
Bureau of Social Science Research undertook an assessment of the adminis-
trative feasibility of the Introduction in the Work Incentive Program
(UIN)‘ of a voucher system for skill training. The program was designed
to rearrange relationships among clients, WIN staff, and providers of
training, by tra sferring responsibility for decision-making and negotia-
tlons for training arrangements from staff to clients, and shifting
the staff role from that of intermediary between client and trainer to
one of provider of Information services for cllents.z
The 6rlglnll feasibility test called for issuing vouchers for
vocational school training to a limited number of clients, and addressing
several concrete }ssues of administ.stive feasibility:
® whether program participants would find their responsibilities |
as voucher clients acceptable, or whether they would prefer
intercession by WIN program staff with potential trainers,
® whether clients could find suitable training within the limits
of the program guidelines,
® whether members of the WIN staff would be able to shift the
emphasis in their work from mediation of the relationship
between client and traiher to that of facillitation and provision
of information; and
® whether trainers {vocational schools, and later, employers)
would accept voucher clients as trainees without prior screening

or intercession by WIN program staff.

lBrlefly, WIN pros 'des placement and training services to certain
recipients of Ald to Familfes with Dependent Children (AFOC). The program
is jointly administered by the Departments of Labor and Health, Education,
and Welfare. At the local level, the two administrative arms are the
Employment Service (ES) and a Separate Adminictrative Unit (SAU) which pro-
vides for day care for the children of WIN parti:zipants, medical care, and
other social services.

2For details on various aspects of the project as a whole, see
Ounning, 1976a and 1976b, Dunning and Unger, 1975; Richardson, 1977, Richardson
and Sharp, 1974 and 1975. Several additional reports are currently in
preparation and will be published during 1977.
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Following the completion of th; institutional tr;ining ;tudy
(“Phase 1"}, the project was simultanecusly erpanded to include follow-
up evaluation of training and labor force ocutcomes of the voucher recip-
ients, and extended. (in ""Phase I11") to a test of vouchers for on-the- job
training (0JT). The grant was modified agair to provide for a test in
1976 of a voucher program which offered both modes of training at the
same time, to be selected as the voucher cl.ent decided ('Phase 1i1').

Throughout the active field (voucher-issuing) phases of each of
the voucher programs, BSSR maintained an on-site staff, charged witn
responsibility to help to resclve ambiguities in program operational
procedures (developed in BSSR's Washington office); to discuss with WIN
staff members their reactions to, and ability to function within, the
program guidelines, and toc collect data on the characteristics of voucher
progran and regular WIN clients and on the general setting in which the
program was operating. One result of the on-site activity was that we
acrumulated large amounts of information on the day-to-day aspects of
the implementation and operation of the voucher program, ancg identified
a variety of situational factors which affected the shape which the
program actually assumed as it went along. We also encountered a number
of threats to the integrity of the research enterprise itself, and
particularly to the conditions required for carrying out valid follow-up
evaluations.

In order to make more than passing and anecdotal use of this
information, BSSR asked Dr. Carol! Greenhouse to develop a general “adminis-
trative history" of the Portiand projects, with emphasis on the events
and decisions which affected the development and implementation of the
voucher system and on the evolution of the research on the programs.

The results of that effort ar.: the subject of this report.

Greenhouse, a social anthropologist, came to the project in
January, 1976, wel) after the vouchered 0JT program was under way in the
field. Thus, the reconstruction of the history of the voucher tests
required that she start from scratch to gather information from all of
those, including BSSR staff, who were active participants in the attempt
tn establish and assess the program. She worked with minimal guidance
from BSSR, project staff were interviewed for her study just as were DOL

and WIN staff members at national, regional, state, and local levels.
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The events (and their conseauences) which are described In the
report are of the sort which are usually considered the ''nuisances’ of
program Implementation and of research In real settings. it Is regularly
assumed In program evaluation research that bothersome events of this
type will have some effect on the follow-up findings, out they are rarely
treated systematically. Greenhouse has done just that: unantfcinated and
uncontroliable environmental events are treated directly as date, and an
assessment made of thel~ effects on what we know about the outcomes of the
field tests and about vouchering In WIN In general.

This is an interesting report from several points of view. For
example, the unusual opportunity to compllie a history of the Implementation
of the voucher system gave us vaiuable insight on the programs, to supple-
ment the general evaluation data collected In follow-up Interviews with
cllents and with the schools and 0JT employers who were In one way or
another involved In the fleid tests.

There Is another level on which these materials are valuable,
however. The Greenhouse report ralses some Importsnt questions about
relations between research activi.les and program operations In general,
and about ways in which their respective objectives may best be meshed
in real settings. This Is a matter of concern to those, researchers
and program administrators allke, who seek to develop high-quality and
useful studies of social programs and thelr effects upon thelr clienteles.

Finally, the analysis raises important questions about appropriate
strateglies for program evaluation research. In particular, It suggests
that there are dangers in carrylng out any evaluation of program effects
without well-developed information on what, If any, relatlonship there
i3 between the program-as-designed ;ﬁd the ''‘program-as-operated.' (Weiss,
1972a, 51).

These broader points aie cdiscussed In A Comment on Some Larger

Issues' which follows the body of the Greenhouse report.
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THE FEASIBILITY OF FEASIBILITY TESTING:
OBSERVATIONS FROM THE PORTLAND
WIN VOUCHER TEST

{ntroduction

Far from precipitating the evants that accompanied its !ife in
Portiand, the voucher project represented only a new link in a preexisting
and continuing chair of personal and bureaucratic relationships. At most,
its existence triggered specific events that might not have occurred
otherwise, but even those reactions developed along program-reiated !ines
that were substantively unrelated to the resesarch As one high-level
a’iministrator said, the various parties interested in BSSR's research
all accommodated to the contract (and to each o*her) for the sake of
thetr own goals; however, they lived in different corners of the con-
tract and each had his own view of the interrelatiorships that existed as
a result of it He drew a square for me and said, ''This is the con-
tract,” and then proceeded to draw four dots, one in each corner of the
square. Each dot represented an administrative unit, ani the last one
was the Bureau. ''You see, we are all within the framework." he said.
"but we all want different things from it '

His diagram appears to have been accurate The regiotal office
feit that in agreeing to allow the project 10 operate it was fuifilling
its responsibility to spend money on research Along with some sirong
personal biases against research ('As a taxpayer, | resent the voucher
project’’), a rather strong sense of administrative jealously makes tha
distribution of r=gional monies to the states an awkward and painful
process for these officials The region is caugh: between bureaucratic
levels: it monitors the states With the authority of the federal govern-
ment, yet it is not an autonomous unit jtself Furthermore, it is such
a small office (four then, and now three professionals) that there is
ample opportunity for personalvviews to color administrative actions.

The state administrators' interest in the research had less to
do with the research itself than it did with one of the by products
of the establishment of the research program, i e , money One state
off icial said, 'We wanted the research because we wanted something
for nothing." Eventually, he got what he wanted, but, as we shall

see, it took three years for that to happen
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Generally, the local officé--except for one man--did not have
any particular interest in research, although some of the staff were
interested in vouchering as a concept. Rather, the local staff's
approach to the research was guided by their hope to supplement
regular program funds and to find some relief from the program's
lim.tations, caused by shortages in funding, and by more general
program emphasis (especially placement). They inaccurately envisioned
the voucher project as a new program that would be available to their
clients, i.e , a new and less limited set of resources. It was not:

vouchering was simply a new route to the same ends.

For its part, BSSR planned a quasi-experiment tuat, in addition
to the Department of Labor's substantive purposes, had technical demands
and goals of its own. BSSR expected that the regular program would
continue unchanged by the presence of the research, would constitute a
baseline by which the voucher project could be evaluated, and that
the research itself would set up a parallel, optional method or service
delivery to clients

Ultimately, cach of these goals deveicped an asoect f mutual
exclusivity, i.e., one could not be achieved without weakening another.
Thus, they came into varying degrees of conflict, and it may never be
possible to untangle ail tte threads of accommodation and compromise
that led to the end of the proiect three years later.

Except for BSSK, the roles and goal! conflicts that became an
integra! part of the voucher project are endemic to the agency's continy-
ing decision-making process. The Bureau was an accidental spectator
drawn into the constant interplay among leveis of a public agency. in
other words, in many cases, the voucher project simply activated pre-
existing conflicts (e.g., between SAU and ES, or between levels of the

agency hierarchy); it cid not cause them. The more particular circum-

stances that surrounded BSSR's presence in Portland are discussed in
the following pages.
The discussion of vouchers took place in the Department of
Labor, and eariier in 0EQO and in Congress, where the Family Assistance
Plan lived and died at the end of the 9ist Congress. The Initial
impulse for the voucher project came from the national office, which hired

Leonard Goodwin, then at the Brookings fastitution, to develop a concept

C.”'“\
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paper on vouchering. Goodwin was plr;lcullrly interested In the tinks
among autonomy, self-esteem and employabi!lity. (n administrative terms,
vouchering potentially streamlines the delivcry of services by condensing
the roles of declsion-maker and recipient (i.e., the ciient decides for
himse!f what services he needs). In his 1972 paper on introducirg
vouchering into menpower programs, Goodwin sums up the agency debate:

A few officials and operating staff hypothesize that vouchers
will bring no substantial change In the performance of enrollee:
In present programs. Others see an Improvement in administrative
functioning. They believe that vouchers will lead to the cutting
of red tape In contracting services for enrollees, and this will
improve the programs,

A number of officials belleve that giving trainees choices of
training programs through vouchers is good In Itself, furthering
the general policy of decentralizing authority. There are associated
hypotheses that by giving poor people increased control over decisions
affecting their 1ives, they will have a stronger belies that their own
efforts count. This belief Is then supposed to lead to better per-
formance in training and a better chance of thelr obtaining and
holding good jobs. The governing hypotheses for the experimental
project are that vouchers will Improve enrollees' bellief in their
own abilities, their skill level, and subsequently their work-force
activities as rellected in increased earnings. Subsidiary hypotheses
center around the possible decrease in cost and increase in efficiency
of & voucher operation.

Even while these hypotheses are put forward warnings are offered
by still other officials that increasing the responsibilities of poor
pecple who have littie expertise In negotiating their own training
will have negative results, even worse than at present. The experi-
mental project must test these kinds of prognostications,

It 1s Interesting to note that In Goodwin's discussion of the
debate over vouchering, the discussion of practical administrative feas!-
bility includes hypotheses based on untested attitudes concerning poor
pecple (e.g., In paragraghs 2 and 3, quoted above), Goodwin seems to
have assumed that cost arguments are not separate from behaviora! argu-
ments over what poor peopie will actually do with vouchers; however,
they are separable, at least In theory. Administrators who approved

! Leonard Goodwin, 1972, Design of an experimental stidy for
introduc ing vouchers into manpower training programs. Fina! raport
submitted to Office of Research and Development, Manpower Admi: istration,
Department of Labor, page L

IRy,
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of vouchering on cost grounds might in fact be skeptical alout the
ability of clients to succeed with vouchers. Thus, support of the
idea of vouchering developed out of varicus lines of reasoning. The
decision to go ahead with the project did not mean that all of the
decision-makers sharad uniform expectations of the research.

In fact, skepticism concerning the ability of poor people to
prepare themselves for employment runs deep at all echelons of WiN's
administrative staff. Counselors and job developers were less uni-
formly pessimistic than administrators at all levels about the possibilty
of clients' succeeding with vouchers., Administrators appear to expect
clients to exploit WIN, to sign up for maximum training programs,
to take whatever they are offered. They also expect training vendors
(schools and 0JT employers) to exploit the system. An irony is that
these same people are in the business of providing the services
they essentiallv blame clients for accepting, and suspect ot rs for .
offering. Thus, vouéhering accentuates a philosophical dissonance
that exists between these officials, views and their roles vis-a-vis
clients.

Again, the decision to proceed with the research did not mean
that the people involved at the, Department of Labor had reached an
agreement on what the priorities (cost versus clients' success) or the
likely resuit of the research would be. Rather, it simply meant that
they had resclved the lengthy debate over whether or not to proceed
(albeit cautiousiy, with strictly-defined and limited feasibility goals);
they saw their role, in fact, as decision-makers, preferring to leave
the other questions to the researchers. This is the earliest example of
the unplanned dominance of administrative needs (1.e., ending time-
consuming debate and limiting basic questions) over the substance of
research needs. The question of which had the higher priority, p.zserving
tax dollars or increasing clients' autonomy, was a crucial one, yet, as
it happened, it was not resolved at the outset nor at any time during the 1ife
of the research. The voucher project was to coexist with, not replace,

a program based on the traditional philosophy of giving higher priority
to reduced administrative costs and quick placement and the debate between

the two approaches was played out In a series of conflicts and adjustments,

1y
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At the Departmen. of Labor, the conflfct was totally abstract, yet the
presant of even theoreticai conflict hed unfortunate effects on the
research (as wiil be discussed in the text).z

There was a national search for a field site; however, Portland's
eventual receptlvity was similar to the Department of Labor's in that
it did not relate tc the substance of the redearch. High-level local
administritors met with the researchers to discuss the goals and design
of the study, and were enthus]astlc at the time. Further, one of the
supervisors (whose contrihutlons are discussed in the foliowing sections)
had expressed an interest lnﬂVOucherlng to the regional offlce before
the Buresu arrived with its proposal. The decision to proceed in Portiasnd
was not contingent on the agreement or commitment of on-line staff;
in fact, the’ were not aware of the eariy negotiations or the site search,
They were fuliy briefed before the research was installisd in Portland,
and again later on procedural matters related to vouchering.

Thus, in the early days of the project, there were two cruciasl
decisions that were made almost coincidentally to the research as BSSR
saw it and had proposed it: (1) the decision 0 go shead with voucheriug
was made without a felt need to make a concomitant commitment (on the
part of virtually all administrators) to what it actua!ly would represent
in terms or administrative adjustments, and (2) the decision to accept
the research, in Portland was similarly superficiei in terms of what
was about to be attempted. This situation was <omplicated by the fact
that the feasibility test contained some necessa.y ambiguity due to its
broadly stated goals, and that some of the staff felt they already knew

what the outcomes would be.

Funding
At the heart of the question of how the project was to be funded
were (1) delay at the Congressiona! leve! and (2) & strong competitive

2The national office--and certainly the administrators below the
national level--had had very little experience with demonstration projacts
in tandem with on-going programs. In other voucher experiments, e.g.,
Aluin Rock, vouchering replaced the traditiona! methad of assignment students
to schools. The novelty of BSSR's research situation meant that no one
involved, from the top down, had had any experience that could serve as a
guide in the events that ensued.

L
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streak that ran hetween the various levels and components of the

Department of Labor. The effects of delay appeared throughout the

life of the project, when it was periodically nece-sary to postpone
program starts becaiuse the shortage of regular WIN funds prevented the
intake of new clients. An example of the workings of competition took
place before Portisnd was cnosen for the study. An earlier search had
produced San Diego, California, as & viable and willing site. Although
the Department of Labor originally offered to pay all costs resulting
from the study (including some administrative costs and tuition), San

; Diego dropped out when the California Department of Human Resources
refused to contibute part of the state's new allocation to the project.
w The project monitor had insisted on this point in order to save his own
department's budget and as a matter of proper form, or “'useful practice;’’

however, state officials had equivalent, strong loyalties, and refused.

The subsequent agreement in Portland | was that administrative
costs and tuition be paid for by DOL and that social services (SAU) be
underwritten by Salem The agreerment with SAU produced some tater dif-

ficulties

? Phase |; Institutional Training
‘ Under Vouchers -

Although higher level agency staff had had advance exposure to

the vouche: project before it was installed in Portiand (but before

L

| research operations started), the local on-line staff did not. Its
| presence was annour.ed In a memo--as one counselor said later, "like

the thousands of others we get around here about new rules.'" The news
e struck different pecple differently, but It affected everyone, since

the very concept of vouchering touched on many‘pQTtiOns of their
p . routine duties. Under the idealized terms of the demonstration project,
, counselors, job developers, and SAU workers would all be put into new
; relationships with clients,

| The regular program rasponded to the new experiment that came
suddenly into its miost like antibodies react to a pathogen: after
a certain amount of initial confusion and adjustment, the regular program ERREEE

bejan to change the voucher project in informal (but not subtle) ways
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into what was, to them, a more usable form. in the first phase of

the research, this process of converting a parallel relationship into

a reciprocal one was hastened by the fact that the regular program had
no funds for institutional training, while the voucher program had only
institutional t-aining funds. By the time voucher cperations began,
regular WIN funds for institutional training had been depleted for
sev:ral months. One aspect of the research design was destroyed by this
situation since, instead of vouchers serving as an alternative to the
regular orogram's resources, they now representad a route to unique
resources: institutional training This was true not only for clients,
but also for staff, who now had incentive to channel clients {or particu-

lar clients) into the voucher program.

Orientation

AN
Before the first voucher was issued, BSSR arranged for training

sessions by a team of consultants to orient the counselors to counseling
in a vouchering setting, BSSR trained the counselors on procedures. The
researchers expected that & major change for the counselors would be in
what they and the consultants called ''nondirective counseling." 3 The
basis for this style of counsel.ng was self-assessment by clients, a
process by which they recorded their own interests, goals and talents
as they saw them, presumbly as an aid in mustering their own resources
to find training or employment. Some of the counselors felt that they
already had the skills the proféssional training team was preaching,
and that they already used & nondirective approach with their c!lients.
Furthermore, the counselors already kﬁew each other and their counseling
styies, they knew no amount of training could make ail ten teams work
in exdctly the same way. Skepticism and self-knowledge inclined some
of the staff to reject what they heard.

The job developers and SAU workers--who were not trained by the
consultants--said that they should have had some orientation, since their
relationships with clients would also be somewhat changed by the presence

L]
3 Later, BSSR was to regret having used the term "'nondirective'
at all, since it created some resentment among the counselors, with whose
traditional style of relating to clients it was meant to contrast.
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of the voucher option. They felt that they were left in the position

of risking being at cross-purposes with the WIN staff. For example, SAU
workers wondered to what extent they shculd withdraw from decision-
making that was peripherally related to training, on behalf of voucher
clients.

The training sessions were the first opportunity that staff had
to see that the researchers' (and, by implication, the Department of
Labor's) perceptions of their roles were different from reality as they
saw it. The training (which did not emphasize nondirectiveness, but
rather seif-assessment), was aimed at a group that did not want training
at all, although BSSR assumed they needed it, and ignored the groups who
felt the need for orientation, but who had none. Although the sessions
were designed to equalize the differences among the ten teams, in fact,
they served an entirely different purpose: a tap on the wedge that
already existed between WIK (and the project) and SAU.

The advantage to the counseling staff in cooperating with the
project was that the voucher project was amply funded--unforiunately
in contrast to their own program. (Although everyone involved knew
that the voucher project and the regular program did not compete for
funds, it was difficult to prevent the emotional reaction to what
seemed like an unjust division of "the tax-payers' money.') Thus,
counselors were grateful for the resources that the project of fered
them, although they did not fully accept its terms.

To - 3se counselors who felt comfortable with the idea of vouchering,
the project seemed like another version of their regular program roles.
"It makes formal what we do informally all the time,'" one of the local
staff said. Of course, in the minds of the recearchers, it was nét
supposed to have been a replication of their ordinary routine. |n
retrospect, one interesting Question becomes how it was possible that
researchers, high-level agency administrators, and on-line staff could
have such different perceptions of staff roles. Researchers now say
that they shgred a stereotype of a WIK counselor as a paternalistic,
authoritarian--althcugh well-meaing--person with Goodwin and Department of
Labor of ficials, that their view of the real workings of the regular
program was inaccurate because of this, Like many otherc, threy assumed
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a fairly ciose relaticonship batween ptocedures and operations. The

reguler staff felt that the researchers expected them to be 'oppressive'

or Ypunitive (in staff's words). Steff rebelled under that view; to them,
the irony was that the BSSR's proce<:iras were more restrictive than
(unwritten) ones they normally follewed. The most unacceptable aspect

of the voucher project to them was that, for research purposes, some clients
would have to be allowed to fall. What the reseerch celled 'self-
determination,' the staff felt was cioser to ebsndonment and negligence,
While staff felt that the "‘Eastern lbarals" (their term, again; in fact,
BSSR's project director wes raised near Portland) on the research staff

had designed the project as they did beceuse the counseiors were not

doing their jobs wel) enough, they felt that the Bureau's experimental
program had the potential to pennllzq cllents.

What looked to BSSR as the sttempt to provide a test of one form *
of a vouchering system, looked to staff as advocacy of the system. In
fact, the closer the day-to-day functioning of the voucher project came
to fuifilling the goals of the counselors, the more difficult it was for
the Bureau to assert Itseif on its own goals.

Clients' needs versus resesrch needs.--The first voucher was
issued on April 29, 1974. By the end of the first week of vouchering
a number of issues were raised that were to remsin with the project.
Briefiy stated, these were:

==coi=selors' fears that Individuel clients were not '‘ready for vouchers;

-;counselors’ stretching search time by issuing & voucher after
- the search had already begun;

-=counselors’ of fering (or ot offering) vouchers, as they saw fit.
In addition to these procedura) problems, other problems arose:

--fear of a law suit by clients who did not understand the voucher
Process end felt ebandoned, or by clients who d'd not receive
vouchers;

--SAU's feelings of alienatlion,

Presumably, the deviations from the procedures all were made in the
interest of the clients; however, they went to the heart of the experi-
mental design of the resmarch, This conflict-=in .the eyes of counselors,
@ confijct of research versus clients--was to become a theme as the
research progressed. Clients' choices, after all, were much less reveai-
ing once 8 client had been screened by his or her counselor. A test

of the feasibility of a six-week search time could not take place if
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counselors stretched it for cljents' comfort, Success with vouchers
could not be measured accurately if the clients' experience was altered
by uncocperative or confusing support services delivery.

The structural needs of the research, therefore, came into

conflict with what counselors saw as the clients' needs. Staff regularly

adapted the regular program rules on behalf of the clients, and imme-
diately began to do the same with the vouchering procedures. The results
were that (1) the “=monstration could not test what it was designed to
test, and (2) in same cases, the regular and vouchered clients!' experi-

ences with the program were indistinguishable.

Agency needs versus research needs, --Although client benefit was

a major concern of the counselors, they also had othe;. organizationa!
imperatives which counter-balanced the project design. This was because
the procedures altered (at least in theory) counselors! relationship to
clients without altering their (counselors') relationship to_the agency
(WIN). BSSR's assumption was that counselors wouid not be responsible
for clients! employability and placement under vouchering; however,
counselors were accountable in the agency's view. This contradiction
may have reflected substantive misunderstanding of vouchering on the
part of state agency administrators (who, of course, had their paraliel
accountability to the regional and federal offices to be concerned
with).“' The contradiction produced a series of procedural modifications
beyond the one mentioned earlier:

==counselors filled out Basic Training Agreements with clients
to shepherd them through the process:

--counselors tried o avoid having to modify or justify ;22&
em

facto the Employ ility Development Plan filed with Sa
the state office), b encouraging clients to stay with one
plan.

In terms of the research, these changes meant that it was increasingly
difficult to determine when a client was acting on his own behaif and

wher: & counselor was intervening for him.

4 For example, one state administrator sald to me, "Except for
ncndirectional (sic) counseling, vouchering is great.' However, what he
falled to see was that counseling was an important aspect of vouchering.
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The Structure of Staff Response
Counselor's response to vouchering can be seen as a bureaucratlic

one--they reacted to the new procedures in ways that had been structured
by their prior experlence with WIN. Some of the more profound Instances
of this pattern have just been dlscussed, i.e., the dlscomfort counselors
felt with clients making decisions on their own behalf (even though
counselors say that thelr cllents very often make their own declsions
under the regular program as well); and bending the vouchering proce-
dures on behalf of the cilents, just as they bent the regular procedures
The regular WIN program also structured other responses, however, for
example, while BSSR saw self-assessment as a process, many of the counselors
saw it as another form (it is in the form of a questionnaire), simply to
be completed. One counselor felt that, to clien®s, going through self
a3isessment was ''not worth *he time, once they have their money' (i.e., ,ﬁ
their voucher) This was a common, mistaken view of the relationship <}
of self-assessment o vouchering. ‘

Early in the life of the oroject, then, one could begin to see
two modes of deaiing with vouchers begin to develop. The Bureau's
mode was in terms of research needs: while maintalning the discreteness
of the regular program, add another alongside it ai.d measure the dif-
ferences in their operation. 0One reason that vouchering proved so
illusory in practice was that the regular program could not maintain
its own boundaries with the new project adjacent to it.5 Because the
regular program staff related to ‘3uchering in their own mode, which
was in terms of their own time allocations and their need to husband
scarce resources, the voucker project could not be left on the other

, side of the membfanous agency wall; rather it was absorbed and some-

what uncomfor tably digested.

The breakdown of part of the research desiygn_ and goals tended
to undermine the confidence of the agency staff in the project and its
claims to scientific integrity. 1In other words, they did not feel
bound by the ''rules'' when, from their point of view, they did not work,

or tended to work against clients. This sort of frustration was not

5 One might well argue<-as some counselors do in retrospect--
that the boundaries betwaen the regular and voucher programs were
never very clear in practice.
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directed at BSSR except insofar as it was the vehicle that imported
-- the problem. Especially for counselors who felt that nondirective

counsel ing was the same as abandonment, programmatic restrictions on
what they could offer their clients became a real thorn. These restric-
tions--e.g., no training longer than 12 months--were no greater than in
their own program; however, the expectatlons were higher since vouchering
was new and coming from a different source. In fact, however, it often
seemed that vouchering did not get at ciients' real needs any more than
WIN 1| did. Thus, the reaction of seaff to BSSR's Project was structured
not only by what existed in the regula. program, but by what did not

exist, as well.

The process of absorption rook place in the form of an episodic,
trijateral and sometimes confusing dialogue among the counseling staff,
BSSR in Portiand, and in Washington. The dialogue was not wholly a
verbal one, but one of actions, as well. While this process was coherent
from BSSR's point of view, the sequence of memos appeared disjointed,
and sometimes superfiuous, to the staff. Cften, memos described pro-
cedural correctives that had already been tried and discussed. They
were of ten post facto formalizations of procedural changes that were
already famiiiar, Since counselors saw themselves as reacting rationally
and adaptively to a new situation, they did not aiways perceive the
initial impulse of the change. [n these cases, the dialogue between
Portland and Washington was doub iy confusing.

In general, communication betwsen the counseling staff and the
Bureau's staff was informal almost to the point of being &ccidental .

In casual conversation, field staff discovered facts with tremendous
implications for the research. For example;

~=vouchers were not being offered to reople whom counselors
considered ready for jobs (this response is also yet another
example of the regular ruies structuring the response to
vouchers: the Department of Labor waived its usual proce~
dures to allow job-ready cllents to accept vouchers);

-=clients who were not new WIN registrants (to whom eligibility
for vouchering was restricted) were being terminated by
their counselors, assigned to 8 new counselor, and
reregistered in the program with a new record;

--Some counselors were not offering various elements of the

vouchering Process, including the voucher itself, and self-
assessment;
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-=-counselors were saving thel'r vouchers for spacial clllnts;6

--at least one counselor would not give a voucher to someona
whose prison record she felt BSSR staff should not saa.

Contizuation Without Resoclution

As the study continued, its bounderies, such as the one just
described, became less certain. Given the range and depth of counselors!
attitudes toward vouchering in practice, not to speak of their ordinary
routines, it is not surprising that the ten voucher teams performed very
differently. As we have seen, the teams informed their clients of the
availability of vouchers in different ways with varying amounts of
encouragement. The resuit was that ten more or less fully screened
(on different bases) groups of clients found their ways to vouchers.
Instead of one voucher study, there were ‘'ten tiny studies,' 4s one
researcher said later, with client groups so distinct that they show
up as statistical entities in the empirical analyses of the program
(see, for example, "Occupational Choices and Vocational School Selections,"
by Bruce Dunning, 1976).

Briefly stated, the voucher program and the regular program did
not find a particularly easy mesh, although the staff came to be fairly
enthusiastic--especially about the abstract value of vouchers. The
strains between operagionll and research objectives were usually

-tolerable. As one counselor said, “Institutional vouchering was
successful and interesting, but not perfect.'' At the beginning ot the

research, 85SR's presence was presumed to be temporary. According to

the original design of the project, the feasibility experiment was to
conclude when 150 vouchers had been committed for training. Originally
there was no intention of following clients through their training or
Into their first efforts to find Jobs. The research later shifted in

emphasis and became more broadly focused. As It happened, the Bureau

Initially, 150 vouchers were distributed to the ten counselors
equally, each had a ration which, when defleted, could not be restored.
As mentioned above, some counselors. responded by saving the vouchers
for people they felt would be especially successful with them. This
practice was directly contrary to the research goals, since the experi-
ment was designed to test demand on the part of clients, not counselors.
When BSSR realized that rationing the vouchers was having this adverse
effect, it modified the procedure and pooled the vouchers (de-rationed
them), for the counselors to draw on at will until the whole supply
was committed. This modification reduced the incentive to hoard the
vouchers and contro! their flow.

oo
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was not gone from Portland at the end of the 150 vouchers, but stayed

to study on-the-job training. Th; politeness and cooperation that were
extended to the research operation when it appeared only to be a short-
term event deteriorated as its presence continued, apparently indefinitely.
This deterioration was also a result of other factors, as we shall see

in the next sections.

Phase 2: On-the-Job Training

In August, 1974, at the Portland | debriefing, Department of
Labor officials initiated discussion of a second experiment that would
offer institutional training and 0JF. The extension of the voucher
study to on-the-job training (0JT) had not been contemplated in_the
original grant from DOL, but instead developed in response to con-
clusions that vouchering institutional training had in fact largely
been administratively feasible. The Jocal Supervisor was extremely
enthus}astic; the Salem officials, less so, but cooperative. During
the next seven months, while the agreement was negotiated, available
funds molded the research design in important ways

First, the situation with SAU had to be resolved. SAU was as ked
to give estimates of its anticioated costs. In doing so, its supervisor
incorporated_one hundred percent client need for child care, with costs
estimated at $1000 per client for ali support services. These estimates
were not challenged at the time; however. the actual rate of client nzed
for child care was closer to twenty percent of the total clients. The
budget sent to the Departinent of Labor inciuded the SAU estimate, plus the
estimates from Portland, Salem and Seattle for 300 open vouchers (i.e., a
choice of institutional or on-the-job training), with a two year (instead
of the one year limit from Portland 1} limit to ihe training. The total
came to over $1.3 million dollars, which exceeded available 0OL funds,
Research costs were cut back, the training time was put back to its
original one year limit, and institutional training was removed from
the program. These reductions brought the bu&get to an acceptable
level; with research costs, the Federal outia was approximately
$900,000 doliars. During Portland I, SAU estimated its need at $200,000,
overheaded at ten percent of the dollars spent, i.e., SAU could collect
the overhead only on monies it ngd already spent, not in anticipation of
expenditures. This meant ihat although the program had ample funding

to run on, it had no additiona! staff to administer the funds. (ES,

21
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on the other hand, had separate budget lines for its subs idy and Its
overhead, and could add new staff.) The Imbalence betwsen smpla funding
and short staff became chronlc In SAU, The situation led to charges that
the voucker prciect was causing an excess of work among SAU workers
(although th‘i\s was not & unanimous charge).

In the meantime, howsver, SAU funding had been drastically
cut back by Congress, and regular SAU In Portisnd shut down completaly
In November, 1974. Nobody who nesded child care or medical care could
enter WIN during this budgetary famine; only direct-placement clients
without babysitting needs and who were heaithy entered the program.
This situation produced the possibility that vouchering would open,
once again, offering a unique resource, child care. Indeed, vouchered
0JT was the only way Into WIN for mothers with child-care needs, unless
they were placeable; ther would be no volunteers under these condltions.
The ideal research situation would have been on2 in which the vouchers
led to the identical services and funding levels as the regular program,
30 that the appeal of the vouchers themselves would be measured without
being complicated by the allure of these other elements. .

In addition, regular 0JT funds drled up before vouchering
could begin. One sympathetic Salem official offersd a8 small reallocation
to Portiand to keep the 0JT optian allive for the sake of the research;

however, the money arrived and was spent before vouchering could «tart up.
In April, 1975, SAU was partialily reopened to provide far short-
run child care for direct placements. The research contract came through
8t the same time, contributing $203,000 to & special SAU fund for services
to voucher clients,
When vouchers became operational in early June, 1975 , some of
the problems had been solved, but others were quick to develop. SAU
had been restored to part of its normal funding strength. Reguisr 0JT
funds were expected in an jmminent Congresslonal appropriation. SAU
had bern awarded a special fund to facilitate the provision of services
to voichered clients, The research design had been modified to accommo-
datey to budget constraints. The new problems were that within a month
of &}se start-up of Portiand 11, 0JT funds had not yet arrived, and regular
SAU once again shut down. The voucher project was once again in the
po;ition of offering a unique {not simply a parallel) option: just as
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clients had had to accept vouchers td obtain institutional training
during the first phase, clients who needed social services during the
early parts of the 0JT phase had to come through the voucher proces
to have access to it.

Through informal communication networks, the BSSR field staff learned
of one source of the delay in reguiar 0JT funding: the money has been
pocled to the rest of the state, leaving vouchers the only route by
which clients could have access to OJT in Portland. This decision hac
been made in Salem in order to protect Portland from the consequences
of a double allocation (i.e., money competing for consumers); an excess
of regular funds at the end of the year would have repercussions during
the next fiscal year. Also, administrators presumed that Portland’s
labor market could not abscrb a doubled number of 0JT contracts. The
research implications had not been considered; however, the same man
who obtained ten thousand dollars for an 0JT tranfusion earlier in
the spring now promised to restore regular operations funds to Portland
to insure a full comparison. He eventually did so, but by the time
the reallocation arrived, weeks had gone by without a regular program
to balance against the use of vouchers.

Regular SAU shut down for the second time on June 30, again
reflecting budgetary uncertainty that prevented it from repaying the
previous year's deficit. This problem as well as the shortage of 0JT
funds had stemmed from delays in Congress over HEW-DOL appropriations
in FY 1976. In a policy of caution, the region kept a wary eye on any
expenditures made in anticipation of the new year's budget. This situa-
tion continued over the entire life of Portland 11: both the researchers
and the agency's administrators were paralyzed by it.

There were some other important asper*s in the 0JT phase's
background. First, 0JT involved job developers to a much greater
extent than institutional training had. Committing an 0JT voucher
invoived being hired for a job, and was treated in program reporting
statistics as a placement. Second, for the job developers especially,
OJT involved-heavily-laden responsibilities. Their regular roles
involved personal relationships with groups of employers with whom
they had a two-way unstated arrangement: the job developer would provide

& well-qualified and relijable client, and the employer would agree to

o




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-17-

sign his contract. To fulfill thair side of the bargaln, job developers
felt justified in screening their cllents for the most likely candidates
for successful hires before sponsoring them. Under the vouchering
procedures, staff were expacted to facilitate the compietion of the
contract (but nct negotiate it) without prlor screening. From the
researchers! point of view, this was the equivalent of the staff

role during ths earlier phase. _To the job developers, however, it
meant standing behind an unknown client and risking the working
relationships that they had worked hard to develop with employers.

Thus, from the beginning of the 0JT phase, there was strong inducement
for job developers to intervens In the commitment process.

Third, as there had been during instltutional training under
vouchers, there were placement pressures coming from WIN that worked
against the idealjzed freedom that the vouchers promised. In the
case of 0JT, pressures were much more severe, since under the Socia!l
Security Act, one-third of all WIN expenditures must be for 0JT or PSE.
Agency pressure constituted a second major force that placed job developers!
professional self-preservation at some disparity with the research goalsJ/
This is an example of how BSSR!'s temporary and tandem position in Portiand
led to less cooperation than there might have beén under other circum=-
stances, e.g., as a permanent operation. Job developers were not likely
to jeopardize their own career development and that of their clients for
the sake of the visiting researchers.

In addition, apart from the structural difflculties of synchro-
nizing the two programs, 0JT was especially badly timed because of
the economy. Unemployment was at record highs across the nation and
placements--and not only for WIN cllents--were extremely difficult.

Later, some administrators blamed the voucher project for the decline
in placements during this reriod; however, staff did not appear to
make that charge.

7The National WIN office offered to arrange a temporary status
for Portiand that would have relieved the program of placement pressures
by carrying over the previous years piacement figures for one more
fiscal year. This would have assured WiN of meeting Its placement
goals and simultaneously would have removed incentives for job developers
to unilaterally modify vouchering procedures for this administrative
purpose. The local office supervisor, however, refused this offer,
probably out of pride, but also out of the conviction that vouchering
could 'work.'" Thus, staff and researchers were left in a situation
in which each saw their own goals threatened by the other's procedural
or administrative needs.
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Once vouchering was under way in early July, 1975, a pattern
of adjustment, similar to that described for Phase |, began to unfurl,
complicated by the ‘tensions just discussed. Of course, with no regular
progoam child care, accurate assessment of client demand for vouchers
(as cpposed to the services attached to them) was made extremely
difficult. Another early event was the accidental discovery that
Portland's regular OJT funds had been reallocated to the rest of the
state at about the same time vouchering was starging. An administrator
had promised BSSR that during this phase of the research, h; would
guarantee that a full comparison of the programs would be possible,
and he fulfilled that promise by reassigning funds to Portland, thus
solving the problem. This story is interesting for two reasons: (1)
it illustrates the tension between higher-level administrative needs
{i.e., budget) and research needs; and (2) when counselors refer to
this episode in retrospect, they do not add that the problem was
resolved. Instead, it remains for them yet another of the blows that

they consider the voucher project to have dealt them and their clients.

Start-Up

The SAU shut-down and the confusion over regular program funds
both occurred around the time that vouchering began for Portland I1.
In this sensitive climate, job developers began their work, somewhat
caught between the voucher project and their agency. Salem was known
to be sensitive to employer exploitation of voucher clients; an exces-
sively long proposed training-time on an 0JT contract could cause a
delay of weeks before the client would be cleared to start the 0JT,
(Clearance required communications between Portland and Salem, Salem
and Seattle, and back.) Field staff began to report some undercoding
of occupations in order to expedite the processing of clients! papers
by reducing the length of training§

8 Coding refers to the Occupational Rating System (ORS), which
lists occupations and the maximum length of training permitted. Vouchered
O0JT was originally designed with a blanket limit of 52 weeks of training;
however, when the first feow contracts were all written for 52 weeks
(including two for produce stackers), a "maximum' permissible time for-
mula was devised, based on training times derived from the Diztionary of
Gccupatior | Titles {DOT). The actual formula was DOT + 8 weeks.
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Most of the events that dl;rupted Portiand §! were not of the
sort that occured throughout Portland |, Internal structural adjustments
to the new entity (vouchering). Rather, 0JT was affected more by
external political and administrative events. These, too, had an effect
on the local staffs and their clients; further, staff began to perceive
that BSSR was not an autonomous agent in Portland, but was--iike the
staff--subject to being buffeted by outside forces. One of the ear]jest
of these events once vouchering had started was the decision to enforce
an existing ruling that prevented applicant AFDC fathers with pending
Ul claims from registering with WIN. In terms of research, this provi-
sion introduced an element of noncomparabiiity with earlier male, non-
vouchered 0JT c'ients. The rule also appeared to exciude from the
potential vouchered population the men who were among those most
likely to succeed at 0JT, i.e., those men with fairly recent work
experience and with the desire to secure additional training.

Other events had to do primarily with money and staffing, and
the awkward balance between them. Corgressional appropriations for
Fiscal Year 1976 were badly delayéd. and uncertainty cver the appropria-
tions for WIN made administrators very cautious about releasing funds
for any purpose. SAU was not in a position to recruit new staff, but
also could not pay for child care uniess it was at a certified center
or home {following a national requirement). Under these conditions
local SAU would not provide child care for vouchered clients, despite
the availability of separate funds for these clients. As an accommoda-
tion, the local WIN supervisor offered to the local SAU supervisor to
control enroliment of clients with child care needs in the regular WiN
program; much later, setting limits was discovered to be illegal. For
months, SAU and the local WIN supervisor Juggled staffing possibilities
s0 that the voucher operation would have enough manpower; however, this
situation was never resclved, except temporarily.

In the crunch caused by the downward spiral of declining
placements, precarious funding, a poor economy and agency pressure
for placements, the local staff became increasingly sensitive to the
presence of vouchéring in their midst. In retrospect, they now say
(and apparent!y said then) that the ]ocal prime mover behind vouchering

RSB
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was responsible for giving it priority over the regular program,
Although he was weli-loved by his staff, more than one person referred
to his having “sacrificed" the regular program for the sake of the L
study. It is difficult now to reconstruct what farm the so-called
sacrif.ce took: most staff seem to feel that he had withheld the
psychological support that they felt was necessary for their own
successful job performance, that his attention had been diverted.

Most of the regular teams place a great deal of importance on the
pressures to which they are subject, in a positive sense: thay speak
of inter-team campetition and the promise of rewards for high placements
as being real incentives for successful work. These sama people seamed
inclined to feel abandoned when their supervisor showed interest in
what appeared to be a "rivs " program,

A Finar Crisis

In the late fall of 1975, toward the final weeks of 0JT, two
developments occurred that brotight voucher project relations with the
regular program to a head. First, the ten-team approach to vouchering
finally appeared to be ;t cro:s-purposes with the research. Of course,
this idea had been discussed since the beginning of institutional
vouchering, when the ten teams handled the program option so differently
from each other. Under the intensified pressures described for 0JT,
there was severe deterioration of any semblance of uniformity, and
norcooperation clearly affected the research. Ore specialized team
replaced the vouchering functions of the ten Janus-1ike teams (one
face toward traditional service delivery, one face toward vouchered
delivery). This move was demanded by some of the tesms, but for
others , the creation of one team only emphasized what was to them the
elite nature of the voucher project. The new voucher team had Its own
funds, its own room, and specialized roles. One supervisor looks back
on the change as  healthy one that insured his office's cooperation;
another supei. isor says that the change damaged the democratic structure
of local WiN and that his staff's morale suffered as a result. One staff
member said that the creation of the spec..l team meant that vouchering
had become an effective escape from overwork, since ~lients who chose

2
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8 voucher wers removed from the reguler teams' cascloads. In any case,
the move from ten teams to one resclved some of the research dfiewmas
but certalniy created others, due to the fact that staff did not react
uniformly to either the problem or Its solution.

In the case of the move to one voucher team, administrative
and research goals agaln came Into conflict. The research goals were
Cisar--ten teams with varying degreas of cooperation and comprehension
were not a satisfactory base for essessing the feasibllity of vouchering;
however, the staff was not told why the consoildation was taking piace.
From the administrative point of view, the move to a new team translated
into the abllity to hire more staff, as iong as the special fund remained.
Local WIN and SAU supervisors were asked about their staffing needs; SAU
replied that five to nine new peopie would be needed to help with the
additional work caused by the voucher project. in the end, two people
were found, but red tape and unpredictable events !« pragnancy and
resignation from one and an Injury and disabillty In the other) pre-
vented the transition from belng an easy or quick one.

In the meantime, the other deveiopment that tore at the reia-
tionship betwesn the researh and staff was the sudden i1llness and ~
death ir late November, 1975, of the supervisor who had stood behind the

voucher project. Soms angry staff blsmed his haert attack on the
stresses caused by the rasearch. The coheslivenes: In the operation
of both the project and :R. reguiar program that had ieen an effect
of his personality and popularity fell Into disarray as soon as he
dled. The supervisory staff was reorganized foliowing his death, and
his replacement's Inclination (and wish) was to turn his back on
vouchering and restore order to his agonized staff. This angry mood
filtered upwards through the leveis of the agency; Ironicaily, the
staff now seems less angry than the administrators who claim to speak
for them.

Also Ironically, the voucher proiect was caught with a surplus
of funds toward the <nd of Portland Il. Researchers had reaiized this
possibility during the summer, when they discovered that SAU's estimates
of Its needs had been tos high. Furthermore, there was an excess of
unobligated funds due to a4 low commitment rate from ES as well.
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Varlous plans came under discussion for the disposition of these funds.
There was some discussion of starting new projects In Eugens and/or
Salem, but these were rejected either by BSSK or at the state level.
The question of what to do with the surpius was not resoived untl|
after the WIN sup-rvlsot:'s death.

se 3;: O ng

Simultansously with what appeared to be a brutal end to vouchering
In Portland, negotiations over one more phase were initisted by the state
administrator who had been 30 supportive during Portland 11's financial
difficulties. He proposed what was to become open vouchering, I.e., clients
choosina not only between the regular program and voucher ing, but between
institutional training and 0JT. Phase 3 would be the first full com-
pnrlson.9

The winter of 1975-1976 was spent developing the local, state
and national administrative arrangements for the new study.'® The
Initial difficulty )wn In securing the cooperatiqn of SAU. The rela-
tionshir between WIN and SAU had deteriorated badly «.t every administra-
tive level, &nd SAU was at flrst unwilling to proceed with another
phase of the project. The Regional office said that it would not forward
Its proposal to Washington unless SAU's anxieties were relieved.

Once again, calls went out to solicit estimates of needs for
what was to become the short-lived Portiand 111, This time, state
SAU registered Its protest by slowing down its response. The region
finally forwarded the proposal to Washington early In January, 1976.
The next six months were a serles of delays; every communication had
to filter up and down the system before progress could ba made.

3 Today, it Is uncertain whether staff knew (or remember) that
the three phases were not planned from the beginning of the research,
but were rather unanticlpated outgrowths, Thus, staff sees BSSR's
relations with administrators in a samewhat more strategic light than
's sctually correct.

Voucher funds were transmitted via twe contracts, Each
changs (1= 11; 11=3> 111) required time-consuming negotiations
among these various levels of the WiN program.

29
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When the contract came through, the allotment for SAU was high
relative to past expenditures; however, the supervisor was still unable
to hire staff to administer the office's funds. The quota that emerged
for the first time in the letter of agreement (discussed below) prevented
the surplus from being used for vouchers.

in late May, Portland 11| was ready to start, but once again,
it was severely altered by external events. This time, they came
unexpectedly from the Department of Labor--previously considered an
ally of the research b, the local and ragional staffs. Contrary to
what had been agreed upon during the negotiations over the grant
modification, the ietter of agreement between the Office of Ressarch
and Development (ORD) and Reglon X in Seattle specifiad a 50%-50%
division between institutional training and 0JT. (This percentage
parity was later translated into a raw number quota of U45/45, since -
Salem estimated that ninety contracts could be drawn from the remaining
research funds.) The establishment of this quota was Iimportant in

e
kit
e

¢
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understanding the last weeks of the research for two reasons. First,
it was a surprise to BSSR, and oublicly known to be. The imagined
alliance of the researchers with the national office had been an
important factor in structuring people‘'s reactions to the project.
Now that that alliance had been made ambiguou;. the research took on
a new face, apparently--judging from the rate of conperation with
Portland lil--a Ie;s important face. Second, the quota affected the
research, in that. it reinforced the tendency that developed smong staff
during Portland | (under the ration system) and Portland 11 (with high
piacement pressures) to screen heavily. Under the quota system, it was
doubtful that client demand for 0JT versus institutional training could
be ascertained at all, and, even if it could, it was even more doubtful
that the demand for vouchered institutional training could be satisfied.
A secondary result, although one that perhaps had the greatest
impacc on the research, we that the field staff was put in the position

1
The reason for the quota was thag a quota had been agreed upon

for simi.ar research that was beginning im Baltimore; the national office
simply followed the same mode! for both sites, although there was no
necessity for the research conditions to be the same In both places.

JU
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of having mada false promises to the counselors and Jjob developars,
One incident made this a serious situation: one office had been
stockpiling clients in anticipation of more vouchers and, when ot ‘er
off ices protested, field s2aff thought they were honestly reassur.ag
them that there vould be plenty of vouchers to go around. Not only
were there, in fact, very few vourhers, but since the more popular
institutional vouchers were 1ikely to be used up quickly, order of
arrival at the voucher office was also a crucial factor in clients'
“'stand-by'* status,

The staff was outraged, not at the Bureau--since now it was
apparent what BSSR, too, was a victim of serts-<but #t their own
bureaucracy. Their response, in spite of field staff's efforts to
cajole, was to boycott the voucher project. They felt that the vouchers
were too unrelisb!e & conmodity for them to recommend to their clients
since already they had sent clients interested in school training to
an orientation, only to find that institutional vouchers were no longer
available. They were angry on their own behalf, and on that of clients.
lronically, Portland Il existed at all partly because staff semi-
cooperation had had the effect of slowing down the voucher ing process
in Portland i1; now noncooperation was virtually complete, with many
counselors not informing clients of the voucher option, and voucher
registration down to a trickle,

The Final Situation
Given the field situation, it is difficult to assess the sffect

of the voucher team itself on the research. Although they were housed
in the same building as regular WIN staff who have their own supervisor,
the voucher team was not under the direct authority of that supervisor,
but of the next higher-razking person, whose off ice was several miles
away. Thay were thus segregated administratively and physically within
the building, since they had their own large room in the basement |
while the other staff shared rather small offices on the first floor,
The BSSR steff was also in the basement, aithough at the other end of
the building. The effect was a considerable degree of physical and
managerial autonomy for the voucher team, and, in the minds of the
regular WIN staff, there was a natural {but insccurate) assoclation

o
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of the voucher team with BSSR,'z Generously, it can be said that the
team exploited its independence to a degree that should be consjgered
a factor in the experience of clients with the last phase of the project.
They were absent from their desks for large portions of the day, leaving
clients neglected for long periods. When they were present, the atmosphere
in their office was one of clowning and dlsrespact.‘3 Playing games and
lounging at their desks in the voucher team office were not interrypted
even when the supervisor was present. It is possible to interpret the
lack of management of the voucher team as a display of cy@iclsm--or even
hostility=--on the part of their supervisor. He stated that he expected the
voucher project to ''fail" (his word), and apparently made l{ttle effort even
to maintain its integrity.

Portland 11t ended far short of its goals; in fact, without ever
having truly begun to opeEate. Given the quota, the opportunity for
open vuuchering never really existed because of the stockpiling described
above; even if that had not occurred, a real choice among training routes
would have survived only about cne week before the institutional quota
began to eliminate an option. Cregon has been abte to keep the money
that would have been used for vouchers, and allocate it as it wishes.

|2The Bureau's staff did not oversee or direct the voucher team;
the latter were WIN employees,

13 For exampie, on one day when | was present, the clerk/recep-
tionist wore Mickey Mouse ears while greeting clients. The office walls
were decorated with posters and cartoons of, at best, locker room quality.
Although as individuals face-to-face with clients, members of the team
acted with some dignity and seriousness, they did seem to have lost their
sense of what the carnival atmosphere in the room did to the credibility
of their effort.
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CONCLUS ION

This report is hindsight., |t should not be read with the preface,
YIf only we had known, ., .'", because it is not possible to say with any
certainty which specific events would have been different (and in what
way) under different circumstances, administrative and otherwise. 0On the
other hand, it is equally clear that some events were produced by the
structure of the situation, whereas others were products of individual
personalities and idiosyncracies as well as unpredictable external! events.
in this chapter, we turn to the former, that is, to the kinds of evaents
produced by the very organization of the relationships creatéd by the
research from its genesis to its reporting, Treating these events as
variables raises some questions that go well beyond the history of this
one project; they are questions that go to the heart of evaluation research.
In this chapter, we wili begin with some structura) generalizations from

the Portland experience, and proceed to broader research issues,

Staff Support

Throughout Portland | and |}, a major variable was the level and
nature of staff cooperation. As the chronology of events shows, the
voucher project was accepted in Portland without the prior knowledge or
consent of the on-line staff. Their own supervisor and the administratjve
hierarchy above him were fully briefed, and the prospect of additional
dollars and job slots elicited some enthusiasm. In retrospect, some
staff members now point to their lack of participation in the final stage
of the site search as an indication of the disregard with which they claim
to have been treated by the researchers. On the other hand, the same
Individuals remember that when they eventually did receive:-memos detail-
Ing the procedural adjustments the research would invelve, their reaction
was matter-of-fact, since the voucher project memos were like the ''thousands
of other memos we get around here al! the time.'' The consent Issue was,
perhaps, a convenient peg for expressing the deeper frustrations that
thi report discusses. Thus, even in retrospect, it is difficult to
assert that prior consent of the staff would have cased any of the
angry feelings that developed later.
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In general, though, the episode rajses the larger question of
whether or not staff should have what effectiveiy is veto power over
instailation of a researcn project in a particular site--so that their
own consent can be involved to insure cooperation during the 1ife of
the research. in cther words, If prior consent would create a setting
in which stuff felt responsible for the heaith of the research them-
selves, should evaluation researchers “recruit’ staff participants?

In practice, such overt solicitation of staff support has distinct
disadvantages. First, in the WIN context (for example), counselors

and job deveiopers are not trained in social science research methods.
They should not be expected to appreciate--iet alone approve of--research
goais and design. Feasibility research in particular (and by definition)
entails & risk of program failure--an aspect that regular program staff
understandably find discomfiting. The research in Portland placed new
demands on jocal WIN staff; thelr resistance to these demands was a
healthy sign that they were continuing to act In their role as WiN
cggnsé}ors--not para-researchers. Had the staff been eager for the
voucher project, it wouid have suggested that their own procedures were
more flexibie or jess reguiatory than researchers thought, and/or that
they were wiiiing to step out of their roles. Yet, those roles and the
responses of staff in those roles wera among the research interests in
Portiand. In generai, on-iine staff might weil be made curious or intel-
lectually interested by innovations proposed Iin a study design, but

glven the nature of their roles and their informe! procedural sub-systems
(such as the ones discussed in the preceeding chapters), the expectation
should perhaps be one of resistance and conflict rather than total

4

cooperation,

Goal Confiict and Indifference

The type of confilct that researchers experienced was not always
verbal or argumentative, but structurai. |n Portland, for example, job
developers who believed that clients do not know how to choose employers
felt that the project's goai of maximum client autonomy compromised WiIN's
goal of maximum placements, Researchers were unabie to reduce this
conflict since they had no power to add meaningful rewards (promotions or

raises) or remove penalties (for low placements) that staff feared.

34
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Since the research Itself was carried out through a subcortract to the
stete of Oregon, the stete was the logicai administrative unit to offer
rewards to participants who made the research expecially successfyt,
For thelr part, though, Oregon officials were not interested in ailo-
cating their scarce resources in the form of bonuses for a project to
which they were largeiy indifferent,

State officlals are not required to specify their level of
comm!tment to a federally sponscred research project before it is installed
in their ares. In fact, research may not fit particulariy weil into
their lgandlé. except coincidentally, as when an extra buaget or job
slots are involved. Lower levei staff are caught in a triangle petween
their Indifferent state supervisors and the federai government, who they
see as bolné represented by the researchers. To some extent, state and
reglonai adminiitrators feel the same bind: caught between "orders" from
Washington and their responsibilities to the other administrative unit.

In the case of job deveiopers In particuler, the fear of penaities
was probably a stronger force against cooperation with the project than
fack of incentives to do so. Their only access to rewards (both personal
and collective) was through high piacement feveis. The local supervisor
rejected an offer from the nationai office to hoid deveiopers hamless
on piacements (or lack of piacements) made during the life of the
voucher project. At ieast onz Department of Labor official beiieves that
they were actualiy being helc harmless anyway. In any case, the matter
was out of the hands of researchers, Furthermore, the fact that
researchers did not seem to feel that ciient autonomy wouid necessarily
resuit in a lownr piacemsnt jevel oniy reinforced staff belief that they
did not sympathize with--or even understand--the problems the local

office faced because of the research.

Responses to Conflict; Communication
Throughout the 1ife of the voucher project, conflict itself was
less destructive than the responses to it. For exampie, during Portland

i, the fact that staff were hoarding vouchers to distribute to what they
considered to be the most promising clients (see footnote, page i3) had
& ready solution (de-ratloning the vouchers), and was in and of itself

s datum on feaslbiiity; however, at the time, the svent had serious

overtones of rebeiiion on the one hand and feeiings of betrayai on the
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other. Part of the crisls mood any time research operations were,
disrupted in this way stemmed from the fact that both staff and
researchers did not have sesy access to remedlies. Action requlired
authorization, and authorization required communication, which was
slow and cumbersome.

The lack of quick channels of communication betwsen the
research site and the Natlonal 0fflce was, perhJaps, a second major
varlable In the history of the voucher project. Researchers were
restricted officlally to communication through the same channelsg
as other WIN opsrations, |.e., through the local offlce to the state,
then to the region, and finally to the national office. From Its
end, the natlonal office could not communicate directly with the
local office elther; rather, those administrators, too, sent recommen-
datlons and dlrectives back to the slte through the region and the state.
Inserting seven steps be' sn question and response was frustrating
to all participants. It also caused concrete problems, First, It
involved middle-level (state and regional) officlals in the problems
of research to & grester degree than they thought scceptable. Second,
It encouraged ad hoc problem=solving at the local level by researchers

and staff themselves., Finally, It alsc encouraged viclations of the
channels of communication: direct telephone calls sometimes replaced
properly routed memoranda. This could only exacerbate feelings of
tension in those administrators who were passed over, since It emphasized
their lack of control over the research process. Part of this problem
might be solved in the future by creating speclal lines of communication
for research-related matters; thasse lines might not necessarlly follow
the route for regular progrem communications.

Research Nesds vs. Service Delivary Needs

The fact that vouchering took place in a dichotomous setting
compounded the effects of the staff's Inabllity to adjust (at all levels,
but particularly at the lowast level) and the difficulties of communizaticn.
On-line staff were being asked not only to change their roles but also,
in effect, to perform two roles at once: researchers expected them to
be able to do their regular WIN jobs as If the research did not exist,
and th;n to voucher, as if-their reguiar jobs dld not exIst. in retro-

spect, the polnt should be not that this expectation was excessively
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high, but that researchars and staff allke had no means available for
dealling with the necessary conflict that existed betwsen the two roles.
The necessarlly uneasy fit betwesn research and its setting L.
suggests that program autonomy should not be a test of success or a goal
for demonstration projects such as the voucher project. As the history
of the voucher project revesls at any number of points, research
entalls speclal constraints--mostly In the form of human relatfons--that
regular operations do not. Thus, "'eass of fIt" Is not In and of Itself
8 test of‘fenslbillty because under ''real" conditions, the context for flt
would be entirely different. For example, even counselors who did not

find vouchere themselves objectionable or difficult to deal with,

complained of the effect the project had on thelr ordinary routine.
These peripheral problems would not have existed had vouchers been the
only mathod of operation In that office. Furthermore, the middle level
(state and reglonal) administrators did not feel that the research was
& priority of thelrs; they are especlally uncomfortable with research
and its problems, as has already been described.

Instead of maintalning program autonomy as the goal, perhaps
research autonomy--as defined by the authority to maintaln a stable {not
a "pure’’) operation--should be. Although researchers would rish Incurring
massive noncooperation among staff at all tavels (might In fact, be unable
to locate a site)J they would gain an abliity to track the implementation
process, so that there would be something concrete to evaluste at the
end of the experlence. The voucher project took & position somewhere
between these two extremes (project vs. program autonomy), In that it
ylelded Eo the priorities of regular operations selectively.

This question of just who should be In control of research is
really a question of whether research is just another form of service ]
delivery or whether it Is something different. In the history of the
voucher project, service dellvery was an outcome of the research, not its
primary goal. In other words, the procedures made an effort to protect
clients from the effects of vouchers, should they prove unacceptsble
to the training community, for example, but the researchers did not
s:e themselves as being in the ''voucher business." In fact, counselors
somet Imes accused researchers of letting clients fall' with vouchers;
such statements were indications of the divergence between cperations
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goals and research goals. The jurisdictlon of administrators over

both regular operations and research in the fielu he}ps maintain the
illusion that researchers 322212 be offering some kind of program,

or that they do it badly. Special lines of communication and authority-
as suggested earller, would make researchers' special functions and needs
more difficult to forget in dally practice. Some administrators
believe that evaluation research should not be under the control of the
relevant agency at all, that researchers would have more freedom if

all research were funded directly by Congress or by GAO. This sort of
third-party research would reileve researchers and, in this case,
counselors and job developers allke of some of the triangular reiation-
ships they found burdensome, aithough it would undoubtedly create some

equally complex working reiationships among agencies.

Implamentation and Evaluation

The variables discussed in this paper should not be construed
as signs of failure of the experiment or of the researchers (or, from
the other side, of the staff-participants). It should not be necessary
for the relationship of research to regular operations to be one of
competition; the goals of each enterprise are, in fact, substantially
different and divergent. While the goal of operations is, perhaps,
uni-dimensional enough to fit comfortably within criteria of success
that are purely in dollar teams, research goals are Not., As we have
seen, in the course of installing a research operation in place,
success can be measured in effective working relationships long before
other sorts of costs and beneflits emerge. A research dollar simply
does not buy the same sort of service that an operational doliar does;
while this outward fact Is well recognized, the other factors implied
in the distinction are often not recognized or acted upon, as we have
seen. .

The reiationship of the research and the researchers to their
administrative environment, both in the West (Portiand, Salem anc
Seattle) and in Washington, 0.C., was the sum of its parts. Almost
no changes could be made in any one spot without affecting the entire
enterprise, corrective measures sometimes seemed to produce new problems.

in this aspect, the voucher project was not unusuai. The consequences
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were not the destruction of the project, or its fallure; In fact, there
was & feasibility test and vouchering did take place under some condi-
tiohs. Rather, the effect of research/administrative Interaction was
to obsure the Ilines between cause and effect, and to contribute a large
dose of ambiguity to the tasks of obteining end iInterpreting results,

-



SUMMARY

The Voucher Project unfurled In three phases, each one unplanned
at the Inception of Its predecessor. The underiying Interast throughout
was to test the feasibility of vouchers as a means for cllents to purchase
tralning requisite to employment, |n practice, vouchers were not only
"blank checks'--with 1imits set by the researchers and the state and
federal administrators; they were intended to be used on the basis of
cilents' declislons. The presumption was that traditional service
delivery In the ares of employment-related tralning was dominated by
counseling staff., Thus, at the beginning of the research, vouchers
represented not only a flexible, though |imited, smount of dollars,
but were thought to Involve an Innovative decislon-making method, as
well, Early In the life of the project, it became clear that the line
between vouchering as a process end traditional declislon-making methods
was not as clear as researchers and federal offlicials had presumed.
Counselors did not percelve themselves as dominating the decision-
maklng process, but only guiding 1t for the protection of clients,
and they were reluctant to glve up what they saw as a necessary and
benaficlal role, They saw voucharing In terms of new source of
doll ‘s, not a new dellvery system. Local and state administrators
also tended to see the project less In terms of resea.ch than in terms
of resources. Thus, the pattern of cooperation and accommocetion that
developed during the 11fe of the project had a large element of coincl-

N dence to It, although some staff at all levels showed interest and good
will In at least an abstract way,

The process of fundi 3 the vouchar project through Its phase
of Institutional training, or -the-job training (0JT), and tinaliy a
brief open vouchering phase, meant far more than juggling members on
tally sheets, Funding was an important, structurlng factor in the
relationships between the agencies (SAU and ES) and between the agencles
and the research, since funding determined their ability to cooperate
substantively with research needs. As we have seen, local adminlistra.
tors were not sutonomous in thls regard, but were sub ject to Congress
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and the national offices of the Departments of Labor and HEW. Further,
funding dec'<inng Involved making grior assumptions about the behavior
of clients, venuors and employers. Would cllents teke vouchers s*

their meximum value? Would schools or employers exploit the time and
dollar limits? Disagrewment over these questfons transieted Into debate
over exactly what e dollar would purchese when It was In the hands of a
=llent with & voucher. Finelly, in the case of Portiend Il (0JT) and
Portiend 11l (open vouchering), the problems due to funding eltered

ond Intens!fled the releticnship of the researchers to the Department
of Labor, since questions of allocation and timing were not matters

that 8SSA could resoive on Its own., As we have elrecdy seen In the
earller discussion In this paper, the wedge thet appeared between the
resear-hers' end the agency‘’s view of each other's proper functiun had

e serlous effect on the morale of the project es z whole; Salem end

the Reglon were ceught in the middle, ernd counselors becems Iincreesingly
skeptical ebout the integrity of the voucher program.

The victim of this relationship was the resserch: DOL was some-
times an ally of, end somstimes a detractor from, its own objectlves.
While this smbiguous role produced difficulties for everyone Involved
ir the project, it was doubly difficult for the program staff In
Portlend, since they felt the repercussions of flux wlthout'hovlng
eccass to complete information ebout its sources. The staff's ~lution
as we have seen, was to take control by turning lts collective back on

the research.

41
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A COMMENT ON SOME LARGER ISSUES

4nn Richardson

The events described apove have significance beyond thelir impact
on a singlie project. People exparlenced In demonstration or evaluation
research will ‘recognize them, at least in form, as common problems assoclated
with research in rea! cettings. Administrsiors, too, will find similarities
with other only-partially-successfuyl attempts to implement programs or
program Innovations.

The evaluation }iterature conyains many examples of ''the perennlal
frictions that beset appiied research,' (Weiss, 1973, p. 53) and their
consequences. Weiss has published useful summaries of what the experience
of others in the past suggests are six general sources of problems deriving
from the fact that research and practice are being carried cut in the same
real setting. One source of friction is that the modal personaiity types
of practitioners and research people differ (or are believed to differ).

The researcher Is Ilkely to be a detached Individuai Interested
in ideas and abstractions. He thinks in terms of generalization
and analytical categories, . . . The practitioner, on the other
hand, is likely to be a warm, outgoing personality, now, . , ., ,
committed to action. He finds the researchsr's skepticism
uncongenial, and he finds it difficult to warm up to him as a
human being. (Weiss, 1972, p. 99.)

“urther, the role content of the two kinds of position s often Incons!stent.

Basically, a practitioner has to believe in what he is doing;
8 researcher has to question [t. This differsnce In perspective
creates inevitable tenslons. Whatever thelr initial personal or
value characteristics, once they go about the divergent tasks, they
are almost bound tc see things differentiy. (Welss, 1972, p. 99.)

Alcng with such differances in gensral role content, %t is often the case
frc® the re’ _sctive roles of the research and operations parsonne! are
not clearly defined.
Evaluation often requires practitioners to take on new roles.
The new roles may not be clearly defined in advance and become
apparent only after & serles of disputes with the evaluators. . .
Particularly frustrating are uncertainties about the authority

structure; it is often unclear who has authority to resolve the
differences :hat arise. (Weiss, 1972, p. 100.)

SN
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Fourth, the goals, vaiues and interests of the parties to the enterprise
are often widely divergent.

The practitioner {s concerned with service. He sees evaluation
as a diversion and possibly even a threat. (Welss, 1972, p. 100.)

[Because there is a tendency for program staffs to see the
evaluation effort as a potential threat to the program itself,]
the effects on the. study range from the anncying to the disastrous.
[Staff at all levelslcan refuse access to informstion and to
people; they can refuse to allow control groups to subvert them;
their record-kesping may be Incomplete and faulty; they may
manipulate the data . . . .(wWeiss, 1973b, p. 180.)

{1t often appears] that the relative autonomy given to
evaluators. . . to pursue their research was motivated iess by
respect for the integrity of research than by unsophistication
about the possible effects of evaluation. . ., . As this ., . .
becomes better understood, there may be more interference with
the pianning and conduct of evaluation research. (Weiss, 1973a,
p. 51.)

At a siightly different level of analysis, problems are often
created by tendencies for programs to accommodate to their surroundings,
and to change In the process. Although for research purposes we require
a relatively stable object of study, it very often is an inaccessible
goal in real settings.

The program should remain stable and weii-defined, so that it is
clear what stimuli brought about the observed outcomes. But many of
the programs [ about which Weiss interviewed research staffs] shifted,
lurched about, and sought new directions. In these cases, before-
after outcome data are difficult to interpret, because the definition
of "'the program’ associated with given outcomes is not clear. (Weiss,
1973a, p. 51.)

Finally, certain characteristics of the Institutional setting of
the research can lead to less cumfortable accommodation between research
and administrative staffs.

When an agency has a history of internal conflict, evaluation
may be viewed -with particular suspicion. Staff are apt to see the
evaluators as management hatchet men, . . . Other aspects of the

Institutional setting have consequences as weil. Evaluator-practitioner

relationships are affected by such aspects of the agency as the
administrative structure, . . . supervisory practices, openness of

communication channels, and the state of relationships with cooperating

agencies who refer participants, receive referrals, or offer compie-
mentary services. Where ambiguity and fragmented authorlty flcurish
the evaluation is apt to suffer the strains of misperception, con-
flicting goals, and inadequate support. (Welss, 1972, p. 101.}

13
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Greenhouse's materials >ffer examples of each of these sources of
strein. While it would be inappropriete to comment in deteli on the
personality structures of the indivicuels Involved et ell levels of the
Portiand project, Tt wes certainly the cese that the reseerch staff were
Inclined to think "'In terms of generalization end enalyticel cetegories,"
and that we eventually beceme characterized as "Eestern libereis." And,
tco, an Immediete ection orientation, and protective concern about the
weifare of clients who might be involved in the voucher program, wes
characteristic of many of the operating staff there.

Differences in roie content often resultes in evaluation-practice
confiict. BSSR's position of "let's try the system and see whet heppens,'
claerly dictated by the feasibility task, was often scutely discomfiting
to the WIN staff, who found It difficult to think ebout “"trying' voucher-
Ing without trying to make it work one way Or another. At a much Tevter
stage, when the nature of the 8SSR nationel office reletionship became
ambiguous, the situation was even more distressful; In che eyes of many,
we had lost most of any legltimacy we ever possessad.

Further, there was often a iack of cleer differentietion of roles
in the progrem, though we has tried to make diffsrences as large as
possible by having no direct Involvement in the actuai edministration
of the voucher program. However, the fsct that the /IN steff ocften
had to resort to BSSA staff's interpreteiion of the opsrating procedures
(rather than, sey, higher-level WIN steff) was Just one instance of the
blurring of the respective responsibi iities of the two groups.

The divergence of B5SR and loce] WIN Interests was evident et
8 number of polnts: In uncertainty about whether (end when) research
cbjectives should prevail cver, or give wey tc, operating demands; In
the persistence with wh'ch some WIN steff selected the ciients whom
they thought would do best in the voucher program; In the delaying effects
of the exheustion or freez:.ng of reguler program operating funds; and
the necessity for reserrch purposes thet the voucher program be eliowed
to fall If it in fact was not a feesible one, for the WIN program,

& necessity which struck the WIN staff as irresponsible (or worse).

The Institutional setting of the voucher effort, too, had its
effect. Certainly, the regular WIN program had been buffeted by repeated
and frequent chenges In operating procedures and objectives weli before
BSSR arrived there. The change from WIN | to WIN ti, with its substan- !
tiaily greater emphasis on piacement than on training, was especialily ,
troublesome to some staff (but by no means all). An’ che probiems which
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developed iater in trying to articulste the plrilclpltlon of the SAU
were simply new manifestations of old problems in coordination, Perhaps,
however, the best summary of the institutional setiing into which the
voucher program was piaced is that cited by Greenhouse: the presence

of the project ‘'was announced in a ﬁnmo--ls one counselor said later,
'like the thousands of others we get around here about new rules, '

Some of the Sugqested Remedies

The question is, of course, how those who carry cut (and, for
that matter, those who sponsor) evaluation research can best cope with
these several kinds of threats to the validity of the]r work, Again,
Weiss has summarized much of what is known sbout 'what to do,'' although
she cautlions that:

Very little empirical research has been done on arrangements
and methods that lessen tension in appiled research projects. we
therefore have to depend for guidance on the '‘received wisdom,'' the
generally accepted iessons of experience, (Weiss, 1972, p. 104,)
Assent to housing the research effort is important: 't is essential to
involve project administrators and menagers in planning an evaluation,'
(Weiss, 1972, p. 104.) More specifically, Weiss argues that it is to the
advantage of al! parties to involve practitioners in the evaluation,
They gain understanding of what evaluation is all sbout. .

This knowledge dispels some of the sense of threat. . . and
some of the suspicion generated by the presance of alien characters
asking questions. . . . They have information and ideas to contri-

bute. . . . Further, they are more Ilksly to be cooperative about
new procedures. . . when they see the sense of the requests. (Weiss,
1972, p. 105.)
Like all generai recommendations, however, this one has Its shortcomings.
Weiss quotes a member of a research staff attempting to evaluate a
community heaith program:

[The staff] resisted filling out records. We couldn't devise
8 reward system to motivate them. . . . They were invoived in
developing the record system from the very beginning, so it's
not a matter of the system being imposed. (Welss, [973a, p. 52.)

Greenhouse also has soms pertinent reservations about this recommendation
on page

As another threat-reducing strategy, Weiss suggests emphasis on
the ''theoretical' nature of the research, Its focus on more general

issues.
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Almost every evaluation is out to discover more than whether
this particular program works in this perticular time and place
with this staff and these participants, . , . There is some kind
of theory Implicit in almost every program. |f the evaluator can
draw it to the surface and make it the central focus of the evalua-
tion effort, he is on the way to allaviating the very real uneasiness
that practitioners fee! sbout being judged end having their per-
formances critically rated. (Weiss, 1972, p. 106,)

Another possibility, the reduction of mystery and the fear of secrecy by
regular provision to administrators of developing Information, is subject
to the weaknes's that it may very wall result in modification of the
program itself, and thereby jeopardize the original research objectives.

A suggestion which has come out of others’ erperiences ‘with
action research is to reduce confllct by seeing to it (by training or
by recruitment) that research and operating staffs are more systematically
trained in each others' concerns and objectives,

Thus researchers with program experience would be more aware
of, and responsive to, practitioners’ perceptions and needs. One
project [the research staff members of which were interviewed by
Weiss! provided a clue to the utility of the prescription. The
research director was » former [practitioner as were the senior
researcher and a third staff member]. Whiie they were personally
respacted and their research project was accepted by the service
staffs, they were no longer perceived as colleagues. According
tc ~ne informant, 'They have leaped the fence and gone over to the
otr=r side.' (Weiss, 1973a, p. 53.)

Greenhouse also discusses briefly a series of partial remedies
for the kinds of difficultias we experienced In Portiand and which others
have had elsewhere. These include manipulation of the reward system,
repeated ciarification of suthority relationships, specialized communi-
cations systems (especiaily when the research involves several jevels of
sponsoring and host bureaucracies), clear statement of ressarch and
operational gosl priorities, and, perhaps, a general dissociation of
research sponsorship from the organization(s) who have--or seem to have--
& vested .interest in research and program outcoms.l

Suggestions for Another Approach

1 will argue that the purposes of the sponsors and performers
of evalwtion research alike would be substantialiy served by the adoption
of a slightly different approach, the development ot a two-level evalua-
tion research strategy. It involves the systematic examination of the
d=gree of implementation of the program in question as a routine first

ths suggestion has alsc been made by Leonard Goodwin (1973) and
by Laurence E. Lynn, Jr. (1973).
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step, prior to the study of the program outcomes of interest. It Is
clear that evalustion of the latter without systematic (and measured)
Information on the former entalls the risk of baing Incorrect to a degree
which no performer or consumer of the research wishes to tolerate.
Hargrove has put the suggestion In these terms:
it Is important to make & distinction between Iimplementing a
program and evaluating its effectiveness In achieving intended goals.
A policy and program may be completely in error in the analysls of
the problem at hand and may therefore fall to be effective even though
beautifully Iimpiemented. We cannot tell If a program Is properly
targeted for a glven problem if It is badly implemented, however, and
this seems to be the more common case. In fact, the literature Is
rife with negative exampies. . . . . . .In general, we find It
difficult to say whether the limitations of the pfogram reside In fts
Initial diagnosis of the problem or in the actual implementation.
in aither case, the study of Implamentation can be differentiated
from that of program evaluation In Its interest in how the program

is carried out rathar than In how well it works. (Hargrove, 1976,
p. 11.)

It might be added that a program may also spuriously appear to work
because of Improper or incomplete Implementation, as was the danger in
the case of the intercession of Portland WIN Job Developers In the
vouchered 0JT process.2

The remainder of thls discussion will be focussed on description
of some of the slements which might go into & systematic approach to
Iimplementation analysis, and on suggestions for some of the ways in
which a8 two-level approach to evaluation research might increase the
clarity, comprehensiveness, and sophistication of the research results,

As & starting point, thera are several facts of program research
I1fe which should be recognized as given In some degree In aimost any
real seiting, and which no amount of tinkering or ad hoc problem solving

will eliminate to our full sntlsflctlon.3

2 For more detall on this, and on its effects on the evaluation
data, ses Richardson {1977).

3 The suggestions for coping with situation strains described above
are ali useful In one degreé or another and In a varlety of specific
situations, and should not be ov -looked. But by turning the technical
question around a little, and putting the emphasis on ways In which
systematically to take these kinds of disruptive events into account and
In analysls of evaluation data, we may be on firmer ground than is
presently genarally the case.

4,
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First, organizations will adopt Innovations to flit as comfortably
as possible with existing and emerging Interests which are likely to be
external to the program being tested. Program staffs will continue to
be concerned abc._t the performance of thelr regular tasks and will
continue to exercise considerable Ingenuity In co-opting and modifying
new program elements.,

Second, events external to the experiment as such will occur,

Not all of thel will have equal Impact on all aspects of the program

under study, nor or all clients of the program (especially 1f the program
operates over some period of time). in the Portland case, the deepening

of the recession at the time the vouchered 0JT program was In operation
probably had roughly the same Impact (In the aggregate) on the voucher
clientele. But the temporary fresze of SAU funds during that same pro-
gram had differentisl effects, and created at least two groups of cllients--

those who chosse vouchered 0JT (before the freeze) and those who chose
WiN and whose only option therefore was vouchered 0JT (In the case of
those cilents who requlired child care or medical services). Simllarly,
the temporary transfer of regular 0JT funds to other WIN programs 1n
Oregon generated two different groups of cllents--those who chose vouchered
0JT and those who opted for 0JT as such (and thus necessarily

vouchered 0JT). It Is not difficult to take these kinds of differentlal
effects of external events upon the program Into account emplrically, so
long as there are not so many of them that the case base for analysis
becomes unmanageably small, But the Important thing Is to know just what
it 1s that happened and when, In order that appropriate emplrical indi-
cates can be devised and analytic msasures taken.

Further, programs will usually drift. Not only will they "lurch
about'' but, In the case of complex programs, will do so at different
rates. What Is more, It is usually In soclal programs that what may be
described as ''a" treatment condition Is In fact a whole serles of treat-
ments, and that they will’drift in different ways and In response to
different forces. In the Qoucher case, for example, ‘‘the'' treatmént
involved several dimenslons: cllent autonomy In several declsions,
negotiation with potential tralners, so!f-assessment counsellng, direct
sccess to labor market information, an a'lowance to defray some of the

expenses associated with the search for a tralning position, and
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provision of & variety of support services during the training search.
it was our experience that the several aspects of '‘the' voucher treatment
condition changed and drifted at different times and rates of speed (the
first to go was seif-assessment counseling, the last the training
search allowance).
Next, as many have noted, some degree of conflict of research
and operational goals is probably "inevitable," to the extent that it
Is endemic to the structure of research In operational settings (and
there is reason to balieve that most Is). But, as Gresnhouse has
argued, goa! disparities of thls sort are probably also desirable: if
ongolng program goais are fuliy and consistently mest.ed with the program
innovation under study, the ‘'Innovation' probably is not that at all
(as was nearly the cass wiih vouchered institutionai training in Portland).
Or, Iin a different sort of case, If there were no straln between research
and operational objectlvesi we might have grounds to suspect that the
research (or the research staff) had been co-opted? a sltuation which
2150 works to the detriment of the research by minimlzing the differences
between the ''old'" and the 'new.'’ '
In iight of these and other factors, it seems reasonable to
argue that the implementation of any program Is most accurately concep-
tuailzed as a variable, one which Is susceptible to quantification and
manipulation just as any other quantitative varisble Is. | suggest that
we make the (conservative) assumption that implementation will vary from
one administrator, one time, one place, and with respect to one program
aspect or another, and that these variations will have both direct and
indirect effects on the hypothesized program outcomes. To the extent
that this is a valid assumption, it also means that what we know about
program effects--and what we can know--is & partial function of these
kinds of factors. If we wers to develop measures of the degres of imple-
mentation, It would be possible to take account of these varlations (just

“Evofhlrt (1977) reports hls experiences In trying to construct
and maintain a certaln amount of conflict in order both to establlish
and legitimate his work In a school, Genaraily speaking, anthropologists
are more sensitive to the need to malintaln constructive distance then
are practitioners in other fields.
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as we do with other variables) In tha analysis of program outcomes,S
and to Increase the explanatory power of our analyses,

The analysis of data on the Portland voucher project provides
several examples of tha additional understanding which can ba achlavad
when it Is possible to Include implementation variables In the analysls
of outcomes. One of tham has to do with variations In tha Implementation
of the vouche(ed 0JT program sc far as tha mattar of negotiatlons with
0JT empioyers was concerned. As Graanhouse has dascribed, this was an
fssue of spaclal sensitivity to the Job Davalopars In tha program, and
there were several Instancas In which WIN staff found tha tamptation
to intercede Irresistabla, with the rasult that thara wara really three
groups of ‘'successful’ OJT vouchar raclpients: those who found a training
situation entirely on thelr own (which was tha variable of interast to
the research), thosa on whose bahalf WiN staff Intervened, and a residual
group whose training arrangements were ''mixed." Ordinarily, one might
analyze these ''committment-of-voucher data In terms of varying commit-
ment rates for different demographic and program-exposura groups, and
compare the training arrangements of the vouchar committers with those
of thelr "regular WIN" OJT counterparts. Wa did, In fact, do this, with
the follow!ng (selected) results.

Vouchered Reguiar
oJT oJT
Commitment Rate of:
Men 18 ONA
Mandatory Women 19 ONA
Voluntaer women 23 ONA
Average Cost of Training $2,239 $1,545
Rate of Training Completion 38 33

5Tha extent to which thls Is not routinaly dona |s aspeclally clear
when It comas to so-callad post hoc avaluation, whan ona {s commissionad to
evaluate program outcomes after they have cccurred, A rapresantative example
s that of the study conductad by BSSR of factors in WIN program experience
which might explain what seamad to be unusually high program dropout rates
of young participants (under 22), a survey of former participants in four-
teen cities. One of the most consistantly strong effects In the aggregate
was that of site, or city. For exampla, tha proportion of young cllents
who were put into OJT arrangements ranged from ncne In ona site to 40
percent in another (Rlchardson and Ounning, 1975). Cleariy, the WIN program
was being Iimplemented quite diffarently in dlfferent clties, and general
statements about the outcomes of WIN participation for ‘'young clients"
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Quite different results were obtained, however, when we took empirically
Into account known variations in the degree of staff Intercessions in

the QJT arrangements (the degree of improper lmplementltlon),6

Real Voucher
Commi tment Rate
(Client-arranged 0JTS)

Apperent Voucher
Commi tment Rate

Men .18 i

Mandatory Women 19 7

Volunteer Women 23 5
Client-arranged WiN-arranged Regular
Vouchered 0JT '"Wouchered' 0JT 04T

Average cost of

training $2, 184 $1,710 $1,545
Rate of training
completion 43y 36% 33%

The methodology of the study of implementation is not so well
developed among performers of evaluation research as is that of the
study or program effects. This is probably due Jess to lack of infor-
mation about sources of slippage in real research settings than to
failure to systematize that knowledge into a generally-appiicable
analytic model for use in studying variations in implementation. Some
of the general provisions a such a systematization might include the

following:

which did not take these variations into account would be misleading.

In this particular case (and a few others--see Goodwin, 1977), it was
possible to make statistical adjustments for these diffarences in imple-
mentation. In most other cases, the evaluator has not the access to
what Weiss has ca’led ""the program-as-operated” which would be required
In order to make adjustments of this sort.

6Vhllc this Is routinely done in laboratory-type experimentation,
It is seldom systematically a feature of designs for research in real
settings.
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1. Definitlon of the elements of the program In question which
are to be Implemented., Among the most Important aspects of tals
defining activity should be the disassembling of complex treatments
such that the mplementation of each component can be subjected to measure-
ment separately. It Is usually not sufficlent In the evaluation research
per se to assess whether and to what extent ''the'' treatmant has Its
hypothesized effects. This Is particularly the case when ''the'* treatment
Is In fact a sbries of additive and Interactive trestments which are
not [ntroduced seriatum or In several sottlngs.7 It is equally
Important to disaggregate treatments for purposes of the study of
Implementation.

Different elements of the overall program can and should be glven
some rating of thelr Importance to the program ;nd to the eventual
evaluation, While the fallure to Implement certain features of the program
may be fatal to the entire enterprise Improper or Incomplete Imp'ementation
of others will, perhaps, not be so cruclal and can be given less welight.

In the Portland project, there was a falrly clear distinction between
provisions which were essential to the hypotheticel underpinnings of

the voucher notlon, and others which were more In the nature of enabling
or support features of the system. For example, withholding from voucher
cllents of decision-meking autonomy, or Intercession by WIN staff In
negotietions with potential trainers, were considered to be serious Imple-
mentation problems, because these aspects of the program went to the
heart of the Ideas which were being tested. Hypothetically stated,

the basic notions In question were these:

Putting decision-making, negotiating snd purchasing power Into
the hands of the cons'mers of services will Increase the 11kellhood
that individual client need will be met adequotely.

Clients. . ., wiil make consumption decisions which are at least
as good as those made by program agency personnel,

Allowing a client to choose & suppller In terms of his own needs,
and thereby not limiting his potentlal cholces to those made avall-
asble by an agency, broadens his options for both & range of services
and & variety of suppliers.

Giving the cllient the opportunity to particlpate meaningfully in
decisions about his 1ife will increase his skill In dealing with a
variety of Institutions, and will enhance his self-estesm, his sense
of personal efficacy, and his commitment to the accompilishment of
his goals. (Richardson and Sharp, 1974, p. 2.)

ot
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On the other hand, certain others parts of the system seemed to
be less centrally relevant. Self-assessment counseling and direct access
to labo market information were two enabling provisions: they were
designed to transfer from staff to clients basic information to be used
in the decision-making process. The fact that they were utilized at the
client's discretion may Indicate their relative centrality to the program,
Still other features of the program--such as the training search ailowance
and the provisions for chiid care, car repair, dental attention, end
street (vs. working) clothes during the 04T senrch7 might best be
characterized as peripheral services; the failure to iuplement these
aspects of the voucher program would probably be less ¢ uciel,

in practice, it would probably be useful to focus on the fact
that ‘there is some kind of theory [at iesst] implicit in almost every
program," (Weiss, 1972, p. 106), and to make decisions on which will
be considered crucial implementation dimensions, and which not-so-crucial
from the standpoint of correcting the evaiuation dnta.a

Thus, we left the vouchered 0JT experience with the impression
that the program had never really been tested, because there were
observable attempts to subvert the client-as-negotiator aspect of the
system. (At the same time, provisions for training sesrch money and
for chlid and meaical care were still Intact,) Clearly,some aspects
of the program were more Important than others.

in general, then, the greatest weight in implementation research
should go to those provisions which are cperational representations of
the central theoretical concerns of the program In question. The
assignment of weights to more p ripheral aspects of the program is
probably in some degree a matter of guesswork, and may ve subject to
surprising re-assessment In some cases. It is an important guard, though,

7Nornally. these are provided by WIN only after training begins,

8It is easy to be fooled in these decisions, however. For example,
quite late in the 0JT phase of the Portiand project, we discovered that
one Public Welfare Division worker in one of the branch offices had learned
that e voucher client was receiving the training search allowance, and
counted it as new incoms. This had the direct effect of raising the
price of food stamps for the ciient in question. Fortunately for the
reseerch, this happened lete enough that it did not affect the voucher
acceptance rapte among clients of that branch office (and did not necessitate
negotiations with another agency).
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against too-hasty judgments that there is nothing to evaluate (sinca there
has been ''no'' implementation) on the one hand, and on the other, over-

optimistic assessments of the possibillties for follow-on evaluation of

outcomes.

2. Development of valid indicators of the degrea of implemen-
tation of each program component, at all relevant levels of the program
administration. 1In the Portland case, this would have includad several
administrative: level- the intake staff who had control of information
on the existence of the voucher optlon; the counselors and Jjob davelopers
who could (and did) grant or withiold autonomy In decislon-making and
negotiations with 0JT employars; local office administrators who -ould
(and did) intercede in negotiations with training Institutions; state sna
regional administrators who were to pass on training, proposals which
would cost more than certain amounts,

3. Careful assessment of what "ordinary Interests' may be at
stake in implementation of the program, so that one may be sensitive A
to the points around which controversy or strain {and possible lack of
implementation) are likely to develop. Again, the risk the voucherad
0JT program posed for job developers in terms of deterioration of
relationships with local 0JT empioyers provides a usaful i)lustration.
Job developers who in the previous (pre-voucher) year had negotiated a
relatively large number of 0JT contracts were considered to be those at
"high'" risk in the voucher system. This measure was helpful in under-
standing some of the variations in the extant to which voucher c!ients
were (by their own reports) allowed decision-making autonomy in thrae
areds: whether to undertake vouchared 0JT, what occupatlon to train
for, and which empioyers to approach In seakfng a training position.
Aside from the deviation from expectation of two of the low-risk.Job

9For example, a serious threat to implementation in tha voucherad
0JT program arose when a state administrator who was asked for approval
of a '""high-cost" OJT arrangement rejectad it becausa the client in question
had been a participant the year before in the voucherad institutional
training program, but had not yone to work afterward. The raason for the
rejection (which was not an "official’ ground for denying approval) was
communicated to the client's team, which then took the position that it
would no longer permit any of jts clients the voucher option if that was
to be a criterion for approval of vouchered training contracts. |t did
not take long to untangle the situatich satisfactorily, but it might not
have been so easy & sclution In othar clrcumstances.
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developers (they allowed autonomy less often even then the high-risk

teams did), the risk-autonomy relationship was fairly clear, though
.

not espacially strong.

Low=risk Teams
High-risk (Excludi 'g Two

Teams Devian: Teems
Propors'on of Clients Reporting
Autonomy In:
™ Undertaking Vcuchered 0JT 38 54
Training Occupation 62 13
Tralning Employer 48 sb

The abllity to Identify probable points of strain and the people for

- om they are a problem (and for whom they are nut), can yleld valuaole
Informaticn on program Implementetion. It will pnot be possible to
snticlpate sach relevant point of strain at the outset of the study, of
courss; ner ons are likely to emsrge through time, and some mey turn
out not to nresent an Implementation problem at all In practice. A
wall-designed sndel for assessment of Implementation processes will allow
for ccniinual development of new measuras as the nesd arises.

4. Developmant of a robust data-gathering strategy, one which
wili be re. tively invuinerable to dellbarate attempts to disguice
variations In im lementation. The negative extremes of this aspect of
the implementation assessment mode! are easy.to ldentify. It would
be foollsh, for example, to rely entirely on official program reccrds--
they far more often reflect central office objectives than they do local
office realities. Nor would one be llkely to gather useful systematic
infcrmation from en organizational superior about the behavior of lower
staff (sinco s/he mey not in fact have valld inforcation). Just as we
ordinarily prafer tc gather evaluation-type data from program participants

|ot:lmrly. this crude measure of risk, which was developed on an
&d hoc basis, Is not fully satisfactory, and would require considerable
refinement If It were to be of gener. ) use In the ~lysis of the dats.
These findings are reporied here, ‘weve , for pv  jes of I)iustration
of some of the pc:sibilities.
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themselves rather than from others or from records, $0 v. would be In a
stronger position to assess the degree of implementation if the dats
were to come directly from the ''clients" of the tnnovation, the day-to-
day administrators of the program (at el} levels).

There are several standard data-gathering eporoaches which may
be suitable for these Purposes, though each of fers weaknesses as well as
strengths. Self-administered questionnaires are eesy to standardize
and an lnlxpenilvs way to collect data but vulnerable to attempts to
dissemble. The sams is true in lerge part of face-to-face interview “
apprcaches. Interviews with program cilents can yield useful data and
are probably not as vulnerable to deliberate misreporting, but they are
at the same time subject to inaccuracies of respondent recall,

Occasicnal drop=in visits to the research site offer the
potential for a more detailed and realistic view of the actual implemen-
tation process as it works in practice, but entails the risk that
obggrvatlons are not made at representative times during the orogram,
or ‘that operations are tallored especially for the observation period,
Continued on-site monitoring of implementation can markedly increass the
accuracy of observation of actual events and behaviors, but it is an
expensive approach and may create some unnecessary problems of conflict
and sccommodation, such as some of thoso described by Greenhouse,
Participant observation may reduce some of these problems and deepen
insight, but may also involve the risk of co-optation of the cbserver.

The particular data-gathering strategy (or combination of approaches)
which will yield a maximum of useful ard velid data on implementation at
a minimum cost in operating expenses and in orgenizetionel conflic:
will certainly vary with circumstences, with the particular sensitivities

"ln the context of discussion of problems connected with part-
time commitments of evaluators to.the research operntlon.’welss shares
this horror story: "iIn one project, far fewer patients entered the
program than had been anticipated, Accordingly, the program staff decided
to admit as patients the groups that hed formerly been designated as
controls. Because he was not on the spot, the evaluator did not have a
chance to argue the cass for the control groups. He did not even hear
abour the declision until over a week had pested and the move was
practicelly jrrovocable, (Weiss, 1973a, p. 53.)
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of the sltuation,lz with the length of the implementation beriod, with
the complexitv of the program inder study, and so forth. But it is
likely that, with further study, a generaliy-appiicable ''best option'
approach, or a nenera) ranking of the desirability of all options cculd
be devised for use.in any study of progran implementation.

Clearly, there are a good many considerations to be taken into
account in development of a coherent and general approach to implemen-
tation research which have not been addressed here. My attempt has
been to specify some of the beginnings of the development of a useful
model. This discussion amounts finally to a proposal that systematic

work along these lines be begun.

2For example, certain implementation studies could very well
involve the reveiation of ""organizational secrets,' and would call for
approzches which eventually become relatively unobtrusive, such as
participant observation. Othe:-s might not, and could satisfactorily be
carried out with other approaches.
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