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12.0 LEARNINGOUTCOME

After studyingthisunit,you should be ableto:
e Understandthemeaning and significancedt policy implementation;
Describe differentapproachts | models to policy implementation;
e Explainbottom-upcritiquesd thetop-down mode o policy implementation; and
e Discussasynthesisof bottom-up and top-down gpproachesto policy implementation.

12.1 INTRODUCTION

Until the 1970s, policy analysiswas primarily concerned with policy-makingissues. However,in
the 1960s, agrowinginterestemerged inthe post-decisional phasesd publicpolicy. It became
evident in the 1970s that many policieshad not performedwell. Asit becameapparent that
policy-makingin many areas, such as, population, health, education and agriculturein Indiahad
not achieveditsdesiredgoal s, so researchersin public administrationand publicpolicy began to
focuson policy implementation. Policy implementationisof critical importanceto the successof
government. Even in an ideal political setting no policy can succeed if the implementation
processdoes not adequately reflect theintentionsdf the policy makers. InthisUnit, an attemptis
made to review different approachesto theanaysisof how policy isput into action or practice.
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12.2 POLICY IMPLEMENTATION:SYSTEM AND ISSUES

Thestarting point for adiscussion of approaches to policy implementation must beto consider
what we mean by theterm ‘implementation’. Implementation iswhat realises decision or what
generates OUtputs? It can beseen essentially in termsof the nature and degree of control exercised
_overtheoperationsof apolicy. Policy-makingdoes not cometo an end, onceapolicy isapproved
or adopted. Itisacontinuous process. AsAnderson pointsout, " Policy isbeingmade asit is
being administeredand administered asit isbeing made."

Y &, implementation i Ssomething which isseparatefrom policy-making. Very few decisionsare
self-implementing, implyingthat thereis nosepasateimplementation stage. Mazmanian and Sabatier
have formulated aninfluential definitiondf implementation. In their words,

" Implementation isthecarrying out of a basic policy decision, usually incorporatedin a
statute but which can also taketheform of important executive ordersor court decisions.
Idedlly, that decisionidentifiesthe problem(s) to be addressed, stipul atestheobjective(s)
to be pursued, and in avariety of ways, 'structures’ theimplementation process. The
process normally runsthrough a number of stages beginning with passageof thebasic
statute, followed by the policy outputs (decisions) of theimplementing agencies, the
compliance of target groups with thosedecisions, theactual impacts— both intended and
unintended — of thoseoutputs, the perceived impacts of agency decisions, andfinally,
important revisions(or attemptedrevisions) in thebasicstatute™.

Presseman and Wildavsky defineimplementationas™ aprocess of interaction between the setting
of goalsand actionsgeared to achieving them."” They further note: " Implementation, then, isthe
ability toforge subsequent linksin thecausal chain so asto obtain the desired results™. Their
clefinition embodi esassumptions most commonly held about implementation. First, they assumea
seriesof logical steps asa progression from intentionthrough decision toaction, and clearly see
implementation Startingwherepolicy stops. Secondly, they distinguishtwo definitestepsin formulating
intentions: policy-making—their 'initial conditions' and thecreation of programmes, which form
the'inputs' to their implementation process. Thirdly, they see implementation asaprocess of
putting policy intoeffect, aprocess whichismainly concerned with coordinatingand managingthe
variouselementsrequired toachievethedesired ends.

Van Meter and Van Horn attempt to provide a conceptual framework to the process of
impleinentation by stating, **Policy implementation encompassesthoseactionsby publicand private
individual s (or groups) that aredirected at theachievement of objectivessetforth in prior policy
decisions”. Barrett and Fudge describe theimplementation process ' asa sequenceof events
‘triggered’ by a policy decision, involving the translation of policy into operational tasks, to be
carriedout by avariety of actorsand agencies, and substantial coordinating activity toensure that
resources areavailableand that thingshappen asintended". Accordingto most scholarson public
policy, implementation stageinthe policy processisconcernedwith turning policy intentionsinto
action. Theimpleinentation processincludeswhat goeson between the pronouncement of apolicy
anditsactua effects. Itisimportantto look at implementation not solely in terms of puttingpolicy
intoeffect, but al so observing itsimpact on thetarget group.

12.2.1 Implementing with a Network

Evidently,implementationof policyismerely onemorein alogical sequenceof policy management.
Itisthemost important phasein theachievement of policy goals. It hastheobjectiveof anticipating
deviations from planned pe formance and making proper adjustments. Animportant task of the
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policy implementingauthority isto keep track of therangeof implementingtasks, their functional
relationships and their scheduling dependencies. Thedesignated person should beabletoresolve
conflictsand make appropriatedecisionsin generating policy outputs.

For theimplementation of agiven policy,itisimportantfor the policy implementationauthority to
construct a policy-implementing network, which will ensurethat policy tasks occur in proper
sequenceand on time. 1t should helphim toidentify, whichtasksin the policy aremost critical to
overall policy performance. Theconstruction df the network requirescomposingan Activities
Duration List. This list should project activitiesin such amanner that it identifieseach and every
activity in asequential manner and makeprovisionfor thetimerequiredfor each activity. For
schedulingpolicyimplementation activitiesthe Network helpsthe processby depictingtheactivities
that are moreimportantfor optimisingtheoutcomes.

12.2.2 Allocating Tasks to Personnd

Implementationisseei ngtoit that the activitieshagppenontimeand withinthegiven budget. Requisite
personnel bealso putin placefor policy implementation. Regardlessaf their status, specialised
knowledge, experience and qualifications,all personnel needto work asacohesiveteam for the
purpose of achievingdesiredresults.

For effective policy implementation, amanpower planis, therefore, needed to all ocatespecific
tasks. Further,for thepurposecf assigningrolesand responsibilities it isnecessary to devel op
position classification with detailed job description. Theposition classficationusually includes:
a) status, role, and duties of thestaff, b) reportingrelationships,and c) accountability criteria.

12.2.3' Making Decisions

Decisionmakingisthe most difficult jobfor apolicy implementingauthority. Even with the best
planning, there will alwaysbe aneed to make good decisionsin thefaced unanticipatedeventsin
policy management. M gjor decisionsthat affect resourcerequirements and technical outputs,
-equirefull support of several constituentslike beneficiaries,sponsors, paliticians, planning agencies,
and other segmentsaf the government. | n thiscontext, thefoll owingthreemechanismshave been
suggested.
i)  ExceptionPrinciple

Theexception principle statesthat difficult decisions (other than routinedecisions) which

involve unusual or unprecedented problemsthat have broader implicationsfor thewhole
policy implementation should be reservedfor senior s&ff at higher levelsintheorganisati onR

i) Delegationd Authority
Theaboveexception principledoes not operateunl essthereexistssome degreedf delegation

of authority. Authority isneeded at eachlevel for assigningresponsibilitiesto the staff to
perform their dutiesand tasks.
i) ConsensusBuilding
Consensusin thiscontext refersto an agreement to support a particular decision. Consensus
building in aparticipative management strategy ensuresthat goodideasarenot ignored. It
alsobuildsastronggroup anongall thoseprogramme congtituents, which areinvolvedinthe
implementation process. For effectiveimplementationof apolicy,it isadvisabletoforma
steering committee. The purposeof thiscommitteeistoensurethat aprogrammeis being
implemented within thebudgetand timeschedule.
-
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12.3 IMPLEMENTATIONAPPROACHES/MODELS

In the 1970s various studieson policy implementation haveindicated that policy-making in many
areas had not achieved itsstated goals. It was evident that government interventions,especially
thoserelatingto social problemswereoften ineffective. Thishasgenerated academic interestin
designing studiesto eva uatepolicy. Such studiesmade important contributionstotheimplementation
theory, which will bediscussedin thesubsequent section.

12.3.1 Top-Down Model

i) Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky: Policy Implementation Relationship

Two American scholars Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky, are the founding fathers of
implementation studies.For them,implementationisclearly rdaedto pal icy. They observe, " policies
normally contain both goal sand the meansfor achievingthem. Much of theanaysisin their book
(A Study of aFederaly Mandated Programr eof EconomicDevelopmentin Oakland, California)
is concerned with theextent to which successful implementation dependsupon thelinkages between
different organisationsand departmentsat the locd level. An effective implementation requires,
they argue, atop-down system o control and communications, and resourcesto do thejob.

ii) Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Hor n: System Building

DonadVan Meter and Carl Van I-lom offeramodd for theanalysisaf the implementation process.
Their approach startswith aconsiderationd the need toclassify policiesin terms that will throw
light upon implementation difficulties. According o them, implementation will bemost successful
- whereonly margina changeisrequired and goa consensusis high. They suggesta model in which
gx variablesare linked dynamically tothe production of an outcomei.e., performance. TheseSx
vaiablesare

e  policy standards and objectives,which ‘elaborate on theoverd| goalsdf the policy‘decision. -
to provideconcrete and morespecific standardsfor assessing performance’;

e resourcesand incentivesmade available;

e  quality of inter-organisational rel ationships;

¢ characteristicsof theimplementation agencies,includingissueslikeorganisational control but
also, inter organi sationa issues, 'the agency'sformal and informal linkageswith the“policy-
making'* or "' policy-enforcingbody;

e economic,socid,and political environment;and

e 'digposition’ or response’ d theimplementers, involvingthreeelements; ‘their cognition
(comprehension, understanding) o thepolicy, thedirection of their respansetoit (acceptance,
neutrality, rejection) and theintensity of that response.’

Clearly,themodd of Meter and Horn aims todirect theattention of those who study implementation
rather than provide prescriptionsfor policy makers.

iii) EugeneBardach: ImplementationGame

Therearescholarswho regard public policy implementation asapolitical game. The game model
" was advocated by Bardachin 1977. According to Bardach, implementationis agamed “bargaining,
persuasion, and manoeuvring under conditionsof uncertainty.” In this model, organisation isseen
as astructurecomposed of groups and individuals, al seeking to maximise their power and
influence.From this‘angle, implementationisabout sel f-interestkdpeople who are playingpolicy
games. Policy implementers attempt to win as much control as possible and make movesin the
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game SO asto achieve their objectives. This modd suggeststhat policiesextend beyondtheformal
political ingtitutions. | mplementationis, therefore, seen asapolitical game, which individuals play
for the purpose of maximising their power. Thus Bardach's work presents the view that
implementationisa political process, and successful implementation froma'top-down' approach
should have a comprehensive understandingd thepolitical processesinvolveddown theline.

iv) Brian Hogwood and L ewisGunn : Recommendationsfor Policy-M akers

Brian Hogwood and L ewisGunn al so contributeto implementation approach in their publication
Policy Analysisfor the Real World. They advocate a 'top-down’' view and defend it on the
ground that those who make policiesare democratically el ected. They offer ten recommendations
to policy makers. Thelatter shouldensurethat:

e externa circumstances do notimposecripplingcongtraints,

e adequatetimeand sufficient resourcesaremade availabletothe programme;
at each stagein the implementationprocess, thereguired combinationof resourcesisactually
available;

e policy to beimplemented isbased uponavalidtheory of causeandeffect;

e relationship between cause and effectisdirect and there arefew, if any, interveninglinks;
thereisasingleimplementingagency that need not depend upon other agenciesfor success,
or, if other agenciesmust beinvolved, thedependency relationshipsare minima in number
and importance;

e thereiscomplete understanding of, and agreement upon, theobjectivesto be achieved, and
these conditionsshould persi st throughout theimplementation process;

e inmoving towardsagreed objectivesit ispossibleto specify,in completedetail and perfect
seguence, thetasksto beperformed by each participant;

e thereisaperfectcommunicationamong, andco-ordination of, thevariouse ementsinvol ved
in theprogramme; and

e thosein authority can demand and obtain perfect obedience.

v) Christopher Hood: Stylesof PublicManagement -

Christopher Hood arguesthat variationin ideasabout how to organi sepublicservicesisacentral
and'recurrent themein public management. He suggeststhe application of grid/group cultural
theory. Here, 'grid' refersto aternatives that public organisationsshouldbeconstrained or, by
contrast, managersshould be 'free tomanage'. ‘Group’, on the other hand, refersto debates
about who shouldprovideservices. Hence, Hood arrivesat four 'styles of publicmanagement' as
mentioned below:

e High ‘grid’/low 'group’ — 'the fatalist way' whererule-boundsystemsaredevel oped and
low levelsof co-operation arethepattern;

e High ‘grid’/high 'group’ - 'the hierarchist way' involvingsocialy cohesive rule-boundsystems;

o Low® grid’/low 'group’ — 'theindividualistway' involvingahighemphasison negotiation and
bargaining;and

e Low ‘grid’/high 'group’ - 'the egalitarian way' with theexpectation of a high level of
participation.

Hood argues that these'four approaches represent choices, each with built in strengths and

weaknesses. Theviewsexpressed by Hood are mostly in theanalytical relmasthey highlight the
variousmodelsconsidered for control of publicservices.
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12.3.2 Bottom-Up Model

Exponentsof bottom-upmode ared theview that top-downmodel | ackseffectiveimplementation

. in practice. They arguethat studentsof public administrationand publicpolicy havetotakeaccount:
of theinteraction of implementerswith their clients. Theexponentsof the bottom-up approach
therefore, suggest that the implementation processinvolves 'policy-making' by those who are
involved in putting policies intoeffect.

i) Michael Lipsky: Street-level Bureaucracy

Miched Lipsky isthefoundingfather of thebottom-up perspective. Hisanalysisof thebehavior of
front-linestaff in policy delivery agencies—whom hecalls'street level bureaucrats — has some
influence on implémentation studies. Theimplicationof thisstudy isthat control over peopleis not
themechanism for effectiveimplementation. Hearguesthat thedecisionsof street-level bureaucrats,
theroutines they establish, and thedevicesthey inventto copewith uncertaintiesand work pressures,
effectively becomethe publicpoliciesthey carry out. Tocopewith thepressuresbrought onthem,
street-level bureaucrats often devel op methodsof processingpeoplein arelatively routineand
stereotyped way. According to Lipsky, they develop conceptions of their work, and of their
clientsthat narrow the gap between their personnel and work limitations, and theserviceidedl.
Such workerssee themsel vesascogsin asystem, asoppressed by the bureaucracy within which
they work. Y, they seem to haveagrest amount of discretionary freedomand autonomy.Therefore,
attempts to control them hierarchically smply increases their tendency to stereotypeand disregard
the needsof ther clients. Thismeansthat diverseapproachesare needed to securetheaccountability
of implementers. These approachesshould provideaframework that feeds theexpectatiosnof the
clienteleintotheimplementation.

Thebottom-up mode a so seestheimplementation processasinvolving negotiationand consensus
building. Thesetake placein twoenvironments. theadministrative capability and cultures of
organi sationsinvol vedin administeringpublic policy; and the political environmentin whichthey
haveto carry out thepolicies.

In thebottom-up model, great stressislaid on thefact thet 'street-level” implementershavediscretion
in how they apply policy. Professionals,viz. doctors, teachers, engineers, social workers— shape
policy and have an important rolein ensuring the performance of apolicy. In other words, as
Dunleavy notes, the policy-making processmay beskewed by policy implementation, whichis
largely dominated by theprofessionas. Doctors,for instance, may develop waysd implementing
hedlth policies, which actualy resultin outcomesthat are quite differentto theintentionsof policy
makers. Thisis possi blebecause policy implementationinvolvesahigh margin of discretion. As
Davisobserves,"A public officer hasdiscretion wherever theeffectivelimitson his power leave
him freeto make achoice among possiblecoursesd action and inaction™. Inthedischarge of
policy ddlivery functions,implementershave varying bandsof discretion over how they chooseto
apply therules.

12.3.3 Policy-Action Relationship Model

Lewisand Flynn devel opedabehavioural model, which v1ews‘1mp]ementatlon as action by actors,
that i's, constrained by theworld outside their organisations. Emphasis on interaction with the
outsideworld, and theorgani sation'singtitutional contextimply that policy goalsare not theonly
guides to action. Thisthemeof analysishas also been developed by Barrett and Fudge. They
arguethat implementationmay bebest understoodin terms of a‘policy-action-continum”in which
an interactiveand bargainingprocesstakes place over time between thosewho are responsible
forenacting policy and thosewho havecontrol over resources. Inthismodel, moreemphasisis
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placedon issues of power and dependence, and pursuitsdf interests, than in either thetop-down
or thebottom-up approaches. The policy-actionmodel showsthat policy issomethingthet evolves.
As Majoneand Wildavsky note, . ...implementation will dwaysbeevolutionary;it will inevitably
reformulate aswell ascarry out policy."

12.3.4 Inter-Organisational |nteraction Approach

Implementation isalsodescribed as a processthat involvesinteractionswithin amultiplicity of
organisations, I n thiscontext, therearetwo approaches, which are mentioned bel ow.

i) Power-Dependency Approach

Accordingtothis approachimplementation takesplacein thecontext of interactiondf organisations.
Suchinteractionproduces power rel ationshipsin which organi sationscaninduce other lesspowerful
organisationsto interact with them. Those organisations, which dependfor their sustenanceon
other more resourceful organisations, have to work insuch away as to secureand protect their
interestsand maintai ntheir rel ativeautonomy, so that implementation does not suffer.

i1) Organisational ExchangeApproach

Thisview holdsthat organisationscollaboratewith their counterpartsfor mutua benefit. Whereas
in the power-dependency approach; the organisational relationsare based on dominanceand

dependence, interaction in theorgani sational exchangeapproachisbased on exchangefor mutual

benefit.

Adapting a bottom-up approach Hjern and Porter arguethat implementationshoul d be analysed
intermsof ingtitutional structures, which compriseclusters of actorsand organisations.A programme
isnotimplemented by asingleorganisation,but through aset of organisationd pools. They observe
thetfailuretoidentify implementationstructuresasadministrativeentitiesdistinctfrom organisations
hasled to severedifficultiesin administeringtheimplementation of programmes.

Implementation of programmes, which requiresamatrix or multiplicity of organisations,givesrise
toacomplex pattern of interactions that top-down frameworksfail to recognise. Consequently,
theseapproachesdo not satisfactorilyexplainimplementation,and in practiceprogrammesbased
on their applicationyieldlittlesuccess.

12.35 A Synthesis of .Bottom-up and Top-Down Approaches

The policy implementation isthe continuation of the policy-makingprocess. To Sabatier and
Mazmanian, implementation and policy-makingareoneand thesameprocess. They attempt a
synthesisof theideasof both top-down and bottom-up approachesintoaset of six conditionsfor
theeffectiveimplementationaf policy objectives. Theseconditionsare:

)  clear and consistent objectivesto provideastandard of legal evaluationandresource;

i) adequatecausal theory, thusensuring that the policy hasan accuratetheory of how to bring
change;

i) implementation structuresthat arelegally structuredso astoenhancethe complianceof those
charged with implementing thepolicy and of thosegroupsthat arethetarget of thepolicy;

iv) committed and skilful impiementers whoapply themselvesto using their discretionso asto
realisepolicy objectives;

v) supportof interest groupsand sovereignsin thelegislatureand executive; and

vi) changesin socio-economic conditions that do not underminethe support of groups and
sovereignsor subvert the causal theory underpinning.the policy.

fe
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Drawing ontheinsightsof Hjern and Porterinto theinter-organisational dynamics Of implementation
and itsnetwork, Sabatier has suggested subsequently (1986) that the top-down approach focus
on how institutions and socia andeconomicconditionslimit behaviouc Henotesthat implementation
lakes placewithin thecontext of apolicy subsystetn,andisbound by ‘relatively stableparameters
and 'events external to thesubsystem'.

This modified model advocated by Sabatier hasthedistinctivefeatureof combining the bottom-up
approach (to take into account the network that structures implementation)and the top-down
approach (totakeinto account considerations within the systemincludingthe beliefs of policy
clitesand theimpact of external events). Implementation in thissense may bethought of asa
learning process. Policy learning, for Sabatier, issomething which essentially occurs within the
system and itspolicy subsystems. Theframework isdesignedto anayseinstitutional conditions
and to produce aconsensus which is not therein the original model. But the 1986 model of
Sabatier isregarded by afew scholars asinappropriate, asan explanatory model of the policy
process. For instance, Elmore argues that avariety of frameworksneed to be deployed in the
analysis of implementation including " backward-mapping"* (bottom-up)and “ forward-mapping”
(top-down); and that policy-making, to beeffectivein implementationterms, must adopt multiple
frameworks. Healso suggestsfour implementation models: sysemsmanagement, bureaucratic
process, organisational devel opment, and conflictand bargaining. Further, hearguesthat models
of implementationshould not beregarded asrival hypotheses,which could beempirically proved,
but asambiguousand conflictingframes of assumptions.

Recognisingtheproblems arising out d incons stenciesand incompletenessassoci ated with various
models, Gareth Morgan maintainsthat if we want to understandcomplexity, it isimportant to
adopt a critical and creative approachto thinking in tennsof modelsor metaphors. For him there
can be no single metaphor which leads to ageneral theory. Each approach hascomparative
advantages and provides some insight into a particular dimension o the reality of policy
implementation. Mapping thecontext of problemsoffersthepossbility of understandingthe various
dimensions of knowledge, beliefs, power and values, which framepolicy-making and policy
implementation. Asastudent of public policy, theaim isto becomecapablein understanding the
frameworks that areappliedin thetheory and practice of policy implementationin thecontexts in
which they take place.

12.4 CONCLUSION

Among thevariousel ementsof policy anaysis, policy implementationisthemost important and yet
the least devel oped. In thisUnit, an effort has been made to discuss various contributions to the
implementation system and models. The debatebetween thetop-down and bottom-up perspectives
washighlighted, asa sotheeffortsto synthesi sethesetwo approachesby picking key ideasfrom
each. It should benoted that scholars arg generally infavour of adapting multiple approaches,
depending upon thepolicy arena.

12.5 KEY CONCEPTS

Governance : Regimed laws, administrativerules,judicial rulings, and practices
that constrain', prescribeand enable governmenta activity.

I mplementation . Tocarry out, accomplish,fulfill, produce or compl ete.
Outcomes :  Outcomesarereal results,whetheri  ided or unintended.
Output :  Outputsarethethingsthat are actually achieved.
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placed on issuesof power and dependence, and pursuitsof interests, than in either thetop-down
or thebottom-upapproaches. The policy-actionmoded showsthat policy issomethingthat evolves.
AsMagjoneand Wildavsky note, “....implementationwill dwaysbeevolutionary;it will inevitably
reformulate aswell ascarry out policy."

12.3.4 I nter-Organisational Interaction Approach

Implementation isalso described as aprocessthat involvesinteractionswithin amultiplicity of
organisations. In thiscontext, there aretwo approaches, whichare mentioned below.

1) Power -Dependency Approach

Accordingtothisapproachimplementation takes placein thecontext of interaction o organisations.
Suchinteraction producespower rel ationshi psin which organi sationscaninduceother lesspowerful
organisations to interact with them. Those organisations, which dependfor their sustenanceon
other more resourceful organisations, have towork in such away as to secureand protect their
interestsand maintaintheir relativeautonomy, so that implementationdoes not suffer.

i) Organisational ExchangeApproach

Thisview holdsthat organi sationscollaboratewith their counterpartsfor mutual benefit. Whereas
in the power-dependency approach.,theorganisational relations are based on dominance and
dependence, interaction in the organi sational exchange approachisbased on exchangefor mutual
benefit.
Adaptinga bottom-up approach Hjern and Porter arguethat implementationshould beanalysed
. intermsof institutional structures, which compriseclustersof actorsand organisations.A programme
isnotimplemented by asingleorgani sation, but through aset of organisationd pools. They observe
thatfailuretoidentify implementationstructuresasadministrativeentitiesdistinctfrom organisations
hasled tosevere difficultiesin administering theimplementationaf programmes.

Implementation of programmes, which requiresamatrix or multiplicity of organisations, givesrise

toacomplex pattern of interactionsthat top-downframeworksfail to recognise. Consequently, .

theseapproaches do not satisfactorily explain implementation, andin practiceprogrammesbased
ontheir applicationyield littlesuccess.

12.3.5 A Synthesisof .Bottom-upand Top-Down Approaches

Thepolicy implementation isthe continuation of the policy-making process. To Sabatier and
Mazmanian, implementation and policy-making areoneand thesame process. They attempt a
synthesisof theideas of both top-down and bottom-up approachesintoaset of six conditionsfor
theeffectiveimplementation of policy objectives. Theseconditionsare:

) clear and consistent objectivesto provide astandardof legal evaluation and resource;

iy adequatecausal theory, thusensuring that the policy has an accuratetheory of how to bring
change;

iii) implementation structuresthat arelegally structured soastoenhancethecomplianceof those
charged withimplementing the policy and of thosegroupsthat arethetarget of thepolicy;

iv) committed and skilful implementers who apply themselvesto using their discretion so asto
realisepolicy objectives;

v) support of interest groupsand sovereignsin thelegislatureand executive; and

vi) changesin socio-economic conditionsthat do not underminethe support of groups and
sovereignsor subvert thecausal theory underpinning-thepolicy.
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Drawingon theinsightsof Hjem and Porter into theinter-organisational dynamics of implementation
and itsnetwork, Sabatier has suggested subsequently (1986) that the top-down approach focus
on how institutions and socia and economicconditionslimit behaviour. He notes that implementation
lakes place withinthe context of apolicy subsystem, andisbound by 'relatively stabl eparameters
and 'events external tothesubsystem’.

This modified model advocatedby Sabatier hasthedi stinctivefeaturedf combining the bottom-up
approach (totake into account the network that structures implementation) and the tep-down
approach (to takeinto account considerations within the systemincluding the beliefsof policy
elites and theimpact of external events). Implementationin thissense may be thought of asa
learning process. Policy learning, Ta Sabatier, issomethingwhich essentialy occurswithin the
system and itspolicy subsystems. The framework isdesigned to andyseinstitutional conditions
and to produce aconsensus which is not therein the original model. But the 1986 model of
Sabatier isregarded by afew scholars asinappropriate, as an explanatory model of the policy
process. For instance, Elmore argues that avariety of frameworks need to be deployed in the
analysisof implementationincluding” backward-mapping"* (bottom-up) and *“forw ard-mapping”
(top-down);and that policy-making, to beeffectivein implementationterms, must adopt multiple
frameworks. Hea sosuggests four implementation models. systemsmanagement, bureaucratic
process, organisational development, and conflictand bargaining. Further, hearguesthat models
of implementation should not be regardedasriva hypotheses, which could beempirically proved,
but asambiguous and conflictingframes of assumptions.

Recognising theproblemsarisingout of incons stenciesand incompleteness associated with various
models, Gareth Morgan maintains that if wewant to understand complexity, it isimportant to
adopt acritical and creative approach to thinkingin terms of modelsor metaphors. For him there
can be no single metaphor which leads to ageneral theory. Each approach has comparative
advantages and provides some insight into a particular dimension o the reality of policy
implementation. Mappingthecontextd problemsoffersthepossbility of understandingthevarious
dimensions of knowledge, beliefs, power and values, which frame policy-making and policy
implementation. Asastudent of public policy, theaimis to becomecapablein understanding the
frameworks that areappliedin thetheory and practicedf policy implementation in thecontextsin
which they takeplace.

324 CONCLUSION

Among thevariouselementsaf policy analysis, policy implementation | sthe most important and yet
the least developed. InthisUnit, an effort has been madeto discuss variouscontributionsto the
implementation system and model s. The debate between thetop-down and bottom-up perspectives
was highlighted, as al sothe effortsto synthesi se thesetwo approaches by picking key ideasfrom
each. It should be noted that scholars arg generally in favour of adaptl ng multiple approaches,

dependin gupon thepolicy arena.

12.5 KEY CONCEPTS

Governance : Rglmeoflaws administrative rules, judicia rulings, and practices
that constrain prescrlbemdenablegovernmental |V|ty

implementation : Tocarry out, accomplish, fulfill, produceor compl ete.
Outcomes . Outcomesarered results, whether intendedor uni ntended.
Output Outputsarethe thingsthat are actually achieved.
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12.7 ACTIVITIES

1) Critically examinethebottom-upand top-down approachesto policy implementation.

2) Explain briefly the attemptsat synthesi sof the bottom-up and top-down approachestopolicy
implementation.

3) Judtify theneedforfollowing multiplegpproachesin thestudy of policy implementation.






