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CHAPTER 2 

 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 
2.1.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter is about the theoretical issues of this study. It is about the 
conceptual framework of this study, the concepts (models) used and own 
assumptions about implementation in a developing situation of South Africa in 
general and the Limpopo Province in particular. To do this the chapter is divided 
into a number of sections. The first part is about the history of implementation 
studies. In this section the intention is to give brief expositions of three works of 
‘studies’ on implementation and to point how these works help or have helped in 
the development of the theoretical framework of this study. These are works by 
Derthick37, Murphy38 and Kaufman39.  
 
The second part focuses on some views about implementation and attempts at 
defining implementation. 
 
The third part deals with some models of implementation studies. These models 
are by Nakamura and Smallwood40; Mazmanian and Sabatier41; and by 
Alexander.42 The last one is by Van Horn and Van Meter.43 What they call “The 
Implementation of Intergovernmental Policy”.  
 
The fourth section will be devoted to the criticisms of the three models, i.e., both 
the first two and the last mentioned above. 
 
The fifth part will deal with the model of implementation studies ‘adopted’ in 
this study. This is the model by Van Horn and Van Meter. A somewhat thorough 

                                                 
37 Derthick, M.. 1972. New Towns In-Town. Washington, D.C: Urban Institute. 
38 Murphy, J. T. 1971. Title I of ESEA: The Politics of Implementing Federal Education 
Reform in Harvard Educational Review, Vol.. 41, No. 1: 35 – 63. 
39 Kaufman, H. 1973. Administrative Feedback. Washington D.C: The Brookings Institute. 
40 Nakamura, R T., and Smallwood, F. 1980. The Politics of Implementation. New York: St. 
Martins.  
41 Mazmanian, D. A., and Sabatier, P. A. 1989. Implementation and Public Policy. Lanham: 
University Press of America. 
42 Alexander, E. R. 1985. From Idea to Action: Notes for a Contingency Theory of the 
Implementation Process in Administration and Society, Vol. 16, No. 4: 403 - 426. Alexander’s 
model, the PPIP model, will not be presented here. He is used for his ideas about the three 
models presented. 
43 Van Horn, C. E., and Van Meter, D. S., 1977. The Implementation of Intergovernmental 
Policy in Policy Studies Review Annual, Vol. 1: 96 – 120. 
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exposition will be given here as this model is important for this whole study. It 
is the decision also to postpone ‘why this model’ to a later stage. 
 
While some of the issues raised by the other models are used to look critically at 
the ‘adopted’ model, equally other issues have been used to elaborate on that 
model. 
 
The last section will be about the theoretical issues of this study - concepts used 
and assumptions. An important aspect of this section will be on ‘why this 
model?’ 
 
 
2.2  The ‘Beginnings’ of Implementation Studies 

 
The American Dream of a Great Society of the early 1960s led to the appearance 
of pronouncements of laws, projects, programmes and initiatives aimed at 
ridding that society of all social, political and economic ills of the time - 
poverty, unemployment, segregation, health and educational problems. Very 
high principles were formulated and optimism was in the air. For example Title 
VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act was promulgated to deal with racial 
discrimination; Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) of 1965 provided funds for developing exemplary elementary and 
secondary school educational programmes to serve as models for regular school 
programmes; in 1967, President Lyndon B. Johnson proclaimed a new 
programme with the objective of building new housing for the poor; and in 1966 
the federal Economic Development Administration (EDA) announced a 
programme to create new jobs for the unemployed.44 
 
Towards the end of the decade it was becoming clear that most of the objectives 
that were formulated could not be achieved. Most of the projects were failing or 
had failed. Where there was success, it was only minimal or barely noticeable. 
This attracted the attention of social scientists - sociologists, political scientists 
and scientists from public administration and organisational studies (those doing 
work on organisational change and innovation).  
 
Literature on ‘what went wrong’ began to appear in the late 60s and the early 
1970s. Of this early period I propose to give brief expositions of the three works 
suggested earlier on. Of course there are other works that were used in the 
development of the theoretical framework of this study but these will be referred 
to from time to time. There will not be expositions written about them in this 
dissertation. 

                                                 
44 See Bardach, E., 1977. The Implementation Game. Cambridge: The MIT Press, pp 1 – 3. 
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2.2.1 Derthick: ‘New Towns In-Town’ Programme45 
2.2.1.1 Origins  
This programme was the brainchild of President Lyndon B. Johnson. Its main 
objective was to build new houses for the poor in order to create model 
communities (sometimes referred to as “total communities”) on the surplus 
federal land in metropolitan areas. The idea was to build communities of 
diversity, offering a wide variety of opportunity to a cross section of people with 
different social and economic backgrounds. Given the gravity of the problem of 
poverty and the associated problem of homelessness (at least for blacks), given 
the origin of the programme (the President’s Office) and the fact that as a 
presidential programme money was not going to be a problem, this programme 
was welcome and supported by various individuals, agencies, local interest 
groups, councillors and the public in general. In fact most of these were going to 
gain in one way or the other. For councillors for example, they were sitting with 
this problem in their offices; for representatives in Congress, their constituencies 
were watching with interest; and for the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, chosen as the implementing agency, this fell right on their lap 
because the housing issue for the poor was always a difficult one for them. 
There was no reason for this programme to fail, there were all the reasons for it 
to succeed. But it failed, at least in Derthick’s view. 

Therefore she undertook a study of this project in seven cities: Washington, San 
Antonio, Atlanta, Louisville, Clinton Township, New Bedford and San 
Francisco. Before looking briefly at what happened in each, the origins first. 
 
The President had an idea, discussed it with his office staff who agreed with him 
and felt that it was a great one. A task force was immediately established to look 
at the mechanism of implementing it. First an implementing agency was sought. 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) was to be the one. 
The officials of the HUD were ambivalent about the programme. First, it came 
to them without warning and was seen as a burden imposed by an impulsive, 
demanding President. Secondly, they saw it as an opportunity too as it had the 
backing of the President. They would benefit from the co-operation of other 
executive departments, in particular where land was concerned. 
 
Driven by the fact that “As a creature of the chief executive, this programme 
was to be invested with the executive virtues - energy, speed, and flexibility”,46 
the HUD embarked on it with enthusiasm. But soon the HUD realised that their 
conception of new towns was broad and vague as it linked to the development of 
surplus lands. While they were thinking of building relatively large independent 
cities, this programme, it soon became clear to them, was to build new 
                                                 
45 For more see Derthick, M., 1972. New Towns In-Town. Washington, D.C: Urban Institute.   
46 Ibid.,  p. 7. 
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communities in existing cities. So the programme was not in line with their 
objectives. 
 
HUD did not doubt that the success of this programme would also depend on 
local interest and initiative. But there was little consideration of what would be 
required to evoke local action or what to do if their guidelines did not match the 
local officials’ conception of what was ‘best.’ 
 
HUD continued to shape the programme to its own purposes and developed its 
own administration to the extent that the presidential programme became also a 
departmental programme. But there they met a number of problems. First there 
was confusion over objectives because of little planning. This was shown by the 
names that were given to the programme at different times.47 Second was the 
problem of defining relations with other executive agencies - Defence for land; 
Justice for indifference rather than intervention and so on - at least to retain co-
operation with them. Third was the problem of internal conflict amongst the 
different operating units of the agency as far as resource allocation was 
concerned. Their co-operation was important for the success of the programme. 
 
Without getting into detail the programme came as a surprise to the regional 
offices when they learned through urgent phone calls from Washington that they 
had to join survey teams in search for federal property. This antagonised some 
regional officials where even one administrator objected outright to the 
programme. 
 
With time the President ‘got educated that this programme was not going to go 
like hot cakes’ and his interest waned and when he announced that he was not 
going to run for elections again “HUD then was left with the responsibility for a 
presidential programme that had lost its president.”48 
 
In a way the origins of the programme account for the unsuccessful outcome - 
highly personal, hastily announced and improvised, sole documentary 
foundation constituted by the press release, no executive order etc. - according 
to Derthick. In her view these factors by themselves might seem to explain the 
failure of the programme, but they do not explain it satisfactorily. Now for the 
projects.49 
 
2.2.1.2 Projects 
Washington: The project soon ran into opposition from neighbouring residents 
most of whom were middle-class blacks. They preferred a use that would secure 
                                                 
47 Ibid.,  p. 15.  
48 Ibid.,  p. 21.  
49 For more information I refer the reader to the book itself. I am being very brief here. 
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the middle-class character of the neighbourhood. In response to opposition local 
officials offered “participation.” Soon there was a dispute over citizen 
participation which even was beginning to overshadow citizen opposition. But 
both hampered the work of the agency. In short, citizens were angry. 
 
San Antonio: A congressman who initially applauded the project and even 
praised Johnson as “President of the 20th century”, backed down when told by a 
commanding general that the Army needed the land. Suddenly he felt that the 
new community should be built nearer to the centre of the city because 
otherwise it would “simply be an island of unhappy people, at sea in the very 
midst of San Antonio.”50 
 
Atlanta: The city took interest in the programme. A staff member was assigned 
to look after the programme full time. But the main problem for local and 
regional officials was the organisation and financing of development. They 
wished to use the urban renewal programme differently. They wanted to add 
another site to the one identified. Whatever else happened the whole thing was 
trapped in legal wrangles and accordingly ended in court. 
 
Louisville: Even when care was taken to avoid cities known for racial problems, 
problems of race raised their head in this city when it was historically believed 
not to be having this problem. The goal of racial integration, itself the central 
concern of the programme, led to some local officials declining to participate in 
it. 
 
Clinton Township: In this city a try at private action was made. A private non-
profit corporation took charge of the development. They immediately met with 
the township officials and made certain agreements. The problems the private 
company met with came from elsewhere and not from the local officials. Four 
years after the programme’s founding Clinton Township was the only place 
where construction was underway according to Derthick. 
 
New Bedford: In this city the mayor was very supportive of the project but the 
citizens protested. The citizens were claiming that when they bought their land 
the deed stipulated a different use (single family houses only) for the chosen 
site. Even if initially the mayor tried to play down the protests, he eventually had 
to back down. 
 

                                                 
50 A strong reason indeed! 
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San Francisco: The natural beauty of San Francisco made it a prime location 
for a model town but what the federal planners wished to exploit, local 
conservationists wished to preserve - and the local interests won.51  
 
2.2.1.3 Derthick’s Conclusions 52 
In Derthick’s view the programme failed fundamentally because of the 
characteristics of the federal government that are associated with, and to a 
degree are inherent in, its central position in the governmental system. She 
thinks from that position the government had limited influence at the local level 
and that explains why the programme was successfully opposed in different 
cities.  
 
The strongest point she makes, in my view, is “… separation from local politics 
and administration gives policy makers a license to formulate ideal, innovative 
objectives, because the political and administrative burdens of the innovations 
they conceive will be borne locally. They are free, much freer than local 
officials, to stand publicly for progress and high principle” (own emphasis).53 
 
In a nutshell, for Derthick the programme was an unsuccessful attempt at 
centralised action in a governmental system that remained extremely 
decentralised. 
 
2.2.2 Murphy: Title I of ESEA54 

This Act was designed to stimulate innovation, to strengthen the states, to link 
research with the schools, and to make the problems of the poor the nation’s 
number one priority. It was the first step towards a new face for American 
education. It was a federal Act. However, after six years questions were 
beginning to be asked by various commentators whether the spirit was translated 
into practice, and Murphy was amongst these. He looked at this as a reform 
initiative and sought to find what the impediments were for the implementation 
of the Act at the federal and the state level. 
 
2.2.2.1 Federal Level 
At this level the 98-year old U.S. Office of Education (USOE) was to give 
leadership. It was not involved in the development of Title I. It was still steeped 
in the more traditional approaches of general aid and not grants-in-aid that this 
Act was about. New blood was brought in but the ‘old guard’ made the day-to-
day decisions. USOE did not have enough people to monitor the programme. 

                                                 
51 See Derthick, op cit.: pp. 75 – 79.  
52 The “Post Mortem” chapter of the book gives more information 
53 Could this be the case in South Africa where it is  so often said how adult education ranks 
amongst the top priority areas in education? 
54 See Murphy, J. T., op cit. 
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Because of the limited staff situation states were not getting any assistance from 
USOE.  
 
In their long life USOE did not have a history of investigating what was 
happening in the states. This of course had to do with the politics of federalism. 
So, in a way, administrators were playing a political role also. Murphy 
concludes therefore that the problem was political. There are cases where the 
agency attempted to assert leadership but mostly these were unsuccessful. For 
example, when they wrote a memorandum to the states that local advisory 
committees needed to be established for the planning, operation, and appraisal 
of a comprehensive compensatory educational programme (the very spirit of the 
Act), and many educators objected by citing reasons of threat to professional 
control, USOE backtracked. They were weak in the face of local interests, here 
represented by professionals themselves. 

 
2.2.2.2 State Level 
According to Murphy there are important barriers to implementing legislative 
priorities at state level. One, state departments of education provide little 
educational leadership. This in most cases Murphy found to be linked to second, 
the problem of personnel - lack of expertise and experience. 

 
He found also weak financial management procedures coupled with inaccurate 
financial reporting. Sometimes meaningless reports about the state of the art 
were written. Like the federal agency which was not giving direction to the 
states, the states also were not giving direction to the districts. In fact just as 
USOE was unable to dictate to the states, the states in general were unable to 
impose their priorities on local districts. 

 
2.2.2.3 Murphy’s Conclusions 
The lines that summarise Murphy are “I have found a number of contributing 
causes: the reformers were not implementers; inadequate staff; a disinclination 
to monitor; a law and tradition favouring local control; and absence of pressure 
from the poor. The primary cause, however, is political.”55 

 
2.2.3 Kaufman: Administrative Feedback56 
2.2.3.1 Objectives of the study 
There is an assumption that leaders of organisations are informed about the 
activities of their subordinates. At the same time there is doubt about the very 
assumption. In an effort to determine which one was closer to the truth, 
Kaufman and fellow researchers embarked on a study of “administrative 

                                                 
55 For more information read Murphy, op cit. 
56 See Kaufman, op cit. 
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feedback”. They defined this as all the processes by which the bureau leaders 
were apprised of subordinate behaviour down to the lowest organisational level. 

 
They studied a number of federal bureaus around the question “Does it appear in 
these agencies that the information about subordinates reaching headquarters is 
sufficient for leaders to judge accurately whether their subordinates are 
complying with directives?" So they were concerned with compliance because 
there were always tendencies toward non-compliance by subordinates as “the 
subordinates don’t know what their superiors want, or they can’t do what their 
superiors want, or they refuse to do what their superiors want.”57 These having 
to do with questions of clarity of directives, adequate training or experience on 
the part of the subordinates, and dispositions towards the directives, 
respectively. 
 
2.2.3.2 Findings 
They found that there were five major sources of feedback: reporting, personal 
inspection, the web of personal contacts, investigations, and centralised services. 
The latter meaning taking over activities that would have to be performed in the 
field.58 
 
An interesting finding for this present study is that in the Bureau of Elementary 
and Secondary Education, a unit of USOE, which was in charge of Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, there was no policy of monitoring 
and inspection. The bureau had always regarded its legislative mandate as the 
automatic disbursement of funds allocated by formula. It was not eager for the 
kind of battles that could have emerged from inspection of the recipients’ actual 
use of the federal grants.59 
 
2.2.4 General concluding remarks 
Generally speaking the three works are raising very important issues relating to 
the implementation process. The point of administrative feedback that is the 
subject of Kaufman’s book is critical for effective implementation. That 
implementing agencies should be apprised or informed of what is happening in 
the field can never be debated.  
 
However, by their own admission, they “did not examine ‘substantive feedback’ 
- the flow of information advising headquarters how close the activities of the 
organisations come to the substantive targets set by the leaders”60 - which in my 

                                                 
57 Halperin, M. H. as quoted by Kaufman, op cit., p. 2. 
58 I am taking it that the other four are understandable to the reader. 
59 See Kaufman, op cit., pp. 30 – 31. 
60 Ibid., p. 1. 
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view would have made them aware that there was more to implementation than 
administrative feedback. 
 
Murphy looked at implementation as pressure politics - as a system of pressures 
and counter pressures. Like in the case of administrative feedback, it is 
misleading to make the notion of “pressure” into the central concept for 
understanding the implementation process. It might be possible that everybody 
is agreed about what needs to be achieved and everybody wants to achieve that 
but they fail. Such a situation cannot be explained away by the bare concept of 
pressure. Bardach61 offers another way of looking at “pressure” but this way also 
runs into another conceptual problem of pressure describing everything. 
 
Derthick, to whom Bardach ascribes the view of the implementation process as 
intergovernmental bargaining, through her case studies of the seven projects did 
a better analysis of the implementation process. However, the main problem 
with her view is how she comes to say all the problems in those cities were 
inherent in a federal system. Most of those problems, if not all, can or are 
experienced in other political systems, different from the American federal 
system and there must be an explanation for that also.62 
 
2.3 Theoretical Views on Implementation 
 
No doubt the three, Derthick, Murphy and Kaufman63, do address themselves to 
issues that are pertinent in the implementation process. Bargaining, pressures 
and administrative feedback have to be taken seriously by anybody embarking 
on a study of the implementation of policy. 
 
However what their analyses are missing, or what they are not explicit about, is 
their ideas about implementation as a distinct phenomenon. Pressman and 
Wildavsky,64 even when they found Derthick’s book an excellent one, say they 
have never been able to locate any thoroughgoing analysis of implementation.  
 
Of the early days they say “Implementation in recent years has been discussed 
but rarely studied … Complaints about implementation do not constitute serious 
efforts to grapple with the problem.”65 What then is implementation? 

 

                                                 
61 Bardach, op cit. p. 40. 
62 See Bardach for in-depth critiques of the ideas of Murphy and Derthick. 
63 Also see Bailey, S., and Morsher, E. 1968. ESEA: The Office of Education Administers a 
Law. Suracuse: Syracuse University Press. 
64 See Pressman, J. L., and Wildavsky, A. B. 1973. Implementation. Berkerly: University of 
California. 
65 Pressman and Wildavsky, op cit. p. xiii. 
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2.3.1 Pressman and Wildavsky: The Complexity of Joint Action66 
Pressman and Wildavsky view implementation as that part of a public 
programme following the initial setting of goals, securing agreement and 
commitment of funds. To them it means: to carry out, accomplish, fulfil, 
produce, complete … a policy.”67 Significantly they mention that “implement” 
must have an object like “policy” to suggest that it is a mistake to divorce 
implementation from policy. To implement policy objectives involves 
establishing chains of causation between initial conditions and future 
consequences. So to them implementation is the ability to forge subsequent links 
in the causal chain so as to obtain the desired results. This way implementation 
rests on what they call “the complexity of joint action.” 
 
In any programme there are found everyday happenings with a prosaic 
character. These may apparently look simple and straight forward, while in 
effect they are complex. Such things as changing actors, diverse perspectives 
and multiple decision points and clearances.68 They can make implementation 
more difficult. 
 
According to Pressman and Wildavsky, participants may agree with the 
objectives of a policy and still oppose the means of operationalising it because 
the means are incompatible with other commitments, or they have a preference 
for other programmes, or they are simultaneously committed to other projects, 
or they depend on others who lack a sense of urgency, or they have different 
opinions about leadership roles or they agree but do not have the power to do 
anything. When you add changing actors and those many points of decisions and 
clearances then you have a very complex process full of conflicts. And that is 
implementation, they conclude. 
 
Bardach,69 besides a few criticisms of his own towards Pressman and 
Wildavsky, feels they were the only scholars who attempted a dynamic 
interpretation of the implementation problem, that is, an interpretation that takes 
the passage of time and the manoeuvring that goes with it into account. In fact 
he links this maneuvering, which leads to delays, with the gamesmanship that 
shoots through all the implementation attempts. So for him implementation is a 
system of games. 
 

                                                 
66 I do not propose to give an exposition here but only relevant points to this study. 
67 Pressman and Wildavsky, op cit. 
68 The authors give a detailed discussion of these but I want to use only the example of 
diverse perspectives. 
69 See Bardach, op cit. pp. 51 - 55. 
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2.3.2 Bardach: Implementation Games 
Bardach sees the implementation process like a machine where a number of 
elements are brought together to perform a particular function. However, 
different from a machine, the implementation is dynamic. Subversion of policy 
goals leads also to other implementation processes that need identification and 
analysis in Bardach’s view. He uses the metaphor of ‘games’ to capture the idea 
that ‘control’ which is exercised through bargaining, persuasion and 
manoeuvring under conditions of uncertainty, resolves into strategies and tactics 
during the process of implementation. 
 
The metaphor, he says “ … directs us to look at the players, what they regard as 
stakes, their strategies and tactics, their resources for playing, the rules of play 
… , the rules of fair play … , the nature of the communications … among the 
players, and the degree of uncertainty surrounding the possible outcomes. The 
game metaphor also directs our attention to who is not willing to play and for 
what reasons, and to who insists on changes in some of the game’s parameters 
as a condition of playing.”70 
 
In short, for Bardach the implementation process is a process of assembling the 
elements required to produce a particular programmatic outcome and the playing 
out of loosely interrelated games whereby the elements are withheld from or 
delivered to the programme assembly process on particular terms. Some of these 
implementation games include the diversion of resources, deflection of goals, 
dissipation of energies and what he calls dilemmas of administration (tokenism, 
massive resistance, and social entropy).  
 
 
2.4 Resume  
 
Pressman and Wildavsky mention a very important point about implementation. 
This is that to implement policy objectives involves establishing chains of 
causation between initial conditions and future conditions. It means therefore 
that implementation is the ability to forge subsequent links in the causal chain so 
as to obtain the desired results. This is an idea that they should have developed 
further, rather than making administrative feedback everything. 
 
Bardach introduces his ‘theoretic-metaphorical’ perspective by bringing in the 
notion of ‘games’ to show how the idea of ‘control’ resolves into strategies and 
tactics in the environment where implementation must take place. This is very 
important as indeed ‘games’ are played during implementation, but that does not 
make implementation a game, or does it? 

                                                 
70 Bardach, op cit. p. 56. 
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Both the ideas of ‘causal links’ and ‘games’ I find relevant in any discussion of 
implementation. But so too are ‘bargaining’ (Derthick); ‘pressures and counter-
pressures’ (Murphy); and ‘administrative feedback’ (Kaufman). The question 
that remained in my mind was how to bring all these together.71 
 
However, even though the attempts at defining implementation or the 
implementation process above are useful and helpful, the definition that appeals 
to me is by Van Horn and Van Meter.72 I think it comes closer to what 
implementation could mean in a developing situation of the Limpopo Province 
of South Africa73 

 
 “ … policy implementation encompasses those actions  

by public and private individuals (or groups) that affect  
the achievement of objectives set forth in prior policy decisions.”74 

 
For them “studying policy implementation suggests an effort to describe and 
explain the process by which policies are transformed into public services, 
directs attention to the process of delivering public services … and provides 
explanations for the realization or nonrealization of programme objectives.”75 
 
But perhaps to round off this part of the chapter in a good way let us put down a 
few pointers about implementation: 
 

• the origins of a policy may determine its implementation 
• traditions of an implementing agency may influence implementation 
• governmental arrangements (like federalism) may have an effect on 

implementation 
• administrative feedback must be accompanied by substantive feedback 

for effective implementation 
• implementation rests on ‘the complexity of joint action’ 
• there is a lot of gamesmanship (manoeuvring) during implementation 

 
 

                                                 
71 This is out of the scope of the present study, but I hope to come to it another time. 
72 Van Horn, C. E., and Van Meter, D. S. 1977. The Implementation of Intergovernmental 
Policy in Policy Studies Review Annual, Vol.. 1: pp. 96 - 120. 
73 I hope to elaborate on this later. 
74 Ibid., p. 103. 
75 Ibid., p. 98. 
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2.5 Models of Implementation Studies76 
 
In this part three models of studies of implementation are presented, though the 
Van Horn and Van Meter one will be elaborated on in the next section as it is 
the one adopted in this study for reasons to be given. 

 
2.5.1 Nakamura and Smallwood’s model77 
This model posits three policy arenas, each occupied by groups of actors: 
formulators, implementors and evaluators. These actors are linked to each other 
by relationships characterised by five different scenarios: classical technocracy, 
instructed delegation, bargaining, discretionary experimentation and 
bureaucratic entrepreneurship. 
 
Relationships between policymakers and policy implementors vary with each 
scenario on three criteria: 1) the degree of goal specificity provided by policy 
formulators; 2) the nature of tasks delegated to policy implementors; 3) the 
amount of control implementors and formulators exercise over each other. 
 
The model provides five evaluation criteria for policy outcomes: 
 
 goal attainment 
 efficiency 
 constituency satisfaction 
 clientele responsiveness 
 system maintenance 
 
The model emphasises the relationships and the distribution of responsibility 
and initiative among policy actors. It describes five different types of 
relationships between policymakers and policy implementors. Each evaluation 
criterion is more likely to be more relevant to a specific relationship or scenario. 
For instance, if you take classical technocracy, the role of the policymaker will 
be to formulate specific goals and delegate technical authority to implementors; 
the role of the implementors will be to support policymakers’ goals and devise 
technical means to achieve them; while the role of the evaluators will be to 
measure goal attainment and efficiency.78 Other scenarios will call for different 
responsibilities. 

                                                 
76 This section is included not only to show how far implementation studies have developed 
but also to indicate certain points that have been used in this study to elaborate on the model 
that has been followed. 
77 Nakamura and Smallwood, op cit. 
78 See Nakamura and Smallwood, op cit., pp. 114 –115 and Sarbaugh-Thompson, M. and 
Zald, M. N. 1995. CHILD LABOR LAWS: A Historical Case of Public Policy 
Implementation in Administration & Society, Vol. 27, No.1: p. 31. 
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The use of scenarios says there is something beyond individual statutes and 
forces us to look at a wide constellation of relationships and division of 
responsibilities that might affect implementation. There is an assumption also 
that there will be negotiation and bargaining over goals during implementation. 
But even then Nakamura and Smallwood feel that: 
 

Lack of specific variables leads to a less focused analysis. 
 
That means that for them a lot of value is attached to the clarity of policy 
objectives. They think clear policy objectives are a foundation for effective 
implementation. Even for policy analysis you need clear policy objectives. 

 
2.5.2 Mazmanian and Sabatier’s model 
Mazmanian and Sabatier developed a model with 16 independent variables 
related to three broad categories of tractability, ability of the statute to structure 
implementation and non-statutory variables that affect implementation. 
 
Tractability has to do with whether the social problem a statute is addressing is 
easy to understand and deal with. In other words is the problem manageable? 
Four (4) variables in this model are related to that: 
 
 Technical difficulties 
 Diversity of target group behaviour 
 Target group as a percentage of population 
 Extent of behavioural change 
 
The ability of the statute to structure implementation has to do with the extent to 
which policy formulators really grapple with implementation during the early 
phase of making policy. How they structure implementation in the statutes. 
Seven (7) variables are related to that: 
 
 Clear, consistent objectives 
 Adequate causal theory 
 Financial resources 
 Hierarchical integration within and among implementing institutions 
 Decision rules of implementing agencies 
 Recruitment of implementing officials 
 Formal access by outsiders 
 
The non-statutory variables affecting implementation incorporate five (5) 
contextual and environmental factors which are: 
  
 Socio-economic conditions and technology 
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 Public support 
 Attitudes and resources of constituency groups 
 Support from sovereigns 
 Commitment of leadership skill of implementing officials 
 
The 16 variables in the model are then linked to five dependent variables: 
 
 Outputs of implementing agencies 
 Compliance of target groups 
 Actual impacts of policy outputs 
 Perceived impacts of policy outputs 
 Major revision in the statute 
 
These variables are then distilled into six conditions of effective 
implementation:79 
 

• The enabling legislation or other legal directive should have clear and 
consistent objectives and provide substantive criteria for resolving 
conflict. 

• The enabling legislation must incorporate a sound theory identifying the 
principal factors and causal linkages affecting policy objectives. 

• The enabling legislation must structure the implementation process so as 
to maximise the probability that implementing officials and target groups 
will perform as desired.  

• The leaders of the implementing agency must possess substantial 
managerial and political skill. 

• The programme must be supported by organised constituency groups and 
by a few key legislators throughout the implementation. 

• The relative priority of the objectives should not be undermined over time 
by the emergence of conflicting public policies. 
 

For Mazmanian and Sabatier clear and consistent policy objectives; a sound 
causal theory; structuring of implementation during policy formulation; capacity 
at the implementation level; local and legislative support throughout the 
implementation; and avoiding conflicting public policies along the way are 
important for ensuring effective implementation. They agree with Nakamura and 
Smallwood on the point of clear and consistent policy objectives. This point 
links very well with the issue of policy standards and resources of the model 
below. 
 

                                                 
79 See Mazmanian and Sabatier, op cit., pp. 41 – 42.  
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2.5.3 Van Horn and Van Meter Model 
This is the earlier of the three. As shall be seen in section 2.6 of this chapter it 
assumes three distinct areas of policy implementation studies: Policy, an 
intermediate area80, Performance. In the first two areas clusters of variables are 
suggested: policy standards; policy resources; communications; enforcement; 
implementing agency; political conditions; economic and social conditions; and 
the dispositions of implementors. The model recognises the inter-relationships 
that exist between the three areas. 
 
2.5.4 Criticisms of the three models above 
Mazmanian and Sabatier regard the statute as an important component in the 
implementation process and they include several variables related to its ability to 
structure it. Nakamura and Smallwood make the relationships among actors the 
focal point of their model. 

 
The problem with Mazmanian and Sabatier’s predictive model is that success is 
defined as meeting the mandates of the statutes as efficiently as possible. 
Success is a very complex construct which includes many other different 
indicators. However the point they raise about structuring implementation in the 
statutes is a valuable one and this study is taking cognisance of that fact as will 
be indicated later. 

 
To their credit, Nakamura and Smallwood accommodate a broad definition of 
success. But their model lacks specific variables to focus systematic 
investigation. Also, environmental and contextual factors that may lead to any of 
the five scenarios are unspecified.81 

 
A general criticism for both the Mazmanian and Sabatier82 and Van Horn and 
Van Meter models83 is that they assume that clearly articulated legislative goals 
are important for successful implementation when elsewhere there are cases of 
success even where the goals were vague.84 There are in most cases multiple 
conflicting rules in the real world. Another assumption is that policies are 
decisions made by policy formulators and implemented by administrators. 
Nakamura and Smallwood are explicit about this one, with their concepts of 
environments and scenarios. In this respect some commentators charge that all 

                                                 
80 Which I have proposed below to call ‘an intervening area’. 
81 For more read Sarbaugh-Thompson and Zald, op cit. 
82 Sarbaugh-Thompson and Zald  think that they were able to deal with this by considering the 
political and socio-economic factors. 
83 It will become clearer later. 
84 Bullock and Lamb (1984) as quoted by Sarbaugh-Thompson and Zald, op cit., p. 26. 
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the three lean towards the ‘classical’ approach to policy studies where policy 
making is seen as a distinct domain from policy implementation.85 

 
But I think the three are aware of the role of interactions that permeate the 
process of implementation. The use of arrows in two of the models, and 
relationships in the Nakamura and Smallwood model, is an indication of that 
fact. Even though the status of those arrows is a very subjective matter. 
 
2.6. A Model of Implementation Variable Clusters86 

 
Based on how they see implementation, Van Horn and Van Metre developed 
what they call a model of intergovernmental policy implementation that posits 
eight variable clusters that influence implementation efforts to achieve 
programme performance (Figure 1). In this model two areas are clearly 
distinguishable: the policy area and the performance area. There is a third in the 
middle without a specific name given by the authors which we can safely call 
the intervening area. For this study this is a very important area. But equally 
important is how this area links with the two other areas. Six of the variable 
clusters, namely, communications, enforcement, implementing agencies, 
political conditions, social and economic conditions and implementors are here 
and they link to the policy area through standards and resources. Let’s turn to 
the model itself. 
 
2.6.1 The Variable Clusters 
2.6.1.1 The Policy Resources and Standards 
Policies provide financial and other resources for programmes, their 
administration and enforcement. Lack and the inadequacy of funds and 
incentives are often cited for the failure of implementation (Derthick, 1972: 87). 
It is not only that but the timing of the release of those funds and their use that 
often influence implementation. Planning depends on these. Resources also 
influence the environment where implementation is occurring, by stimulating 
interested individuals and groups to press for full implementation and 
programme performance. 

 
Policy standards move beyond general legislative goals and preamble rhetoric, 
and establish requirements, in varying degrees of specificity, how those goals 
should be achieved. Standards are usually contained in the legislation and 

                                                 
85 Alexander, op cit., is of that view. He then goes on to propose his Policy-Program-
Implementation Process (PPIP) model which is a move towards a contingency theory of 
implementation. 
86 This model has informed the theoretical framework of this study. It has been used as a kind 
of an organising tool of the whole study, the empirical part of the study included. 
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regulations, if not in the planning guides and statements of policy makers. When 
the vision for ABET in South Africa is 

 
 A literate South Africa within which all its citizens  

have acquired basic education and training that  
enables effective participation in socio-economic and  
political processes to contribute to reconstruction,  
development and social transformation87 

  
how do we begin to realise it? Of course such directives need not be in the 
policies themselves but in the legislature (acts etc.) and other documents such as 
implementation plans. Standards help in determining what type of policies one is 
dealing with and the resources that are required. For instance when they are 
about restructuring more resources are needed than when they are about 
redistribution.88 Reconstruction already presupposes a lot of resources. The way 
adult education is written about in the policy documents, it is reasonable to 
conclude that reconstruction is a strong element. But in South Africa what 
complicates matters is the fact that it is not only reconstruction, but also 
redistribution. Therefore even more resources are needed. It requires even a 
greater commitment to the supply of the necessary resources. In this research an 
attempt was made to establish that. 

 
2.6.1.2 Communications 
Standards are messages that need to be communicated to those who must 
execute policy. In our model from the policy makers, to the implementing 
agencies through to the implementors. Are messages communicated at all? Are 
they communicated in time and with any clarity? How are they communicated? 
Are these messages not distorted? How should communication be where 
everything is still very basic, like in adult basic education? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
87 Department of Education, 1997.  Policy Document on Adult Education and Training, p. 9 
88 See Hill, M. and Bramley, G. 1986. Analysing Social Policy. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 
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Fig. 1: A Model of the Implementation Variable Clusters 
(Van Horn and Van Meter) 

 
2.6.1.3 Enforcement 
The careful specification of plans and standards and their excellent 
communication do not suffice to guarantee effective implementation if there are 
no mechanisms and procedures to secure compliance. Norms, incentives and 
sanctions are the three ways available for that purpose. But again how possible 
is enforcement in a democratic order? The question is in a democratic country, 
which South Africa now is, how does one go about making sure that things get 
done in an environment previously defined by force? How so in adult education? 
 
2.6.1.4 Implementing Agencies 
The formal and informal attributes of the organisation responsible for 
implementation affect its ability to carry out the policy standards. Certain 
features of the agency’s staff, structure and relations with other officials and 
units of government will tend to limit or enhance the prospects for effective 
implementation. Above all it takes a certain level of conviction (as distinct from 
political will) to be able to implement anything, especially adult education 
policies in a situation that looks hopeless. The adult education situation in the 
Limpopo Province sometimes looks like that. Another important factor is the 
experience and competence of staff to perform the tasks required of them - 
issues to do with training and capacity development. Capacity to implement 
depends on a number of factors, amongst them experience, skills and the staff 
complement. Where capacity is lacking what is done to improve it? In terms of 
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all these how does the implementing agency for adult education in the Limpopo 
Province fare? 
 
2.6.1.5 The Political Environment 
Implementing agencies need political support. The extent of support or 
opposition influences implementation efforts and results irrespective of the 
attitude and the quality of the agency. Are the statements by political leaders to 
be trusted? How do these statements translate into activities where it matters - at 
the sites? 

 
A relevant point has also to do with the past political order. How has Apartheid 
impacted on education in general and adult education in particular? Are the 
signs visible that the problems can be managed? Administratively what is the 
impact? 
 
2.6.1.6 Economic and Social Conditions 
Economic conditions of needs and resources influence the chances of successful 
implementation. Depending on the types of needs an implementor may reject 
certain standards. The resources of the community must also be considered. 
There are some communities that have the capacity to carry out certain 
programmes that lie outside the official discourse that need to be identified and 
motivated in unique ways. In a situation like the Limpopo Province where 
poverty and unemployment rule, how are the meagre resources being utilised 
and what other initiatives are there to get extra funding? 
 
What support is given to those communities that are seen to be doing 
something?  
 
2.6.1.7 Dispositions of Implementors 
The success or failure of programmes is often determined by the level of support 
enjoyed within the agency responsible for implementation. How implementors 
respond to policies depends on their comprehension of the policy standards, the 
direction of their response towards them, and the intensity of their response. 
Policy directives may be clear and very well communicated but implementation 
may be frustrated by implementors who do not know what to do to go there or 
they may reject the objectives of the policies. Also negative orientations towards 
policy may affect implementation. In adult education in the Limpopo Province 
what are those practices that contribute towards negative orientations and 
positive ones? 
 
2.6.2 Why the Model 
Analytic models have one weakness. This is their tendency to simplify reality. 
But right there lies their power - to represent very complex phenomena and 
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processes, that are sometimes difficult to apprehend, in simple ‘language’. This 
they do by limiting the domain of analysis and pointing to a few salient 
variables. The Van Horn and Van Meter model is such an analytic model, hence 
it has been followed in this study, but more as an organising tool than anything 
else. The point of standards of policies has been elaborated on by using 
Mazmanian and Sabatier’s ‘structuring of implementation in the statute’.89 
 
It is the simplicity of the model that persuaded me to adopt it. Secondly I had 
my own assumptions about what could speed up or retard (or even prevent) 
implementation of policies in general and in adult education in particular. Such 
as funding, policies that are not contextualised, and lack of political will. The 
idea of clusters was appealing because it suggested there could be more 
variables. 
 
Thirdly, in a developing situation like the South African one, and especially the 
one in the Limpopo Province, you need to start somewhere. 
 
2.7 The Conceptual ‘Package’ of the Study 
  
Besides the power of the model used in this study to limit the domain of analysis 
by positing the eight clusters of variables, the model 1) links very well with the 
research question “What are the most important policy implementation 
considerations for the Limpopo Province of South Africa?”; 2) in a way it brings 
together (encompasses) most of the implementation concerns raised above, from 
Derthick; and 3) it allows one in a manner of speaking, an opportunity to look at 
implementation in the future, when most of the studies above were “after the 
fact.”  
 
Indeed, as Williams puts it, “… an inquiry about implementation … seeks to 
determine whether an organization can bring together men90 and materials in a 
cohesive organizational unit and motivate them in such a way as to carry out the 
organization’s stated objectives.”91 Men, women and materials constitute a force 
which, when motivated in a particular way, can bring about meaningful 
implementation in Adult Basic Education and Training (ABET). In the context 
of the Limpopo Province in particular, and South Africa in general (after 
Apartheid) it makes sense to begin looking at questions of increasing the 
implementation capacity which is linked with how you start to deal with this 
potential force. In the Province therefore it will mean looking at how men and 

                                                 
89 This became useful when document analysis was done, i.e., to what extent do policy 
documents address issues of implementation?  
90 Julia Swierstra, a friend, insists that it must be men and women and I concede. 
91 Williams, W., 1971. Social Policy Research and Analysis. New York: Elsevier Publishers, 
p. 144. 
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women (adult education departmental officials, officers, co-ordinators, etc.) and 
materials (resources) are brought together and motivated or marshalled to carry 
out objectives now, and how they could in the future.  
 
But of course as the model shows, implementation is taking place in a political, 
social and economic environment which is sometimes very unstable. The 
relationships that develop, the conflicts that arise from time to time are part of 
the implementation problem. But to say, as some commentators are saying, to 
study implementation means putting emphasis on conflicts, negative orientations 
and inclinations, though important, is to miss the point. It is like saying there 
shouldn’t be policy because it will be opposed. For South Africa, just coming 
out of the darker period of Apartheid that would not be ideal. The world has 
developed, is developing and will develop in spite of all those - it might not be a 
perfect world everybody is hoping for. 
 
The two most important assumptions behind this study were doubts about the 
ability and capacity of the implementing agency to do the job at hand and 
whether the approaches in ABET were geared to the context of the Limpopo 
Province. The first has to do with the levels of staffing, experience and 
competence. The second has to do with a complexity of a different kind - a rural 
complexity which is equally or more difficult than federalism, to get to grips 
with. It is a complexity ravaged by social exclusion and the related problems of 
poverty, illiteracy, ignorance and a previously impoverished educational/school 
system. Social exclusion refers to situations involving precarious incomes, being 
on the margins of or out of the labour market with limited prospects of securing 
a foothold in it, experiencing impoverished economic and social opportunities.92 
Maybe the over-formalisation of adult education is not the solution. Both on 
their own raise a lot of questions, and together very complex ones, about other 
issues, and the model I have used seemed the appropriate ‘organising tool’ for 
my thoughts and later the research activities of this study. 
 
As for the issues about policy formulation and policy implementation, the study 
does not take them as separate. There should be a kind of ‘symbiotic’ 
relationship about them. The one affects the other in different ways. Policy will 
provide a stance within which future implementation decisions will be taken, 
while implementation may lead to the revision of policy, sometimes in very 
dramatic ways. If there is a feeling that there is that separation, it is only for 
purposes of discussion. There is sense in that. The fact that this is an 
implementation study implies emphasis somewhere else, but it does not rule out 
that it is a policy study, and a study in evaluation. The difference is in emphasis. 

                                                 
92 OECD, 1998, as quoted by Rampedi and Zeelen in their paper “Adult Education in Rural 
Areas: Combating Social Exclusion,” p. 5. 
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In this study policy is seen as more than a decision. The definition by Friend, 
Power and Yewlett that “policy is essentially a stance which, once articulated, 
contributes to the context within which a succession of future decisions will be 
made”93 makes sense to me. This is so because it makes policy analysis (the 
phrase emphasises the methodology of policy studies) possible in the sense that 
instead of the researcher only being preoccupied with criticism and passing 
value judgements s/he is allowed space to discover why they take the form they 
do.94 
 
In South Africa we have seen how the policy formulation happened. First, after 
very broad consultations, the Policy Document on Adult Basic Education of 
October, 1997, was produced. At the same time there was A National Multi-
Year Implementation Plan (October, 1997 also) and later the Adult Basic 
Education Act of 2000. In the Limpopo Province there was also the Provincial 
Multi-Year Implementation Year Plan of September, 1998. In this study these 
are regarded as decisions taken within a particular stance. 
 
Lastly, it is my view that in a developing situation like the one of the Limpopo 
Province, the question “what can be done?” is more important than “what has 
happened?” though the former depends on a succinct description of the latter, 
the past and the present. The definition of implementation that appears earlier 
on, namely, that “… policy implementation encompasses those actions by public 
and private individuals (or groups) that affect the achievement of objectives set 
forth in prior policy decisions” accommodates both. In short “what were the 
actions?”; “what are the actions?”; and “what could be the actions?” 
 
2.8 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter we have managed to establish a few points. That: 
 

• implementation is not a uniquely South African problem;95 
• complaints about implementation do not constitute serious efforts to 

grapple with it; 
• implementation is a complex phenomenon thanks to the complexity of 

joint action; 
• constitutional arrangements do have a role to play during 

implementation; 

                                                 
93 Friend et al, 1974. Policy Planning: The Inter-Corporate Dimension. London: Tavistock, p. 
40. 
94 Hill, M. 1997. Understanding Social Policy (5th ed.). Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, p. 8.  
95 The American Dream of a Great Society in the 1960’s provides us with ample examples. 
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• Bardach’s ‘game’ metaphor helps in deepening our understanding of 
implementation; 

• the models of implementation studies are quite helpful in 
understanding and appreciating the implementation phenomenon. 

 
These are some of the points that we take with from this chapter. The chapter 
has also given us the theoretical framework of this study on which the research 
activities were to be based. That framework is also the tool that dictated the 
methodology in terms of design, data collection and data analysis. To quite some 
extent even the reporting (see Chapters 6 and 7). 




