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I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we will describe a set of
analytic models developed to structure the
applied research being conducted by the Social
and Urban Indicator Program of The Urban Institute.
The distinction we draw between applied and basic
research is not the distinction sometimes made
between ''practice without theory or theory with-
out practice." Indicators are meant to convey
information, not simply to repeat numbers.
Therefore, in both applied and basic work some
inference structures are required in moving from
data to information. The relative neglect of
conceptual structure has been, in our view, one
of the major defects in applied work rather than
being a necessary part of it.

The distinction we wish to make in describ-
ing our work as applied is that our research
takes its origin in the problems of those choos-
ing, operating, and being affected by public poli-
cies rather than that research which derives from
knowledge aspirations typically associated with
individual academic disciplines. Those pursuing
the latter type of research may or may not intend
that their results will be useful to those making
and being affected by public policy. In applied
research, as we define it, possible utilization
of the outputs of the research by these indivi-
duals and groups is a major criterion in choosing
what to do. In this context, therefore, it is
necessary to form some judgments about the public
policy scene and the customary modes of policy
analysis and evaluation. Prior to describing our
approach, some general comments about these
matters seem relevant.

There are many indications that the American
people are passing from the relatively easy
acceptance of the expansion of public programming
and action which characterized much of the 1960's
into a more skeptical mood. There are indications
that major concerns with, for example, improved
health, housing, education, public safety, and
employment have not been resolved or perceptibly
ameliorated by the programs and policies which
were established. Responsibility for outcomes
seems diffuse and accountability correspondingly
difficult to establish., Indeed, mea culpa has
become almost a password among those who have
proposed, administered, and analyzed policies
and programs, but there are few signs of positive
motion to create new and better initiatives.

Some analysts, in fact, take the view that
nothing or very little can or should be done
through public intervention. At the same time,
those who have been purported beneficiaries of
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social programs have not been exceptionally eager
to come forward in a concerted defense of the
programs,

This situation presents a very complicated
mixture of opportunities and difficulties for
those who wish to develop improved ways to enhance
public well-being. On the one hand, the increased
public skepticism may make possible serious debates
about the scope, structure, mix, and efficacy of
public policies and programs. It may result also,
of course, in a withdrawal from public purpose.
The outcome of the current public mood depends,
in considerable part, on whether or not informa-
tion relevant to policy choices and concerns can
be developed in a sufficiently structured way to
make such debates not only serious (that is,
motivated by real concern) but productive of use-
ful initiatives.

In short, we have come to the point where we
now have to wrestle seriously with the confusion,
frustration, and failure that are part of the
legacy of the policy approaches of the 1960's.
This puts a heavy burden on those who provide the
analytical basis for policy choices and evaluation
to develop conceptual structures appropriate to
the potential seriousness of the debate. Such
conceptual structures must be responsive to at
least some of the common elements discernible in
the lessons of the recent past. Among the lessons
we would note are:

® Citizens diverge significantly in what they
mean by '"safe streets" or ''quality education"
or "good health" and are raising important
questions about what should be produced and
how it should be distributed.

e Improvements to the quality of life can no
longer be viewed as the sole responsibility
of govermment agencies or private organi-
zations but must be achieved in concert
with primary social units--families,
neighborhoods, and communities.

o The delivery of public goods and services
not only involves the provision of outputs,
but also includes opportunities and con-
straints for people to use these outputs to
enhance their own welfare.

e To increase responsiveness, the incentive
structures of organizations and institutions
involved in the delivery of public goods and
services must reflect the values of their
customers/clients as well as those that flow
from the internal problems of management.

e No delivery system for particular goods and
services--the police, a federal agency, or
city government--does or can control either
the perception and use of these goods and
services by consumers or the full range of
other outputs which contribute to welfare
outcomes,

Policy is implemented through large
agglomerations of public and private
organizations, professional associations,
political units, and social groups. The
capacities of these implementation systems



are affected by complex patterns of inter-
actions in geographic space and through
institutional structures.

Virtually no one individual, group, or
institutional representative commands
sufficient information or resources to
pursue effectively optimization or maximi-
zation strategies, although they can behave
more or less functionally given their
objectives.

These "lessons" have important implications
for the ideas, notions, and analytical constructs
employed in policy analysis and evaluation. We
require intellectual tools that are sensitive to
the fact that the United States is a highly
pluralistic society having a great diversity of
social and political values. We require tools
that, for the sake of manageable analysis, do
not make facile or misleading distinctions
between political and administrative issues or
between public and private spheres of activities,
and which recognize the differences between
institutional imperatives and those interests
that stem from clients or citizens to be served
by these institutions. Finally, we require tools
that are sensitive to the fact that any given
set of decision makers can make only modest
contributions to improving the quality of life.

It is important then to have a sense for
whether or not existing policy analysis models have
these characteristics, The great majority of
current conceptual models commonly used in policy
analysis come from some aspect of economics,
operations research, political science, manage-
ment science, and organization theory. Policy
analysis based upon economics and operations
research focuses on the relationships between
the inputs and outcomes of policy, but tend to
treat implementation and organization only
sketchily.1 Analyses based upon political
science approaches focus attention on political
conflict and the overall structure of govern-
mental processes, but tend to ignore how these
processes affect the kind of outcomes or relation-
ships between inputs and outcomes that are the
basic information used by economists and
operations researchers. Management scientists
and organizational sociologists when they address
policy issues tend to focus attention on intra-
organizational issues related to decision-making
processes and bureaucratic structure, but have
not established analytical links between these
phenomena and outcomes from the client/consumers
perspectives or the divergent values and conflict
the political scientists seek to understand. 2

It may appear that this is an argument for
organizing more multidisciplinary research. 1In
a sense this is true; but another lesson from
the recent history of policy analysis and evalua-
tion is that such research cannot solve the
problem if the representative of each discipline
pursues the application of his own paradigms
supplemented by a concluding or introductory
statement by a grand summarizer, Rather, the
requirement is for the development of bridging
paradigms which representatives of different
disciplines can learn and use., What we have in
mind is a theoretical framework that defines
important relationships between the key concep-
tual and methodological concerns of several
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research traditions. Such sets of bridging
paradigms would allow for the effective integra-
tion of discreté pieces of analysis conducted
within the narrower bounds of several disciplines
as well as for the conduct of joint research with-
in a framework that combines the analytic power of
several disciplines. Additionally, the set of
bridging paradigms can provide a common language
for a heterogeneous group of analysts.

Beyond the development of a set of bridging
paradigms, it is our perception that conceptual
understanding of public policy programs and their
effects requires also a constant balancing act
between those who feel that differences in values,
roles, and activities of people are so great that
there is no hope for systematic analysis and
generalization and those who feel that the
assumptions required to convert scattered obser-
vations into systematic models (particularly those
built on assumptions of maximization behavior and
equilibrium) are both "true" and '"complete'
descriptions of the phenomenon under study. In
executing this balancing act, one tends to be
confronted with two not entirely satisfactory
alternatives at the extremes., One can draw upon
a bounded and well-developed set of intellectual
constructs from a particular body of academic
knowledge such as organization theory or micro-
economics. Such conceptual frameworks quite
clearly allow for ordered and systematic formula-
tion and analysis of issues or problems. The
virtues of these constructs for academic research--
a parsimonious set of assumptions and a focus of
a limited range of variables--tend, however, to
be a liability for much applied analysis. By
encompassing a carefully delimited range of
variables, consideration of crucial interactions
is often beyond the scope of analysis. The very
neatness and elegance of conceptual models often
conveys the impression of far greater certainty
than is warranted.

The case study approach is often preferred
as a means of avoiding these errors. When well-
executed, these richly detailed descriptions of
processes or problems can convey a wide range of
important interactions as well as the complexity
and ambiguities of real-world situations. Such
case study approaches, however, simply do not
provide a framework for the ordered formulation
of questions, or for systematic analysis. In
effect, they provide no reliable means for the
accumulation of policy-relevant knowledge.

Consequently, a more appropriate framework
to address policy and program issues should embody
several important characteristics. First, it
should integrate those analytic perspectives that
have demonstrated a particular capacity to address
important aspects of policy considerations. In
this regard, it should encompass some of the key
paradigms and concepts of microeconomics, political
science, and management science. Second, while
it should be sufficiently detailed to capture the
flavor of a complex reality, it should provide
also a framework to structure systematic analysis.
Finally, it should assist in the ordered considera-
tion of policy issues by public officials and
citizens and for the translation of their percep-
tions of these issues to researchers and analysts.

Much of the recent work of the Urban
Institute's Social and Urban Indicators Program



is an attempt to achieve such a conceptual
structure.3 We recognize, of course, that there
are many others approaching similar issues from

a variety of perspectives. We will claim, there-
fore, neither exclusive validity nor completeness
of our approach. We have found, however, that

it is suggestive of a wide range of potentially
useful applications in a context where no approach
to policy analysis and evaluation based solely on
the restrictive and highly formalized models of a
single discipline seems adequate.

In establishing the major features of such
a framework, we began with an elaboration of a
traditional microeconomic model of production
processes, Our model traces chains of inter-
actions from resource inputs to outcomes in terms
of the level of human welfare through two
structurally independent transformations--the
transformation of resources into goods and
services by production units, and the subsequent
transformation of the characteristics of the
goods and services by consumers into various
welfare outcomes. This model allows us to
explore questions pertaining to the role of
consumers in the generation of their own welfare
and to specify important differences between the
production and consumption of goods and of
services., Next, this model is integrated with
schema that identify important bureaucratic and
political roles and institutional patterns.

These roles and institutional patterns are
viewed as influencing the generation of welfare
by structuring the uncertainties associated
with the purposive choices that must be under-
taken in the processes of both production and
consumption. This allows us to systematically
address the information requirements of different
kinds of decision makers as well as deal with
the impacts of both incentive systems and in-
stitutional structure on either social or in-
stitutional performance. Our third extension
involved an adaptation of the theory of economic
clubs in order to place considerations of
institutionalized production, consumption, and
welfare generation in a spatial context. In
this model, the processes and problems of urban
growth are treated through a simultaneous con-
sideration of the spatial behavior of producer
and consumer groups and the geographic and
organizational structure of governmental
activities,

Implicit in the development of all of our
models is that choices are not and cannot be
made in a manner that allows for the maximiza-
tion or optimization of a set of values. Rather,
we believe the decision makers are confronted by
large areas of uncertainty based not only on
complexity and limited information but also on
the slack and disequilibrium which tend to
characterize both large-scale systemic relation-
ships and relationships within small groups and
institutions.% Therefore, we agree with those
organizational and political theorists who argue
that rational decision making involves sequences
of learning about problems and searching for
solutions in order to reach an incremental
decision that achieves results that are at
least satisfactory in terms of some set of
objectives,? Our models are intended to
facilitate these searching and learning
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processes by providing a broad and detailed

analytic framework that will assist in the

conceptualization of problems, the specification

of crucial relationships, and the identification

of lucrative questions for further research.

II. THE GENERATION OF WELFARE - FROM INPUTS TO
OUTCOMES

Our initial model grew out of dissatisfac-
tions with conventional microeconomic models of
production for tracing chains of interactions
from resource inputs to final outcomes in terms
of the quality of people's lives. Such schemas
often present the policy maker and the researcher
with huge analytic gulfs between the level and
mix of resources entering into a production pro-
cess (such as the number of students per teacher,
or the number of hospital beds per capita) and
welfare outcomes (such as the rate of learning
or the level of morbidity). We observed, also,
that problems of this character are far more
acute in assessing the production of services
than of goods. The outputs of goods production
are tangible, are easily counted, and can be
associated readily with a mix of resources having
market prices even though the welfare outcomes
of their use are far from clear. The outputs of
service production are not only intangible and
tend to be perceived differently by various actors,
but also are partially determined by the client
or consumer, Additionally, relationships between
the characteristics of services and resultant
outcomes are particularly tenuous.

After attempting to address these problems
with the development of increasingly intricate
elaborations of a standard economic model of
production, we came to realize that our difficul-
ties rested in large measure with the analytic
assumptions of our model. Specifically, economic
treatments of consumption have tended to ignore
the contributions of consumption units--individuals,
households, communities--to the generation of
their own welfare.6 We believe a more complete
examination of the roles, values, and activities
of consumers can help bridge the analytic gap
between the outputs of production systems (the
frequency of police patrols or the number of new
housing units) and the welfare of citizens (the
rates of victimization or the level of satis-
factions with homes and neighborhoods).

Work being done on the economics of household
production and related areas of consumer theory
provided a useful starting point in our elabora-
tion of the standard microeconomic model.’ 1In
this research, the household (or individual
members of a household) is viewed as a production
unit which combines market and nommarket goods
and services to produce various commodities.
Researchers in this area of inquiry examine, for
example, how households combine formal education-
al services with time spent with children to
produce levels of learning. There are four key
notions that are central to such analysis: (1)
welfare outcomes of production can be different
because of the activities of consumers, (2) these
outcomes are different because consumers select
different bundles of goods, (3) the efficiency
of these selections can be constrained by the
information about the price and availability of
goods available to the consumer, and (4) goods
themselves do not directly provide utility to the



consumer, They possess characteristics that give
rise to utility.

In extending these notions, we assume that
the relevant characteristics of goods are more
than technical in character (that is, determined
solely by the good). The characteristics of
goods and services are assumed to be a function
of consumer as well as producer behavior. The
consumer actively shapes the characteristics.
Thus, treatment of consumption efficiency is not
limited solely to an examination of the infor-
mation available to the consumer. It entails
the broader question of the character of consumer
technologies in converting characteristics of
goods and services into satisfactions, a process
directly analogous to technologies of production
in converting resources into goods and services.
Further, certain commodities (primarily service
outputs) must be viewed as the products of the
joint activities of producers and consumers.

The above assumptions help provide us with
a schema having three significant features:

(1) consumption and production are viewed as
analogous but structurally independent activi-
ties; (2) analysis of goods and of services
requires different sorts of analytic treatment;
and (3) consumer satisfaction can be both
extrinsic and intrinsic to the processes of
consumption,

Central to our schema is the notion that
human satisfactions--the level of welfare or
illfare--are the result of two structurally
independent classes of purposive activities;
the highly institutionalized activities by
producers to transform a mix of resources into
goods and services, and the subsequent and less
institutionalized efforts by consumers to trans-
form these goods and services into human
satisfactions. Thus the outputs of production
systems are treated as inputs to consumer trans-
formation processes, in which consumers combine
the characteristics of these outputs and trans-
form them into their satisfactions (utility).
Production system outputs do not directly
provide satisfaction to consumers., Given that
consumers may identify different characteristics
in goods and services and employ different
technologies in their consumption transformation
processes, it follows that one cannot assume
that the equivalence of a bundle of goods (or
income) necessarily leads to an equivalent level
of satisfaction for two consumers--even if they
have identical tastes.

The schema is constructed in such a way
that issues relating to the use of normative
resources, such as values and sentiments, as
well as traditional economic resources can be
treated. In addition, the treatment of oppor-
tunities for or constraints upon production and
consumption activities and the delineation of
the differences in the interests and roles of
producers and consumers are designed to permit
the inclusion of variables relating to patterns
of social organization and the sources of social
conflict.

We have noted that traditional economic
models treat the production and consumption of
goods more adequately than the production and
consumption of services. A primary reason for
this is that production and consumption of
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goods are generally separated from each other in
space and time, Also outputs of the production
process ‘are tangible and they usually have
market prices.

Services tend to have different characteris-
tics. Frequently the service delivery occurs in
a face-to-face situation and depends on the direct
interaction of the ostensible deliverer of the
services and the receiver of the services. Out-
puts are not tangible and may not have a market
price.9' Thus, our schema views the outputs of
service activities to be the joint products of
consumption and production transformation acti-
vities. In the case of goods, joint products
(somewhat analogous to investment) when present
result from the interaction of the characteristics
of goods with the transformation activities of
consumers rather than from interaction of the
consumer with the producer of the good.

Our schema views consumer satisfaction in
social-psychological terms as a direct measure
of utility. Satisfactions stem from two sources.
First, satisfactions can be intrinsic to the act
of consumption, i.e., people's utility is direct-
ly affected by using the characteristics of a
good or interacting with service deliverers.
Second, satisfactions might be extrinsic in
character, i.e., they might stem from
commodities jointly produced by consumer and
producer activities, This distinction suggests
that consumers should not be expected to be in-
different about how goods and services are
provided and by whom. Additionally, it opens up
the question of time lags associated with
different types of satisfactions and situations
in which intrinsically dissatisfying consumption
activities might result in outcomes that are
positively valued, e.g., going to a dentist.
Some Implications of the Model

Our model of the generation of welfare can
help structure consideration of difficult
questions that have long troubled policy makers
and analysts. It can help in clarifying the
confusion generally associated with the speci-
fication and valuation of the outputs of public
programs, assist in the identification of the
generally neglected issues of consumer techno-
logies, and provide a framework to formulate
thorny questions of accountability.

The problems of specification and valuation
of output plague consideration of countless
policy issues. While citizens and public officials
tend to agree on abstract policy goals such as
""good housing" and 'quality education," they are
referring often to quite different mixes of out-
puts. For some, quality education might mean a
highly structured academic program, while for
others it might mean a loosely structured
program that emphasizes the inculcation of
personal and social norms, The salient
characteristics of a good home, for some, might
be the physical characteristics of housing
units, while for others, salient characteristics
might be associated with the social status of
the residents of an area. Such differences in
perceptions and preferences are reflected in the
great difficulties encountered by policy makers
and analysts in attempting to define program and
policy outputs,

Our model suggests that improvements can be




made by recognizing the consumer's role more
explicitly. From this perspective, it would be
useful for both policy makers and analysts to
begin to structure questions pertaining to the
different perceptions people have of schools, or
homes, or health facilities, how they value the
characteristics which they perceive in them,

and how efficiently they can transform these
characteristics into their own welfare.

Further pursuit of the same questions will
assist in the identification of important issues
pertaining to the technologies consumers employ
in transforming the characteristics of production
outputs into their own welfare. Constrained by
the availability of resources, how do consumers
vary in their ability to rent or purchase a home
that satisfies their preferences or in their
ability to select and participate in an educa-
tional program that would contribute to some
desired level of learning? Such considerations
are central to the current debate over the use-
fulness of income or direct service strategies
in housing, health care, or educational policy.
It might be fruitful to develop programs that
directly enhance consumer technology. Because
most programs have been production-side oriented,
it remains an open question, for example, whether
programs that attempt to improve housing con-
struction technologies can lead to greater
contributions to welfare than programs that
attempt to improve the ability of citizens to
assess, select, and finance a home.

Extending our model further, we have a
means of asking new questions about account-
ability for outcomes--how much of which welfare
outcomes can be attributed to the activities of
producers and to the activities of consumers.
Such issues are at the heart of the controversies
over whether educational performance is primarily
a function of the schools or the social back-
grounds of students.l0 Similar considerationms
pertain to assessments of what kinds of crimes
can and cannot be deterred by the police and
what health problems are largely a function of
behaviors of individuals and households. Our
model not only suggests a way to structure
questions such as these in terms of the joint
effects of producer and consumer interactions,
it also suggests consideration of a much finer
grained set of variables than are generally
examined in the analysis of these questions.

Our current failure to sort out the issues of

accountability hinders both the formulation of

sensible program strategies and the conduct of

policy-level evaluations.

ITI. INSTITUTIONAL ROLES IN THE GENERATION
OF WELFARE

The next stage in our conceptual work was
to integrate our economic model of the genera-
tion of welfare with a schema that identifies
the important social, bureaucratic, and political
roles that are involved in making choices
affecting consumption and production processes.
This allows us to identify in a systematic
fashion the information requirements of differ-
ent kinds of decision makers. It provides also
a framework to formulate questions relating to
performance and accountability from the per-
spectives of both production systems and various
consumption units including individuals, house-
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holds, and social groups.

This conceptual elaboration required
synthesis of two important traditions of policy
analysis--economic analysis that focuses on the
problems of choice under the conditions of
scarcity and the analysis of choice under condi-
tions of uncertainty which is central to the
study of organizations and political science.

The theoretical problem was to develop a schema
to describe how the structure of political and
bureaucratic institutions shape the uncertainties
associated with the production and consumption
processes identified by our model of the
generation of welfare,

Our approach to this problem rests upon a
conception of a societal division of labor to
cope with the uncertainty of making purposive
choices. This division of labor can be described
in terms of the patterns of authority and con-
trol formed by three broad classes of social
institutions--the state, formal organizations,
and the technostructure., The state is viewed as
institutionalizing the right to cope with
decisions affecting universalistic values
(pertaining to the interests of all members of
society). Included here are the legitimized
political control centers of policy--executive
offices, legislatures, and judicial bodies.
Formal organizations institutionalize the right
to cope with decisions affecting particularistic
values. Included here are bureaucratic organi-
zations such as industrial corporations,
hospitals, trade unions, and government agencies.
Finally, the technostructure institutionalizes
the right to cope with those classes of decisions
requiring the mastery of specialized knowledge,
experience, or expertise. Included here are
professional and guild-like associations.

These institutions provide the structural
underpinnings for different kinds of decision-
making arenas--the social setting of purposive
choice. Formal organizations and the state shape
hierarchies of decision-making arenas, with
operational, managerial, and institutional
arenas identified within formal organizations
and an elaborate netwrk of political arenas
commanding the authority of the state. Opera-
tional arenas direct standardized and regularized
organizational tasks. Managerial arenas control
the interdependencies among these tasks and the
relationships of an organization with its
regular suppliers of inputs and recipients of
output. Institutional arenas mediate between
organization and its broader environment.
Political arenas deal with decisions of a more
generalized character, involving efforts to
manage conflict among a range of particularistic
interests and/or efforts to shape relationships
between social inputs and social outcomes.

These hierarchies of organizational and political
arenas are crosscut by patterns of authority and
control emanating from the technostructure.
Actors in the technostructure control or influence
decisions that draw upon specialized bodies of
skills or knowledge. Our model can account for
key elaborations of institutional structure
including various patterns of bureaucratic form,
alternative social bases of political support,
and relationships between basic and applied
science,



These institutionalized decision-making
arenas can be characterized by the uncertainties
they present to decision makers., These un-
certainties have three major sources: (1) the
internal structure of an arena, (2) their
external environment, and (3) the level of
culturally available technology. Further, we
assume that it is functional (rational) for
actors to draw upon information to reduce these
uncertainties, Information consists of two
elements--data items and inference structures.
By '""data items' we mean descriptors of events
and activities. By "inference structure' we
mean models of relationships between goals and
means, These can range from formal causal models
to procedures to achieve incremental conflict-
settlement decisions.

It should be emphasized that this decision-
hierarchy model identifies only those sub-
classes of indicators useful to decision makers
in well-structured settings. This focus made
our initial analytical tasks more manageable by
excluding from direct consideration decision
making by individuals, such as the consumption
choices made by members of a family or invest-
ment decisions made by a self-employed entrepre-
neur, This restriction, however, may not be
as limiting as it might appear. Decisions
within institutionalized settings have large
and increasingly significant impacts on many
important aspects of human welfare.
specification of the characteristics of decision-
making arenas in highly structured situations
provides a framework to assess some of the
processes of choice in informal settings, i.e.,
we can assume that a family must perform the
same kinds of decision-making functions that
are performed through the highly structured
divisions of labor with a fully bureaucratized
organization.

Some Implications of the Model

The application of this schema in deter-
mining the information requirements of different
kinds of decision makers is a relatively
straightforward exercise. By describing the
structural underpinnings of various loci of
authority and control within an institutional
division of decision-making labor, we can
isolate those sets of production or consumption
activities for which different actors are
responsible and the uncertainties associated
with these responsibilities. This analysis
provides criteria to identify both the data
items required by different actors, and the
kinds of inference structures that appropriately
link these data items in a model of the relation-
ships between goals and means. We have
developed prototypical models of bureaucratic
and political arrangements that can identify
information requirements in general terms.

More detailed identification of the information
requirements of specific actors can be accomp-
lished by an analysis of the particular sources
of uncertainty that characterize a decision-
making arena, i.e., the level of available
technology, the internal structure of the

arena and the characteristics of its external
enviromment.

Implicit in such analysis is that infor-
mation of a general character is of limited

Additionally,
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usefulness to any particular decision maker.
Consequently, the problem of developing more
useful social indicators rests not in the
construction of some set of all-purpose
measures of social conditions, but rather of
identifying those sets of information that help
to reduce the specific uncertainties associated
with the performance of different sorts of
social roles. The same analytic tools are
applicable to address problems that have long
troubled the developers of information systems
for managers and policy makers, i.e., how to
identify the demand for information in a
systematic and structured fashion.

Beyond the identification of information
requirements our models have another important
class of applications in dealing with complex
issues of performance measurement and the
assessment of accountability. A complete
treatment of performance issues requires an
analysis of arrangements for consumption as well
as analysis of the ways in which the pursuit of
consumer values are affected by the structure
and activities of a production system. This
analysis contrasts sharply with conventional
treatments of performance which tend to be
bounded to the values and activities of producer
units and respond to questions about how to
achieve accountability within producing organiza-
tions. Our approach to performance assessment
raises the broader question of how to hold
institutions accountable for social outcomes in
terms of the pursuit of various welfare values,
i.e., in which ways do formal organizations or
political units facilitate or hinder the pursuit
of welfare by individuals, families, or
communities. To distinguish these approaches, we
refer to the former as institutional performance
and the latter as social performance.

Analysis of social performance begins with
an identification of the consumer-side analogs
of the decision-making arenas of the production
units, For example, the individualistic
activities and particularistic values of a family
unit or an individual might be the appropriate
units to assess operational level performance
while the collective activities and the more
universalistic values of the local community
might be the appropriate unit to assess the
performance at the institutional level. This
analysis requires not only an examination of
consumer/producer interaction, but also inter-
action among the various levels of a hierarchical
institution in examining social performance. At
the political level, producer and consumer values
can merge and assessments of political decisions
must confront issues of social as well as
institutional performance.

Determining accountability--the assignment
of variability in levels of welfare to specific
actors or units--requires analysis of the roles
and interdependencies within a system of bureau-
cratic and political relationships as well as an
analysis of the range and content of the trans-
actions between production and consumption units.
Such treatments of accountability bring together
for simultaneous consideration analysis of policy
making and of the implementation of policy. This
capacity is particularly useful in a period when
primary constraints on policy often appear to



involve questions of implementation rather than
of political resistance. In all but the most
simple system of relationships, analysis of this
sort will require sequences in questioning and
analysis in order to achieve a more satisfactory
understanding of situations, rather than the
application of a formalized model of causal
relationships which is to yield, somehow,
optimal solutions.

IV, THE GENERATION OF WELFARE IN A SPATIAL

CONTEXT

The third element in our conceptual work
was an effort to place the major considerations
of our other models in a spatial context in
order to provide a framework for addressing the
complex interrelationships among large numbers of
production units, consumption units and govern-
ments. Problems of sorting out these inter-
relationships in large measure are the source
of the extraordinary degree of confusion that
tends to characterize both academic and public
discussion of urban growth issues. These
discussions tend to focus exclusively on either
the incentives for movement behaviors or how
government can be restructured in order to
respond to these behaviors. Our model addresses
the problems and policies of urban growth in an
analytic context allowing simultaneous treatment
of the patterns of govermmental organization
and incentive systems that shape the structure of
urban areas.

In the development of this model, we drew
upon the growing literature on economic
"clubs,"lZ This literature examines the
incentives for group formation for the purposes
of production and consumption. Martin McGuire
has shown that the incentives for the formation
of groups (which are called '"clubs') are
essentially the same for the purposes of both
production and consumption and in the private
and public sectors. These incentives involve
increasing benefits and reducing costs as well
as a taste for association. These factors help
identify key considerations which determine the
size and scope of public and private production
and consumption clubs., In addition to the
fairly straightforward consumption and produc-
tion clubs identified in this literature, we
have chosen to treat political units as '"clubs
of clubs," Clubs of clubs pursue values that
are universalistic in character, i.e., values
that reflect the aggregation of individual
interest or the interests of some community.

Drawing upon all our conceptual work, the
model focuses on needed definitions of pertinent
indicators of the interrelationships among the
activities of producer groups, consumer groups,
the state, and the characteristics of places.

It should be noted at this point that we do not
treat places in such conventional terms as a
geographic area bounded by jurisdictional lines,
Rather we treat places in terms of the potential
values they present to various collectivities,
with jurisdictional boundaries being viewed

as one of many factors that affect these
potential values.

In developing the model, we first explored
the interrelationships between producer and
consumer groups and their experiential environ-
ments. Here the characteristics of places were
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viewed solely in terms of the collective express-
ion of particularistic interests or adaptations
to the exercise of these interests., Next, the
model was elaborated by showing how the authori-
tative expression of universalistic values by the
state further shapes the characteristics of places
and influences the decisions of both producer and
consumer groups, focusing on purposive choices
which are made by individuals and groups. These
groups are more or less formally organized in an
attempt to permit choices which improve the
situation of the group and group members.
Individuals and groups interact both within and
across organizations and political arenas. The
relationships among the various levels within a
given producer or consumer organization, and
between such organizations and political arenas,
are neither status nor "equilibrium-seeking."
This is also true of the relationships between
producer and consumer groups.

Each group operates in an '"experiential
enviromment" which is more or less insulated
from, expandable into, or permeable by the
effects of actions of other groups. For
example, entry into or exit from groups varies in
its ease., Marketing of products can occur over a
much more flexible geographic area than a single
governmental jurisdiction. A particular tax
affects some groups more than others. In con-
siderable part, such dynamic interactions among
individuals and groups give rise to boundary
problems--including those of govermnmental juris-
dictions and functions--which are at the heart of
urban growth issues,

In this context, clubs of clubs attempt to
deal with the consequences for universalistic
values brought about by the mobility behavior of
clubs. We refer to these efforts as urban growth
policies. Clubs of clubs can attempt to channel
spatial movements by altering the value of places
for individuals and clubs. Such activities can
be assessed in terms of the relationship between
clubs and the potential values of places. They
can develop, also, structural responses to
changing characteristics of places by creating
new jurisdictions, altering the boundaries of
existing jurisdictions, or changing the flows of
authority or resources through networks of
intergovermmental relationships. These structural
adaptations to growth processes not only alter
the value of places for the pursuit of the
universalistic values of clubs of clubs, but also
for the particularistic interests of production
and consumption clubs. Such adaptations can, in
turn, initiate chains of second- and third-order
spatial movements and alterations in the character-
istics of places that might nullify the initial
objectives of a particular adaptation.

Implicit in this model is that consequences
of slack and forces leading to disequilibrium
should be taken seriously and that major altera-
tions in either the incentives for movement
behavior or in the structure of govermment be
assessed in a broad analytic context. For
example, an effort to provide a more equal
distribution of fiscal resources among the
various jurisdictions of a metropolitan area by
creating one large jurisdiction having a common
tax base may have subsequent impacts on inter-
govermmental fiscal flows, plant location



decisions, and household mobility that could
nullify the original policy objective. Therefore,
the mobility of individuals and groups in met-
ropolitan settings necessitates a public urban
growth policy which is viewed as an ongoing
adaptive process requiring both structural
(boundary and functional) changes in patterns of
governmental organizations and specific efforts
to channel the spatial movements of individuals
and groups.

V. CONCLUSION

If we could claim at the conclusion of
this paper that any of the policy issues con-
fronting the nation could be solved once and for
all by the application of these or any other set
of models, we would appear to be much more in the
mainstream of policy analysis as it has been
practiced, We, of course, can make no such claim.
Nor are we really convinced that anyone should
imagine that such an outcome is possible. One
of the key constraints which seems to have
affected our ability to come to grips with the
complexities of such issues as urban growth
policy, institutional responsiveness, or
accountability for social outcomes, is an initial
presumption that there is no ¢lear policy unless a
set of agreed upon final outcomes is established.
We have argued throughout this paper that the
complexity of interrelationships which must be
understood, the legitimate differences in per-
spectives and values of consumers, producers, and
decision makers in different arenas, as well as
the slack and disequilibrium which characterize
most real-world systems make such an expectation
for policy unrealistic.

Policy setting relates not only to outcomes;
it also relates to the creation of processes in
which issues can be raised and relationships
developed, Policy analysis must reflect the
complexities of needed interrelationships if it
is to be useful. It will not do to blame the
world for failing to perform according to a tidy
analytical perception. At the same time, it will
not do to argue that there are no systematic
forces at work in determining variations in
factors which influence the generation of welfare.
We are left with the balancing act mentioned at
the beginning of this paper--between the highly
structured and formalized models of specific
academic disciplines and rich descriptions of
events or situations that provide no basis for
the systematic examination of issues. Our hope
is for the continuing development of coherent
conceptual structures which assist in isolating
key issues and relationships to facilitate
(incremental) improvements in our ability to
enhance welfare.
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