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I . Betwwen Intention and Action

In the past social scientist interested in public policy and planning paid their attention to
looking at how policies develop and plans make. Now we seem to have reached another
milestone ; it is generally accepted that good plans and policies and even an awareness of
the failure of past plans do not guarantee that we can achieve the outcomes we desire. We
have finally accepted the fact that the best laid plans and even the most sensitively
constructed plans and policies will, more often than not, go astray. However, despite the
blossoming of interest in the analysis of implementation among some planners and policy
makers, this area has not yvet made for itself a significant niche in planning theory, as the
virtual absence of literature on the subject in planning journals would indicate.

Planners appear to be divided into two main groups(Smith, 1973) . One tends to believe that
better planning depends on further improvements in their imperfect planning instruments.
This group is preoccupied with model building, simulation and input—output technique. The
second tends to feel that the lshortcomings of the planning process reflect the inadequacies
of the administrative and political environment within which plans must be carried out more
than any deficiency in the planning technique.

Korea has been urbanizing at unprecedented rates during the last three decades. Many

urban development plans have been created toc manage the rapidly changing economy and
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humans settlement patterns in the last 30 years. However, the majority have failed or were
not completely carried out as intended. Most urban and regional development plans in Korea
provide detailed information only about what is to be achieved, but not about how to go about
securing development objectives or about who in the government or elsewhere should be
responsible for carrying out the required tasks.

It is true that a target is not really a target unless and until specific administrative and
organizational measures are adopted to implement them, Therefore, a well—conceived urban
development plan should have the provision for its implementation. This includes the
organization of the planning function and its administrative relationships whth the chief
executive, the policy—making and operating departments of the government, and the
legislature ; the assignment of responsibility for carrying out its component programs ; the
relationship of the plan to the national budget ; the roles of the fiscal authorities ; provisions
for evaluation ; and the selection of planning personnel (Gerhard, 1982).

The purpose of this paper is two fold : to develop a comprehensive perspective of
implementation at work ; and to formulate an analysis model for the implementability of a
plan from the salient features of planning which should be taken into account in construction
an agenda for research that would be particularly pertinent to the study of implementation

in urban and regional planning.
I1. What is Implementation ?

Before the policy —making process was put on the table for analysis, it was regarded as
a ‘black —box’ : the decision—maker’s brain was where the enigmatic process occurred. After
many years of analysis and studies, some understanding of the black box was achieved,
Today, implementation analysis seeks to open this box in order to gain understanding of the
processes occurring whthin it and the factors affecting them, so that the prospects of more

effective implementation would be enhanced.

|. Concepts of Plan Implementation

Much literature on implementation seems to imply that implementation is a distinctive step
cc;ming after policy. This view seems to be indicated by the concept of the missing link
between policy and results(Hargrove, 1975, and Alexander, 1979). But it seems that this
definition disregards the iterative nature of policy—making, and thinks that once made, a
policy is not changed as a static enduring entity.' The concept of implementation can be

viewed not as a distinct step, but as a process.
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Alterman(1982) defines the implementation as “the process by which decisions taken by
various actors enhance or weaken the chances that intervention will be undertaken in
accordance with the policy—of—reference.,” Van Meter and Van Horn(1975) define

implementation as “those actions by public or private individuals of groups that are directed

at the achievement of objectives in prior plans” (Van Meter, 1975). A group of researchers
see implementation as concrete activity that comes about as follow—through to a previously
set goal.? Pressman and Wildavsky(1973) see implementation as “a process of interaction
between the setting of goals and actions geared to achieving them. ™

Alterman’s definition is more extensive than and different from the others in two ways.
First, it takes a relative point of view. He points out that “to talk about a plan
implementation process usefully, one must state what is the policy of reference and what are
the persons or agencies of reference from whose point of view plan implementation is
described and assessed.” Second, it takes a probablistic point of view, It talks of increasing
or decreasing the chances for intervention in accordance with the plans rather than talking

of actions and decisions in a deterministic fashion(Smith, 1973).

2. Process of Plan Implementation

Implementation is treated as if it were a unified process, but in fact, implementation
proceeds through several stages. These stages can be divided by three stages ; establishment
of guideline, resource distribution, and supervision(Martin and Rabinovitz, 1977).

First, guidelines are established at the point where planning objectives are translated into
administrative prescriptions for action, Once developed, guidelines are promulgated to those
individuals in departments who must ultimately administer the program.

Second, resources are distributed to the administrative agencies responsible for carrying out
the program. This stage is characterized by negotiations over the amount of resources and
the timing of their availability as the process moves from authorization, through
appropriation, to the ultimate release of funds. However, the amount of resources available
is not entirely set beforehand because there are usually discrepancies between appropriation
and authorization. Furthermore, the time when resources become available is also important
for implentation.

Third, supervision must be started as a way of promoting accountability at the lower levels
of the bureaucracy. If guideline evasion is rampant, the legitimacy of program is threatened.
The three most commonly used forms of supervision are monitoring, auditing, and

evaluation. Monitoring is concerned with whether practice complies with guidelines and the
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least publicized. The process of auditing refers to the monitoring of financial accounts and
is quite complex because of the many agencies that perform the service. Evaluation refers to
the assessment of a program’s achievements, The recent emphasis on evaluation has surfaced
from the discovery that, even when monitoring confirms that proper procedure are being

adhered to, there is still no guarantee these procedures achieve the outcome desired.

3. Factors Affecting the Implementation of a Plan
Figure 1—1

Factors Affecting the Implementation of a Plan

Internal Factors

—Degree of change

—Number of objectives

_ | Policy Formulation —Consensus of policy

—Incentives of plan

—Efficiency

—Structure and personnel

— Leadership

Implementing — Administrative capacity

Organization

—Number of organizations involved

—Communication between organizations

—Control power

—Complicance of target group

—] Tatget Groups —Number of target groups

— Prior experiences

External Factors

—Political stability

—Political climate

—Resource availability
—Level of technology

—Preparation study

— Uncontrolability
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When plan formulation is viewed as isolated from plan implementation, one finds that
planners pay little attention in their plans to the choice of means to be employed to achieve
plan targets,

In this article, variables which affect plan implementation are classified into four groups
according to their common characteristics and functions : policy formlilation, implementing
organization, target groups, and external factors. In Figure 1.1 the process of plan
implementation and the framework of functions of variables which affcet the implementation

of a plan are shown.

A. Policy Formulation

The policy established is defined as the idealized goal that the policy —makers and planners
are attempting to achieve. Five variables affect the implementation of a plan in this stage
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973).

—Degree of change(and length of implementing time) ; if a big change is required by a
plan, it is not easy to implement this policy.

—Number of objectives in a plan; if a plan includes many kinds of objectives, its
feasibility may be very low. For this reason, incremental plans are regarded as much easier
to implement than comprehensive plans,

—Consensus and clarity of a plan ; the degree of conflict or consensus regarding goals and
objectives is an important factor, To what extent do officials agree on the goals of the
program ?

—Incentives of the plan; to achieve the objectives of the plan, more efficiently, an
incentive system can be used. If there are well developed incentives for those involved in a
plan implementing process, objectives can be more easily achieved,

—The ratio of benefit to cost; if a plan has a high ratio of benefit to cost, its

implementability is much higher than that of a plan with a low ratio of benefit to cost.

B. Implementing Organization

The implementing organization is responsible for the implementation of the plan, In most
instances, the organization is a unit of the governmental bureaucracy. There are six
organizational variables to consider in the implementation of a plan(Van Meter, 1975).

—Structure and personnel ; the stability of the administration and the quality of the
personnel who are responsible for implementing the policy are important in implementation.
An unstable administrative organization and unqualified personnel may reduce the capacity to

implement a plan.
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—The’leadership of the administrative organization ; this variable refers to the style and
nature of the leadership in implementing a plan.

—The administrative capacity ; the capacity of the implementing organization refers to the
intensity of care taken in organizing for the implementation and to the general capacity of
the organization to meet the objectives of plan implementation,

— Number of organizations involved in the implementation process ; if many organizations
are involved in a plan, its implementability may be low because of a lack of coordination
among these organizations.

—Communication betwwen organizations ; communication within and between organiza-

tions is a complex and difficult process. If different sources of communication provide
inconsistent interpretation of standards and objectives, or if the same source provides
conflicting interpretations over time, implementers will find it even more difficult to carry out
the intentions of a plan.

—Control power ; successful implementation often requires institutional mechanisms and
procedures whereby higher authorities may increase the likelihood that implementers will act
in a manner consistent with a policy’s standards and objectives. It is more efficient for
implementing organizations if they control power over the budgetary allocations of bureaus
and field offices which they may inflate or reduce in response to sattisfactory or unsatisfactory

performance (Smith, Op.cit),

C. Target Groups

The target group is defined as those who benefit from the policy implemented and who are
required to adopt new patterns of interaction by the plan. They are the people within
oranaizations or groups most affected by the plan. There are three variables to consider with
regard to this factor (Martin, 1977).

—Compliance of target group ; if the target group complies with the directives of the plan,
its goal can be achieved with ease. Compliance depends on the clarity of the plan, and the
reputations of implementing organizations,

—Number of target groups for the plan; if one plan applies to many kinds of target
éroups, the feasibility of that plan may be low.

—Prior plan experience of the target groups ; if the target groups have been affected by
governmental plans in the past, they can adapt to the new plan and understand it more easily

than before, Are they compliant, rebellious or indifferent ?
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D. External Factors

Environmental factors are those factors which can be regarded as a constraining corridor
through which the implementation of a plan must be forced(Van Meter, Op, cit). For
different kinds of plans, different political, economic, social, and cultural conditions may
exist, There are six variables to consider in terms of environmental factors(Waterson, 1965) .

—Political stability ; under unstable political situations, no policy implementation is
guaranteed, especially in third world countries.

—Political climate ; radical plans cannot be realizd under conservatives, nor can
conservative plans be realized under redicals.

—Resource availability ; implementation is a function of the type and level of resources

required for action. Since local revenues are the major means by which urban development

plans are executed and public services are provided, an urban development plan must be
incorporated into local government finance if the plan is to be carried out. From a practical
point of view, therefore, matching an urban development plan to local finance is likely to be
one of the most important stages in the planning process. One can tell whether or not a local
government can cary out a plan by examining the link between a plan and its means to
achieve them. Several questions can be asked regarding the economic environment and
planning finance. Are the economic resources available within the implementing jurisdiction
or organization sufficient to support successful implementation ? To what extent and how will
fiscal resources be mobilized to implement plans.

—Level of technology for implementing the plan; under a low level of technology a
complicated and sophisticated plan cannot be implemented.

—Preparation study for implementing the plan ; failures to carry out public secotor projects
and programs at reasonable cost and in reasonable preiods of time are traceable to inadequte
project selection and preparation. Ideally, the choice of projects for inclusion in a plan is
preceded by sector studies or feasibility studies.

—Uncontrollable variables ; if there are many uncontrollable variables such as disasters,
floods, hurricanes, and coups, implementation of the plans cannot be anticipated as originally

intended.

IlI. Analysis Method of Plan Implementation
When faced with an unsuccessful regional development plan many observers will attribute
its failure to insufficient planning or the inadequacy of the program itself. This attribution

of blame is often unjustified. The failure can be caused by planning itself and/or by some
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variableg which are associated in the process of a plan implementation.

The implementablility of a plan can be measured by two steps. In step one, we can guess
the implementability of a plan from plan formulation itself, If a plan has a high consensus
among the people and is established with a high consistency, high implementability is
expected. Another measurement of plan implementability is by using four groups of variables

which were mentioned in previous section of this article,

1 Analysis Models from Planning Itself

In developing analysis models in this section, three bodies of literature have been used :
(1) organization theory—and more especially, the work in the general area of organizational
change and control ; (2) the impact of public policy, particularly judicial decisions ; and (3)
selected studes of intergovernmental relations.

The natural starting point in developing implementability analysis is with the planning

itself, where goals and objectives are established,

Model A. Change versus Consensus

Classification of plans according to two distinguishing characteristics ; the amount of
change involved, and the extent to which there is goal consensus among the participants in
the implementation process is a criterion of plan implementability in this model. Programs
that require major change frequently lead to goal conflict on the part of relevant actors, while
goal consensus is usually highest where little cange is involved. The preponderance of plans
are found in the “major change/low consensus” and “minor change/high consensus”
categories. “Major change/low consensus” plans evolve from protracted controversies.
“Minor change/high consensus” plans are reflected in the nature of incrementalism, a political
routine that stipulates that current plans decisions are largely a function of previous decisions
(Van Meter, 1795) .

Fiqure 2. Change and Consensus

Major

Amount of change

Minor

Low Goal consensus high

Model B. Goal versus Means
The clarity of a goal among the participants in the implementation process and clearance

of means to meet the goal is a criteria in this model. Goal of a policy that receive high
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preference by the participants in the implementation process can be easily achieved, and if

any goal of a policy have a clear means to meet it, its implementation is much highly
expected.

Fiqure 3. Goal and means

Clear

Means

Unclear

Disagree Goal Agree
Model C. Cost versus Benefit

The cost of a plan and the benefit that is expected after its implementation is a starting
point of this model. The higher the ratio of efficiency of any plan, the higher of its
probability of plan implementation. Cost—benefit analysis is a simple and useful model for
less developed countries, especially which have insufficient resources,

Fiqure 4. Cost and benefit

Great

Benefit

Small

Small Cost Great

Model D, Administrative capacity versus political commitment

The administrative capacity for a plan and continuous commitment to implement it is a
criteria in this model., The higher the capacity of administration of a plan and the higher
political stability of a country, the higher of probability of plan implementation, Political

stability is a very important variable for plan implementation in many third world countries.

Fiqure 5. Administrative capacity versus political stability

Supportable

Political stability

Insupportable

Poor Administrative capacity Good

Model E. Control power of administration versus preparation of a plan
The relationship of a societal preparation for a plan and control power of administration

is one of the important variables which affect the implementation of a plan. The higher the
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control power of plan for implementing organization and the better of societal preparation of
a policy, the higher its implementation. A country whose political power is concentrated to
a dictator can be efficient in implementing a policy. But in democratic countries, preparation
of a plan is very important factor for implementation of a plan.

Fiqure 6. Control power and preparation of a plan

Good

Preparation of a plan

Poor

Uncontrol Control power of administration Control

2. Analysis table from implementing process and plan formulation

Two types of analysis tables for a plan’s implementabillity were developed based on the

implementing process of a regional development plan and plan formulation.

Five table A were figured out from the features of plan formulation process. There may
be many programs and projects in any regional development plan. If a program in any
regional development plan is considered to has a high implementability, it earns 6 points,
Those programs which go in between positive and negative in their implementability earn 4
points.

Table B was contrived based on four groups of variables which have a strong relationship
with the implementability of a plan. Twenty variables were used in this table, and three
grades may be given to each of these variables, If a program in any regional development
plan has a high control, 1 point is given. However, if that program has a low contrel, it
earns 3 points.

If the sum of grades from all the prograns in any regional development plan by two types
of checking tables exceed 80 points, the plan is unlikely to be implemented as inteded,
However, if a plan earns less than 40 points by two types of tables, the implementability of
the plan is very high, We also may say that a plan earns between 45 and 75 points,
its implementability is unclear. There is no consensus about the points which guarantee an
execution of a plan as intened. However, it may be not wrong if we say that any regional
de(relopment plan which gains less than 45 points by two types of tables has relatively high

implementability .
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Table A : checklist of the implementability of a plan

Table A-1
Major
6) (4)
Amount of change
. (4) (2)
Minor
Low Goal consensus high
Table A-2
Clear
4) (2)
Means
(6) (4)
Unclear
Small Goal Agree
Table A-3
(2) 4)
Benefit
4) (6)
Small
Small Cost Great
Table A-4
Supportable
(4) (2)
Political stability
(6) (4)
Insupportable
poor Administrative capacity Good
Table A-5
Good
(4) (2)
Preparation of a plan
6 (4)
poor

Uncontrol Control power of administration Coritrol
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Table B/ Checklist for the implementability of a plan

Variables to be examined Poor Good Very good
(Low) (Medium) (High)
A. Policy fbrmulation
1. Amount of change 1 2 3
2. Number of objectives 1 2 3
3. Consensus of policy 3 2 1
4. Incentives of a plan 3 2 1
5. Efficiency 3 2 1
B. Implementing organization
6. Structure and personnel 3 2 1
7. Leadership of 1 2 3
administrative organization
8. Administrative capacity 3 2 1
9. Number of organizations 1 2 3
involved in plan formulation
10.Communication between organizations 3 2 1
11. Control power of a plan 3 2 1
C. Target groups
12. Compliance of a plan 3 2 1
13. Number of target groups 3 2 1
14. Prior plan experience 3 2 1
D. External factors
15. Political stability 3 2 1
16. Political climate 3 2 1
17. Resource availability 3 2 1
18. Level of technology 3 2 1
19. Preparation study 3 2 1
20. Uncontrolability 3 2 1
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4. Conlusion

Whatever direction planning theory may take in the future, the concern with improving the

recod of implementation is likely to be there as it has almost always been throughout
planning’s history. In recent years, this concern has crystallized into a more systematic focus
on implementation process, in an attempt to learn what are the factors associated with the
like success or failure in the implementation of planning policies.

The conceptual framework and checklists of plan implementation presented in this paper
were made in an effort to provide the basis for a more comprehensive understanding of the
implementing process. The conceptual framework directs attention to 20 variables which
affect the implementation of a plan. Evaluation of a plan is usually done after it is
implemented, while examination of a plan’s implementability is desirable to be done after the
plan is established but before it’s implementation is under process.

It is my contention that some models and checklist in this paper offer a blueprint for the
description and analysis of the plan and policy implementation process and that they propose

explanations for plan achievements and failures.

NOTES

'Healy’1979), Barrett(1980), Lewis and Flynn (1979) are the group who see plan
implementation as a separated step coming after plan formation.

2Berman(1978), Sabiter and Nazmanian (1980), and Stone (1980) are the group who view
implementation as the carrying out of an authoritative decision.

A sector study is an analysis of an economic sector which outlines the basis for a
coordinated development program for that sector and conducts a preliminary identification of
the nature, size and scope of the most promising projects within the terms of the sector
analysis, When a potentially desirable projct has been identified, whether by a sector study
or otherwise, a feasibility study needs to be made to determine whether it is practicable and
justified, A feasibility study involves a detailed examination of the economic, technical,
financial, commercial and organizational aspects of a project. It aims to produce all the
information required to determine whether and how a project can be carried out in accordance
whith sound principles and at a cost which is lower than the contribution it can be expected

to make to a country’s development.
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