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THE INFLUEN{E CF BUREAUCRATIC FACTORS
ON YELFARE PCLICY IMFIENENTATION

GERARD S. GRYSKI and CHARIES L. USHER
Emory universily Eniversiiy of Norih Carolina-Cha-lottle

AZSTRACT

The authors argue thati previous welfzre policy research has suffered from iis
neglect of burecaucratic factors, as well as a tendency to exclude policy-making
zrenzs above znd telow the state level., Using severzl measures of orzenizeticnal
structure, administrative professicnalism, and wiihin-state need, they atiempt to
relate these varizbies to within-state variations in welfare tolicy implementiztion.
¥hile certain socic-cconcmic conditions were IFound to ve significant determinants
o ithis vaxiziion, of greater importance are characteristics of staie welfare hu-
rezucracies such as the degree of administirztive cenirallization and the level of
professionzlisn of adminisireilve siafl, Their research suggests the need for
further refinement of concepiualizations of the policy orocess and iis components,
and indiczies the potenilial significance of bureaucratic facticrs in explaining
policy implementation.

While significant advances have occurred in welfare policy research {see
Ercach, 197%; Tompkins, 1$75), several imporiznt prcblems stemaming from the orienta-
tion of that research still persist,

Cne is a "ncnocentric" crientation of much research which defines the para-
meters of the welfare policy process in such a way that decisions and aciivities
above and below the state lsvel are excluded (see Gregg, 1974; Rose, 1973), The
actual mechanics of the system are far amore complex, with signifieant input con-
trivuted by the U,S. Conzress which can pass or amend pertinent legislation, HEW
which translates legislation into administirstive regulaiions, state legislaturss
which can determine levels of need and maximum payment levels, state welfare admin-
istrators who prepare mamuals of regulations to insure consisient local impiezenta-
tion, and local agencies or bozxis which actually administer the program and award
Yenefits., This all sugzesis = complex system wherein policy is develored, enacied
and implemented bty various aciors playing various roles in different institutions
at all levels of government. Cbviously, policy constrainis can e set throughout
this process which influence grani amounts znd the general level of service pro-
vided to the recipient. Only by an examination of the interdeperdence of 2l ihese
systemic components can an accurate portrayal of the welfare policy process be
attained (see Steiner, 196%).

A related problem is neglect of the importance of the implementation process to
program nerformance. ¥Welfare policy analyses typically end once variations in leg-
dslative decisions (laws) have been explained, and in so ¢oing have ignored the fact
that the manner in which statutes are interpreted and applied has & siznificant
impact on the distribution of program beneiits (see Stiilman, 1977). ¥while ihis



[¢1]
[y
w

bureaucratic policy input is usually conceded tc have some significance, rarely have)
ettempis been made to subject it to xigorous empirical measurement. o

We have no pretsnsicns that the pressnt study in any major way "solves" the
prchlems Just discussed. FRather; we zitempt here a wodest Initiative by way of an
empirical investigatlon of the impact of certain bureaucratic fastors on welfare
policy implementation.

HYPCTHESES

¥e take this bureaucrziic policy role as a given and seek to identify sources
of variaiion in the implenentaiion of welfare policy by the stzies under the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. The state is the appropriate unit
of anzlysis in that stale legislatures set eligibiliiy reguirements and payment
levels under ths constraints of Federal policy governing this progren.

Agencies wield policy-mazking power ihrough the administrative process in part
by exercising the discretion provided by most statutes. VYaristions in policy im~
plemeniztion will thus produce different distributionzl patierns in the delivery of
public services. Implementation, then, relates io "the uniformiiy of policy admin-
istration among the eligidle population of a politically defined region." (VWeed,
1977:113) As statewide eligibiliity criteria and payment levels for each state's
AFDC program are employed by county or district agencies in the administretion of
the program, variation in policy implementation can be measured in ierms of within-
state or county-to-county veriation in the level and distribuiion oF benefits to
potentially eligible persons.

Our two specilic measures of administrative equity axet &) wiithin~astate vari=-
ation in the level of average AFDC grants provided in couniies of a given state,*
and; b) within-state variztion in the distribution of AFDC benefits to poor persons
in the counties of a given state.? Similar measures have been employed elsexhexe
to mgzs%re differential policy implementation. (Sharkensky and Hoffervert, 1971:
=345

One pcssible source of variation in the implementatior of welfare policy is
adminisirative structure. In some states the state welfare depariment assumes al~
most complete control over the delivery of welfare services and county or disirict
agencies functlon as "branches” of the state department. HEW classifies such wel~
fare systems as “"state-administered" as opposed to ithe classification of othex
state systems as "state-supervised.” (HEW, 1976:vi, ix) Local agencies ir state-
supervised systems are more autonomous and tend to be perceived more as a depart-
ment of local government.

HEW bases the designation of state welfare systems on a variety of factors.J
Our analysis of its classifications indicates that the following characteristics
are more important to HEW's designation of a system as "state-administered" or
"state-supervised": whether siate or local governmentis must bear some of the costs
of the AFDC program and its administration, and; whether a stete uses counties or
multi-county districts as implementing jurisdictions.4 We shall exarine the gen-
eral HEW classification and each of its components as structural characteristics
which may be related to variation in policy implementation.

Among organizational theorists, centralization of decision making is thought
to be a factor which influences the distribution of decisional effects. (Stinch-
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State Welfare Sysiems and

indicatlng ceniralization.

’ bPear'son correlation

azth;h—uta te Yariziicn in Policy Implementation
Within-State Variation in Folicy Implementation
Paymeni Levels Distrivutien of
Beneilis
Zirueiural All County Distiriect All County District
Characteristics® Stztee States States States States States
4B Clzssificeilons 5 b b
S4zte-guoervised = 0 -.25% - bl ~-,17 -.15 -,11 =Alo
State-administered = 21
Have Local Welfare
Secards ¥ith Tolicy 0 o3 -, B - -
bl JE "'22 ity :'6’ - C?- -~ a "2
Responsibilities = O; 5 ' : 2
¥o Local ceexds = 1
Local Adzinistirstors
Appointed by Local » b i
Ofificialis = O; AP" "030 _05_; .02 "913 -.Co -;13
pointed by State
Cificials = &
Local Government Pays
Some Costs = Q; All ol R - -
< x . S - ~ .54 0 -5l ~dll -.13
Costs Paid by State a0 ' 103 -5 !
Governgent = 1
Responsibijity for
Decisions of Client
- Bligibility at loczl -,12 -,19 -.20 -.18 -.1l -.25
level = 0; at Regional
or Stzte Ievel = 1
dChavacteristics ave coded as dichotomous variables with the higher value

significant at .05 lsvel.

coefficient
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Tne siupie correlation coefficients xelated to our second measure of adminis-
trative professiocralism, expenditure per AXDC case for staff training and develop-
=ment, strongly contradict the second hynecthesis. These data indlcate that higher
per-case expendilurmes for irzining are made in those systems in which there exists
greater variation in policy implementation.

Several possidle explanationz could te offered for ithis anomaly. Cne could
be that lerger shares of these expenditurses are devoted ic tralning which is not
direcily velistiaed to eligibility cdeterminaticn in the local agencies. ZPerhaps the
emprasis is on broadsr irzining and educaiion such 2s that required to develop
staff For administrative and specizlist pesitions In a2 system. A sacond explana-
tion zight e that sialf ireining and developmeni is gerceived o te 2 long-run,
nernaps remedial, means oI professicnalizatilon, L itn higher levels of
policy variaiion may spenc mere on training simply Tecause such staff developzent .
has been ovserved to be necessary for reducing this policy variation. Thus, train-
ing 2izht Te employed a3 a sirailegy Tor laproving organizziliecnal control. (see
Cuchi. 1977)
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4 final plece of information should be conslidered in interpoeiing these Tiad-
ings. depostsdly a bies exisis in redersl regulailons whnich itends 10 encourage

rment in the delivexy of public
were veflscted in tralning received

non-paymeni or under-payment
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! in reducing variaztion in the dis~

assistance. {Mendeloff, 1 P
by welfare personnel, iis imnact might
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deemned eiigible, Howsver, regard i

1 zccuracy of such speculation, the
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Qux third hypothesis concernz ihes rzsponsiveness of state welfare sysiems to
within-siate variations in nsed, measured here by county-io-couniy variatiion in
- .

rental costs and extent of poverity. The findings reporied in Table 3 indicate that
states tend to respond to intermal variziion in scciceconcmic conditlions ithrough
variation in the level of AFZC maymenta provided is welfare recipients. Howevex,
this genexal conclusion must te quaiified scmewhai. For exaaple, only disirict
states sesz to respond 1o vexiation in the tasic cost of living represented by
rental costzs. Yet, among =il Staies, variation in degrees of impcverishment among
their counties seems 1o be associated with differential levels of Fo{ payments.

Only among district states is within-stzte variztiion in socioeconomic copdi~
tions related ifo variation in ihe distribution of benefits. This, &5 well as the
finding that rental cosis seem 1o influepce AFDC payments in these states, suggestiz
that, in establishing sysiems tased on districts, these states facilitated respon-
slveness to loczl needs.
_ Median educaticnal level, per czpita income, and urtanization are siaile-aggre-
gate measures of each siate's level of sociceconomic develcpment. Consistent with
the research mentioned earlier, some of these factors arve reslated to cne measure of
‘policy variztion--AFLC payment levels. The findings suggest thet greatex within-
‘slate variation in payment levels occurs in more developed stztes, regardless of
the nature of the Jurisdictions of local agencies. One explzrnation might te that
#hose states which tend to provide more liberal welfare benefits, i.e., those which
are nore developed (Dye, 1978:1270-274), also have the rescurces io respond io vari-
Ations in local needs. However, this applies primarily to payment levels rather
*han the distribution of benefits to tne DOOT .«

OQur anazlysis has revealed that certain measures in each of our sets of inde-~
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Table 3

Sociosconomic Conditicns and Witnin-State Variailon
in Psliey Implementation

¥ithin~State Varlation in Policy Implementatiocn

Distritmtion of

Benefits
Sociogconomnic All County District A11 County Distirict
Conditions States BSlates States States States States

¥ithin~State Variation

in Median Rent .18 -.01 .50% -.01 -.06 -.07
¥ithin-State Variation
in Proportion of County ol > N L " ey
Families Classified zs  °° 2637 -1 =06 <42
Poor

- co o a - -
Median Education Level .4?a + 50 &40 W10 215 17
Per Capita Income 27 27 .22 .06 15 -.15
Urbanization .13 .09 21 .06 03 .03

“Pearson correlation coefficient significant at .05 level.

pendent variables are related to within-state variation in policy implementaiion.
We mentioned before that inter-relztiens could exiet among ithese variables which
would obscure the independent effects of any single predictor of pelicy variation.
Therefore, we proceeded to multiple regression analysis in attempiing to sort out
these effects.

The first step in each case involving a particular dependent variable and a
particular group of states was to limit attention to those independent variables
which had exhibited significani bivariate relationships with a particular dependent
varjable. We then employed a step~wise procedure in which the anzlysis was termi-
nated when no additional independent variable could have been added whick would
have had a significant F-value. Although less ambitious then path analysis, this
approach is consistent with path-analytic techniques (see Tomokins, 1975) and a-
chieves a similar degree of parsimony.

In three cases, no other independent variable exhibited 2 significant effect
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on a particular measure of policy veristion when controlling Tor & single indeperd-
ent variavie. In the case of payment levelr in district siates, variaticn in rental
cosis seems tec be the chief scurce of variation in payment levels. The distrimution
of LFDC berefiis across 211 states and among county asiates ssans to bz most Influ-
asnced by adsministretive professionalism, mzasured by the proportion of persomnel
holding at lsast & dacheslor's degree, However, it should bz remembered thai iIn each
case, few if any other independent variables were sirongly relaied ic {hese depend-
ent variables for these sets of statea., Therefore, these data esseniially summerize
our earlier findings.

The other thrse cases involve seis of statzs in which the dependent vaxlablss
were strongly zssociated with ssveral independent variables. It is in these cases
that the venefits of the multi-variate analyses are rsaiised. In the first case,
payment levels across all staies seem {¢ be influenced by the siructiure and ievel of
administrative precfessionalism of state welfare systems 25 well ag f tates’
levels of socioecononic development (measured by medizn educational levs

The regression solution invelving vaxiation in ATDC paymeni levels in
county siztes is quite similer vo that for all stat
factors €0 exhibit somewhai stronger =ffscts and me
diminished effect relative to the [indings acruss ¢ tes. This difference might
e & result of the linkaze of agency jurisgiction T cal boundavies ia which
weli-defined sets of local influerces {bursaveretic or otherwise) could more easily

MRH

i implemeniaiion.

The final sclution deals with the déistritution of AFDN henelils .
states. Here, organizziional structure and trsining expendiiturss ssem lo inf
this type of veriatien in policy implermentaiion mosi strongly. 4zalin, policy vari-
ation is unaifected by socio-escononic cunditicnse

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIOHS

[+
14,

Qur description of the welfars policy process indicated that the range of
actiors involved in that process preduced a complex policy-making system which could
only be defined as "polyceniric.” (see Gregg. 1974) Although the Soeisl Security
Act provides a vehicle for the enunciation of Federal welfare pclicy, state govern-
ments retain sufficient discreticn to alier substantialiy the impact of that policy.
Also, the reliance on local actors and agencies for implemenitztion of siate policy
tends tc complicate the process even more«

In attempting to elucidate the process by which congvessional policy is trans—
lated into the services received by pecple, we have focused on chaxacteristiics of
velfzre bureaucracies in the siailes as they relate to variations in policy imple-
mentaiion. The findings of this study generally supported ocur basic contention
that bureavcratic factors are importiant determinants of such veriation. Specifi~-
cally, centralized organizational structure and adminisirative professionalism
(measured by the propertion of total persomnel holding ai least a bachelor's de-
gree) seem to reduce policy variation in certazin state welfare systems. Although
within~state variation in AFDC payments is influenced by a state's level of soclo-
economic development (measured by median educational level), the effecis of bureau-
cratic factors often appsar to be greater.

The impact of bureaucratic characteristics on policy implementzation was found
to vary according to the particular measure of policy varlation being examined as
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The numb=r of AFDC cases in a county can be bsst compared to the number of poor
familles because a "“case” co::esocnds tc a faxily. To measure within-statie varia-
tion, we computed the mean propoxtion of poor fanilies sexrved among the counties
in a state and the standard deviailon associated with that mean and computed the
coefiicient of varistlon as follows:

standard deviation of ccunty AFIC distrioution in a stete
mean cecunty AFDC distritution in a state

“The following excerpt from HEW {1975t ix) deteils the factors used by HEW
in designaiing welfare systems as "state-administered™ or "slalz-supervised"

‘ho

Location of the a'opoﬁ..tm° autherity for locel psrsonmnel; local particlpation
in the furnisghing of funds for assistandce puyﬂents and in meeting ths costs
of local administrstion, /sic/ location of responsibiiity for making in-
vestigailon and mainta;ning contact rluﬂ individuals /fi.e., by counties or
milii-county disiricts/; responsibility of the Stais agency or the local
age“cy for the decision as {9 ellgloillty and amocuni of paymenis; and any
additional powers vested by law in a local governmenit which affect ithe

total administration of the ProgTalt.

-~ fv-ﬂ

“Using standardized descripiions of each state welfare system {HEW, 1976),
n characteristic emnW oyad by HEW is mzking its designations as well as the
gnations themsslves w=*e coded accoxrding to the scheme descrived in the
i¥. V¥ith the HEW designailon as the dependent veriuzble and the othex five
s descrived in the Appeuﬂlx a8 independent vaxiables, we aiiempied toc pre-
ne 5 designations using discriminant analysis. A single function com-
joret of ihe above-named faclors successfully classified 92 percent of the
syrtems (canonical correlation = -B24, chi squers = Jz.bh which was significent
at the 001 level) The standardized coefficients for the three factors were
~.£2, =.37, and ~.25 respectively., Inier-relationships among the independent
ariables are shown in the Appendix.

“Detz were drawn from the Burezu of the Census {1972) and coefficients of
variation computed in the manner described previously using all counties in each
state.

6As indicated above, HEV receives reports from the siaiss concerning services
provided in each county. This occurs in spite of the administrative arrangements
in some states by which one or more counties rmight comprise the jurisdictions
of local agencies. Given that data are not readily available on a districi-by-
district basis; and that HIEW does nol deem such reports to be necessary, we
decided to proceed with the analysis, but to emphasize the problem in urits of
analysis.,

7

"Since we are, in effeci, dealing with a population rather than a random
sample, the value of sigrnificance tests could be gquestioned. Thus, they are
used primarily as rough indicators of the strength of these relationships.
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