Control Options for the Public
Manager: An Analytic Model for
Designing Appropriate Control
Strategies

William B. Tankersley, Gloria A. Grizzle

Appropriate control strategy leads to improved public management.

Public management control requires z frame of reference that assists practic-
ing managers in recognizing and responding to the various control problems
found in the organizational environments of public programs. Tvpically, these
problems include the following: program goals are diverse or ambiguous;
agency emplovees are driven by widelv differing internalized value systems and
harbor goals that conflict with goais of other emplovees as well as with pro-
gram goals; tasks vary with respect to the available knowledge of the process
required to carry out the task: anc. in some cases, tasks vary with respect to
ones ability to detect when, or even if, the task is completed. The variable com-
binations of these elements tend to form complex public management prob-
lems that require different approaches to management control. This is true in
the analysis and fine-tuning of existing control systems for programs in place
as well as in the design of prospective control systems for emerging programs.

Need for a Framework for the Analysis
of Control Problems

Management literature is filled with different approaches. techniques, and
methods that have been suggested as being useful for maintaining control in
organizations. The range of such literature is wide. Political economists, soci-
ologists, social psychologists, organizational theorists, accountants, program
evaluators, and organizational economists all address control in organizations.
Control issues are approached in the literature at different levels of analysis;
they are analyzed from the perspectives of different social assumptions; and
separate studies of similar control issues produce multiple, often incompatible
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solutions to -he same problem. (For interesting but widely varying approaches

Itiq orgflri-xzational control, see Anthony and Herzlinger, 1980; Downs, 1966:
; ;s;gnsargti 198s5; Hofstgde, 1981; McGregor, 1985; Merchant’, 1985; I;errow,
bS ; Schein, 1985: Welss, 1986; and Williamson, 1986.) Due to this multi:
plicity of cqntrol theories and options, one major problem faced by the indi
wdu?l pubhcr manager is the difficulty in obtaining a broad overvi v}: or frame;
o1 reference, rom which an intelligent choice of appropriate control theo and
appropriate cpntrpl mechanisms can be made. The underlying cause g); this
gonclidlxnon cric?sldes in Fhe present state of the art of organizational control the-
cry. clcor ing to Eric Flamholtz, “the body of knowledge of organizational
contro cuneptly 'h‘as a fragmented quality: This is simply a characteristic that
z ;y;r)ll;:il Off sc1ent1f1§ fields dpring their early stages of evolution, and thus there
g iX())'r some integrative work to bring order to this field” (Merchant,
e iilni;;pon;e to this state of conFrol theory, at least one scholar has taken
frameworkt;a [y lz}tegr'fltlng the various fragments into an analytical control
o tha pmrian y fo§us§s on cqntrol problems found in the private sec-
o e 1ant, 985). A §1mllar integrated frame of reference would be
elptul to the individual public manager as he or she approaches the decision

of which control theory i pply pecitic public
or control mechanism to apply to a ifi i
= ) specifi b
organizational control problem. : !

The Framework: A General Model of Control

[o assist the public manager in conceptualizing the relationships between the
‘arious control choices available, an elementary model of public organizational
ontrol has been adapted from existing literature for the purpose of providin,
rudimentary framework from which public sector management control rob%
'ms can be analyzed. (The essential features integrated into this mod}:l are
ra@ from concepts found in Eisenhardt, 1985; Hofstede, 1981; Merchant
9(?5, and O.UChl, 1979) The model comprises categories of management con:
0 rpeghanlsrns along with an abbreviated inventory of control mechanisms
at le into the various categories. The flow chart shown in Figure 1 (pp. 4-5)
‘picting the general control model is an adaptation and combinatiorﬁ)%f sep-
fa.te ﬂoy ghans Fieveloped by Hofstede (1981) and Merchant (1985). Feasi-
Aty criteria designed to determine which control category would Be most
propriate for the solution to specific control problems are also included
ere are five categories of control mechanisms in the model: political con-
s, av01.danc§ controls, personnel controls, action controls, and results con-
s. A fi}scu5510n of each category and its application follox:vs ‘
]SPolmcal Controls. Political controls are appropriate when organizational
.. af;e amblguoug (Hofstede, 1981). Such goals are likely to result “because
onf lgts”of perceived interests and/or values among those having a say in
activity” (p. 194), and voluntary, charitable or professional organizations
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are particularly vulnerable due to the special ideological commitment of orga-
nization members. Ambiguous goals also occur “because of a lack of knowl-
edge about means—ends relationships in which the activity considered
represents the means” (p. 194). Hofstede illustrates this ambiguity by noting
the situation where a higher-level objective. such as the reduction of unem-
ployment, is agreed on, but where there are different beliefs about whether the
specific, proposed activity will in fact reduce unemployment. In the face of
such disagreement, it is appropriate to invoke political controls in order to ren-
der the ambiguous goal unambiguous. To carry out the control process, it is
necessary to resolve external goal uncertainties so that they become certainties
with respect to the internal control system.

The group of political control mechanisms that can be used to resolve
ambiguous goals into certain, unambiguous goals includes using higher
authorities to set explicit goals for subordinates, thus removing goal ambigu-
ity for the subordinates; allowing higher authorities to set rules and fixed poli-
cies that remove ambiguity for lower levels: subjecting contlicts of perceived
interests and vaiues to trade-offs through negotiation (a negotiated goal is not
an ambiguous goal); providing outside experts who remove ambiguity caused
by confusion about means—end relationships: and allowing a crisis to develop
50 that the number of perceived alternative solutions to a problem is reduced
(Hofstede, 1981). Political control mechanisms are usefully summarized by
Holfstede as follows: “When ambiguities in objectives exist, control is always
political control, dependent on power structures, negotiation processes, the
need for the distribution of scarce resources. particular interests, and conflict-
ing values; however, political control at the top of an organization can go
together with other forms of control inside the organization, because for the
members, the political top may have resolved the ambiguities™ (p. 198).

Avoidance Controls. Avoidance is the second category of control mecha-

nism considered in this model. In some instances, managers may be unable to

effectively control in-house activities or programs that are needed to produce
mandated resuits. This can occur due to, among other things, a lack of trained
personnel or resources, or to a general lack of knowledge as to how to carry
out the steps required in the transformation (production) process. In such
cases, subcontracting, licensing, or some other form of divestment of the
responsibility may be appropriate (Merchant, 1985). Divestiture can reposition
the agency with respect to a prescribed program or activity so that it can main-
tain adequate control of impacts without engaging in direct control of pro-
duction operations. In some cases, the organization can rely entirely on market
controls. (For an interesting analysis of outsourcing of human services by gov-
ernmental agencies, see DeHoog, 1984.) Kolderie, 1986, asks the question, “Is
[privatization] the policy decision to provide a service? Or is it the adminis-
trative action to produce a service?” (p. 285).

Hatry (1983) describes twelve methods by which government agencies
can effect privatization, which in one sense can be understood as a type of
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Figure 1. Control Analysis Framework
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avoidarice i
ing Srants (Sjtrrésiltlebgsyi‘d'ifiefs llll‘tcllude.contractin.g out, granting franchises, award-
ing volunteers for covetm elp private Qrga.mzations perform work, substitut-
encouraging selt-heln or dmgnt employees. in a production or service process
icy to encourage Prilz’ate ao:t‘.)’Ourse.l f projects, altering regulations or tax POI:
services, using tormpoms ge]l:l?f, trymg to d.emarket and reduce demand for
demand for services amcriy for££~ ‘fom private 'fums., charging user fees to reduce
of thoss pI'iVatizatior; e ing joint public—private ventures. Although each
otherwise be incurred b quCZ lC.anA prevent some control problems that might
or mote of ther sifna lpu (ch sector organization, clearly the use of one
rather than orevent C);m ;l) y redefine the substance of the control problem
redefined meoblemn 1o rohproblems.altogether. However, it may be that the
ple, the agency may be rr:o[ e ggency is more.capable of handling. For exam-
Fiat controlling e dan re a epF at cpmrolhng a contractor or provider than
service. In such cage, 04 Oll)eratlon..s involved in the direct production of the
Personma] Cont;zol?m}go by avoidance can improve agency performance.
mechanisms, and there a're t;f;?:x?eeli :Sfxg?lher;compasses 2 wide variety of
be brought | ‘ - ich these control mechani
o atult:.;é ;Z‘t,(;lp;ta_)zhself-gontrols at the level of the individual and sosc?;f égfz
Sion premises, sttirud e ggollfp (Me‘rchant, 1985). Managerial ideologies, deci-
training, Selec‘[ion ¢ I:.Z le iefs, values, organizational culture, profession,alism
each of those leveis ( P gcemgnF are all variables that can be considered at’
1976; and Weiss 198?)e W’Pihlf e s o 1986 Schein, 1985 Simon,
that 1 properly h;lmessea (;: Tespect to these mechanisms, Merchant notes
very powerful contm] e Z internal motivation of individuals can result in
work gronps can ] er in 1\:'1dual _behavwr; “It has long been realized that
I_ikew%e, P! H(\)ler‘;ce Eihe behavior of igdividuals in the group” (p. 40).
rolo on the orgaﬁiza[ipo 0? (1976) emphasizes the impact of personnel con-
potentially controlled b na cont?ol process, saying “the controllers and the
vations. e/xp oo e aa\clie a social relatiqnship with one another. The moti-
enterprise thercloms o : persopz_al relationships of all the members of the
process” (p. 27) Perh;x rt \f;l[ sxgmflc:ant effect on the outcome of the control
culttire and shar'ed e ps grchants comument with respect to the impact of
botential for pereons lues wuhl_n“an organization is the best summary of the
ple’s behaviors. Cg:trol;. Cultures have powerful influences on peo-
trusive form of control YTh V?t e advantage of usually being a relatively unob-
in termms a5 Stmple o L e limits of acceptable behaviors may be prescribed
actions are beiny control Zlvay we do things ?round here.’ The people whose
part of the orgarasation le may not even think of the shared norms as being
N vali e;())mrol systgm, but it is clear that organizational cul-
trols” (p. 425, can substitute for other more formal types of con-
Action Con i
accountabilicy p':r::zl;io:l}i most important forms of action controls are action
Ouchi (1979)» e views, gnq behavioral constraints (Merchant, 1985).
provides the initial insight necessary to justify the use of action
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accountability as a control mechanism: “If we understand the technology (that
is. the means—ends relationships involved in the basic production or service

_ then we can achieve effective control simply by having

activities) perfectly, .
e workings of the

comeone watch the behavior of the employees and th
machines: if all behaviors and processes conform to our desired transforma-
know with certainty that proper [products or services} are

en without looking. By specifying the rules of
reaucratic control

tion steps, then we
coming out the other end, ev
behavior and of process, we could create an effective bu
mechanism” (p. 843).

In other words, in order to use action accountability effectively, one must
have a high level of knowledge of the actions that are required in the transfor-

mation process to produce the desired outcomes and impacts. Although this

knowledge is necessary, it is not sufficient for using action controls. “The

impiementation of action accountability controls requires (1) defining what
actions are acceptable (or unacceptable), (2) tracking what happens, and 3
rewarding or punishing deviations from the defined limits. . .. [Action
accountability] is the core element in what is labeled as bureaucratic control
or administrative control” (Merchant, 1985. p. 31). Action accountability, then,
is a useful control mechanism when steps in the transformation process can be
specified and when these steps can be accomplished through the use of rules,
regulations, and oversight. ‘

Preaction review, as the name implies, involves observing the work and
plans of individuals before the particular activity is completed so that adjust-
ments can be made if necessary (Merchant. 1985). There are two different, but
important, control effects of preaction reviews. First, the review of planned
activities can eliminate mistakes or harmful actions before they occur. Second,
the very fact that these reviews are anticipated as a recurring element in the
transformation process prompts extra care on the part of individuals whose
plans are to be reviewed.

The third category of action controls, behavioral constraints, can be
divided into two subgroups, physical constraint and administrative constraint
(Merchant, 1985). Examples of physical constraints are locked desks, com-
puter passwords, and other physical barriers that limit access to valuable
inventory or sensitive information. These devices provide simple, straightfor-
ward means of controlling some behaviors. Administrative constraints, on the

other hand, tend to address more complex behaviors and take several forms,
some of which are not commonly recognized as behavioral constraints. Cen-
tralization of decision making can be understood as an example of such a con-
straint. By removing autonomy from lower-level individuals, it is hoped that
important decisions will be made only by responsible, knowledgeable man-
agers who will not make costly errors In judgment. Another example of admin-
istrative constraint is the separation of duties, wherein a particularly sensitive
task is decomposed into one or more processes so that more than one indi-
vidual is required to complete the whole task. “Proper administrative constraints
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such&as centralization and separation of duties make it impossible to complete
certain tasks that should not be completed. The end result is identical to that
_ of the physical constraints” (Merchant, 1985, pp. 30-31).

It is clear that action controls are feasible only when two criteria are met:
knowéedge must exist as to what actions are desirable or undesirable, and oné
qm,-?i[n 2 able to ensure Eh_at the desirable action occurs or that the undesirable
action does not occur (Merchant, 1985). These criteria impose stringent but
oftgn overlooked limitations on the use of action controls. In many cases, spe-
c1f14c knowledge of the transformation process is inadeciuate' in such c,asis
action controls are patently inapplicable. Even when the produ’ction rocess is
relatively clear, it is necessary to ensure that when the overall processp is disag-
gregated and specific assignments are made to functional groups and indivic%-
uals, the actions for which groups or individuals will be geld responsible are
congruent with overall organizational success. There are associated problems:
pr'escnbed actions must be stated precisely so that compliance can be deter;

(rinmed:‘ reports of actions must be objective: managen:xent must be able to
; rlettierr;mne what actuglly* 'hap[?ene.d: management must receive action reports

e to respopd effectively: actions must be specific enough that it is clear
to the controlled individual what is expected of him or her; and rewards and
punishments must be adequate 0 ensure desirable action. ‘

Results Controls. Results centrols focus attention on the impacts or ulti-
mate ochomes that result from a program, activity, or transformation process
(For a discussion of the need to distinguish between program effects and ro-'
gram outputs in the evaluation of public program effectiveress, efficiency, IZtnd
produqmty, see Grizzle, 1979.) The distinguishing feature of results control is
tha_[ this group of control mechanisms. where ‘easible. vields excellent control
\yhlle at the same time allowing for individual autonomy: As long as an indi-
wdgal or unit operating under a results control mechanism is producing the
desired outcome or impact, that individual or unit will be eranted the freedom
to deterrmpe the actions undertaken within the production process Where fea-
sible, and in the absence of a less costly control mechanism that p.roduces the
same result, there seems to be little justification for the use of any control mech-
anism other than a result control, be it avoidance, personnel, or action control

Unfortunately, in many situations. results controls are not feasible. Mer-
chant (1985) says that results controls are feasible only when knowledge. exists
as to what results are desirable, the desired result areas can be controlled (at
least to some extent) by the individuals whose actions are being influenced
and the controllable result areas can be measured effectively. ’

Egch_of thgse criteria presents its own unique problem,s. In public sector
organizations, it is not uncommon for desired results to be ambiguous or even
unknown. ‘Some public projects are undertaken on a best-efforts basis where

a problem ls.known to exist, but where it may be unknown if anything can be
done about it. In some cases where improvement can be accomplished, it is

<
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difficult to evaluate increments of improvement. For example, how does or.
evaluate an improvement when the problem situation, although improvec.
remains unsatisfactory? ‘

The significance of the lack of controllability of results should not be los:
on the analyst. Some results simply are not controllable due to uncertainties
and random events. In such cases, the control system should not be faulted fer
bad results, and randomly occurring positive outcomes should not be creditec
to the control system. This second criterion might be considered more near:v
correct if it indicated that in order for results controls to be feasible, resuits
must be more deterministic than uncertain. (Agency theory recognizes the risk-
bearing implications of control strategies. See Eisenhardt, 1985, and Fama anc
Jensen, 1986, for an introduction to the control implications of this body o
theory) In any case, it is true that “the effectiveness of results control :
inversely related to the importance of the noncontrollable factors that affect
results reports” (Merchant, 1985, p. 24).

Effective measurement of results, like effective measurement of actions ot
any other measurement used for decision purposes, is fundamentaily based cr.
relative preciseness. objectivity, timeliness. and understandability of the mez-
sure. Additionally, it is critical that the measure used actually present inic:-
mation relevant to results that are congruent with organizational goals anc
objectives (Merchant, 1985). The success of a fisherman is determined by tne
number of fish caught, not the number of hooks baited.

ine

Analysis Using the Control Framework

The following is an analysis of certain aspects of a Florida public program
established by the Community Care for the Elderly Act {Florida Statutes
410.021-410.029). This analysis is made from the perspective of the contrct
modei described above to demonstrate the use of the model as an analyticai
tool. Inspection of an existing public program using this framework shouic
provide insight into the model’s potential for highlighting control issues arc
assisting in the choice of appropriate control mechanisms.

The purpose of Community Care for the Elderly (CCE) is to provide assis-
tance to functionally impaired elderly persons in the state of Florida in the
hope that they will be able to live dignified and reasonably independent lives
in their own homes or homes of others (Florida Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services, Office of the Inspector General, Office of Evaluation.
1980). The underlying rationale of the program seems to be that the institu-
tionalization of the elderly can be minimized, or at least deferred, through the

on of core services to selected clients. Of particular interest here are the

provisi
fsucha

control issues that surface when the initiation and implementation 0
program are analyzed using the prescribed control framework. The analysis is

presented in terms of each control category in the model.
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.- Politic i :
mechanismgl [iontr_ols. With respect to the imposition of political control
o h e primary c.ontrol Issue is associated with the following ques-
resolx./ed? ;\ e %rogram objectives ambiguous? If so, can this ambiguity be
unambiéuo uSS ag Ozre,f tlll'le polfmcal control options available for obtaining

S iall into four categories: resoluti i
U : resolution by higher authori
niegotiation and trade-offs, resoluti g Lon,
, resolution of means—end confusi isi
manage ' nfusion, and crisis
legie ag[ uI?:ZZ['In the case of CCE, goal ambiguity has been resolved by the
adminis[ra(orsmjrgl irg.the role;1 of a higher authority relative to subordinate
) is case the Flori ili
(ative Sersioe. da Department of Health and Rehabili-
Origin. i

mentn g:hiliy,tthlsddepartmem was charged with the responsibility of imple-
iy -%J thOu(:h, ;n 'the act was explicit as to the services that were to be pro-
ambiél;ous [egm ES‘[[IEH 410.022 expressed the legislative intent in somewhat
elderls s \s o e purpose of this act is to assist functionally impaired
s Hofn - s In living dignified and reasonably independent lives in their
o omes or in the homgs qf relatives or ‘caregivers’ through the develop-
based‘t;r\lz)i l’lsgm, reorganization, and coordination of various community-
o thisulatt ges , §pec1f1c1ry was accorded this siated intent in Section 410.0241.

vices sl br SI_CCK}Ol'Cli. th}e1 core services to be provided are defined: “Core ser
€ limited to homemaker and chore i i : ,

. services, respite care, adult d

care, medical transportati ini F cacut gay

e, on, mini-day care ~deli 1

malntenAnce semug e y care, home-delivered meals, and health

The fa ionity i ;
. bC; [ih?[ gozl ambiguity is not a major control problem for this pro-
:tatute e n eire from the clarity and specificity of the language of the
e o erfx e gbsence of references to goal ambiguity in documents that
N peV:fZ l—HC:erdtl'ns bstudy. (These documents included administrative eval-
subsequent to the enactment of th i
elder care in Florid i P program, studies of
a that include considerati
on of the CCE pro 1
agency grant applicati i program, a lead
ve ion and contract to provide servi
/ ervice, a summary of th

operati ot the
ggm cc()):lss (i)sf ; gt"-ad 38211“)’, ?Hd CCE program regulations.) Ambiguit;yof pro-
_ 8 a problem for CCE. By specifying th i i

in the program, the leg - Bysp g the services to be provided

, gislature has assumed responsibility fi
wransformati . SSum p ility for the means—end
might Oth:f; PEDC?-SS and, in so doing, it has defined specific objectives that
taton of tho 1o ;5 1 ave bgen am(blguous for those charged with the implemen-
ative intent. (Additional consideration i i
_ era
the transformation process.) ‘ floris, however, given to
Avoidan i
provides “T];e g‘"’" ols. Subsection (4) of Section 410.024, Florida Statutes
sion of the coe epartment or contracting agency shall contract for the provi-‘
e he e re services requlreFi by a community care service system. How-
othe, < bf;imint rgayspgowde core services when such services cannot
Iwis rchased.” Subsection (2), Secti i
: . on 410.0241 cont “
services and other support i ' inues, “Core

4 services may be furnished b bli i
agencies o rsu : . y public or private
v\;gith e eZto[rgalmzatlons. Here., too, the legisiature has taken the initiative
Pect to control strategy, in this case specifying an avoidance control
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mechanism. Contracted delivery of services is preferred to in-house delivery;
the state agency is to deliver services only when the services cannot otherwise
be purchased. The enabling statute thus shifts the control function from one
of controlling service production operations within the departmental hierar-
chy to one of controlling the activities of contractors. Clearly, the substance of
these two control functions is quite different, and the impact of this choice on
program control is significant.

Tt should be noted that because CCE services are to be furnished by pub-
lic or private organizations, the statute follows the model of quasi-market con-
trol prescribed by public choice theorists. That is, “instead of using its own
bureaucracy, the relevant government body can purchase the services directly
from public or private sources through a process of competitive bidding or
competitive negotiation, thus developing quasi-market conditions and achiev-
ing a desirable degree of flexibility and responsiveness” (DeHoog, 1984, p. 5).

With respect to CCE activity, the legislature opened the door for use of
market controls. However, in order for market control to be effective as argued
by public choice theorists, the neoclassical economic assumptions implicit in
market control must fit the economic and competitive environment of the pro-
gram or activity to be controlled. From this perspective, the control model sug-
gests the question, Is the competitive structure of the market within which CCE
exists such that market control is appropriate for the program? Should reliance
be placed on these controls? Or should a general analysis of this competitive
structure be made before the decision to contract out? s it possible that some

markets simply do not meet the competitive assumptions required by the pub-
lic choice theorists?

The legislature indicates its interest in program cost effectiveness and effi-
ciency. Section 410.022, Florida Statutes, includes the following: “The devel-
opment of innovative approaches to program management, staff training, and
service delivery that have an impact on cost-avoidance, cost-effectiveness, and
program efficiency shall be encouraged.” However, nothing in the statute calls
for analysis of potential competitive conditions in the contracting process that
result from the structure of the economic environment in which CCE will
operate.

An explicit concern for maintenance of a competitive environment with
respect to the operations of CCE was found in Chapter 20 of the CCE program
regulations. This chapter is titled “Lead Agency Contracting and Procurement”
(Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, 1982), and sub-
paragraph 20-3(i) includes the following language: “All procurement transac-
tions of the lead agency, regardless of whether negotiated or advertised and
without regard to dollar value, must be conducted in a manner so as to pro-
vide maximum open and free competition. The lead agency must be alert to

organizational conflicts of interest or noncompetitive practices among con-
tractors, which may restrict or eliminate competition or otherwise restrain

trade” (pp. 20-24).
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This language (as well as oth i |
ot other relevant portions of the r i
beha;%srcoofrigirgo;c?; a‘thg maintenance of a competitive envei%‘;fr[rllzgf)osgetrfr::
structure of the marketc [il:irf:cr;:etiléapt;ftr' e e amental economic
hat g . 1es are operating. It is true, how
o prezrgltlrgel (r)efq:cl)res more Fhan the mere absence of conflicts of ;;errf
Although thees ae neneﬁrﬁlcompe‘t}t'xve pr?ctices among contracting parties
e marke, e steucruz of he ke e e e ce L O
ot : : et must also be considered.
e forp op 5;1(’)2:1(;\::1 so_;rllletlm’es require (Qr result in) avoidance control in
of che work imes e éga N des; mclude the imposition of ceilings on the size
the departmens. L2 a0 evine, 1988), lack of trained personnel within
Knowodge ot e Speciﬁco fe; resources within the department, or lack of
be Iegitiniate ren L s of the transfoma[ion process. Although these may
comptitve s (0 [?Intract out service delivery, an explicit analysis of the
ide mterening s € market environment for CCE services would pro-
2pply 16 this e ngUbll?to market controls and public choice theory as they
completing st e o c p;)ro’gram‘ T.hc_e control model suggests the uility of
e g 5 ysis belore deciding to use markets as a form of avoid-
Personnel C. i
fo the natmg o?:g—?;iie ;fvhekCommumty Care for the Elderly Act provides
e of soluntecre o oo 05 ers. Subsection 410.024 (3), dealing with the
vison of o .ana S,u ; ¢ department shall provide or arrange for the pro-
y sorvicee angand su fti;\;ls:oln of volu{rgegrs to ensure the deliverv of qual-
inservice. traiming oo, 'f 0.0241 (35) mdicates that a “preservice and
providers s il P" bge o Of community-care-for-the-elderly service
1y of qutey co may | Cceélgne;i and implemented to help assure the deliv-
el s s pnomys o esa uation reports indicate that “{t]raining is
o saining sets imp}oxr}e’d 1 bea agencies. . . . Typical of the reported results
Department of tonip res JI; hpgit.onpan_ce, knowledge, and morale” (Florida
Ofﬁcelolf Fvaluation. Jonn) ~haotlitative services, Office of Inspector General,
Although C i
Rehabilaie Servct, 1583) povels o cnpeeparmentof Heslth and
and P , _ or employee training in the back
Semg al;fned ° ;S\l:.ld Egzs:eiiztl‘irlislremed to training in the CCE pg;:;rg
prog;am_objfctives at the operat(i.zzns Ieoleedge Foncemed with accomplishing
1s implicit i ini .
gram gonl I:nd Ca;rrl1 agly tcr’ili?m% program that employees are socialized to pro-
AN h;; > IV; y affectejd by group social processes, but these
ol COp. Porae ot €3 En[rl ly a dre§sed in the material examined in the review
tromgly ths el ¢ doo[ , fis.deﬁned and discussed above, suggests rather
cal coing of worke};s ° ram}llng programs have as their purpose the practi-
trol 2150 con b e tl'rlnet ods of carrying out their daily tasks, but con-
by ernplonees gD rough thg 1n'te\malization of organizational values
orkers as these individuals are indoctrinated in training

Control UpLIONS JOr Lite ruvte miuriuge:

e literature noted indicates that explicit attention to ideology.

programs. Th
ises, attitudes, beliefs, values, organizational culture, and pro-

decision premt
fessionalism can effect control of program efforts. The control model suggests

that CCE training programs be examined to determine whether more empha-
sis should be placed on these socialization variables.

Action Controls. Consideration of CCE in terms of action accountability
resting application of the control model as an analytical tool.

bility requires defining the actions that are acceptable, track-
punishing

provides an inte
Action accounta
:ng what happens, and rewarding accomplishment of the action or

ing
from the defined limits. In this model, action accountability is

deviations
understood as the core element of bureaucratic, or administrative, control; it

would be surprising if one did not find evidence of action accountability in the

CCE program.
In order to define acceptable actions for a

essary that the means—end relationships in the production process be under-
stood. It is also necessary that the actions at lower levels produce the desired
overall program ends as actions are disaggregated and assigned throughout the
organization. Thus, the comprehensive assessment of action accountability
would require control analysis at the various levels throughout the organized

program such as CCE, it is nec-

production process.
Judging from the stated legislative intent in Subsection 410.0241 (1) and

the prescribed criteria for evaluating program success in Subsection 410.02+
{9), the overall goal of CCE is to reduce inappropriate institutionalization of
elderly persons. and reduce the use of institutional services and facilities. For
CCE. the issue highlighted by action accountability is. How are these goals to
be accomplished? What are the precise steps in the transformation process
whereby program inputs are transformed into the desired program outputs?
The legislature apparently feels that the provision of core services will provide

the required steps in the transformation process. If, for the moment. this

assumption is correct, the question then becomes, What is the impact on
administrative controls of the legislative decision to require that specified ser-

vices be rendered to the elderly?
The mandated core services include homemaker and chore services.

respite care, adult day care, medical transportation, mini-day care, home-
delivered meals, and health maintenance services. There is little mystery in the
transformation process required to produce these outputs. Therefore, accord-
ing to the control model, action accountability is appropriate as a control
method for managing these activities.
Correspondingly, a review of selected CCE program materials reveals a .

great deal of effort being expended in attempts to effect action accountability

. controls. These controls take the form of the familiar rules, regulations, and

reports typically found in bureaucratic forms of organization. As to the control

requirement that actions be defined in order to effect action accountability, pro-

gram administrators have developed specific definitions of activities and unit
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Contro

in terms of this reduction. With this statute, the legislature imposed results
but results control may be easier to mandate than

control on administrators,

to accomplish.
od illustration of a public program in which implement-

CCE offers a go
ts control is very difficult even in cases where the program itself has a
ppeal, as does CCE. Everyone can see the intrinsic ben-

y in their efforts to live independently and with dig-

nity. Just as clearly, providing core services such as meals and transportation
must surely be beneficial for people who need these services. But do these ser-
vices reduce the rate of institutionalization? That is the results control ques-
tion posed by the legislature. Approximately eight years after the initial passage
of the Community Care for the Elderly Act, evaluators had not resolved the
question. They were faced with widely differing statistical results and method-
ological difficulties, and they had come to the realization that regardless of
whether the program was otherwise effective, nursing facilities were operating
in the State of Florida at such high capacity levels that elderly persons need-
lists. Perhaps it was this con-

ing institutional care were on lengthy waiting
straint, not CCE, that was effectively limiting the growth of institutionalization

of elders. Results control in the case of CCE was simply not feasible because
essary for implementa-

control options had to

ing resul
at deal of intuitive a

ofit of assisting the eldert

the program did not meet the three requirements nec

sion of results control. Other control theory and other
be considered. It is in circumstances such as this that the diagnostic perspec-

tive provided by the control model should be most beneficial in designing

alternative programmatic controls.

Summary
This article presents an analytic model that may be helpful in the diagnosis of
ons. An

control issues and the design of control strategies in public organizati

f the various categories of control options presents a use-
narios can

integrated overview o
be high-

ful framework from which the analysis of complex management sce
be made and with which applicable control options and strategies can

lighted.

Application of the model to the public program established under the
Community Care for the Elderly Act in the State of Florida suggests that the
following control options might have been beneficially undertaken:

in the quasi-market

Explicit analysis of competitive market conditions found
g market controls

environment of cce for the purpose of more fully usin
to produce efficient, effective program results

Explicit attention to ideology, attitudes, values, decision pre
turated patterns of behavior among caregivers to facilitate

of program goals

mises, and encul-
accomplishment
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