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I . I G R A s A ' ‘ D i s a a l S c i e n c e t ?

Ad isr ia l p ic ture has begun to emerge f rom the s tudy of in tergovernmenta l

r e l a t i o n s ( I G R ) . Of course, most students of IGR have rarely had anything

t o c h e e r a b o u t i n r e c e n t d e c a d e s . V / h e t h e r r e fl e c t i n g p r o - c e n t r a l i z a t i o n - o r

p r o - d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n p e r s p e c t i v e s , t h e t o n e o f r a o s t d i s c u s s i o n s o n I G R t y p i c a l ¬

l y h a s b e e n l e s s t h a n e n t h u s i a s t i c a b o u t c u r r e n t o r f u t u r e c o n d i t i o n s . N e v e r ¬

theless, there always seemed to be agl immer of hope in some pol icy plan or

fisca l scheme that would produce anew era o f In tergovernmenta l cooperat ion

o r c r e a t i v e n e s s . Usual ly the hoped for changes never took p lace, fa i led to

prov ide so lu t ions to IGR prob lems, o r ac tua l ly c rea ted s t i l l more d i lemmas

f o r p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t h e f e d e r a l s y s t e m . Ye t t h e r e w a s a l w a y s t h a t c o n s t a n t

fee l ing of opt imism that the system could be changed for the bet ter. I t i s

t h a t h o p e f u l n e s s w h i c h i s m i s s i n g i n c o n t e m p o r a r y a n a l y s e s o f I G R , a n d i n

tha t sense the s tudy o f i n te rgovernmenta l re la t i ons i s today 's "d i sma l sc ience .

The lack of opt imism and hope is reflected in the two major schools of

O n e s c h o o l i s l i n k e d t o t h e s t u d ythought which now dominate the study of IGR.

of po l icy implementat ion whi le the second is rooted in the examinat ion o f
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c h a n g i n g l e g a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s a m o n g g o v e r n m e n t a l u n i t s i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s .

2 a c h o f t h e s e s c h o o l s h a s a p p r o a c h e d I G R i n a d i f f e r e n t w a y, a n d e a c h p r e s e n t s

a d i s t i n c t i v e v e r d i c t o n t h e f e d e r a l s y s t e m t o m a t c h i t s a n a l y s i s . T h e s t u d y

of pol icy implementation has focused on the key role IGR has played in govern¬

ment p rogram fa i lu res , and in so do ing has found fau l t w i th the cen t r i fuga l

forces at work in the federa l system. T h o s e a n a l y s t s w h o c o n c e n t r a t e o n c h a n g ¬

ing lega l re la t ionsh ips in modem federa l i sm regard the t rend toward the "na t ion¬

alization" of Aii^rican government and policy as both inevitable and counterpro¬

d u c t i v e . In both v iews, however, the out look for IGPv and the Ar. jer ican pol i t ical

s y s t e m i s g l o o m y.

I I . The Pol icy Implementat ion Perspect ive

In the study of policy implementation, there is perhaps no better example

of the dismal nature of IGR than that provided by Pressman and Wildavsky (1979)

in their study of the Economic Development Administration's Oakland Project.

T h e l e s s o n s o f t h e i r s t u d y a r e o b v i o u s f o r a l l s t u d e n t s o f m o d e m f e d e r a l

p o l i c y . E v e n i n a c a s e ( s u c h a s t h e O a k l a n d E D A P r o j e c t ) w h e r e t h e d i c e " a r e

loaded in aprogram's favor, "the ultimate probability of success is very low."

(p. 107)

U h a t h a d l o o k e d l i k e a r e l a t i v e l y s i m p l e , u r g e n t , a n d d i r e c t
p r o g r a m — i n v o l v i n g o n e f e d e r a l a g e n c y, o n e c i t y, a n d a s u b s t a n t i a l
a n d i m m e d i a t e f u n d i n g c o m m i t m e n t — e v e n t u a l l y i n v o l v e d n u m e r o u s
par t ic ipants and amuch longer ser ies o f dec is ions than was p lanned.
None o f the par t i c ipan ts ac tua l l y d i sagreed w i th the (p rogram's )
g o a l . . . , b u t t h e i r d i f f e r i n g p e r s p e c t i v e s a n d s e n s e o f u r g e n c y
m a d e i t d i f fi c u l t t o t r a n s l a t e s u b s t a n t i v e a g r e e m e n t i n t o e f f e c t i v e
p o l i c y i m p l e m e n t a t i o n . ( p . 1 1 3 )

P o t e n t i a l s o l u t i o n s t o t h e s e p r o b l e m s a r e n o t e a s i l y f o u n d a n d , a s P r e s s m a n a n d

k ' i l d a v s k y n o t e , s u c h s o l u t i o n s w o u l d h a v e t o l i v e w i t h i n t h e c o n s t r a i n t s o f
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i l o o n e s u p p o s e s t h a t t h e f e d e r a l s y s t e r ; a i s g o i n g t o7 1

A m e r i c a n f e d e r a l i s m .

I f t h e f e d e r a l p r i n c i p l e m a i n t a i n s i t s v i t a l i t y, t h e n i t m e a n sd i s a p p e a r ,

precisely that state and local organizations must be able to oppose, delay, and

(p. 161)r e j e c t f e d e r a l i n i t i a t i v e s .

Tha t ou t look i s seconded by Lowi , e t a l . (1976) in amore d i rec t ind ic tment

o f t h e c u r r e n t I G R s y s t e m a n d i t s I m p a c t o n p o l i c y i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ;

Federa l i sm in the Un i ted Sta tes has become resnons ib i l l t y ' s
B e c a u s e o f t h e f e d e r a l s t r u c t u r e o f g o v e r n m e n t a n de s c a p e r o u t e ,

t h e i n s t i t u t i o n a l c o n s e q u e n c e s t h a t fl o w d i r e c t l y f r o m t h a t
f ede ra l s t ruc tu re , when fede ra l po l i c i es a re ca r r i ed ou t by those
w i t h l o c a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , t h e p o l i c i e s b e c o m e , a s S w i f t w o t i l d
pu t i t , "bu t aba l l band ied to and f ro , and every iman car r ies a
r a c a u e t a b o u t h i m t o s t r i k e i t f r o m h i m s e l f a m o n g t h e r e s t o f t h e

( p . 2 7 )c o m p a n y .

Thus, under current conditions, relationships among the various levels of

( p . 2 6 ) P o l i c ygovernment create "rautual interference and mutual Ignorance,

implementation is adversely affected rather than aided in the process.

TJhat has emerged from these and other studies is apicture of an implemen¬

tation system that is doomed to fail in its primary tasks unless the fragmenting

p. 23:i nfluence o f IGR i s e i t he r m in im ized o r e l l r a i na ted (e .g . , Low i , e t a l ● D

5 4 5 ) . Y e t t h e l i k e l i -Larson, 1930, pr>. 5-6; Sabatier and Hazmanian, 1980, p.

hood of succeeding in either endeavor is not very high by anyone's measure.

While policy implementation through intergovernmental means may see)u an adminis¬

trative nightmare and technically unwise at tines, the political payoffs have

more often than not proven sufficient to outweigh those considerations (Salamon,

Policy makers must therefore learn to take the effects of IGR1980, p. 9) .

fragmentation into account when forraulatlng public policies, and policy imple¬

mentors must adapt to the realities'offederalism if they are to have even the

Tlie odds, however, are against them no matters l ightest chance of succeeding.
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h o w h a r d t h e y t r y .

I I I . T h e C h a n g i n c L e g a l R e l a t i o n s h i p s P e r s p e c t i v e

Those who focus on the changing legal re lat ionships in nodern At ier ican

t h e n a t i o n a l i z a -f e d e r a l i s n s e e a s o n e w h a t d i f f e r e n t s e t o f p r o b l e m s e m e r g i n g :

For th is group of analysts there has been

acons tan t h is to r i ca l movement in the IGR sys tem f rom re la t i ve s ta te and loca l

autonomy tov/ard acondi t ion of subnat ional uni t dependence border ing on the

t i o n o f g o v e r n m e n t a n d p o l i c y m a k i n g .

R a t h e r t h a n s e e i n g t h e f r u s t r a t i o n o f n a t i o n -c r e a t i o n o f a u n i t a r y g o v e r n m e n t .

al programs, these analysts focus on the development of ane'w set of relations

in which the demands of nat ional pol icy implementat ion give both form and

T h e l i n k b e t w e e n I G Rd i r e c t i o n t o i n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l s t r u c t u r e s a n d p r o c e s s e s .

a n d t h e l i m i t s o f j u r i s d i c t i o n a l p o w e r i s d i s r e g a r d e d o r f o r g o t t e n a s t h e

ives way to the p re roga t i ves o f na t iona lc o n s t i t u t i o n a l n o t i o n o f f e d e r a l i s m O

p o l i c i e s .

T h i s t r e n d a n d i t s c a u s e s h a v e b e e n d e s c r i b e d i n a n u m b e r o f w a y s . E l a z a r

(1973, 1976, 1978, 1930) sees it taking hold in LBJ’s Great Society programs

which reorgan ized government a long l ines o f ah igh ly cent ra l ized Jacob in nrade l

Nixon’s so-called "New Federalism" built upon that model(1978, pp. 51-55).

f o r T ^ h a t N i x o n a c h i e v e d w a s a n e w h i e r a r c h i c a l c o n fi g u -r a t h e r t h a n c h a n g e d i t ,

r a t i o n t h r o u g h t h e " r e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n " o f a n a l r e a d y c e n t r a l i z e d f e d e r a l s t r u c t u r e

According to Elazar, the ’’natural history"(1973, pp. 240-252; 1976, p. 10).

of these developments ran from the 1950s iJhen 'the federal government became

a c t i v e l y I n v o l v e d i n a s u p p o r t i v e r o l e i n v i r t u a l l y e v e r y fi e l d o f g o v e r n m e n t

e n d e a v o r, . . . " t h r o u g h t h e 1 9 6 0 ' s w h e n U a s h i n g t o n b e g a n " t a k i n g t h e i n i t i a t i v e
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a n d r e q u i r i n g t h e s t a t e s a n d l o c a l i t i e s t o c o n f o m t o f e d e r a l l y e s t a b l i s h e d

directions. . , t o t h e 1 9 7 0 s w h e n t h e c o n v e n t i o n a l w i s d o m h e l d t o ' ’ t h e n o t i o n

that the federal government was the policymaker by right, while the states and

localities were merely convenient administrative arras to be subjected to all

k inds o f federa l regu la t ions. . . . " (1930, p . 84)

Ualker (1978, 1981A, 1931B) has not only taken note of the scope and direc¬

tion of these changes

f u n c t i o n a l " n a t u r e .

bu t has a l so po in ted ou t the i r con t rad ic to ry and "dys -

To d a y ' s I G R i s c h a r a c t e r i z e d a s a g r e a t l y e x p a n d e d . .

' p a r t n e r s h i p ? i J

in wliich the relative pov;er of participants has become blurred,

l lore and more publ ic sector act iv i t ies have become intergovemraentalized" and

t h e d i s c r e t i o n o f " g e n e r a l g o v e r n m e n t o f fi c i a l s a t t h e s t a t e a n d l o c a l l e v e l s

has been Increased through greater reliance on block grants and general revenue

At the same tirae there are more categoric grants available

than ever before, greater subnational government dependence on federal aid, and

a p r o l i f e r a t i o n o f

s h a r i n g p r o g r a m s .

more intricate, more intrusive, and more pervasive" condi¬

tions for participating in federal programs (1978, pp. 103-105). T h e s e p a t t e r n s

have emerged as aresult of both presidential init iat ives (e.g.,

creative federalism," Nixon's "Hew Federalism," and Carter’s use of intergovern¬

mental aid programs in his anti-recession policies) (1973, pp. 105-107) and what

Ilalker describes as the Congressional "theory of federalism" which stresses,

among other th ings, the v iew of admin is t ra tors as "mere funct ionar ies, even as

admin is t ra t ive agents o f Congress.

J o h n s o n ’ s

(1931, p. 55) Together these have combined

to create an "endlessly proliferating national policy agenda and an interest-

group-dominated enactment process’ ' that has re l ied " in near ly a l l cases on sub-

p. 242)n a t i o n a l i n s t r u m e n t a l i t i e s f o r. . . p r o g r a m i m p l e m e n t a t i o n . . . . " ( 1 9 8 1 B
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In previous papers on this subject, Dubnick and Gitelson(1979, 1931)
described the trend tov/ard nationalized government in terms of the rise of

Th is deve lopment reflec ted severa l

fi r s t , t h e

"regulatory federalism'* (1979, p. 30).

fundamental condit ions which came together dur ing the mid-1960s;

expanding role of Washington in social and environmental policy arenas; second,

the increasing reliance of national policymakers on regulatory means to deal

V7ith issues arising in those arenas; and third, the tendency (rooted in histori¬

cal, ideological, technical, administrative and political factors —see 1931,

pp. 44-45) for federal officials to use intergovernmental mechanisms to

" d e l i v e r ” n a t i o n a l p o l i c i e s ( 1 9 3 1 , p p . 4 0 - 4 6 ) .

Those mechanisms took various forms ranging from the use of technical

assistance and financia l a id to more d i rect and coerc ive approaches such as

legal conscription" of state and local resources

( S e e t h e d e t a i l e d

'■'part ia l preemption" and the

i n t o t h e s e r v i c e o f n a t i o n a l p o l i c y i m p l e r a e n t a t i o n p r o g r a m s ,

discussion of these mechanisms in Dubnick and Gitelson, 1931; also see Lovell,

1979 and U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 1979 for details of the "mandate”

system associated with financial assistance; also Croy, 1975 and Engdahl, 1973
The picture of the IGR system v/hich emerges from

the Dubnick and Gitelson description is one in \m±ch the legal and constitutional

on the use of preemption).

standing of state and local governments is declining while their role in policy

S t a t e a n d l o c a l o f fi c i a l s f a c e a s i t u a t i o n w h e r ei m p l e m e n t a t i o n i s i n c r e a s i n g ,

they are becoming part and parcel of anationalized government system similar

in f ac t ( i f no t i n f o rm) to t he un i t a ry sys tems o f B r i t a i n and F rance .

These pictures of an emerging shift toward unitary government are rooted in

adevelopmental perspective that sees the problems as naturally evolving rather
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Ho specific reform isthan being caused by any single events or individuals,

therefore likely to seriously challenge current trends —not revenue sharing.
Rather, those whonot block grants, not greater ci t izen part icipat ion, etc.

hold to this perspective see real hope only in changing the attitudes of people.

Elazar (1980, pp. 86-90) seeks revitalization of the Constitutional standards
U a l k e r s e e k s c h a n g e sa n d b a r r i e r s t h a t c h a r a c t e r i z e d t h e f e d e r a l i s m o f t h e p a s t ,

not only in the Congressional theory of federalism which helped generate these

trends (1931A, p. 57), but also amore fundamental and widespread "shift in

attitudes and approaches to national agenda issues, to the role of elected

national officials, and to program enactments and executions as dramatic as...

t h o s e t h a t e v o l v e d o v e r t h e p a s t d e c a d e a n d a h a l f .

Changes such as those proposed by Elazar and Halker are perhaps as feasible

(19G13, p. 246)

and likely as the elimination of federalism sought by some members of the

Being aware of this, it is not surprising that therei m p l e m e n t a t i o n s c h o o l .

i s l i t t l e op t im ism be ing genera ted f rom these au tho rs .

I V . L i v i n g W i t h i n t h e S y s t e m

\ fn i l e i t i s un l i ke l y t ha t t he cu r ren t s i t ua t i on i n IGR can be changed .

the re i s l i t t l e r eason f o r ana l ys t s o r p rac t i t i one rs t o wa l k av ray f r om the

If , as we argue, IGR is adism.al

A s t h e fi r s t a n d s t i l l p r i n c i p a l d i s m a l

sys tem in comp le te d i sgus t o r f r us t ra t i on ,

s c i e n c e , i t i s c e r t a i n l y n o t t h e fi r s t .

I nscience, economics stil l thrives as both afield of study and practice,

in economic thought and behavior, the overall ’’dismal's p i t e o f ' r e v o l u t i o n s

direction of economic life Probably remains as Smith, Ricardo, Halthus, and
other classical political economists had predicted (see Lowi 1979, pp. 7 - 1 0 ) .
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Yet V7e deal with this and other entrooic developments dai ly through both t;hought

and action—that is; we learn to work ’/Tith our current and energing constraints.

Oftentimes this means overcoming those constraints, as when v;e develop new

technologies that can produce goods and services on ascale and v/ith an efficien¬

cy that was previously unheard of (on this optimistic view see Wilder, 1981).

A t o t h e r t i m e s t h e m e t h o d s v r e u s e f o r d e a l i n g ’ w i t h o u r fi n i t e s u r r o u n d i n g s d o

l i t t l e more than speed up the p rocess o f de te r i o ra t i on and po ten t i a l f o r ca lam i t y

(see Georgescu-koegen, 1971).

T l i e p o i n t t o b e s t r e s s e d h e r e i s t h a t t h e m o s t i n t e r e s t i n g s h o r t - t e r m

quest ions in d ismal sc iences are not necessar i l y those dea l ing v / i th genera l

R a t h e r , t h e i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n s a r e l i k e l y t o f o c u s o nd i r e c t i o n s a n d t r e n d s .

To d o t h a t w e n e e d a v 7 o r k i n g m o d e l o f t h eh o w w e c o p e w i t h t h o s e d e v e l o p m e n t s .

s y s t e m — o n e v ; h i c h f o c u s e s o n t h e a c t o r s a n d a c t i o n s i x a c o n t e m p o r a r y I G R . C a k e s

a n d f e n c e s h a v e p r o v i d e d s i m p l e m o d e l s w i i i c h c a p t u r e d t h e s t a t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p s

among var ious actors in the IC3. system, but they have their al l too obvious

I d e a l l y , w e w o u l d l i k e t o h a v e a h i g h l y d e v e l o p e d , e i a p i r i c a l l y v / a r r a n tl i m i t s .

a b l e m o d e l t h a t c a n r e l a t e t o I G I l b e h a v i o r s r a t h e r t h a n t h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f

T h a t k i n d o f m o d e l , h o ’ y e v e r , i s n o x d i e r e i n s i g h t g i v e n t h esome metaphor.

u n d e r d e v e l o p e d n a t u r e o f I G R . t h e o r y , l / h a t w e m u s t s e e k , t h e r e f o r e , i s a m o r e

useful analog model, one that adds some active and irmnediate perspectives to

t h e s t u d y o f I n n

T l i e s e e d s o f s u c h a m o d e l a r e f o u n d i n t h e r e c e n t l i t e r a t u r e o f b o t h i m p l e -

I n a n i n s i g h t f u l c r i t i q u e o f i m p l e m e n t a t i o n s t u d i e s .m e n t a t i o n t h e o r y a n d I V J i . e

Sa lamon (1980) cr i t ic ized the cont inued concern for 'programs a n d c a l l e d f o r

D i f f e r e n tapproaches focusing on the tools and techniques of implementat ion.

contends Salamon, ”have the i r own d is t inc t ivet o o l s o f g o v e r n m e n t a c t i o n .
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dynamics, (their) own 'political economics,’ that affect the content of govem-

(p. 7) By understanding those tools, their place in the public

policymaking system, and their utility for those in the system, we can get a

much c learer p ic ture of how the wor ld o f po l icy implementat ion operates.

IGl can be (and has been—see Oubnick and Gitelson, 1981) viewed in terms

of the tools and techniques of government action available to various actors in

the system. The image of IGR as atool box—a collection of implements that can

m e n t a c t i o n .

be used by var ious ac tors to accompl ish the i r respect ive ob jec t ives—can prove

va luab le as both an ana ly t ic and prescr ip t ive model .

V. T h e To o l B o x M e t a p h o r

Initially, the idea of afederal tool box implies the existence of asingle

large collection of utensils at the disposal of all actors in the IGPv system.

Amore appropriate image is that different actors at different levels in the

system have their o^mi tool box, each containing adistinctive set of instruments
t h a t d o b u s i n e s s i nprovided through the many programmatic “hardware stores

the IGR arena (cf . the "shopping mal l analogy in Murphy, 1981, pp. 133-13A).

Tne content of tool boxes available to specific national officials is

typically dependent on the program related resources at their disposal,
derived from avariety of sources inlcuding Congressional author!

T h e s e ,

i n t u r n , a r e

zations, executive orders and specific delegations of authority, and the influence

legitimacy the official (or agency) has accumulated in its relationships with
For example, the Environmental Protection Agency has a

o r

s u b n a t i o n a l g o v e r n m e n t s ,

substantial set of IGR-relevant tools at its disposal derived from the Clean

Air Act, the Water Pollution Control Act, the Resource Recovery Act, the Toxic

Substances Control Act, and the many other statutes from which it obtains its
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respoasibilities (see Advisory Coraiaission on Inter-w l d e - r a n g i n g p r o g r a a

governmental Relations, 1931).

In contrast, consider the amount of influence that the National Bureau of
I nStandards (NBS) has over state and local weights and measures regulat ion,

spite of its constitutionally-rooted authority in this area, NBS has established

ahigh degree of legitiiiiacy among subnational officials based on its technical

expertise and capabilit ies. Thus, through technical assistance and related

' ' t o o l s ' " ' i t i s a b l e t o u s e s t a t e a n d l o c a l o f fi c i a l s t o d e l i v e r i t s r e g u l a t i o n s

(see Dubnick and C-itelson, 1S31, pp. 47-49).

St i l l other agencies (especial ly in HIIS and Educat ion) have depended on

a v a i l a b l e fi s c a l u t e n s i l s i n o r d e r t o o b t a i n s t a t e a n d l o c a l c o o p e r a t i o n .

I t vrould, of course, be an understatement to note that many federal programs

h a v e s u c c e s s f u l l y u s e d t h e t o o l s o f fi n a n c i a l a s s i s t a n c e t o s e l l t h e i r w a r e s

I t I s e x t r e m e l y d i f fi c u l t t o r e j e c t s o m e o f f e r s , e s p ea t s u b n a t i o n a l l e v e l s .

d a i l y w h e n t h e y r e q u i r e l i t t l e o r n o c o s t p a r t i c i p a t i o n o n t h e p a r t o f r e ¬

cipients (see Advisory ComrdLssion on Intergovernmental Relations, 1977).

T h e s e e x a m p l e s o n l y t o u c h t h e s u r f a c e i n p o i n t i n g o u t t h e v a r i e t y o f

t o o l s t h a t h a v e b e e n d e v e l o p e d t o h e l p n a t i o n a l o f fi c i a l s i n t h e i r I G R a c t i v i -

Recent at tempts to genera l ize about those too ls (Dubnick and Gi te lson,

1931, Beam, 1931) are in need of further development, but their lists indicate

t i e s .

t h a t f e d e r a l t o o l b o x e s a r e fi l l e d w i t h s o p i e h e a v y d u t y i m p l e m e n t s .

S u b n a t i o n a l o f fi c i a l s , i n c o n t r a s t , h a v e l e s s p o w e r f u l i n s t r u m e n t s i n

A s t h e m a t e r i a l u p o n x / h i c h n a t i o n a l o f fi c i a l s a p p l y t h e i r c r a f t s .t h e i r b o x e s .

s t a t e a n d l o c a l u n i t s s e e m t o h a v e f e w I G R r e l e v a n t t o o l s o f t h e i r o v m t h a t

m i g h t b e u s e f u l i n c o u n t e r a c t i n g n a t i o n a l e f f o r t s . T h e y c o u l d , o f c o u r s e .
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refuse to take federa l monies or re ject the condi t ions and mandates at tached

However, such options usually are impractical or impolite given

current fiscal conditions and the high levels of subnational unit dependence

Or they could have recourse to the courts, but in all but the

H L C V. U s e r y ) t h i s h a s n o t p r o v e d t o b e a n

t o t h e m .

o n f e d e r a l a i d .

r a r e s t o f i n s t a n c e s ( e . g ● >

a c c e s s i b l e o r v i a b l e a l t e r n a t i v e .

( a t fi r s t g l a n c e ) m o r eT h e I G R t o o l b o x e s o f s u b n a t i o n a l o f fi c i a l s s e e m

T h u s , a c i t y i nappropr ia te fo r dea l ing ^ - rL th peer leve l o r subord ina te un i ts .

Indiana can take an upstream municipality to court over the latter's sewer

w a t e r t r e a t m e n t ( o r l a c k t h e r e o f ) ; o r t h e S t a t e o f I l l i n o i s ’ E PA c a n o r d e r t h e

City of Chicago to take actions to halt the Windy City's pollution of Lake

B u t o n t h e s u r f a c e t h e r e s e e m s l i t t l e e i t h e r u n i t c a n d o t o i n fl u e n c en i c h i g a n .

t h e a c t i o n s o f n a t i o n a l o f fi c i a l s .

This is especially true when the subnational recipient of anational

requirement, mandate, or order is afunctionally special ized unit,

specialization will usually be associated with ahigh level of dependence on

s p e c i fi c f e d e r a l p r o g r a m s f o r e i t h e r a u t h o r i t y o r fi n a n c i a l r e s o u r c e s ,

occupational safety and health administrators, for instance, will V7ork closely

v / l t h f e d e r a ] , O S H A o f fi c i a l s a n d l o o k t o t h e n f o r b o t h p o l i c y g u i d a n c e a n d

S u c h

S t a t e

After all, under current laws it is OSIIA which sets (and musts u p p o r t .

I n a d d i -approve) the minimura standards those state officials will enforce,

tion, since federal funds pay up to half of the costs for operating that

state agency, the state official has few options at his or her disposal.

IGP. tools the state OSHA agency has are useless in dealing with its Washington

v ' J h a t

c o u n t e r p a r t .
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Less specialized units and officialSv hovrever, are not in such poor po-

In fact, they may have adistinct advan-

General government officials at subnational levels (e.g

s i t i o n s v i s - a - v i s f e d e r a l p r o g r a m s .

g o v e r n o r s ,t a g e . ● »

mayors/city managers) have frequently been provided with some quthority in
This has been especially true in environmental

M i i l e t h e s e o f fi c i a l s a r e

r e c e n t l y d e v e l o p e d I G R p r o g r a m s ,

and energy programs passed during the past decade,

not given extremely pov^erful or broad ranging roles to play, the tools they

have accumulated through their various tasks as federal policy implementors

prove extremely useful ^Jhen properly organized and applied under the right

Wearing many hats, ageneral government executive may not

only be able to deal with national officials; he or she may actually be capable

of bringing about significant policy changes or, at the least, program delays.
It is here that the tool box analogy has implications for our image of

In years past, when the national

government v;as more asource of funds than asource of regulations (or, if
be allowed the luxury of mixing our metaphors still further, more abanker

w a s t h e m o d e l o f t h e i d e a l I G R a c t o r

c a n

c i r c u m s t a n c e s .

the successfu l subnat ional IGR "manager” .

w e

than acop), the successful "grantsman'

Following through with our tool box analogy,

T h e c r a f t s m a n

f o r s t a t e a n d l o c a l g o v e r n m e n t s .

c r a f t s m a n " i s t h e n e w i d e a l .however, we would predict that the

will not necessarily get his or her unit all the available funding or new

programs that Washington has to offer; what he or she can do is create a

situation in which the subnational unit can achieve its objectives in spite of

(For an interesting discussion ofthqconstraint^ imposed by the IGR system,

the "craftsman" as amanagerial type, see Ilaccoby, 1976, chapter 2. I t i s

model /Chapters 5-6?also interesting to compare that type \d.th the "gamesman"

which might be representative of the "grantsman" manager.)
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T h e n e e d f o r a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c r a f t s m e n t o d e a l w i t h t h e n a t i o n a l < ; o v e r n i n e n t

T h e r e a r e m o r e t h a n a f e w s i r a i l a r i -i s n o t u n i q u e t o s u b n a t i o n a l g o v e r n m e n t s .

t i e s b e t w e e n t h e s i t u a t i o n o f s t a t e a n d l o c a l o f fi c i a l s a n d p r i v a t e s e c t o r m a n a -

Both are becoming increasingly regulated by Washington^ and both have

see Witherspoon, 1930).

g e r s .

complained vehemently about that development (e. C T
4 . 7

Yet, \jithin the private sector there has been an ongoing adaptation to the

emerging regulatory state (see Weidenbaum, 1931, Part Tx-ro) to the extent that

o f regu la t ion by Amer ican bus i -analysts nov? speak about the ' 'strategic uses

1 9 3 1 ) . T h i s t o o i s0x -7en and B rae t i ga in , 1973" . ' l i t n i ck ,n e s s e s ( L e o n e , 1 3 7 7 i

occur in" in IGk as the ro le of the adminis t rat ive craf tsman becomes more ev ident

a n d m o r e i m p o r t a n t .

C a s e S t u d i e s i n t h e F e d e r a l T o o l B o xV I .

Thus far x;e have suggested that the federal/ICR system can be viewed as

a”tool box' which can supply both policy makers and implementors Xr/ith a

variety of instruments to construct, repair^ and even redesign public policies,

a n d e v e n t h e p o l i t i c a l a n d i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s w h i c hp o l i c y a r e n a s

B y f o c u s i n g o n s p e c i fi c j u r i s d i c t i o n s a n d a c t o r su n d e r l i e t h e s y s t e m i t s e l f ,

within the federal/IGLl system, we can empirically demonstrate the utility of

The too l box con ten ts x^ i l l va ry accord ing to loca t iont h e t o o l b o x m e t a p h o r ,

and specific actor, as xclll the quality and quantity of the tools made available

t o t h e a c t o r .

grantstnan' ' ofn

As X7e have noted, the astute policy maker is no longer the

Our assumpt ion is thato f t h e 1 9 8 0 ’ s .I tt h e 1 9 6 0 ' s a n d 1 9 7 0 ’ s b u t t h e c r a f t s m a n

X7hile federal and state regulatory policies may, at times, be constraining, a
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" i f t ed po l i cynaker can d rau on an assor tnen t o f coope t in " regu la t ions to

s a t i s f y o r r e d e fi n e n o l i c i e s a f f e c t i n g l o c a l n e e d s .

S p e c i fi c e x a m p l e s o f t h e c r a f t s m a n ’ s u s e o f t h e f e d e r a l t o o l b o x c a n b e

u s e d t o d e m o n s t r a t e o u r p o i n t . O n e s u c h c a s e i n v o l v e d t h e u s e o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l

p r o t e c t i o n l a w s , h i s t o r i c a l p r e s e r v a t i o n r e q u i r e m e n t s , a n d o t h e r f e d e r a l r e g u ¬

la t ions to de lay and subsequent ly suspend sect ions o f a federa l h ighway con¬

s t r u c t i o n p r o j e c t l o c a t e d i n t h e H a r t f o r d , C o n n e c t i c u t S i l S A . T h e p r o j e c t ,

begun dur ing the late 1950's, was opposed by acoal i t ion of communi t ies and

envi ronmenta l groups on the grounds that i t would have anegat ive env i ronmenta l

a n d e c o n o m i c i m p a c t o n t h e s u r r o u n d i n g c o m m u n i t i e s .

Spec ifica l l y, In te rs ta te H ighv ;ay 291 was to serve as abe l tway a round the

c i t y o f H a r t f o r d , e l i m i n a t i n g t h r o u g h - t r a f fi c c o n g e s t i o n o n t h e l o c a l s t r e e t s

o f t h e c i t y . I n a d d i t i o n , p b a n s w e r e m a d e t o e x t e n d p a r t s o f I n t e r s t a t e H i g h ¬

way 91 including the widening of the road. Surrounding communit ies in the

H a r t f o r d S i l S A , i n c l u d i n g H i n s o r a n d I J e s t H a r t f o r d , o b j e c t e d t o t h e c o n s t r u c t i o n

o n a n u m b e r o f g r o u n d s , i n c l u d i n g : a n i n c r e a s e i n e n v i r o n m e n t a l n o i s e a n d

p o l l u t i o n s e c o n o m i c d i s p l a c e m e n t o f l o c a l c o m m u n i t y b u s i n e s s e s t h a t w o u l d b e

a f f e c t e d b y p l a n s f o r t h e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f a s h o p p i n g c e n t e r a d j a c e n t t o 1 - 2 9 1 ;

t h e d i s p l a c e m e n t o f h o m e s ; a n d t h e I n c r e a s e i n t r a f fi c fl o w a s a r e s u l t o f t h e

r o a d e x p a n s i o n . T h i s c a s e r e p r e s e n t s a n e x a m p l e o f l o c a l g r a n t s r a a n s h i p b e i n g

b r o u g h t i n t o p l a y i n o r d e r t o d e l a y a n d p a r t i a l l y b l o c k t h e 1 - 2 9 1 a n d 1 - 9 1

c o n s t r u c t i o n . I X / o f a c t o r s a p p e a r t o b e r e l e v a n t . F i r s t , l o c a l c o m m u n i t i e s l i k e

W. H a r t f o r d h a d s t r o n g a n d e f f e c t i v e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n i n C o n g r e s s a n d t h u s w e r e

T h e s e c o n d f a c t o r, ' c r a f t sa b l e t o i n fl u e n c e D O T a n d s t a t e p l a n n i n g e f f o r t s .

mansh ip " , i s mo re re l evan t t o ou r d i scuss ion , f o r i t r ep resen ts acase o f us i ng
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a n a s s o r t m e n t o f f e d e r a l r e g u l a t i o n s t o b l o c a f e d e r a l l y m a n d a t e d h i g h w a y

O f c r i t i c a l i m p o r t a n c e i n t h i s s t u d y i s t h e p o i n t t h a t t h e r e g u -p r o j e c t .

t o o l s ” t o p r e v e n t , o r a t l e a s t d e l a y, t h e h i g h w a y c o n s t r u c t i o nl a t i o n s u s e d a s

h i g h v r a y c o n s t r u c t i o nh a d l i t t l e o r n o s u b s t a n t i v e c o n n e c t i o n w i t h f e d e r a l

a c t s o r r e g u l a t i o n s .

c o n s t r u c t i o n o f s e c t i o n s o f 1 - 2 9 1 I n -G r o u n d s f o r d e l a y i n g o r h a l t i n O

e luded v io la t i ons by the federa l and s ta te government o f the na t iona l H is to r i c

P rese rva t i on Ac t o f 1966 numbe r o f bu i l d i ngs i n t he pa th o f t he p roposed

be l tway x /e re p ro tec ted by t he Ac t ) , env i r onmen ta l po l l u t i on v i o l a t i ons i nc l ud ing

i n f r a c t i o n s o f I P J D n o i s e g u i d e l i n e s , a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l i m p a c t s t a t e m e n t s o u t -

J
lining pollution nroblems associated x^7ith increase^ traffic flow in the region.

In add i t i on to t he use o f t hese fede ra l regu la t i ons as too l s f o r b lock ing road

const ruc t ion , p lans fo r const ruc t ion o f the h ighv ;ay th rough the ' . Jes t Har t fo rd

area xjere 'nalted because of the existence of park lands and axvater shed in

F i n a l l y , a r g u m e n t st h e a r e a p r o t e c t e d b y D e p a r t m e n t o f I n t e r i o r r e g u l a t i o n s .

f o r h a l t i n g c o n s t r u c t i o n x v e r e a l s o b a s e d o n a f e d e r a l l y f u n d e d C o m m u n i t y I m p a c t

A n a l y s i s s t u d y t h a t d e m o n s t r a t e d a d v e r s e e c o n o m i c e f f e c t s o n c o m m u n i t i e s

a f f e c t e d b y 1 - 2 9 1 c o n s t r u c t i o n .

L o c a l o f fi c i a l s ( i n c o n j u n c t i o n x ; i t hT l - i i e l e s s o n s o f 1 - 2 9 1 a r e c l e a r .

l oca l c i t i zen g roups) used federa l l y manda ted regu la t ions to thx^ar t federa l

a n d s t a t e e f f o r t s t o i m p l e m e n t a f e d e r a l l y f u n d e d a n d s t a t e s u p p o r t e d h i g h w a y

I n e f f e c t , l o c a l o f fi c i a l s , c a r e f u l l y s e l e c t i n g t o o l s f r o m t h e p o o l

of federal regulations, could frustrate acoraneting set of regulations they did

p r o g r a m .

n o t w i s h t o i m p l e m e n t .

' . J i n s o r w a s n o t s u c c e s s f u lThe re X '7as one excep t i on i n t he Ha r t f o rd S : ISA .

B u t e v e n i n t h i s c a s e ,i n b l o c k i n g c o n s t r u c t i o n o f i t s s e c t i o n o f 1 - 2 9 1 .
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present court action, backed by the plethora of cross-cuttinp, federal and
as p.iven the cormunitystate resulations surrounding; the construction project, |i

For all intents ^and purposes, thea fi n a l c r a c k a t b l o c k i n g t h e p r o j e c t .

local coinmunities effectively stopped the construction c^f I291.
T h e c i t y o f U i n s o r, w i t hT h e 1 - 2 9 1 c a s e d o e s n o t s t a n d i n i s o l a t i o n ,

the cooperation of other surrounding coinmunities in the ,kartford area, has

prevented the federally financed expansion of the local|airport, oradley rield.
federal regulations dealing with air and noiseT h e i r a c t i o n w a s b a s e d o n

pollution standards. i

In the area of energy development, we have also wi^tnessed tne use of

the environmental regulatory system (federal and state)' to influence energy
F o rpolicies in order to modify their impact upon state and local interests,

example, under its authority to protect the natural environment by maintaining

the Co lorado d iv is ion o f IJ i ld l i fe has sued the Co loradom i n i m a l s t r e a m fl o w s ,

Conservation District in its effort to halt the pver-allocation ofR i v e r

C o l o r a d o a r e a — a n e f f o r t a tw a t e r t o c o m m e r c i a l d e v e l o p e r s i n t h e C a r b o n d a l e

least indirectly related to synthetic fuel and fuel transport projects being

S t a t e o f fi c i a l s i n t h e w e s t a t e l i k e l y, i n t h e f u t u r e ,c o n s i d e r e d i n t h e a r e a ,

to apply Regulations of the \Jild and Scenic River

protection in order to block, control, or influence national energy policy

A c t r e l a t e d t o e n v i r o n m e n t a l

p l a n s .

An example of states using stricter standards of^regulation to thwart
at least influence national policy and regulation is found in state standard

setting for sulfur dioxide (SO2) under the provisionsjof the 1970 Clean Air
The level of allowable SO2 emissions and 3O2 ait quality standards is

o r

A c t .
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I m p o r t a n t f o r e n e r g y d e v e l o p e r s , f o r t h e s t r i c t e r t h e s t ^ a n d a r d s t h e m o r e

c o s t l y t h e p r o c e s s o f e x t r a c t i n g o r c o n v e r t i n g a n y s y n t h e t i c f o s s i l f u e l s .

In the eight state western region where energy development is asalient issue.

seven states have imposed more stringent air quality standards for SOg than

"Che ability and xjillingness of states to

use these higher standards as leverage against the fedetal government and

t h o s e m a n d a t e d b y t h e F e d e r a l E PA .

p r i v a t e d e v e l o p e r s i s d e m o n s t r a t e d b y C o l o r a d o , C o l o r a d o t i g h t e n e d i t s e m i s ¬

s ion s tandards for SOg severa l years ago under conservat ion is t Governor l ichard

Lamm to apoint which would great ly h inder the developnfent of cer ta in o i l shade

r e t o r t i n g p r o c e s s e s i n t h e P i fl e , C o l o r a d o a r e a . T h e s e ' h a v e s i n c e b e e n m o d e r ¬

ated, but not wi thout some assurances on the part of t h e f e d e r a l g o v e r n : a e n t

and private developers of deference to state and local policy concerns.

V I I . Summary

numerous scenarios can be devised in which one set of regulat ions at the

s ta te o r na t i ona l l eve l can be used to f rus t ra te o r b lpck o the r s ta te o r na t i on¬

a l p o l i c i e s o r r e g u l a t i o n s . T h e ' ' t o o l b o x | ] metaphor suggests , hot jever, that

while there is justifiable concern for the growing unitary dimensions of IC?.,

s ta tes and mun ic ipa l i t i es a re no t l e f t de fense less i n t l he i r a t te7 i i p t t o asse r t

l o c a l a u t o n o r a v . As craftsmen v;ith acommand of the Code of Federal Regulations,

a n a s t u t e l o c a l o r s t a t e p o l i c y - m a k e r c a n u s e a v a i l a b l e t o o l s t o i n fl u e n c e t h e

n a t i o n a l p o l i c y - m a k i n g a n d i m p l e m e n t a t i o n p r o c e s s .
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A d v i s o r y C o n u n i s s i o n o n I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l R e l a t i o n s ( 1 9 7 7 ) ’ C a t e f > o r l c a l
G r a n t s ; T h e i r R o l e a n d D e s i g n . A - - 5 2 , U a s h i n y, t o n , D . C , A C I R .

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1931): P r o t e c t i n g t h e
Environment: P o l i t i c s , P o l l u t i o n , a n d F e d e r a l P o l i c y. A - 3 3 .
W a s h i n g t o n , D » C . ; A C I R .

B e a m , D a v i d R , ( 1 9 3 1 ) ; " R e g u l a t i o n :
i l r a f t p a p e r p r e s e n t e d b e f o r e A C I R

t :T h e O t h e r F a c e o f t h e I J e t ? F e d e r a l i s m .
. " T h i n k e r ' s s e s s i o n . J u l y 1 6 .

C r o y, J a m e s B . ( 1 9 7 5 ) ;
S t a t e G o v e r n m e n t , 4 3

"Federa l Supersess ion;
, : l o . 1 ( W i n t e r ) ; 3 2 - 3 6 .

T h e ? . o a d t o D o n i l n a t i o n . "

Dubnick, Helv in J . and Alan R. Gi te lson (1979) :
and Regu la to ry Po l i cy.
Pol icy (November), Houston.

1 2

I n t e r g o v e r i r n e n t a l R e l a t i o n s
Paper presented at the Symposium on Regulatory

( 1 9 3 1 ) ; f ?N a t i o n a l i z i n g S t a t e P o l i c i e s ,
e d . , T h e N a t i o n a l i z a t i o n o f S t a t e G o v e r n m e n t .

I n J e r o m e J . H a n u s ,
Lex ing ton , HA- . ' i

L e x i n g t o n B o o k s ; 3 9 - 7 4 .

E lazar, Dan ie l J . (1973) ; "Cursed By B igness Or Toward aPos t -Technocra t i c
F e d e r a l i s m . " P u b l i u s , 3 , N o . 2 ( F a l l ) ; 2 3 9 - 2 9 0 .

(1976);
A u t h e n t i c i t y .

*■ ^■ ’ e d e r a l i s r . i v s . D e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n ; T h e D r i f t F r o m
P u b l i u s , 6 , N o . 4 ( F a l l ) ; 9 - 1 9 .

V V

( 1 9 7 3 ) ;
T r a d i t i o n . "

'■harmoniz ing Government Organizat ion wi th the ^^ol i t ica l
P u b l i u s , 3 , N o . 2 ( S p r i n g ) ; 4 9 - 5 8 .

H n g d a h l , D a v i d E . ( 1 9 7 3 ) ;
U n i v e r s i t y o f C o l o r a d o L a v ? R e v i e w, 4 5 ;

r e e m p t i v e C a p a b i l i t y o f F e d e r a l P o w e r . "
5 1 - 3 3 .

G e o r g e s c u - R o e g e n , ; ! i c h o l a s ( 1 9 7 1 ) ;
HA.. .

T h e E n t r o p h y L a w a n d t h e E c o n o m i c P r o c e s s .
C a m b r i d g e , H a r v a r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s .

Cdlder, George (1931): health and Poverty. New York: B a s i c B o o k s , I n c .

Larson, James E. (1930); IJ l iy Government Programs Fai l ; Improving Pol icy
I m p l e m e n t a t i o n . N e w Yo r k ; P r a e g e r P u b l i s h e r s .



1 9

Leone, Robert A. (1977) : ” T h e R e a l C o s t s o " " ■ l e . ' ^ u l a t i o n . H a r v a r d B u s i n e s s
Review, 35, Ro. 6(Roveraber/Decanber): 5 7 - - G 6 .

(1979) ; :L o v e l l , C a t h e r i n e
Cm Exp lo ra t i on o f I s sues cand I i T i pac t s ,

f e d e r a l a n d S t a t e ' l a n d a t i n p , o n L o c a l G o v e r n m e n t s ;
R i v e r s i d e , C . A . ‘ : G r a d u a t e

S c h o o l o f A d i n i n i s t r a t l o n , U n i v e r s i t y o f C a l i f o r n i a - . R i v e r s i d e ( J u n e ) .

L o w i , T h e o d o r e J . , e t a l . ( 1 9 7 6 ) ? P o l i s i d e . l l e v j Yo r
P u b l i s h i n g C o . , I n c .

■ '■ i a c n i l l a n

Lowi^ Theodore J. (1579)? Tlie End of Liberalisn:T h e S e c o n d R e p u b l i c o f
t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s , 2 n d e d i t i o n . N e w Yo r k ? I I . T - R N o r t o n a n d C o .

● i a c c o b y, i l i c h a e l ( 1 9 7 6 ) ;
N e w Y o r k ;

T h e G a m e O m a n ' ; T l i e N e x 7 C o r p o r a t e L e a d e r s .
S i m o n a n d S c h u s t e r .

''The Strategic Uses R e g u l a t i o n — a n d D e r e g u l a t i o n , '. i i t n i c k , L a r r y ' k ( 1 9 3 1 ) :
B u s i n e s s h o r i z o n s ( " l a r c h ) ; 7 1 - 3 3 .

l l u r p h y, J e r o m e T. ( 1 9 3 1 ) ; ’ " ' T h e P a r a d o x o f S t a t e - G o ' v e r n n e n t P v e f o r m .
The Public Interest, No. 64 (Suiimer) ; 1 2 4 - 1 3 9 .

ChtTen, Bruce ;I. and Ronald Braeutigam (1975); The P.egulation Game; Strategic
Use of the Administrative '^rocess. Cambridge, B a l l i n g e r -
P u b l i s h i n g C o .

P r e s s m a n , J e f f r e y L . a n d fi a r o n J J i l d a v s k y ( 1 9 7 9 ) :
B e r k e l e y , C A . ,

I n p l e n e n t a t i o n , 2 n d e d i t i o n .
U n i v e r s i t y o f C a l i f o r n i a P r e s S 0

S a b a t i e r , P a u l a n d D a n i e l N n z : a a n i a n ( 1 9 3 0 ) ; " T l i e j - n p l e m e n t a t i o n o f P u b l i c
^ ' ' ' o l i c y ; A P r a ’ m e w o r k o f A n a l y s i s . ' ’ P o l i c y S t u d i e s J o u r n a l ,

No. 4(Special 92) ■; 5 3 3 - 5 6 0 .

n

. e th ink ing Imp lementa t ion . ' . Paper p resen ted
at the Annual 'meet ing o f the Amer ican Pol i t i ca l Sc ience Assoc ia t ion,
■' . 'ashington, D.C..

S a l a n o n , L e s t e r ) i . ( 1 5 3 0 ) ;

U.S. Office of Ranagenent and Budget (1979); Nanaging Pederal Assistance
in the 1530s; Uorking Papers. I.’ashinf'ton, 'U.C'..-; OMB (August/
September).

U a l k e r , D a v i d B . ( 1 9 7 3 ) ; ' A ' N e w I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l S y s t e m i n 1 5 7 7 .
'"ubliu^ 3, 'Jo. 1CJinter) ; 1 0 1 - 1 1 6 .

n

(1931A); 'Dysfunctional rederalism—The Congress tnd Inter¬
governmental Relations.'’ State Gove rninen t, 54, :!o, 2; 5 3 - 5 7 .

(1901B) ;
U i n t h r o n P u b l i s h e r s , I n c .

To v / a r d a F u n c t i o n i n g R e d e r a l i s m . Cambridge, ' ●

N e i d e n b a u i a , ' i u r r a y L . ( 1 ' 9 3 1 ) ; B u s i n e s s , G o v e r n m e n t , a n d T h e P u b l i c , 2 n d
e d i t i o n . E n g l e v j o o d C l i f f s , i I . J . ; P r e n t i c e - i i a l l , I n c .

' iTi therspoonj John V. (1530) ; ' 'L i fe A iaong the 'Grants ' , ' ' T l - ie Urban In teres t ,
2 , N o . 1 ( S p r i n g ) ; 5 2 - 5 3 .


