
Not Well Advised 





NOT WELL 

ADVISED 

PETER SZANTON 

NEW YORK 

Russell Sage Foundation and The Ford Foundation 



Publications of Russell Sage Foundation 

Russell Sage Foundation was established in 1907 by Mrs. Margaret Olivia Sage for the 

improvement of social and living conditions in the United States. In carrying out its 

purposes, the Foundation conducts research under the direction of members of the 

staff or outside scholars, in the general fields of social science and public policy. As 

an integral part of its operation, the Foundation from time to time publishes books 

or pamphlets resulting from these activities. Publication under the imprint of the 

Foundation does not necessarily imply agreement by the Foundation, its Trustees, or 

its staff with the interpretations or conclusions of the authors. 

The Ford Foundation 

The Ford Foundation is a private nonprofit institution dedicated to the public well 

being. It seeks to identify and contribute to the solution of problems of national or 

international importance. The Foundation works mainly by granting funds to institu¬ 

tions, organizations, and individuals for experimental, demonstration, and develop¬ 

mental efforts that give promise of producing advances in various fields. The Founda¬ 

tion was established in 1936 by Henry Ford and Edsel Ford. It became a national 

organization in 1950. 

© 1981 by Russell Sage Foundation. All rights reserved. Printed in the United States 

of America. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, 

or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, 

recording, or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher. 

Library of Congress Catalog Number: 80-69174 

Standard Book Number: 0-87154-874-7 



For Carol 



I'■Vu'iV;' r 

if 

/. v- 

l»lr 'lrl*’V ^'^‘ ■ ' 
>V • I- 

, il '‘1<X 

4 .■ ‘Lf 
.- « ^^1 T 

'• ■:". 1 

i. .iSr*': 

S i"' ', .-jj 
> *. 

1 >ii 1 

1 

r.1\ 

vy • '.r 

4 V; 
■ !' 't 

1/ 

« » 

/j'. 

I'^PW 

(A- '^.^>'11 

v. .M'-i i'jM * < 

V.; (h rUT ■ 

',■■; ^ira' 

(3 ( 

■'i 

• »./ i; 
t.% 

I V , 

>r '<>i „ 

■ m '' ' ' ' ' ' • ■ • 

VO \\ir 

ji _ A: 

> h >. 

f,J 

„ . ..., , , . *V . 
•V‘ 

,r-.''.*' r. .it,#iirr 
/, ^ 

’ ■ ''^ !■ -''f ^ ' V ‘ 

A 

' f j V ^ .'P*!.- , i tr, '■ I'-' • ' y^ ju 

?■ ■-> : .'. . ^■, >.-:/v ^ ’i^f' '-; ^ I, ‘•‘ 

-vfcy/M’ 
ir»'»- 

y ■. / • ’/' ' ’''■ • : ..'■' • ‘ ' 
. *•! * '^.''' k* f '.'-Ji 



CONTENTS 

Preface ix 

Chapter 1 Where the Action Was 3 

Chapter 2 Attempts to Advise 17 

Chapter 3 Of All Men Least Fitted 57 

Chapter 4 Contrary Evidence 71 

Chapter 5 What Have We Learned? 128 

Notes 161 

Index i6j 





PREFACE 

This is a book about advice—especially advice to local public 

officials. It tries to determine why analyses and proposals of¬ 

fered to loeal publie ageneies by consultants of many kinds so 

often seem to be useless, or at least go unused. The book offers 

an answer to that question and then suggests a number of 

ground rules—for advisers, eonsumers of advice, and third- 

party funders of adviee—that I believe would improve matters. 

It began, however, as a book about universities, and its form 

and emphasis reflect that origin. Its source was a request from 

officers of the Ford Foundation, in 1976, that I assess the 

results of the Foundation's considerable effort in the 1950s and 

1960s to help provoke and support useful university responses 

to urban problems, espeeially by the provision of research and 

analysis. 

For the previous twenty years, and especially during the late 

1960s and early 1970s when the ‘'urban crisis" loomed large in 

the national eonsciousness, American universities had been 

regarded as potentially rieh sourees of useful advice to munici¬ 

pal governments. And pressed to prove “relevant," or to find 

new sources of finaneial support, or to utilize the city as a 

laboratory, or simply to respond to the genuine needs of the 

troubled communities around them, academics attempted to 

provide such advice. 

The attempt took many forms. In some cases the universities 

responded as institutions, establishing centers or schools of 

urban affairs intended, in part, to design and in some cases even 

to help introduee more rational policy or more effective pro¬ 

grams. In other instances, individual professors or instruetors. 

IX 



X Preface 

generally with federal or foundation funding, set to work on 

eonerete problems of real or imagined importanee to the loeal 

government. Some adviee was addressed to mayors, some to 

low-level operating offieials, mueh to no identifiable elient. The 

subjeet of some was well speeified, more was vague. Some was 

rooted in an established diseipline or, more rarely, drew on 

several diseiplines; more displayed little discipline or none. 

That diverse history produced a very wide range of results. 

But whatever its intellectual merits, strikingly little of the ad¬ 

vice generated by academics had the intended effect—or any 

effect—on cities. Indeed, the larger, more institutional and 

more ambitious the effort, the less effect it appeared to have. 

The effort as a whole has therefore been generally accounted 

a failure. 

The reasons for this failure, moreover, have been thought to 

be fairly clear: the academy, concerned with general principles 

rather than specific situations, valuing originality of insight 

above utility of conclusion, distracted by the requirements of 

teaching and basic research and seeking the approval of aca¬ 

demic peers rather than municipal clients, was simply an un¬ 

suitable setting for the production of timely, specific and prac¬ 

tical advice, and for casting it in terms city officials could 

absorb. 

Reviewing the history of university-based attempts to advise 

municipal agencies, this book finds the evaluation of that expe¬ 

rience as a failure to be oversimple but not wrong. The book 

goes on to argue, however, that the asserted causes of that 

failure, while plausible, are so far from being the whole truth, 

or even the main truth, as to be grossly misleading. It suggests 

that, disadvantageous as they were, the characteristics of the 

academic world cannot fully explain the frequent inability of 

academics to provide'useful advice to urban officials since such 

failure was an outcome typical not only of university-based 

efforts to advise city governments, but of the work of a wide 
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variety of non-academic providers of advice—not-for-profit re¬ 

search corporations, management consulting firms, and the 

analytic staffs of manufacturers, for example. Academics, 

moreover, seem to have been able to provide advice of far 

greater value to other clients. A far better explanation is that 

city governments are particularly weak and constrained users of 

any advice, and are sharply limited in their capacity to act on 

recommendations for change. It is from that proposition that 

the book derives its concluding suggestions to would-be pro¬ 

ducers, consumers, and third-party funders of advice about 

how matters might be improved. 

The breadth of the subject precluded any fully comprehen¬ 

sive review of the advice provided to American cities, even by 

universities. Instead I have absorbed the available accounts, 

drawn on my own experience with New York City’s intensive 

effort to elicit advice from many sources, and have amplified 

that background by brief, first-hand examinations of advising 

relationships in six other U.S. cities. The result is hardly ency¬ 

clopedic. It undoubtedly fails to report many notable relation¬ 

ships of adviser and advised. Nor does it employ a close-grained 

typology of advising relationships or very sensitive measures of 

their degrees of success. The study is therefore partial in cover¬ 

age and crude in method. Nonetheless, it reaches conclusions 

that a considerable body of evidence seems to support and that 

correspond to the educated instincts of the most skillful practi¬ 

tioners of consulting and of local government. I have therefore 

stated both my conclusions and the lessons that seem to me to 

flow from them in plain and unreserved form. This is not 

because I imagine that they represent demonstrated truth, but 

for two other reasons: I believe that, if observed, these lessons 

would improve much current practice; and whether observed 

or not, their formulation in stark terms may stimulate, in the 

small community of those interested, useful reflection and de¬ 

bate. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Where the Action Was 

If language is not used accurately, then what is 

said is not meant. If what is said is not meant, then 

what ought to be done remains undone. . . . 

Hence there must be clarity in what is said; that 

matters above all. 

CONFUCIUS 

The Analects, XI11 

The “Urban Crisis” 

Americans have always worried about their cities. Though 

urban centers afforded economic opportunity, cultural diver¬ 

sity, adventure, novelty, and anonymity, cities have been re¬ 

garded from the opening of our national history as diseased, 

debased, confining, and politically dangerous.^ During the first 

half of the twentieth century, however, that historic suspicion 

began to diminish. Urban population, i6 percent of the U.S. 

total in i860, had grown to almost 40 percent by 1900. City 

voters came to dominate national (though not state) elections, 

and their candidates were not notably more demogogic than 

those of rural areas. Advances in public health sharply lowered 

the incidence of disease in cities. And urban patterns of life no 

longer seemed exceptional; they had become the norm. 

3 



4 Not Well Advised 

Dissatisfactions with city life remained, but they were hardly 

radical. In the 1930s and 1940s overcrowding was the great 

concern; the “urban problem’’ of those decades was the misera¬ 

ble housing of the poor. In the 1950s, urban commentary 

focused on the weakness of land-use planning and on the pre¬ 

sumed advantages of metropolitan government. 

By i960, however, more fundamental urban problems had 

again begun to impinge on the national consciousness. For 

most major cities, especially the older metropolises of the 

Northeast and Midwest, a hard three-way squeeze had devel¬ 

oped. The demands for services from local government were 

expanding; city revenues were growing too slowly to meet those 

demands; and the effective authority of urban offieials was 

diminishing. 

Behind the intensifying demand for services lay the growing 

proportions of the poor, the black, the disadvantaged, and the 

dependent in urban populations. Their expectations for goods 

and services were rising, but the movement of upper- and 

middle-class families to the suburbs, coupled with the tradi¬ 

tional dependence of local governments on property taxes, 

sharply limited city revenues. Faced with the pressure to do 

more and the neeessity to accomplish it with (relatively) less, 

city governments found it difficult to do anything at all. Their 

former freedom of action was increasingly limited by municipal 

employees now more militant and far more fully organized (the 

number of unionized local government employees doubled be¬ 

tween i960 and 1970) and by newly assertive neighborhood, 

ethnic, religious, and racial groups. The wisdom that “you can’t 

fight city hall” had been turned on its head. City hall was easy 

to fight, not hard to stalemate, and even possible to beat. 

The result was that American city life, which for fifty years 

had grown more attraetive, more humane, and more prosper¬ 

ous, appeared by the early 1960s to be receding on each of 

these scales. Though the hard evidence is neither uniform nor 
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complete, it tends to confirm the popular impressions of the 

time—that at least the large and older cities of the Northeast 

and Midwest were becoming more repellent, ugly, dirty, and 

dangerous. 

Whether this situation deserved the label ''urban crisis'’ is 

debatable. Arguably this was no crisis but simply a heightened 

awareness of classical urban difficulties, measured against raised 

expectations and magnified by racial tension. Demands on 

municipal services had increased steadily for decades; in-migra¬ 

tion of the poor and jobless had been occurring for two centu¬ 

ries; out-migration of the middle class had been proceeding 

rapidly since the development of trolley systems at the begin¬ 

ning of the century; and the existence of forceful special inter¬ 

est groups in cities was hardly new. Some urban problems, 

moreover, were clearly diminishing. Congestion was decreas¬ 

ing, the housing conditions of the poor were improving, public 

forms of racial discrimination were receding, and the black 

population was making important economic gains. ^ 

The case can also be made, finally, that if a "crisis" existed, 

it was not urban. Poverty, inadequate social services, and racial 

tension were all more common outside the major cities than 

within them.^ Yet the popular judgment reflected a demon¬ 

strable objective truth: many cities were faltering if not failing. 

Their physical structures were decaying as populations de¬ 

clined. Their economies were weakening as commercial and 

residential tax bases eroded and jobs disappeared. Their social 

structures were strained not merely by neighborhood and eth¬ 

nic and religious division, as before, but now by race—a more 

evident, more pervasive, and potentially far more explosive 

distinction. Their politics were growing more embittered. And 

perhaps most profoundly, cities seemed to be failing in two 

fundamental social roles. They were no longer effectively so¬ 

cializing in-migrants, and they were no longer adequately em¬ 

ploying them. 
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The Cities Respond 

City governments responded to these developments in essen¬ 

tially two ways. Mainly, they sought and expended additional 

funds. Indeed, expenditures by state and loeal governments in 

these years grew at astounding rates. In 1954, state and loeal 

government expenditures stood at $30 billion, 8 pereent of the 

nation’s GNP; by 1974 they amounted to $206 billion, almost 

15 pereent of GNP.’*' During the same period, while federal 

employment rose from 2.2 to 2.7 million, or 23 pereent, state 

and local government employment rose from 4.6 to 11.6 mil¬ 

lion, or 125 percent.^ Local government expenditures on hous¬ 

ing and urban renewal increased more than five times in those 

two decades; on health and hospitals and on police and fire 

protection more than six times; on education more than seven; 

and on welfare more than eight. ^ 

Strikingly, the rate of growth in these expenditures was 

higher for major cities than for state and local government 

generally. Though inconsistencies in the data and shifts in 

financing responsibilities make these expenditures hard to com¬ 

pare, one careful study has concluded that in the decade 1962- 

1972, while all state and local expenditures grew by 163 per¬ 

cent, those of a representative sample of twenty-eight large 

cities grew by 198 percent.^ Much of this additional expendi¬ 

ture, of course, was absorbed by inflation and by the very large 

increase in the average earnings of public sector employees, 

which in those twenty years almost tripled.^ But virtually every 

local government function also increased in scope, complexity, 

and ambition. 

The resulting growth in municipal expenditure was financed 

*This enormous growth occurred while federal expenditures grew quite modestly 
—from 19.2 to 21.4 percent of GNP. Indeed, if transfer payments to individuals are 
excluded, federal expenditures over these years declined as a proportion of the GNP. 
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largely by federal grants. This was the period in which the fiscal 

relationships of the federal system were being quietly but pro¬ 

foundly transformed, as tens of billions of dollars raised by 

federal taxation began flowing through state and city budgets. 

But state and local tax rates also increased sharply. The ratio 

of local government revenues (excluding federal grants) to per¬ 

sonal income rose from under 9 percent in 1954 to over 14 

percent in 1974. In cities containing high concentrations of 

the poor, the proportions were much higher; in New York, for 

example, it had risen by 1973 to almost 23 percent.® 

Yet demand for municipal services grew at a greater rate 

than city incomes. The second general strategy, therefore, was 

to accomplish more with less. Reform and innovation were to 

make programs more cost-effective and enhance the efficiency 

of city government. 

This was a policy more often announced than carried out, 

to be sure, for it encountered political, bureaucratic, and con¬ 

ceptual difficulties of awesome proportions. Local government 

costs were overwhelmingly personnel costs. Substantial savings 

therefore required fewer employees, lower salaries, or reduced 

fringe benefits. Yet, especially in the larger and older cities, the 

private sector jobs to which city employees might have moved 

were disappearing, the tradition of the city government as 

residual (and generous) employer was strong, costly benefit 

packages had become customary, and expanding municipal 

bureaucracies deployed formidable voting strength. And the 

fast-growing public service unions, at odds with agency ad¬ 

ministrators over everything else, were their determined allies 

behind one proposition: if budget cuts were unavoidable they 

must be taken elsewhere; reductions in this department would 

cripple absolutely essential services. 

Moreover, it was far from clear how greater efficiency was 

to be obtained, especially at a time when local community 

interests in greater ‘'responsiveness” posed still another com- 
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peting claim. The outlines of at least four largely inconsistent 

approaches to more effective local government had begun to 

emerge: the integration of traditional departments and agen¬ 

cies into large '‘super departments’’; the decentralization of 

operating control and management discretion to administra¬ 

tors at borough, ward, or district levels; control (or influence) 

by local communities and neighborhoods themselves; and ''pri¬ 

vatization, ” the devolution into private hands of responsibility 

for services which, like trash collection, seemed more efficiently 

performed in the commercial marketplace. 

The search for greater cost-effectiveness proceeded in two 

directions: toward more productive technology (computer-con¬ 

trolled traffic signals, high-pressure trash compactors); and to¬ 

ward new planning, policy-making, or management methods 

(systems analysis, program budgeting). And since local officials 

knew that industry, the professional consulting firms, and the 

federal government all had greater experience with sueh inno¬ 

vations than they did, they sought help from each of those 

sources. Mayors and department heads pressed local industries 

to volunteer experts in efficiency studies, management effec¬ 

tiveness, accounting methods. The management consulting 

industry was employed by city governments for the first time 

in significant degree. Federal officials experienced in the new 

planning and management procedures were hired away from 

Washington. 

And encouraged by foundation and federal agencies, some 

local officials looked to the universities as well for help. They 

found a number of aeademics and university administrators 

eager to respond. The cities, bedeviled by problems, stood 

awaiting help; the universities, rich in understanding, were 

obliged to provide it. In doing so, the universities would 

deepen their own knowledge of the life and society around 

them. So, at least, went the rhetoric of the time. In his inau¬ 

gural address as president of the University of Cincinnati, 



Where the Action Was 9 

Warren Bennis expressed the conviction in characteristically 

expansive terms. 

A generation ago, Washington was the power eenter where young 

men could work the levers that had an impact on the world. Today, 

City Hall is where the action is and the city itself is the focus of all 

the major problems. . . . Properly, the universities should be, along 

with City Hall, the command post of all the operations to reclaim, 

renew, rebuild and revitalize the city. . . . The city around us is itself 

a university without walls.^ 

The 1960s, especially the early 1960s, were a time of great 

confidence in “problem solving” and great acceptance of the 

“action-intellectual,” a period of easy relations between deci¬ 

sion makers and scholars. And “If it was possible to go to the 

moon” then anything was possible, given only the requisite will 

and funding. It was a time in which scholarship leaned to the 

empirical and bent to the “relevant.” That a body of usable 

“urban” knowledge existed in the academy was generally as¬ 

sumed; that its existence created an obligation to help solve the 

cities' problems was widely asserted. 

Two disciplines, public administration and city planning, to 

be sure, had long concerned themselves with city government. 

But neither was now in favor. For one thing, both had tended 

to divorce themselves from politics, and politics now was recog¬ 

nized as the matrix in which governmental action took place. 

For another, their perspectives seemed too limited. The prob¬ 

lems of the cities were only partially administrative or aes¬ 

thetic; they were technical, economic, demographic, social, 

moral, and all of these together. The hope, therefore, was that 

a far wider variety of scholarly skills and perspectives might be 

brought to bear. 

The analogy often employed was that of rural extension. 

Through agricultural experiment stations and the county-agent 

system America's land-grant universities had for eighty years 
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led the striking advance in farm technology and enriched the 

lives of rural families. Why could not urban universities, oper¬ 

ating '‘urban observatories’’ and employing "urban extension 

agents,” help solve the complex problems of America’s cities? 

In retrospect, the question seems substantive and difficult.’" In 

the 1960s, however, it sounded simply rhetorical. Why not 

indeed? There seemed every reason to believe that the univer¬ 

sity itself would be enriched by the attempt. The city would 

become its laboratory, a source of problems for advanced stu¬ 

dents and idealistic faculty to attack, a provider of new reve¬ 

nues, an anchor in the real world, and a source of opportunities 

to generate data, refine hypotheses, and advance social under¬ 

standing. The universities might thus meet the social respon¬ 

sibilities now being widely assigned to them. And the cities 

might, over time, be transformed. 

The Academic Company 

The universities to which American cities looked for help (and 

to which foundations and federal agencies looked on cities’ 

behalf) were diverse in history, purpose, and clientele. Of the 

roughly 2,400 U.S. institutions of higher education accredited 

in the mid-1960s, some 160 were true universities. These fell 

into several categories. 

The prestigious private eastern universities had evolved from 

the colonial colleges of liberal arts. Transformed by exposure 

to German scholarship in the nineteenth century, they con- 

*As has since been reeognized, the rural extension analogy was faulty on several 
grounds. Rural extension developed slowly and experimentally over half a eentury; it 
was limited and well speeified in purpose; and it was rooted in a congruenee of values 
between the researchers and the whole constituency on which their schools depended. 
None of these conditions held with respect to urban problems. 
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sisted largely of research-oriented graduate schools on the Ger¬ 

man model superimposed on liberal arts teaching colleges of 

English tradition. Harvard, Yale, and Columbia typified the 

class. A second and closely related category comprised the 

small group of private universities—Johns Hopkins, Stanford, 

and the University of Chicago principal among them—estab¬ 

lished in the late nineteenth century entirely on the German 

model. Like the schools in the first group, they were devoted 

to teaching and research of high quality and lacked any sub¬ 

stantial tradition of local public service. A third set was com¬ 

posed of the older state universities—those of Michigan, Min¬ 

nesota, Wisconsin, and California, for example. These were 

oriented both by doctrine and the exigencies of tax support 

toward public service as well as research and teaching, but their 

reputations and student bodies were national, and their aca¬ 

demic goals took precedence. A fourth and rapidly growing 

category was composed of new state-supported universities 

evolving from the smaller land-grant, agricultural and mechani¬ 

cal, and teachers colleges. Typically, these schools served local 

and vocationally-oriented students, many of whom attended 

part time. And public service had been one of their explicit, 

if loosely defined, objectives since the Morrill Act of 1862. 

Finally, there were two local public universities supported di¬ 

rectly by city governments—the City University of New York 

and the University of Cincinnati—which, like Temple Univer¬ 

sity in Philadelphia, had been established in the nineteenth 

century to serve the aspiring urban poor. 

Differing as these universities did in academic standards, in 

sources of funding, in degree of devotion to service as against 

teaching or research, in the capacities, ages and economic 

status of their student bodies, and in their concern for their 

immediate communities, they nonetheless had much in com¬ 

mon. One link was that all had been part of an enormous 

expansion in American higher education, and almost all had 
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been made vulnerable by it. There were twenty times as many 

undergraduates enrolled in 1966 as in 1900, and more than one 

hundred times the number of graduate students. Mueh of this 

growth, moreover, had oceurred in the 1950s and early 1960s; 

the roughly 5.5 million Ameriean undergraduates and 650,000 

graduate students of 1966 outnumbered their 1950 eounter- 

parts by almost three to one. Enrollment in publie institutions 

had grown particularly fast, from exactly half of total enroll¬ 

ment in the late 1930s to almost two-thirds of the very much 

larger number enrolled in the late 1960s. The larger universi¬ 

ties had become huge. Harvard, Yale, and the Universities of 

Michigan and Minnesota, for example, each had enrolled be¬ 

tween 300 and 650 students in the 1870s; they now ranged in 

size from 10,000 to more than 40,000 students. Budgets were 

similarly swollen; Columbia’s, $20 million in 1953, was $120 

million in 1966.^^ And together with salaries in the not-for- 

profit sector generally, academic pay in this period had ad¬ 

vanced very rapidly; genteel poverty was no longer accepted as 

the necessary circumstance of scholars. 

The result was that by the early 1960s, many U. S. universi¬ 

ties were financially vulnerable. They were larger, more com¬ 

plex, and harder to manage than before; responsible for huge 

payrolls and dramatically expanded physical plants; and under¬ 

capitalized and dependent on continued growth in revenues. 

But in the middle 1960s enrollment growth began to taper off 

just as federal research funding started to decline. Inflation 

compounded the problem, and by 1968 a Carnegie Corpora¬ 

tion study found that 71 percent of a representative group of 

universities was either already in financial difficulty or was 

clearly headed for it.^^ Though private universities had come 

under greater pressure than public ones, all types of institutions 

were affected. As a result, by the late 1960s most universities 

were actively seeking new sources of funds. 

A second characteristic common to virtually all American 
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universities was that they were deeply influeneed by the social 

concerns of the day. As Abraham Flexner had noted in 1930, 

American universities existed ‘‘not outside but inside the gen¬ 

eral social fabric of a given era. . . . They are not something 

apart, something historic, something that yields as little as 

possible to forces and influences that are more or less new. 

They are, on the contrary ... an expression of the age. . . 

In the nineteenth century, those external forces had created 

schools of agriculture, engineering, home economics, business 

administration—fields of scholarship then unknown in Ger¬ 

many or England. They had induced the universities to serve 

the children of farmers and workers, to create agricultural 

experiment stations and service bureaus, and to acknowledge 

that, in the United States, the role of universities was neither 

to form gentlemen nor to train only scholars, lawyers, doctors, 

and divines. It was to produce more skillful engineers, more 

productive farmers, more competent businessmen, a more 

prosperous nation. Jacques Barzun put the point broadly: “The 

American university is a residual institution—asked to do what¬ 

ever individuals or society cannot do for themselves.''By the 

1960s, what universities were being asked to do—by mayors, 

editorialists, foundations, entrepreneurial or socially-conscious 

faculty, and by their own student bodies—was to take up a 

position on the urban battlefront. 

But it was also typical of American universities that, though 

more deeply affected by the social currents of the day than 

most of their European counterparts, they were not urban in 

spirit or history. All of the great continental universities had 

developed in cities. Most American colleges and universities 

had been set in rural areas or small towns. As Clark Kerr wrote 

in 1968: 

. . . the religious denominations that started most of the early 

colleges preferred rural sites as more fitting and particularly more 
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moral locations; the land grant movement had a rural basis; boosters 

of new towns, as the population moved west, boosted local colleges. 

Many of the eolleges and universities now in urban loeations were 

onee in the outskirts of the eity, and saw it grow up around them, 

often with the greatest regret. . . . Except for oceasional studies, as 

at the University of Chieago in the 1930s, and oeeasional institutions, 

as at Berkeley and Syracuse, the eity was largely ignored. 

The result was that most Ameriean universities had little work¬ 

ing experienee with the problems of urban government and 

little eontaet with the ofBeials whose profession it was to deal 

with those problems. Indeed, mueh of what eontaet they had 

was painful. The great postwar expansion of universities had 

ereated problems of parking, housing,loeal tax-loss and town- 

gown relations that steadily irritated the relations of many loeal 

officials and university administrators. 

Another characteristic shared by American universities was 

that they were organized almost entirely into departments 

defined by single academic disciplines—economics, physics, 

biology, romance languages. It was the department and not 

deans or university presidents that decided on hiring, tenure, 

and promotion (a fact that mayors and municipal department 

heads were slow to understand). And the dominant loyalties of 

faculty members attached not so much to the university (and 

still less to the local community in which the university hap¬ 

pened to be set) as to the department and the national and 

international community of scholars of which it was part. It 

was to the discipline’s national organization that scholars 

looked for recognition; to the discipline’s journal that they 

looked for publication; in the discipline’s departments in other 

schools that they sought to place their students. Organization 

by discipline is a powerful motivator of methodological prog- 

* Interestingly, the first three rent-eontrol systems in the United States after World 
War 11 were adopted in university-dominated towns: Ann Arbor, Cambridge, Berke¬ 
ley. 
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ress, specialized research, and informed teaching. But it is a 

poor framework for applying interdisciplinary and nondiscipli- 

nary knowledge to the poorly defined, highly ramified, politi¬ 

cally charged problems of local government. 

Finally, as they sought to engage themselves in the under¬ 

standing and solution of urban problems, universities shared 

two sources of confusion and disorientation. The first was that 

the category ‘‘urban problems,” meaning everything, meant 

nothing. What was to be addressed: racial conflict, unemploy¬ 

ment, housing deterioration, the flight of the middle class, the 

inadequacies of public transportation, schooling deficiencies, 

crime, air pollution, the welfare burden? All of these? The 

dynamics of American cities were—as they still are—only 

dimly understood. Which of those problems were causes and 

which effects? Which might yield most readily to analysis? To 

governmental intervention? Which most seriously threatened 

the quality of urban life or the governability of metropolitan 

centers? No one knew. 

That uncertainty was compounded by another. City budgets 

were strained, and city agencies were unaccustomed to sup¬ 

porting research. By and large, therefore, early university 

efforts to involve themselves in urban issues were funded by 

third parties—foundations and various agencies of the federal 

government. The result was confusion not only about what 

issues should be addressed but about who the client was. Was 

it the city government—and if so, who in it: the mayor, the city 

council, a political appointee heading an agency, or the techni¬ 

cians or bureaucrats who reported to him? Was it an aggrieved 

ethnic or racial group or neighborhood association? Was it 

some self-derived conception of the general interest? Or the 

foundation or federal agency? These questions, too, often had 

no clear answer. Indeed, once funding was secured, they were 

seldom asked. 

Nonetheless, the pull of evident urban needs, the push to- 
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wards “relevance/’ the requirement to generate new revenues, 

and the fact that, immovably fixed in deteriorating urban set¬ 

tings, many universities had a substantial stake in the fate of 

their own cities were pressures too powerful to ignore. Curricu¬ 

lar reforms were undertaken, with courses and advanced degree 

programs developed on urban issues. Training programs for 

city employees, especially for police and correctional officers, 

were established. Remedial courses were designed for poorly 

prepared entering students. The athletic and medical facilities 

at some schools were opened to neighborhood residents. Uni¬ 

versities in decaying areas became active backers of redevelop¬ 

ment. On a quite different plane, university-based scholars 

contributed greatly to the analysis of local and national issues 

of social policy and to the design of federal initiatives affecting 

cities and the poor. The Family Assistance Plan and the Model 

Cities concept are obvious examples. 

These were substantial activities, and any attempt to assess 

in the large the response of universities to the problems of the 

cities would have to consider them with care. But our purpose 

here is far more limited. It is to understand the nature, extent, 

and typical outcome of university-based attempts to provide 

useful advice to city officials. Specifying problems, identifying 

causes, suggesting solutions—these seemed the overriding new 

tasks set for the academic community by the urban crisis. And 

they were the tasks whose attempted performance shed most 

light on the barriers to innovation in local government, on the 

difficult conditions effective advisers must meet, and on the 

particular strengths and weaknesses that academics bring to a 

challenge—not merely speaking truth to power, but influenc¬ 

ing power through truth—whose importance is likely to grow. 



CHAPTER 2 

It must be understood that the children of light 
are foolish not merely because they underesti¬ 
mate the power of self-interest among the chil¬ 

dren of darkness. They underestimate this power 

among themselves. 
REINHOLD NIEBUHR 

The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness 

The academic community attempted to advise and inform 

urban officials through many mechanisms, but three main in¬ 

struments are worth distinguishing: urban “centers'’ or “insti¬ 

tutes” within universities; federally-funded efforts to induce 

urban innovation; and direct and essentially personal consult¬ 

ing of academics with local officials. 

The Urban Research Centers 

The Urban Institute’s 1969 directory of university urban re¬ 

search centers noted that “such centers in the early 1960s 

numbered only about two dozen. In 1967, there were about 80. 

Today we identify close to 200.” The 1971 directory showed 

17 
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some 300 such centers—roughly twice the number of Ameri¬ 

can universities.^ 

There was much less here than met the eye. The centers 

typically characterized as '‘urban’' a bewildering miscellany of 

activities and interests. They held themselves out as sources of 

teaching and research on the poor, the troubled, the disadvan¬ 

taged, the unemployed, the aged, the young, and an endless 

variety of substantive issues from the visual arts through eco¬ 

nomic development and court reform to pollution control. 

Diffuseness was not their sole weakness. Especially in their 

early years, the principal task of most such centers was either 

to attempt to coordinate "urban related” work in the standard 

academic departments or to attract external funding. Few pos¬ 

sessed the power to hire teachers or researchers or to promote 

or fire those hired by the departments. They had neither lever¬ 

age nor prestige within the universities and well deserved the 

treatment accorded in a satirical 1970 article in Science: 

Q; Specifically, what are some of the examples of the Center’s 

work? 

A: Well, the Center staff members have resolved the conflict 

between teaching and research. 

Q: How? 

A: By doing neither.^ 

Moreover, where the work of these centers had substance, 

it was far more likely to consist of familiar forms of research 

and teaching than of advising city government or conducting 

studies with clear policy relevance. The Center for Metropoli¬ 

tan Planning and Research at Johns Hopkins University, for 

example, reporting to the Ford Foundation in 1974 on the 

prior five years of its urban affairs program, described its re¬ 

search activities in twenty-six pages, its education and training 

work in fourteen, and its "community services”—of which 

work with local government was one part—in three and one- 
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half.^ The allocation of effort that breakdown suggests was 

common. It was also wholly legitimate, of course. Indeed the 

argument is strong that research and teaching are the only 

proper functions of universities and the only tasks at which 

they have a comparative advantage. The point here is simply 

that even where, as at Johns Hopkins, genuine intellectual 

effort took place at the “urban centers,’' little of it consisted 

of analysis performed for a local decision maker.’’' 

It was characteristic of these centers, moreover, that when 

they did perform applied work for an urban client, the client 

was often not a government but a neighborhood or ethnic or 

racial group—an entity often in conflict with local agencies. 

This was a period in which many intellectuals regarded city hall 

less as the instrument of solutions than as the source of prob¬ 

lems. City bureaucracies were widely viewed as unresponsive, 

incompetent, corrupt, or all three; and many action-oriented 

academics, like activist citizens generally, sympathized with 

the emerging representatives of the underprivileged. Work for 

such nongovernmental clients was particularly common at 

newer schools with large black student populations (Texas 

Southern University in Houston, for example) where research 

and policy centers tended naturally to become advocates of 

views that teachers and students regarded as underrepresented. 

There were additional characteristics of urban centers that 

limited their utility to local governments. One was that when 

they sought to serve the needs of government at all, many, 

especially those of the more nationally oriented universities, 

focused on problems of federal, regional, or state policy. The 

work of the Harvard-MIT Joint Center is a fair example. 

^Universities were capable of absorbing “urban” funding in ways that produced 
far less interest to local decision makers. Early in the 1960s the University of Illinois, 
for example, received $125,000 from the Ford Foundation’s “Urban Extension” 
program, in part to help “define its urban role.” Having expended the money, the 
university concluded that its proper urban role was simply to continue its “regular 
teaching and research function. 
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Another limitation was that even that small proportion of work 

done for eity governments was usually funded by third parties 

—typieally the Ford Foundation, the federal Departments of 

Housing and Urban Development or of Health, Edueation and 

Welfare, or the National Seienee Foundation. Those funds 

normally went direetly to the universities, not to or through the 

intended beneficiaries. The universities thus had little incen¬ 

tive to determine what help city agencies wanted or were 

capable of using. They tended rather to address issues they or 

their funders regarded as important, attempting only after¬ 

wards—often clumsily—to interest city officials in the results. 

But the main point is not that the analyses of urban issues 

performed at universities were irrelevant or unimportant to 

local officials; it is that so few such analyses were performed. 

A review in 1967 by the Higher Education Council on urban 

affairs activities in the Baltimore area, for example, showed 

twenty of that region's twenty-four institutions of higher edu¬ 

cation reporting some '‘urban affairs activities.” But none re¬ 

ported attempts to provide advice to any level of local govern¬ 

ment. ^ Frederick O'R. Hayes and John E. Rasmussen, in a 

1972 survey of centers of external advice for cities and states, 

could not find a single significant case of a university-based 

institution devoted primarily to serving the research needs of 

a city or state government.^ 

The available evidence is thin, but it suggests that of the 

roughly 300 university-based urban centers operating in 1971, 

not more than 200 engaged in any substantial activity for more 

than a year; of those, probably more than 150 devoted virtually 

all their efforts to teaching and to clientless research; and of the 

remaining 50, a probable majority performed their client-ori¬ 

ented work principally for nongovernmental groups or state 

and especially federal agencies. Perhaps 10 to 20 centers pro¬ 

vided substantial informational or analytic support to a city 
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government; another 20 or 30 may have provided oeeasional 

serviees. But the Hayes-Rasmussen eonelusion seems correet: 

none sought primarily to serve the researeh needs of loeal 

governments. 

The National Programs 

The various urban centers and institutes represented the most 

common university responses to pressures for urban relevance, 

but three national programs provided better tests of the capac¬ 

ity of universities to prove useful to city governments under the 

stimulus of federal funding. 

THE URBAN OBSERVATORIES 

The first such program sought to establish a national net¬ 

work of ‘‘urban observatories.’’ The observatory notion dated 

from a 1962 speech of Robert C. Wood, then an MIT politi¬ 

cal scientist and adviser on urban problems to the federal 

government, later undersecretary of the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development. Wood noted that “the 

study of urban politics lags far behind the natural sciences in 

the treatment of the phenomena under observation,” and 

that the laboratories and observatories of the natural scien¬ 

tists “with an agreed upon set of tools, an accepted field of 

observation, a common understanding of the phenomena to 

be observed . . . build a cumulative record.”^ He argued that 

a national network of “urban observatories,” operated jointly 

by universities and city governments and following a master 

research plan, could begin to develop a science of urban 

affairs. 

The talk received considerable notice. Shortly thereafter 
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Mayor Henry Maier of Milwaukee, then president of the Na¬ 

tional League of Cities, urged on the federal government the 

creation of just such a system of observatories to '‘help us 

replace our folk knowledge of cities with more scientific knowl¬ 

edge/’ A group of mayors and university officials endorsed the 

concept as the beginning of “a new relationship between urban 

decision makers and the universities/’® Following discussions 

among the league, university groups, mayors, and government 

officials, a six-city Urban Observatory program was begun ex¬ 

perimentally, with HUD funding, in June 1968. Six months 

later, the Office of Education of the Department of Health, 

Education and Welfare became a joint sponsor (through Title 

I of the Higher Education Act of 1965), and the number of 

participating cities expanded to ten: Albuquerque, Atlanta, 

Baltimore, Kansas City, Milwaukee, Nashville, Boston, Cleve¬ 

land, Denver, and San Diego. 

The program claimed three purposes: 

1. To help make available to local governments university 

resources useful for understanding and solving particular urban 

and metropolitan problems 

2. To achieve a coordinated program of continuing urban 

research, grounded in practical experience and application, and 

relevant to the urban management, human resources, and envi¬ 

ronmental and developmental problems common to a number 

of regions and communities 

3. To advance generally the capacities of universities to relate 

their research and training activities to urban concerns and to 

the conditions of urban living 

Toward the first objective, the program’s guidelines required 

that in each participating city, policy boards be established and 

that local officials be well represented on them. The boards 
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were to provide overall guidanee, partieipate in the ehoiee of 

subjeets to be studied, and insure that the work undertaken was 

relevant and timely to aetual munieipal deeision making. To 

aehieve the seeond, the National League of Cities, eoordinat- 

ing eontraetor for the entire program, was instrueted to organ¬ 

ize the loeal observatories into a national network. A substan¬ 

tial fraetion of the research was to be comparable from city to 

city so that through parallel studies a body of nationally appli¬ 

cable knowledge would be generated. The third objective, 

which had depended on Office of Education funds, quickly fell 

away when Title I funding—tied to educational training and 

awarded through state agencies—proved difficult to funnel to 

the observatories. 

Two formal and comprehensive evaluations of the observa¬ 

tory program were performed during its life, one by the Na¬ 

tional Academy of Public Administration in 1971, a second by 

Greenleigh Associates in 1974. Both were conducted for 

HUD, and neither had reason to undervalue the program. Both 

found it of limited utility. 

NAPA recommended continuing and expanding the pro¬ 

gram but found, inter alia, that ‘'organization and administra¬ 

tion of the observatories are, in many instances, unsatisfactory 

. . . little research had been completed to date . . . central 

leadership and professional direction on national research proj¬ 

ects are regarded generally as unsatisfactory.’'^ 

The Greenleigh study, with a considerably longer history to 

examine, concluded guardedly that “in 8 out of the 10 local 

sites . . . the UO did facilitate the utilization of university 

resources, to a greater or lesser degree among sites. In one of 

the two remaining sites, it was difficult to make this determina¬ 

tion because of conflicting evidence; the other site was deter¬ 

mined to have been in jeopardy regarding the achievement of 

(this) objective from the outset. . . With respect to the 
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objectives of the so-called national program, the Greenleigh 

assessment was that 

. . . the concept of a coordinated program of relevant, continuing 

research in a variety of cities was not realized in its totality. The 

process of conducting national comparative research was improved 

over the five-year period, but little headway was made in disseminat¬ 

ing the information effectively and efficiently within or without the 

network system of cities. In the matter of relevance of projects, there 

is a consensus of opinion that the local-agenda projects were relevant 

to local problem areas, and that national-agenda projects, because of 

a breakdown in the dissemination of information were not relevant 

to individual cities.^® 

Both assessments were probably too generous. It is true that 

virtually all observatories yielded some useful result. Baltimore, 

for example, changed its trash-collection procedures along lines 

suggested by an observatory-sponsored report. Studies of citi¬ 

zen attitudes and of possible social indicators had a wide public 

readership in San Diego. An analysis of housing inspections in 

Boston stimulated development of a simpler inspection report¬ 

ing system and less mechanical use of its findings; “Little City 

Halls’" also were established in response to observatory work. 

In Albuquerque, the Observatory Board became a useful forum 

for discussion of various issues between city agencies and 

among various levels of government, and facilitated informal 

contacts between administrators wanting help and academics 

interested in providing it. But overall, the return on the $5 

million investment in the observatories was meager. City agen¬ 

cies found the mandatory “national agenda” studies—of citi¬ 

zen participation, municipal finance, government indices, costs 

of local government services—of little use to them. Their re¬ 

sponse was to redefine the subjects or to impose changes in 

research procedure that made results noncomparable with 

those of other cities. “Local agenda” proposals were bent to 



Attempts to Advise 25 

suit the research interests and methodological equipment of 

the academics undertaking them. Participating universities 

feuded with each other over shares of the funding. City officials 

had authority over research agendas but lacked the experience 

or incentive to exercise it; observatory directors, who might 

have exercised it on their behalf, were typically underfunded, 

part-time participants. Some underestimated the difficulty of 

the task; few had the time, the support, or the will to perform 

it. Some directors, unfamiliar with the universities, sought 

advice from deans as to staffing the studies. More often than 

they knew, they were referred not to the professors best qual¬ 

ified, but to those who most needed additional support. 

A crude test of the utility of the program as viewed by the 

cities involved is provided by the response of the participating 

cities in 1974 when HUD ended its support. Only two of the 

ten cities were willing to supply sufficient funding of their own 

to keep the observatories in substantial operation.’'' 

A closer look at two of the observatories, one a representative 

failure, the other the experiment’s clearest success, are reveal¬ 

ing. 

*Of the ten original observatories, those of Denver, Nashville, Albuquerque, Bos¬ 
ton, and Milwaukee still exist in one form or another. But aside from the Denver 
observatory, discussed later, the Nashville observatory is the only substantial institu¬ 
tion, with typical annual budgets of roughly half a million dollars, almost all in federal 
contracts. But the Nashville observatory performs its contract work almost entirely 
with its own research staff, not with university faculty. The Boston observatory per¬ 
forms specific research projects for the city of Boston but receives only token institu¬ 
tional support from the city. A vestigial Milwaukee observatory is supported by the 
University. 

A second observatory program, involving ten cities with populations under 250,000, 
was begun in 1975 and was considerably more successful. Although the program is no 
longer federally funded, eight of the original observatories still exist, and three Indiana 
cities, not part of the original program, have since entered it. The small city observato¬ 
ries, much more modest in their goals than the original program, vary in the sources 
of their institutional support (the Bridgeport, Connecticut observatory, for example, 
is supported by the United Way), but are generally considered useful by city adminis¬ 
trations. Interestingly, this program involves no national agenda. It is free of preten¬ 
sions to developing large urban truths; its projects are modest and well defined in scope 
(feasible pension reforms, improved street repair procedures, and stray animal control) 
and tend to be geared to the specific interests of its local supporters. 
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Cleveland: ‘‘A Waste of Time.” When the urban observa¬ 

tory program began, Cleveland might reasonably have been 

picked as a probable success. The troubled city was under 

pressure to reform and seemed open to innovation. Carl Stokes, 

its first black mayor, had recruited young and energetic depart¬ 

ment heads. The city's compact business establishment might 

have been expected to support rethinking of policies and pro¬ 

grams. Of the two universities then interested in participating, 

one. Case Western Reserve, possessed a strong and potentially 

useful engineering component. The other, Cleveland State, 

had a strong urban orientation, a mid-city location, and an 

almost wholly local student body. But Roy Crawley, president 

of the National Academy of Public Administration and leader 

of the NAPA team which evaluated the observatory, found it 

''a disaster.” 

Why? The composition of the observatory's board (four 

agency heads and one middle-level administrator from each of 

the participating universities) was one difficulty. Though city 

agencies were well represented, no members were drawn either 

from the mayor's office or the city council, or the county or 

state governments. And none of the agency heads on the board 

regarded the observatory as significant. A larger problem was 

the absence of a strong director. Managing the relationships 

among institutions as divergent in values, preoccupations, 

styles, and objectives as universities and municipal depart¬ 

ments, is hard, sensitive, and full-time work. But the specifica¬ 

tions for observatory directors were very loosely drawn, and 

Cleveland's first director was a CSU graduate student with 

little experience in the city's government. 

A first result was that disagreements as to whether studies 

could be published by their authors held up the observatory's 

formal establishment for several months, a period during which 

the attitudes of city officials moved from skepticism to hostil¬ 

ity. Control of the observatory then fell by default to the 
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universities, principally to CSU which needed observatory 

funds to support a struggling Institute of Urban Studies. Since 

observatory studies offered little promise of academic prestige 

or advancement, the academics drawn to them were mostly 

students and junior faculty, largely in the social sciences. Their 

work proved uneven in quality and maladroit politically. After 

one highly critical evaluation of Cleveland's Manpower Ad¬ 

ministration, the head of CSU's Urban Studies program re¬ 

marked, “No one at Manpower will ever want to work with 

anyone at the University again." Similarly, a citizen participa¬ 

tion study was undertaken without notice to the councilman 

whose district it examined. Regarding it as a threat, he became 

a persistent opponent of the observatory. 

When the Stokes administration was succeeded by a more 

traditional regime, control over the observatory shifted to a 

private university politically allied to the new administration. 

Nonetheless, little substantive work was undertaken. “This 

administration has no interest in technical competence. It's a 

job-distribution enterprise. Representatives of various voting 

groups are appointed to key jobs and they're trusted because 

they won't make waves. Why pay good money to hire some¬ 

body from a university to find out something damaging?" That 

was the summary of one informed insider. Agreeing entirely 

with Crawley's assessment, Norman Krumholz, Cleveland's 

planning director and a one-time chairman of the observatory's 

policy board, concluded flatly, “The observatory was a waste of 

time."^^ 

Denver: A Different Story. By all accounts, Denver's expe¬ 

rience was different. The observatory there has produced an 

impressive number of useful reports, including competent 

studies of municipal finance; the costs of city services; citizen 

attitudes; housing policy; long-term racial, economic, and 

demographic trends; public facilities use; and possible forms of 

metropolitan government. Virtually all its studies were re- 



28 Not Well Advised 

quested by eity offieials, and a high proportion have affected 

decision making—some by informing policy debate, some by 

more directly precipitating action. 

A study of Denver's economic base published in 1974, for 

example, uncovered the beginning of several unfavorable 

trends. It found that Denver's population growth had essen¬ 

tially ended, and that employment and income growth were 

falling behind both national and regional rates as newer busi¬ 

nesses tended to locate outside the city. The study set the main 

substantive question for the Denver mayoral campaign of that 

year. Neither candidate questioned its findings or the signifi¬ 

cance of those findings; the candidates differed only on which 

policies could more effectively restimulate the city's economy. 

The study of public facilities use showed that roughly one-third 

of the people attending Denver's symphony, museums, and 

botanic and zoological gardens lived in Colorado but outside 

Denver, and that finding was promptly used by the city to 

secure more liberal state support of those facilities. Guidelines 

produced by the observatory for the deployment of fire-fighting 

services were adopted by both the city's fire department and 

budget office. 

As a result, the observatory became widely regarded 

throughout the Denver metropolitan area as a principal source 

of objective information on issues of local importance. When 

HUD funding for the nation-wide program ended in 1974, 

Denver kept its own observatory going, and it does so still. 

Though most of the observatory's budget is procured through 

grants and contracts for particular projects, the city provides 

sufficient institutional support to insure continuity. 

Why should Denver's observatory have succeeded when 

most others failed? We return to that question in the final 

chapter of this study, but a number of factors are worth noting 

here. The Denver observatory's Policy Board, unlike Cleve- 
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land’s, began with representatives of the eity eouneil, the re¬ 

gional eouneil of governments and the state government, as 

well as eity ageneies. And though the board was evenly divided 

between edueators and eity or state ofBeials, of its five aeadem- 

ies one was a former state offieial, one a former couneilman and 

mayor, and two were deeply aetive in publie affairs as private 

eitizens. Its eomposition, in short, made the board highly sensi¬ 

tive to the environment in whieh the ‘‘eonsumers” of studies 

must operate. As was true in Cleveland, all studies produeed 

through the Denver observatory are published. Though drafts 

are eireulated for eomment before publieation, no ehange ean 

be made without the permission of the prineipal investigator. 

But the subjeets for study have been ehosen with skill. They 

have engendered strong publie interest (the eeonomie base 

study), eonferred politieal advantage on the eity as a whole 

(faeilities use), redueed eosts (fire), and provided data and 

staff-work impartially to all interested jurisdietions (metropoli¬ 

tan government). No studies have simply evaluated eurrent 

praetiee. And virtually all were requested by a publie offieial; 

the studies have an interested—often a partieipating—elient. 

As these faets suggest, leadership of the observatory has been 

strong and adroit. Its direetor, F. William Heiss, had spent 

twelve years in various eity ageneies before eoming to the 

observatory. He knew most eity offieials and understood what 

eoneerned them. In the observatory’s early years, he spent full 

time direeting it. And he personally seleeted the aeademies 

asked to undertake eaeh study. In Denver, studies requested by 

city officials are undertaken by faculty chosen by the observa¬ 

tory director and selected for a combination of analytic skill 

and policy sensitivity. (In Cleveland, study proposals generally 

originated in the universities, and studies approved were con¬ 

ducted by their proponents.) As the head of one of the city’s 

operating departments remarked, ‘'I can go to a guy I know. 
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who knows my problems, and he'll find the professors who may 

do me some good." There were reciprocal advantages. A fac¬ 

ulty member observed, ‘‘We wouldn't do this work for the city 

without the observatory. Bill is doing our marketing." 

THE INFORMATION SYSTEMS CONSORTIUM 

In the late 1960s, it was often noted that the information 

available to mayors, administrators, and city council members 

was generally incomplete and often inaccurate. Local record 

keeping was disjointed and not standardized; record mainte¬ 

nance was often expensive and inefficient. Though the use of 

computers had begun to lower costs and improve reliability, 

logically related information was normally still kept in the 

separate and noncomparable files of specialized and indepen¬ 

dent agencies. Fire chiefs observed, for example, that if it were 

immediately accessible, information on the age, construction, 

and condition of burning buildings could clearly save lives and 

property. Typically, the needed data existed, but lay in the 

separate files or computer memories of city assessors, building 

inspectors, recorders of deeds, and planning commissions. The 

information could not be assembled nearly in time to be useful 

to fire fighters. Less urgent but equally important purposes 

such as land use planning and tax policy making were just as 

poorly served. At the same time, businessmen and data-process- 

ing firms were asserting that the rudimentary municipal infor¬ 

mation systems commonly in operation could readily be made 

far more suitable for day-to-day management purposes. 

It was against this background that in 1968 HUD enlisted 

ten federal departments in an Urban Information Systems 

Inter-Agency Committee (USAC). Its stated object was ambi¬ 

tious: “to stimulate the development of urban information 

systems by several orders of magnitude over the past." The 

following year, USAC sent to each of the 359 U.S. municipali- 
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ties with populations of between 50,000 and 500,000 a detailed 

request for proposal (RFP) inviting plans for developing either 

of two kinds of information systems. One was to be a '‘subsys¬ 

tem,’' serving the information requirements of two or more 

departments with related functions. For example, police, fire, 

and ambulance services might together use a public safety 

subsystem. The other was far more comprehensive; it would 

comprise an “integrated” or total system, providing all major 

functions of urban government with common or compatible 

data bases. In each case the system was to be developed by a 

three-party consortium consisting of the city’s government, a 

commercial electronic data processing firm, and a university or 

nonacademic research center. 

Seventy-nine cities responded and six were eventually cho¬ 

sen. Charlotte, North Carolina and Wichita Falls, Texas were 

to produce integrated systems; Dayton, Ohio, Long Beach, 

California, Reading, Pennsylvania, and St. Paul, Minnesota 

would develop subsystems. As it happened, universities were 

members of each of the consortia selected. 

Over the following five years some $26 million was spent on 

these projects, more than twice the sum contemplated by the 

proposals. But the problems of producing the envisioned sys¬ 

tems proved vastly more formidable than their sponsors had 

expected. Only St. Paul dropped from the program prema¬ 

turely; elsewhere the work continued and, as a result, systems 

of some utility were developed and useful learning took place. 

But in no case were original goals even approached. 

The experience of the universities in the consortia was uni¬ 

formly frustrating and unproductive. The difficulty began at 

the beginning: the RFP had defined no clear role for the 

universities but suggested three quite different functions: to 

document progress, to evaluate progress, and to supervise the 

other participants. The academic entities involved in the con¬ 

sortia varied greatly, including a political science department 
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(the University of Minnesota); interdisciplinary '‘urban'' and 

“policy studies" institutes (Kansas and California State/Long 

Beach); a unit composed of faculty from business, education, 

and planning schools (Dayton); and a state-oriented institute 

of government (North Carolina), but for each, the choice 

among functions was unattractive. Few of the university units 

had the technical capacity for detailed description; all were 

properly wary of the responsibilities of evaluation; and none 

possessed either the political authority or the managerial com¬ 

petence to undertake supervision. In all cities, moreover, the 

work went more slowly and more expensively than either the 

city governments or the data-processing firms had expected. 

The governments and data firms therefore sought to limit 

detailed reporting and to avoid evaluation entirely. Finally, as 

costs mounted and budgets became tight, the expectable oc¬ 

curred. The universities came to be regarded by their consor¬ 

tium colleagues as dispensable, and in each consortium, univer¬ 

sity participation diminished over time. 

}. Terry Edwards, the director of the University of Kansas's 

work with the Wichita Falls (Texas) project, has reflected on 

his experience in terms which speak for all academic partici¬ 

pants in the consortia: 

One of the eontinuing eonfusions of the project was the role of 
the University. Except for a generalized belief at the initiation of the 
project that the University participation would be good and the 
insistence by USAC that a university be involved, there was little 
thought given to the University’s role. Furthermore, within the Uni¬ 
versity there were a number of different actors and participants who 
had widely divergent interests in the project. For example, the project 
director had a rather specialized interest in urban geographic infor¬ 
mation systems. Another participant had a particular interest in or¬ 
ganizational change and wanted to participate in the training activi¬ 
ties by prompting organizational development (even though the 
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University had relatively little experienee in organizational develop¬ 

ment at the time) . . . many University personnel were used to the 

very deeentralized, self-centered nature of University life and had a 

difficult time orienting themselves to the task nature of the IMIS 

project. . . . Another problem was the conflict between doing and 

evaluation, i.e., if the University was to serve in an evaluation role, 

also having an involvement in project development would create a 

conflict of interest. This difficulty was resolved by removing the 

University from operational concerns. The University seemed unable 

to translate its many useful and worthwhile ideas into a coherent 

program of activities. 

Marked as it was by high ambition, innocence of the proba¬ 

ble complexities, a superfluity of actors, and rapid turnover of 

key participants, US AC well exemplified many federal pro¬ 

grams of the 1960s. But it also displayed three difficulties 

which bore more directly on the problems of the university as 

a provider and the city as a receiver of assistance. The first was 

that, in Edwards's plaintive words, '‘It was never clear what the 

university could do.” The universities’ uncertain role was al¬ 

most certainly due in part to the fact that the design and the 

funding of the projects had been undertaken by a third party. 

Had city agencies contracted directly for assistance and paid 

with their own funds, such systematic ambiguity would not 

have been likely. The second important failing was the lack of 

relevant competence in the participating urban governments. 

Virtually none of the participating city agencies possessed the 

technical capacity either to understand the difficulty of the 

enterprise or to insure that the machinery and procedures 

being offered by the data-processing firms would meet real 

needs. As a 1976 National Academy of Sciences report on 

USAC observed, "The successful use of technical consultation 

requires that local governments contract for clearly defined 

objectives and have the internal technical capability to manage 



34 Not Well Advised 

and monitor the fulfillment of the contract/'Throughout 

the USAC program, that capability was absent.* 

A third deficiency was lack of concern. Each of the par¬ 

ticipating city agencies would have been pleased to acquire 

advanced data-processing capabilities; the new systems prom¬ 

ised public relations as well as substantive benefits. But in no 

city were they critically important. They were not central to 

the plans of department heads or mayors and had not originally 

been sought by city officials. Federal agencies had provided the 

initial impulse, and the systems firms had amplified it. In 

almost every case the systems firms had written the city's 

proposal. This was not ‘'demand-pull" innovation, therefore, 

but “supply-push." So city agencies rarely had reason to use to 

the full even the limited capacity they possessed to insure that 

the new capabilities met their needs. The results were systems 

designed to perform the tasks most interesting to the designers 

rather than those most helpful to the users. 

THE URBAN TECHNOLOGY SYSTEM 

A third federally-sponsored effort to stimulate urban innova¬ 

tion involved universities less directly but provides some 

suggestive evidence nonetheless. 

The Urban Technology System (UTS) is a nationwide 

attempt to increase technological innovation in urban govern¬ 

ment by placing a Technology Agent (TA)—in effect, a broker 

—in the immediate office of the chief administrative officer of 

each of thirty-one cities and counties. The participating juris¬ 

dictions span the country, having been semirandomly selected 

from all cities and counties with populations between 50,000 

*The consequences of the unfamiliarity of city officials with enterprises of this kind 
were not limited to the design of the data systems. For example, HUD’s payments 
of USAC funds were made in accordance with complex cost-reimbursement contracts, 
arrangements unknown to most local officials. In Wichita Falls, this led to good faith 
city expenditures of some $50,000 which HUD refused to cover—and thus to pro¬ 
tracted conflict. 
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and 500,000. The program began in 1974, funded by the 

National Science Foundation. It is operated by Public Tech¬ 

nology Incorporated (PTI), a private, nonprofit entity orga¬ 

nized by the International City Management Association and 

linked, during its first years, to all major public interest groups 

concerned with local government. PTPs main business is to 

attempt to stimulate broader use of new technology in such 

standard municipal services as fire fighting, street repair, 

and trash collection; we discuss its means for doing this in 

chapter 4. 

At its inception the program worked this way. The TAs, all 

engineers selected and trained with some care, circulated infor¬ 

mally through city agencies, attempting to identify problems 

that the application of new technology might solve or amelio¬ 

rate. Problems discovered were referred to one of fifteen’’' back¬ 

up centers (commercial or not-for-profit research organiza¬ 

tions, or universities having appropriate interest and technical 

capability) for solution. If no solution could be worked out 

within ten man-days of effort, a fuller statement of the problem 

was circulated among the other TAs. If interest in their agen¬ 

cies was sufficiently strong, further work was authorized. 

Planned variations in the size and financial characteristics of 

the jurisdictions chosen and in the type and proximity of 

the back-up centers were designed to help identify the circum¬ 

stances most conducive to technological change in local 

government. 

Most interesting from our perspective are three observa¬ 

tions, two about brokers of innovation, one concerning uni¬ 

versities. By universal agreement, the variable most important 

to the successful operation of the program has been the TA 

—the mediator between municipality and technology. Espe- 

*Cuts in the level of NSF funding during recent years have reduced the number 
of back-up centers from fifteen to five and somewhat diminished their role. 
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cially in the first years of UTS, what proved essential was that 

the TA win the trust of local officials. This typically required 

a nonthreatening personality; a willingness to identify prob¬ 

lems first and only then to search for a useful technical solu¬ 

tion (rather than starting from a favorite technology and 

searching for situations in which to apply it); and a concern 

to prove genuinely useful, whether that meant designing 

complex new computer applications or undertaking far more 

homely tasks, such as establishing efficient document repro¬ 

duction practices. 

More recent years of the program, however, suggest that it 

may be hard for TAs to combine sensitivity to the politics and 

the bureaucratics of local government with a continuing con¬ 

cern for innovation. Partly because of the reduction of NSF 

funding (cities now pay 90 percent of each TA's salary plus 

fringes as opposed to 10 percent minus fringes at the start of 

the program), UTS has lost to the participating cities much of 

its former control over who is appointed a TA and what he 

does. TAs are now more likely to be drawn from backgrounds 

in public administration than from technical fields and are 

more likely to regard themselves as part of the municipal ad¬ 

ministration. One close observer believes that although some 

TAs have thereby become more influential inducers of change, 

a larger number now fit too comfortably into local bureaucra¬ 

cies to push very hard for innovation. The observation is a 

useful reminder that agents of change must be accepted by 

local officials without seeking that acceptance above all. It is 

a difficult role. 

The final observation concerns universities. Of the fifteen 

original back-up sites, five were private, for-profit research or 

engineering firms. Four were nonprofit institutes or federal 

laboratories. Five were universities: Texas A & M, North Caro¬ 

lina State, University of California at Berkeley, University of 
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Oklahoma, and Worcester Polytechnic. One was the Urban 

Observatory of Nashville, Tennessee, whieh drew on six loeal 

universities. At present, two universities, Texas A & M and 

U.C. Berkeley, remain in the program. UTS therefore permits 

some guarded inferenees about the relative effeetiveness of 

universities as against quite different institutions as sources of 

usable teehnical adviee to urban governments. 

James Mureer, PTPs first director of the UTS Projeet, be¬ 

lieves that during his direetorship the pattern was elear. Of the 

three types of baek-up eenters, “The non-profits were the best; 

the universities were worst.'’ But Mureer also notes that varia¬ 

bility within the categories of back-up sites may have been as 

great as the differenees among them. Where partieipating uni¬ 

versities ehose as a point of eontaet for the TA someone ac¬ 

tively committed to making the university helpful, university 

performanee was not bad—espeeially in view of the funding 

arrangements: most universities absorbed 75 pereent of the 

eosts of baek-up serviee and were reimbursed only for 25 per¬ 

eent. Higher proportions were reimbursed to all other cen¬ 

ters. 

Mureer's eomments are based on his impressions during 

the early history of the program. More systematie and more 

reeent evidenee tends partially to confirm and partially to 

modify his conclusions. A detailed internal assessment of the 

performanee of the baek-up eenters eondueted by PTI in the 

summer of 1976 assigned highest mean seores to the not-for- 

profits and lowest to the universities. The highest-rated uni¬ 

versity, moreover, seored below the highest-seoring baek-up 

eenter in eaeh of the other two eategories, and the lowest- 

rated university scored below the lowest-rated center in eaeh 

other category. Together with less quantitative evidenee, the 

survey led PTPs UTS direetor to eonelude that the relations 

between back-up sites and the TAs were crueial (an energetic 
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and well-motivated leadership being able to make any baek- 

up eenter useful), and that university representatives based in 

an interdiseiplinary eenter, rather than a elassieal aeademie 

department, or having the support of high administrative offi¬ 

cials tend to induce good university performance. And 

though the performance of universities as a class lagged be¬ 

hind that of other back-up centers—most of them institu¬ 

tions to which short-term consulting was a far more familiar 

enterprise—the performance of some improved considerably 

over time. The work of Texas A & M, for example, is uni¬ 

formly praised.^® 

Local Efforts 

In virtually all American universities during the 1960s and early 

1970s some effort took place to provide factual or analytic 

assistance to a local government. In scale, subject, seriousness, 

duration, and outcome, those efforts were enormously diverse. 

Some enjoyed the support of deans and provosts, others pro¬ 

ceeded despite their opposition. Some were based in interdisci¬ 

plinary urban or public policy centers designed expressly to 

produce such assistance; others in traditional departments or 

in extension divisions. Some enjoyed substantial funding from 

state or federal agencies, or from foundations (almost none 

from cities); others scrounged funds, bootlegged professional 

time, and impressed student volunteers. Some were grandiose 

in conception; others modest. Some drew on genuine and 

well-tested fields of expertise, others on ‘'sciences'' whose first 

principles remain to be discovered. No comprehensive canvas 

of that experience is possible here. But the histories of several 

such ventures may be sketched; taken together, they appear to 

be broadly representative. 
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“the professors of the city” 

In 1962, with Ford Foundation funding, the University of 

Oklahoma began a program in '‘Urban Seienee/’ "The objeet 

of the 'Urban Science' program was to erect a platform for a 

comprehensive, holistic approach to urban problems and to 

elevate the study and remedy of urban problems to a science. 

An intervening 'urban scientist’ was placed in each extension 

office to work toward developing closer university-community 

relationships.”^^ By the university’s own standards, the pro¬ 

gram had only a very limited success. The urban scientists and 

their graduate students were pressed to perform odd jobs and 

data gathering, but the city departments for which they 

worked continued to regard their own responsibilities as con¬ 

trolling and quite independent of any "holistic” approach. The 

Ford grant expired in 1964. 

In the following year, however. The Higher Education Act 

of 1965 was passed. Title I of the act authorized grants to 

strengthen universities’ community service programs. The 

University of Oklahoma then organized a consortium which 

included Tulsa University, the predominantly black Langston 

University, Oklahoma State, and the City of Tulsa. The con¬ 

sortium applied for and received a Title I grant of $80,000, 

supplemented by $20,000 from the City of Tulsa. Under the 

general supervision of an advisory council composed of one 

senior administrative official from each of the universities and 

an equal number of civic leaders (none of them city officials) 

the project was headed by a full-time project director with a 

small staff of his own. It employed some five or six (the number 

fluctuating over the life of the project) "Professors of the 

City.” The professors were to provide research and planning 

expertise to various community agencies, with the staff supply¬ 

ing back-up support and aiding in implementation. 



40 Not Well Advised 

The activities the professors actually undertook varied ex¬ 

traordinarily. Largest in scale was their effort to help the city 

meet the elaborate planning and citizen participation require¬ 

ments of its model city application. The application was suc¬ 

cessful, and the professors' leadership in preparing it was widely 

acknowledged. But the work had precipitated prolonged con¬ 

flict among various community groups and between commu¬ 

nity groups and city agencies. The professors had clearly taken 

sides in those disputes, and by the end of the model cities 

application process, they were viewed by the city government 

‘‘as agents of change, rather than resources for assistance."^® 

That image was made all the more vivid by an account of 

Tulsa's youth culture published by one of the professors. From 

200 unstructured interviews, he produced Talking with Tulsa 

Teens, a wholly uncensorious report on teenage drinking, drug- 

use, shoplifting, exasperation with adult values, and alienation 

from public institutions. The report was widely read and heat¬ 

edly discussed. In both its findings and tone it was regarded by 

the city's establishment as scandalous. 

Some of the work of the project was more directly useful to 

Tulsa's government. The professors, for example, conducted 

management seminars for city executives and produced various 

reports for Tulsa's health and welfare agencies. But more char¬ 

acteristic were efforts to create a Tulsa Ecumenical Center 

devoted to “the making of one spirit through the coordination 

of diverse interests in the well being of the people of greater 

Tulsa," and a psyche of the city project which, in ten two-hour 

sessions, sought to have its twenty participants 

confront specific problems as they aetually oeeur in Tulsa and 

evaluate those problems in the holistie thinking of Leading Soeietal- 

ists. Ethologists, Auxologists and Mystigogues, thereby beeoming 

aware of (i) the eomplexity of the problems, (2) the effeet of their 
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own predispositions on interpreting and solving the problems, and (3) 

the need for a rational eontext in whieh to deal with the problem. 

The ‘‘Professors of the City” program terminated in 1970. 

Federal funding had run out and the expeeted support of 

Tulsa’s business eommunity had proven impossible to elicit. Its 

principal monuments were the model city planning docu¬ 

ments, the raised consciousnesses of some, and the outraged 

expectations of others. 

THE CINCINNATI STORIES 

Cincinnati offers at least two stories of interest. The first is 

discouraging. 

In 1971, Cincinnati seemed to present a virtually ideal envi¬ 

ronment for effective university assistance to the city’s govern¬ 

ment. For a city of its size, Cincinnati supported a rich cultural 

life. It honored intellectual endeavor and took pride in a history 

of efficient, forward-looking and nonpartisan municipal govern¬ 

ment. The University of Cincinnati, unlike virtually all other 

universities bearing the names of cities, was neither private nor 

part of the state system of higher education.’'' It received some 

state assistance but was basically city supported. Warren Ben- 

nis, the university’s new president, was a prominent analyst of 

social change and organizational innovation, an activist by 

temperament, and (as suggested in the previous chapter) public¬ 

ly dedicated to the highest conceptions of a university’s respon¬ 

sibility to its host city. 

Cincinnati’s city manager, moreover, was E. Robert Turner, 

a highly regarded professional who, in previous city manage¬ 

ment posts, had worked with the universities of Oregon, 

Colorado, Southern California, and Michigan. Bennis and 

*In 1971, the City University of New York was the only other exception. 
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Turner had known each other previously, and each respected 

the other. 

Working cooperatively, Turner and Bennis secured a com¬ 

mitment of federal support for a consortium of university and 

city officials. They inaugurated the consortium in 1972 by 

personally leading a two-day “retreat"’ at which academics and 

city officials traded views of the city’s problems and discussed 

ways the university might address them. A coordinating body 

was established. An Office of Metropolitan Affairs, headed by 

a vice-president, was set up to focus and direct the effort within 

the university. The consortium then sponsored a work-study 

program which placed UC students of city planning, engineer¬ 

ing, and public administration in city offices; it commissioned a 

UC professor to design a method of projecting city income tax 

revenues; and it expended great effort on the development, by a 

dozen faculty members, of a system for bringing citizens’ views 

to bear on the process of setting objectives for city agencies. 

The work-study program remains usefully in existence, and 

the revenue projection system has proved modestly helpful. 

But the citizen participation structure is largely abandoned, the 

consortium itself fell quickly into disuse (leaving federal funds 

unspent), and the experience is universally regarded as a failure. 

“A disaster,” is Turner’s own characterization. 

The explanations offered by participants and observers are 

varied but not inconsistent. On the university side, incentives 

were missing. “The money was there, but not the credit. It 

didn’t do you any good with your department to work for a city 

agency, despite Bennis’s interest,” remarked one participant. A 

city official argued that “the professors who wanted to help 

were those who didn’t already have clients. And they had only 

‘ideas,’ mostly critical ones. They sounded like antagonists, not 

helpers.” And some city officials believed that, while seeking 

federal funds for its own work with Cincinnati, the university 

tried to block federal support for work with the city proposed 
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by Miami University of Ohio. Whether aceurate or not, the 

belief reflects the sense of many officials that the university saw 

the city’s needs principally as an opportunity for itself. 

Shortcomings on the city side may have been more impor¬ 

tant. Turner’s style of management put great stress on central¬ 

ized oversight by strong staflF offices reporting to him and less 

on innovation stimulated by the operating departments them¬ 

selves. Accordingly, the city’s representatives on the consor¬ 

tium were the city solicitor, the personnel director, and an 

assistant to the city manager. As an aide to Turner’s successor 

remarked. Turner and Bennis both ‘'wanted to act as funnels, 

not as catalysts.” The funnels proved too narrow. 

But it does not follow that the University of Cincinnati 

provided the city no help. Quite independently of the consor¬ 

tium, a number of individual professors and graduate students 

produced useful advice and assistance for city agencies. Suc¬ 

cessful in-service training programs were arranged for em¬ 

ployees of the city’s planning and budget offices. The munici¬ 

pal garage developed more efficient maintenance schedules 

with help from the engineering faculty, and the fire depart¬ 

ment and water and sewer agencies also used faculty engineers 

as consultants. Members of the design and architecture faculty 

routinely advised the Department of Development, the Cin¬ 

cinnati Health Department drew UC medical faculty into 

various advisory bodies, and the board of education depended 

heavily on education and educational administration faculty 

for help in curriculum development and other functions. The 

city management services office drew routinely on the skills of 

faculty members in the business school and in the economics 

and engineering departments. Such less visible, less formal, 

lower-level, ad hoc relations between city and university pro¬ 

duced readily usable results, and they have endured. 

A survey of these relationships was undertaken in late 1976 

and, in the view of the city official who conducted it, its lessons 
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are clear. First, funding was not a problem. ‘‘Where someone 

in a department has a real need, and he can find a professor 

he thinks can do him some good, finding the money is not that 

hard.''*" Second, what distinguished the agencies drawing most 

heavily on academic support was not any particular function or 

type of responsibility but simply the internal motivation to 

improve or innovate. Thirdly, the student cooperative program 

had helped considerably to keep current the acquaintanceships 

of professors and city officials. (This was true even for those city 

agencies, like the Planning Commission, whose professional 

staffs were graduates of UC; their working ties to the school 

showed a very short half-life after receipt of a final degree.) 

Finally, the survey showed that a personal relationship between 

supplier and consumer of advice is nearly essential. Formal 

contacts at high levels between city and university were some¬ 

times helpful, but never necessary and never sufficient. 

“YouVe got to build bridges lower down.” 

Turner's assertion that the consortium had been a “disaster” 

was countered, during one discussion, by evidence of successful 

and numerous cooperative relationships at lower levels. “Yeah, 

but that didn't do me any good,” was his response. The remark 

tends to confirm the “funnel versus catalyst” diagnosis. It also 

suggests that the questions of whose purposes are served by 

innovation—who gets political credit for it and who benefits 

from the bureaucratic leverage that accompanies control of 

research funds—are important ones.^^ 

THE OAKLAND PROJECT 

In 1969, James Webb, head of the National Aeronautics and 

Space Administration (NASA), was also president of the 

American Society for Public Administration. As a matter of 

*HUD 701 money paid for some of it, Cincinnati general funds for some; the rest 
was simply volunteered. 
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personal conviction Webb believed that American cities could 

benefit greatly from the systematic application of technical 

advice. As a matter of NASA’s future, with its space exploits 

ending and a tidal shift in national priorities becoming evident, 

Webb thought it useful to demonstrate ‘‘spin-off” benefits 

from both the technology and the management skills that had 

put Americans on the moon. At the same time Clark Kerr, 

chancellor of the University of California, and Wayne Thomp¬ 

son, city manager of Oakland, California, were interested in 

showing that universities could provide important technical 

and managerial assistance to cities. And Oakland clearly de¬ 

served attention: economically depressed and racially divided, 

it was a tinderbox. One result was a NASA grant of some 

$120,000 to the University of California at Berkeley for two 

years of “technology transfer” focused on Oakland. 

Linkages with Oakland officials were undertaken by policy- 

oriented faculty from several departments, including mathe¬ 

matics, regional planning, and political science. Graduate stu¬ 

dents were placed as aides to Oakland’s mayor and city 

manager; a useful catalogue of federal programs operating in 

Oakland was compiled (federal disbursements in Oakland, 

roughly $100 million annually, were twice Oakland’s own bud¬ 

get); and students and faculty observed and worked with black 

community groups, offered the Oakland police proposals for 

reallocations of their budget, attempted work for the fire de¬ 

partment and for the finance and city planning offices, and 

engaged in a detailed and critical study of the Oakland library 

system. The same experiences were used to develop teaching 

materials, dissertations, and other studies. 

What Oakland itself received from this activity was little in 

one sense, rather more in another. The relationship with the 

Oakland police department failed; the department’s chief in¬ 

terest was in new equipment, not policy analysis. Studies of 

new clothing, hoses, and communication equipment were per- 
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formed for the fire department, but no important praetiees or 

polieies of the department were affected by them. Neither the 

police nor fire departments were interested in mathematical 

models. The library system was little moved by the program’s 

critical analysis, and a long delay in completing the study 

annoyed Oakland’s city manager who had first proposed it. But 

some student papers prepared independently of the work re¬ 

quested by Oakland proved influential. A study proposing use 

of the city’s pension funds to finance housing rehabilitation, for 

example, led indirectly to the adoption of that practice. But 

probably most helpful was the steady, informal, ad hoc assist¬ 

ance rendered to a number of Oakland’s officials by the gradu¬ 

ate students assigned to them. 

The clearest case was Arnold Meltsner’s work for Oakland’s 

new city manager, Jerome Keithley. Though still a graduate 

student, Meltsner had worked at the RAND Corporation and 

served as a consultant to the systems analysis staff in the office 

of the secretary of defense. Direct and unpretentious in man¬ 

ner and determined to prove helpful, Meltsner served two 

principal functions. He became an analytically-oriented gener¬ 

al-purpose assistant to the city manager and a mediator and 

broker between city and university. Keithley possessed no staff 

of his own, had access to no analytic resources, indeed “had no 

one to talk to.” Since the manager was accustomed to arriving 

at his office early, Meltsner made it a practice to arrive early 

as well. “Then there was time to talk with him over coffee, and 

get a sense of what really mattered to him.”^^ Acquisition of 

that sense of what mattered led Meltsner to troubleshooting 

and speech writing, but he also undertook an extended study 

of Oakland’s sources of revenue, an analysis that clarified the 

city’s financial position and produced several feasible proposals 

for marginally improving it. 

Meltsner’s roots in the university and closeness to decision 

making in Oakland also made him an effective broker. He 
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identified problems whose analysis would interest municipal 

officials (library practices and budgets), specified for other aca¬ 

demics the nature of the environment in which their work 

would be received, and spotted situations in which other gradu¬ 

ate students might usefully be placed. 

So a program whose initial ambitions were to transfer tech¬ 

nology and apply sophisticated methods of management suc¬ 

ceeded at neither but did provide administrators with one-man 

personal staffs and some well-targeted if methodologically 

straightforward studies. NASA had little useful hardware to 

transfer, the university had none, and Oakland was not ready 

for advanced management. But the city could use simpler 

forms of assistance, and a number of faculty members and 

graduate students, by departing from the usual model of meth¬ 

odologically rigorous, objective, and self-contained research, 

proved able to provide it. 

SANITATION AND STONY BROOK 

New York City’s Department of Sanitation in 1970 was an 

unlikely client for university-based research. Its 11,000 workers 

looked to a tough, resourceful, and politically powerful union 

boss for leadership and tolerated little management from de¬ 

partmental superiors. They disposed of some 20,000 tons of 

garbage and refuse daily, absorbed a budget of some $200 

million annually, and followed work patterns essentially un¬ 

changed for forty years. But the department was strained by 

the large annual increases in the waste the city generated— 

increases larger than could continuously be accommodated by 

enlarging the sanitation woik force, and the Lindsay adminis¬ 

tration was then determined to press for efficiency gains 

throughout the city government, using external advisers and 

experts to help achieve them. 

Meanwhile, early in 1970, a program for urban and policy 
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sciences had been established at the State University of New 

York at Stony Brook. The Stony Brook eampus, some sixty 

miles east of Manhattan on Long Island, housed the one gradu¬ 

ate eenter of the fast-growing State University of New York 

oriented toward the hard seienees. The prineipal purpose of the 

new program was to train poliey analysts. It offered a two-year 

eourse in eeonomies, statisties, mathematies, and engineering, 

leading to a master’s degree. But the program had been estab¬ 

lished by new faeulty deeply interested in performing useful 

research for local governments,and it was well designed to 

serve that purpose. The program had obtained the authority, 

rare among its counterparts elsewhere, to hire, promote, and 

fire its own faculty. And the program enjoyed strong support 

from the university’s president. A three-month internship with 

a government agency was part of the currieulum, and a two- 

year $500,000 grant from the National Scienee Foundation 

(NSF) was available to support full-time researeh assoeiates. 

The program was thus equipped with motivation, money, and 

quantitative analytie skill; all it lacked were clients. 

Late in 1970 Stony Brook faeulty introdueed themselves to 

officials of the Department of Sanitation and proposed to per¬ 

form various analyses. The response was skeptieal. The aca¬ 

demics persisted, offering to address whatever problems the 

department thought important and to meet rigid time-dead- 

lines in proposing solutions. As it happened, the department 

faced several problems that were technieal as well as politieal 

and that the analytic competence of the Stony Brook research¬ 

ers was well suited to address. One sueh question was whether 

ehanges in work sehedules could increase productivity and 

prove attractive to sanitation workers at the same time. The 

eity’s own analysts, lodged both in the Budget Bureau and in 

^Robert Nathan, the physicist who chaired the program, had left the Brookhaven 
Laboratories principally because of the Laboratory’s unwillingness to allow policy- 
oriented work. 
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the Environmental Proteetion Ageney (EPA) (the ‘‘Supera- 

geney’' of whieh the Department of Sanitation was now part), 

had noted an anomaly. Sanitation work sehedules plaeed erews 

of identieal size on duty Mondays through Saturdays, but the 

volume of refuse to be eolleeted varied markedly by the days 

of the week. The pattern, moreover, was quite predietable: 

Monday loads were heavy, the mid-week was light. Under 

then-eurrent praetiee, night and Sunday eolleetions were used 

to balanee out the workload. But the overtime eosts were high, 

and work at off-hours was resented by some of the men and 

annoyed the publie. 

A number of favorable eonditions were now eonjoined. One 

was that, as a partieipant has remarked, '‘here was a problem 

that a linear programming model really eould For an¬ 

other, the Stony Brook analysts wanted no fee; their NSF 

funding sufheed. A third was that pressure for some ehange in 

eolleetion practiees was already strong. Another was that the 

department’s own staff understood what form a useful analysis 

would have to take. Indeed, a young graduate student in eeo- 

nomies, serving as a summer intern to EPA’s analytic and 

planning staff, was assigned to specify the problem. The result¬ 

ing twenty-page paper described the alternative solutions al¬ 

ready considered, noted the statutory and political constraints, 

and thus defined the analytic task with rare precision. 

Effectively guided. Stony Brook professors, research associ¬ 

ates, and graduate students systematically compared the proba¬ 

ble costs and benefits of hiring additional men, regularizing 

overtime, or skewing the shifts to provide more men during 

regular hours on peak-load days. By a demonstrable margin of 

some $5 million annually, the last alternative proved prefera¬ 

ble. 

But lingering union opposition and the pressure of numerous 

working-level problems (rearranging car pools, scheduling spe¬ 

cial assignments, and accomodating the traditionally high rate 
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of transfers of work places and time assignments) produced 

repeated postponements of proposed shifts to the new work 

schedules. At this point the academics, having resolved the 

conceptual problem, might well have considered their work 

done and gone on to another exercise fit for linear program¬ 

ming. Instead, Stony Brook assigned a young research associate 

(a recent graduate of the public policy program at Berkeley, as 

it happened) to one of the department's sixty-eight districts 

with instructions to continue working out the details until that 

district was prepared to test the new plan. The associate was 

well chosen; he exhibited patience, a friendly manner, respect 

for the sources of even trivial impediments, and a commitment 

to full implementation as the measure of his own success. 

Twelve months of negotiation, cajolery, the building of friend¬ 

ships, and paper-and-pencil tests of the plan were required 

before an operational trial could be run. But when run, the trial 

was successful. Two months later the new schedule was 

adopted citywide.^^ 

Similar studies were thereafter performed on the queuing of 

collection trucks at the piers where refuse is dumped into 

barges; the scheduling and optimum number of barges; the 

value of mini-incinerators in scattered sites around the city; and 

the appropriate routing patterns for compactor trucks of differ¬ 

ing capacities. Not all of these studies led to change in policy 

or in operations, but all looked closely at the real constraints 

on change. All but the last illuminated serious policy options 

and, in conjunction with the studies performed by EPA staff, 

each expanded the technical sophistication of the depart¬ 

ment's leadership and that of the union. 

Interestingly, however, changes in the city's political leader¬ 

ship, coupled with shifts in the policy and research interests of 

Stony Brook faculty (many of whom are now concerned with 

energy issues at the national level), shortly thereafter ended the 

university's work with the Department of Sanitation. 
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MODEL BUILDING IN PITTSBURGH* 

The Community Renewal Program (CRP) authorized by 

Congress in 1959 was founded on the belief that decisions 

concerning the renewal of urban housing and the rehabilitation 

of city neighborhoods should be made in the light of their 

probable effects on population shifts, transportation patterns, 

and local economic development. The statute therefore au¬ 

thorized the Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA) to 

make grants to local authorities to support the development of 

comprehensive local plans. The plans would identify local 

demographic and economic trends and attempt to set all rele¬ 

vant federal, state, and local renewal activities in their context. 

They would thus display for local decision makers the relation¬ 

ships among various forms of private and public action, clarify 

the relative virtues of alternative renewal projects, and provide 

a comprehensive framework for future decision making. 

In February 1961, the city of Pittsburgh was awarded a 

$200,000 grant for the two-year development of such a CRP. 

The award had been made on essentially political grounds, 

however, and the city government then possessed neither the 

talent nor the incentive to utilize the money. For a year no 

progress was made. By early 1962, however, under pressure 

from the city’s business leadership, the mayor’s office had hired 

a new planning director, Calvin Hamilton. Chosen after a 

nationwide search, Hamilton was known for energy, innova¬ 

tion, and entrepreneurship, but not for technical analytical 

skills. He procured an additional grant from HHFA, bringing 

the funds available from all sources for the CRP to roughly 

$1.5 million. The city was to provide one-third of this sum, but 

only through ‘hn-kind” services. 

*This account relies heavily on Garry D. Brewer’s penetrating study, Politicians, 

Bureaucrats, and the Consultant, (Basic Books: New York, 1973). 



52 Not Well Advised 

Pittsburgh’s proposal, like the CRP program generally, had 

been eonceptually ambitious. How eould these various faetors 

—poliey variables, publie and private investment deeisions, 

transport, demographie and employment trends—be related? 

The first problem was simply to deseribe the faetors eorrectly. 

Data were ineomplete, unreliable, and ineonsistent in form. 

Hamilton responded by hiring a new direetor of data proeess- 

ing, a graduate student at the University of Pittsburgh ex- 

perieneed in data handling and the building of models. The 

next problem was relating the variables. Having been ap¬ 

pointed an adjunet professor at Pittsburgh, Hamilton eon- 

suited his aeademie eolleagues. They proposed a series of linked 

mathematieal models eapable of simulating the probable 

consequenees of alternative poliey ehoiees. Hamilton had little 

experienee with modeling, but knew that his planning depart¬ 

ment eould not develop sueh models without substantial assist- 

anee. He entered into a $215,000 eontraet with the Center for 

Regional Eeonomie Studies (CRES) of the University of Pitts¬ 

burgh, under whieh CRES was broadly required to “supple¬ 

ment, assist, help guide the work of the department, and evalu¬ 

ate the results of the program. 

CRES was less than six months old. It had been established 

to perform eeonomie analyses of the Pittsburgh region (which 

a Ford Foundation grant supported) and was staffed by econo¬ 

mists and social scientists. It had handled no contract of this 

size and lacked the specialized competence in computers 

which the CRP would require. CRES therefore subcontracted 

with the California-based CONSAD Research Corporation for 

“computer support.” CONSAD had extensive computer and 

simulation experience but had performed no research on urban 

issues and had no experience with local government clients. 

Data problems immediately proved formidable. The mayor 

refused to grant Hamilton permission to require other city 
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departments to produee what he needed, and the departments, 

unhappy at the work involved and probably wary of the poten¬ 

tial for embarrassment as important data proved ineonsistent 

or absent, declined to supply it voluntarily. Estimates and 

projections were therefore made on slim and impressionistic 

evidence or on none. The result was that the first-stage sub¬ 

model of the CRP, intended to calculate future industrial 

employment levels in the Pittsburgh region, yielded informa¬ 

tion of doubtful validity for the other submodels to process. 

The next submodel, produced, like the first, by CONSAD, was 

intended to relate the industrial employment patterns gener¬ 

ated by the first submodel to individual census tracts. But it was 

based on assumed site-selection criteria that had no observable 

relation to those actually used in industry. Even on optimistic 

assumptions about the quality of the data it used, its predictive 

value was therefore wholly speculative. The final component 

was a submodel intended to specify the extent and location of 

retail employment and of the city's residential population im¬ 

plied by the outputs of the prior submodels. This last compo¬ 

nent, designed by CRES, was based on a pathbreaking model 

previously developed as a research device, not a predictor, that 

had been clearly labeled by its designer as ‘'unusable at this 

point for any serious practical purpose.And it required data 

which the prior submodels could not supply. 

The conceptual and technical limitations of the CRP mod¬ 

els were compounded, as it happened, by other shortcomings 

—in the relations of Hamilton, CONSAD and CRES to each 

other and to the city government for which they were nomi¬ 

nally working. 

Confident, expansive, and oriented toward the national 

urban planning community, Hamilton publicized the project 

across the country in speeches and articles. But he failed to find 

terms on which his staff could work with the city’s Housing or 
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Redevelopment Authorities or with the county Redevelop¬ 

ment Agency—the bodies which, together with the mayor and 

city council, would determine whether the CRP was to have 

any operational effect. Moreover, his planning staff contained 

no one technically competent to contribute to or even to assess 

what CONSAD and CRES were doing. Finally, the staff was 

far more comfortable dealing with the supportive federal agen¬ 

cies than with their Pittsburgh colleagues. ‘'City Hall was al¬ 

ways quite skeptical. But we always one-upped them because 

we were always able to establish real rapport and gain respect 

of people in Washington. We didn't need the Mayor’s 

Office.”^® It was a poor strategy and a mistaken estimate. 

Isolated from the city’s decision makers, utilizing data and 

modeling techniques unlikely to prove reliable, but committed 

to proceeding, CONSAD focused on the technical accom¬ 

plishments of its model building and reinforced Hamilton’s 

claims of success in the planning community and in Washing¬ 

ton. Brewer quotes one participant’s observations: 

You know, the thing is not working, but I don’t think the profes¬ 

sion as a whole is aware of this, let alone the outside world. The 

articles which appear in the AIP Journal (Journal of the American 

Institute of Planners), for example, suggest that everything is coming 

up roses. The Journal has had whole issues devoted to models . . . 

(CONSAD’s President) had an article ( in one); it was very glowing 

and there was no hint of the fact that we’ve got something here that 

hasn’t produced very much.^^ 

CRES’s performance appears to have combined all the 

faults of which university-based policy research is commonly 

accused. The associate director who figured prominently in 

CRES’s acceptance of the CRP contract left the university in 

mid-1963, just as the work began. His replacement, new to the 

project, found that the CRES staff possessed neither the moti¬ 

vation nor the skill to perform its own work while supervising 
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its subcontractor; he found also that the budget precluded staff 

increases. CRES members were also teaehing and, as one of 

them estimated, ‘d spent at least 85 to 90 percent of my time 

preparing eourses and working on them, and the remaining 

time, as I found it, went into research.’'^® Matters were made 

more difficult by the low regard the academics held for the eity 

officials they had agreed to assist and for the '‘irrational” politi- 

eal considerations that carried sueh weight with those officials. 

(Brewer quotes one academic as announcing that cities "are 

run by low-level bums.”) 

Bums or not, eity officials had hold of an important truth: 

the university had sought a job, been given a job, and was 

failing to do the job. One Pittsburgh politician observed, 

"They have a lot of people out there who overload themselves 

with consulting and who do a half-assed job, who do as little 

as they can get away with.”^i CRES’s new project leader 

adopted the tactic, understandable under the circumstances, of 

a quick kick. 

I made this strategic decision to shift the responsibility to CON- 

SAD. . . . The subcontract to them got increased (and so on). 

. . . I successfully created a situation where the City Planning Depart¬ 

ment viewed (CONSAD and CRES) as jointly responsible. It did not 

view me as responsible for them, which was a great mercy. It was one 

of my more skillful administrative achievements. I thought there was 

a bomb there. I thought you really couldn’t deliver for the kind of 

money and time what was promised. I really didn’t believe it was 

possible; and CONSAD kept believing it was possible. 

It wasn't possible, and when that became clear, the predicta¬ 

ble followed. Hamilton, lacking any political base, was fired. 

His successor was the mayor's urban renewal eoordinator, a 

former newsman and publicist. The Planning Department's 

staff was purged of everyone who had worked on the CRP. 

When CONSAD asked the new direetor for a six-month ex- 
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tension of the contract to allow receipt of additional federal 

funding already authorized by HHFA, the request was refused. 

The project was over. The city government had received 

nothing it could use, its resistance to comprehensive planning 

had been reinforced, and its instincts as to the utility of univer¬ 

sity-based consulting had been confirmed. 



CHAPTER 3 

Scholars are of all men those least fitted for poli¬ 

tics and its ways. The reason for this is that they 

are accustomed to intellectual speculation, the 

search for concepts and their abstraction from 

sense-data . . . they do not, in general, seek to 

make their thoughts conform to external reality, 

but rather deduce what ought to exist outside 

from what goes on in their minds. 

Now those who engage in politics must pay 

great attention to what goes on outside, and to all 

the circumstances that accompany and succeed 

an event. Hence men of learning, who are accus¬ 

tomed to generalizations and the extensive use of 

analogy, tend, when dealing with political affairs, 

to impose their own frame of concepts and deduc¬ 

tions on things, thus falling into error. 

IBN KHALDUN 

The Muqaddimah * 

Long and varied as it is, the reeord of university-based efforts 

to provide usable advice to American city governments may 

well support sharply differing assessments. But it is striking 

that, self-serving accounts aside, almost all commentary agrees 

with the impression produced by the histories we have just 

*Less illuminating but more pungent is Bismarek’s remark: “It makes no differenee 
what sort of person beeomes Cbaneellor provided he isn’t a professor” 

57 
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reviewed; it pronounees this record a failure. Casual conversa¬ 

tion among policy-oriented academics is spiked with horror 

stories, snidely or ruefully delivered. The attitudes most com¬ 

mon among urban officials range from the bitter to the derisive, 

echoing the statements quoted above in Pittsburgh's case or 

the assessment by Cleveland's planning director of three uni¬ 

versity-based policy studies in that city: “Though each of these 

studies was directed at a different issue and each encountered 

different problems, they have one thing in common: none of 

them had any visible effect on public policy."^ 

A 1970 survey of attitudes among Massachusetts environ¬ 

mental officials found the officials interested in developing 

effective working relations with universities but, unsurpris¬ 

ingly, fearful that academics would disdain their policy con¬ 

cerns and “rework problems into something more of academic 

significance than of practical value.More comprehensive 

evidence was provided by a survey undertaken in the same year 

by the International City Management Association. Question¬ 

naires sent to the chief administrative officers of each of the 

859 U.S. cities with populations over 25,000 were designed to 

identify the sources of advice those officials used on scientific 

and technical issues and to determine the administrators' rat¬ 

ings of relative usefulness of those sources. Two hundred 

ninety five officials responded. Of those who reported drawing 

scientific and technical advice from city personnel, 68 percent 

rated that source “Very Useful." Of those who utilized private 

consulting firms, 72 percent counted them “Very Useful." Of 

the 164 administrators who reported that they sought such 

advice from universities or colleges, only 39 percent rated that 

source as “Very Useful."^ Those results should be treated 

gingerly; they refer to only one type of advice, received at only 

one level of government. And since the respondents were 

themselves responsible for the relationships they were rating, 

the assessments are probably more favorable than other observ- 
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ers might have made. The relative scores, nonetheless, are 

striking. 

Typical of the few well-informed comments by outsiders was 

this 1974 assessment of William C. Pendleton of the Ford 

Foundation: 

I would guess that although there have been several mutually 

satisfying tie-ins between academics and officeholders, the failures 

outnumber the successes by at least ten to one. It remains question¬ 

able whether any progress has been made toward developing produc¬ 

tive working relations between university people and urban leaders."^ 

FAILURE EXPLAINED 

The reasons given for failure, interestingly, are highly con¬ 

sistent. Most are based on the observation that the cultures of 

universities and of local government are vastly different.That 

view, of course, is not novel, nor is its application confined to 

local policy making. As Max Millikan has observed about ap¬ 

plied research generally: 

The scientist is apt to have a strong conviction that applied re¬ 

search cannot be ‘fundamental,’ that there is something inherently 

contradictory in the advance of knowledge and the service of practi¬ 

cal ends. . . . The researcher may face a growing conviction either 

that the operator has asked the wrong questions, that the questions 

are too vaguely or too narrowly formulated, or that as formulated they 

are incapable of being clearly answered. ^ 

Martin Rein and Sheldon White have pointed out that where 

applied work relates to public policy, the contradictions 

deepen: 

The painfulness of the alliance (between analysts and policy-mak¬ 

ers) arises out of the fundamental incompatibility of the games of 

*“Yes,” agreed one academic informant, “the politics of local government is not 
nearly so vicious.” 
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science and the games of polities. The games of seienee seek to 

establish patterns of experience that all may share. They are value- 

neutral in the sense that they are deliberately designed to filter out 

the values of the participants so as to arrive at the “unbiased truth.” 

Best play in sueh games leads to assertions of findings that must be 

aeeepted by individuals whether they find them palatable or unpalata¬ 

ble. The proper posture for a gamesman of seienee must be one of 

restraint, dispassion, eonservatism, the willingness to suspend belief 

pending more evidenee. Now the games of polities are quite different. 

They are designed to find one purpose or eourse of action acceptable 

to individuals who enter espousing diverse purposes, values, and 

courses of aetion. They are value-expressive, and facts enter in only 

as subordinated to and sustaining values, only as they eontribute to 

the delineation of an issue. Best play in sueh games leads towards the 

maximum possible satisfaetion of one’s purposes in the group action. 

The proper posture for a gamesman of polities must be one of bold¬ 

ness, persistenee, opportunism, the ability to mobilize and sustain 

belief and eommitment. 

It is extremely diffieult for an individual to hold credibility in these 

two very different kinds of games. Generally, the seientific gamesman 

who is too aetion-oriented loses eredibility and, in pretty much the 

same way, the politieal gamesman who is too theory-oriented loses 

eredibility. But the basie problem is not one of the ability or inability 

but of an ineompatibility of the two games. One trades in facts and 

the other in values.^ 

Even where seholars have failed to notice the incompatibil¬ 

ity, or are prepared to overlook it or to adopt the values of 

politics, other impediments remain. Most faculty members are 

trained and accustomed to work alone or, at most, in small 

groups of scholars in their own discipline. But the analysis of 

a significant policy problem almost always requires several per¬ 

spectives and a number of disciplines. An academic working 

alone, or with only familiar colleagues, will therefore tend to 

respond merely to a piece of a problem, and perhaps only a 

quite small piece. As many have pointed out, moreover, most 



Of All Men Least Fitted 6i 

faculty members are rewarded only as scholars and teachers, 

especially the former. The approval they seek is that of their 

peers, and that depends on the quality and number of their 

seholarly publieations; the informal, nondiseiplinary, and often 

verbal communieations most useful to a governmental elient 

do not qualify. Indeed, while failing to win aeademie eredit, 

sueh aetions may produce public criticism. "'Who wants to sit 

with his family watching the evening news on T.V. as some 

eity couneil member attaeks his findings or questions his mo¬ 

tives?” asked one aeademie informant.^ 

Finally, the roles and powers of university administrators are 

quite unlike exeeutives in business or government. Many loeal 

offieials tend to assume that a dean, provost, or president of a 

university speaks for his institution as a eorporate exeeutive or 

bureau direetor speaks for his. But aeademies know that ''uni¬ 

versities may have presidents, but presidents don’t have univer¬ 

sities.” Academic administrators rarely deploy signifieant re- 

sourees; the usual terms of aeademie employment mean that 

faculty members must be entieed into new eommitments, and 

on terms satisfaetory to them. 

In a thoughtful talk subsequent to the address previously 

quoted,® William Pendleton speeified a number of additional 

obstaeles. The first eehoes Ibn Khaldun: 

. . . university scholars seek answers that are true and general; city 

officials, in contrast, need answers that are specific and will work. The 

academic researcher, particularly in the social sciences, gathers data 

so that he can support generalizations about large numbers of people, 

cities, employers, and so forth. Such findings only accidentally pro¬ 

vide useful guidance to the individual person, city, or employer. 

Because the research is pursued for its contribution to knowledge, it 

is often clearly inappropriate as a guide to action. But the city deci¬ 

sion-maker needs answers to his problems, advice that fits the particu¬ 

lar characteristics of his city. 



62 Not Well Advised 

A second problem, Pendleton added, is that 

. . . scholars and politicians frequently speak different languages. 

Most academic disciplines have developed their own technical jargon 

for making communication among members of the discipline faster 

and more precise. But such jargon is totally inappropriate in negotiat¬ 

ing with the police chief or in advising the director of public works, 

and is certainly not to be used to communicate the findings of a 

research project that has been paid for with city funds. 

Another diflficulty Pendleton noted 

... grows directly out of the more relaxed lifestyle of the academic. 

Scholars and politicians live on different time schedules. The plan¬ 

ning horizon on the campus tends to be the semester or the academic 

year; at City Hall the relevant time periods are usually days or weeks. 

Consequently, academics are often not available when needed, and 

their research results often appear well after the problem has disap¬ 

peared. It is slight comfort to a mayor to be told by the scholar that 

he’ll be back with an answer in two years, particularly when the next 

election is eighteen months away. 

Finally, Pendleton pointed out that 

Professors tend to know very little about how city government is 

organized—where responsibility for different functions lies, and who 

fills key jobs. A similar unfamiliarity with universities pervades the 

city bureaucracy. People in the two institutions don’t know each 

other, don’t know each other’s interests and capabilities, or the ways 

in which they might work together, and no mechanism exists for 

getting such information quickly. 

At least three other sourees of tension are worth speeifying. 

In an important empirieal study of the use of soeial seienee in 

federal poliey deeisions, Nathan Caplan and eoauthors suggest 

that most aeademies eoneern themselves only with what they 

term the ‘'internal logie” of an issue—a eonstrained and often 

teehnieal view of the nature of the problem. Poliey makers. 
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they point out, tend to weigh far more heavily the '‘external 

logie’’—the problem's political and bureaucratic ramifica¬ 

tions.^ "There is an observer's truth and a practitioner's truth," 

in Warren Bennis's phrase. 

And even where the academic's angle of vision is as wide as 

the practitioner's, his training is likely to incline him to seek 

an original conclusion, a solution not previously proposed. It is 

a common complaint against bureaucrats that they resist any¬ 

thing "not invented here." But scholars may be worse in this 

respect; the academic culture values originality and priority of 

finding even more highly. The result is that while the policy 

maker wants a solution that will work (and the reliable, in 

general, has previously been tried), and while his subordinates 

will warm most willingly to a proposal whose basic lines are 

attributed to them, the scholar, taking pains to distinguish his 

work from the previously understood, typically proposes un¬ 

tested novelty. Public discourse of the 1960s treated "innova¬ 

tion" as synonymous with "improvement"; for that reason a 

mayor might be intrigued by novelty. But the subordinates 

required to make it work, and to take the blame if it did not, 

were generally more skeptical. It is a familiar truth in local 

government that if you do the job the old way and something 

goes wrong, that's an act of God; but if you do it a new way 

and something goes wrong, it's your neck. 

A final source of tension may be the most fundamental. 

Transforming a good proposal into an accomplished and ac¬ 

cepted change in policy or operations is hard, long, and risky 

work. Adapting and testing the proposals of academics, per¬ 

suading the skeptical, reassuring the threatened, obtaining the 

funds, procuring the equipment, attending to the details of 

implementation—these are the hard jobs. And at many points 

in the course of doing them the expertise of the proposer may 

be useful to call upon. But the scholar responsible for the 

proposal may be on sabbatical, overcommitted to teaching, or 
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‘‘into'' something else. In any event, he is likely to regard his 

work as done. And the graduate students who may have aetu- 

ally performed the study and designed the proposal are even 

more ephemeral: they quit sehool, ehange fields, disappear 

during summers, beeome distraeted by personal problems (or 

even by sehoolwork), and they graduate. 

These apparent ineompatibilities between the eultures of 

the aeademy and of loeal government eoneeal a great deal. As 

we will argue later, they “explain" a result that, diseoneert- 

ingly, oeeurs even in their absenee. They also gloss over the 

very substantial diflPerenees within the two cultures. By and 

large, professors of engineering feel differently about an unim- 

plementable “solution" from professors of sociology. Indeed, 

the attitudes toward applied research of teachers of engineer¬ 

ing are probably closer to those of the engineers in municipal 

water departments than to those in many other academic de- 

TABLE 3-1 

The Two Cultures 

Attributes Academic Governmental 

1. Ultimate object 

2. Time horizon 

3. Focus 

4. Mode of thought 
5. Mode of work 
6. Most valued 

outcome 
7. Mode of expression 

8. Preferred form of 
conclusion 

9. Concern for 
feasibility 

10. Stability of interest 

Respect of academic 

peers 
Long 

Internal logic of the 
problem 

Inductive, generic 
Solo 

Original insight 

Abstruse, qualified 

Multiple possibilities, 
depending on objective; 

uncertainties emphasized 
Small 

Low 

Approval of electorate 

Short 

External logic of the 
setting 

Deductive, particular 

Collaborative 
Reliable solution 

Simple, absolute 
One "best” solution, 

objectives unspecified, 
uncertainties submerged 
Great 

High 
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partments. Similarly, the values of eity ofheials at high politieal 

levels differ greatly from those of their operating subordinates 

immersed in the teehnieal and bureaueratic problems involved 

in eolleeting trash, fighting fires, or proeessing eriminal eom- 

plaints. There are several eultures, and numerous subeultures, 

in both eommunities. Nonetheless, the ‘‘two eultures’' pereep- 

tion embodies some relevant erude truths; it is therefore useful 

to summarize. 

THEREFORE, WHAT? 

From this general agreement on the prevalenee of failure, 

and on its deep and numerous eauses, arise two sets of eonclu- 

sions. They are strikingly different. 

One is “baek to seholarship.” The argument here takes two 

forms, the first of whieh is obvious from the preeeding diseus- 

sion. It has been sueeinetly put by Provost Dixon Long of Case 

Western Reserve: 

The people who are good at local politics spend eighteen hours a 

day at it, learning it, playing it. The people who are first-rate academ¬ 

ically are just as single-minded. They spend eighteen waking hours 

deeply immersed in their academic specialty. What reason is there 

to think, then, that either one can successfully play the role of the 

other? 

The academic, then, is inherently unsuitable to the work. 

Much as he may wish to help (or want the money or welcome 

the distraction), he is out of his element, beyond his expertise. 

The second form of the argument is that the seeking of “rele¬ 

vance” not only fails to serve the city but perverts the univer¬ 

sity. It distracts and diverts. It dissipates the comparative ad¬ 

vantage and ignores the responsibility of the scholar—namely, 

to study and to teach. Attempting what he does poorly, the 

scholar will also fail at what only he can do well. 

The counterconclusion is that providing useful assistance to 
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public officials is even more important than it is difficult, and 

that the obligations of universities include service as well as 

scholarship. Interestingly, those who take this position tend 

not to contest the arguments about the differing cultures of 

scholarship and politics but rather to ignore them. They focus 

instead on three less intractable reasons for poor prior perfor¬ 

mance: ''improper organization’' of the universities, inade¬ 

quate incentives for scholars interested in applied work, and 

insufficient funding. 

Notions of what is wrong with the organization of universi¬ 

ties for public service vary widely; so, consequently, do the 

proposed reforms. Earl Ferguson at Oklahoma State Univer¬ 

sity, for example, has argued that to facilitate and manage 

relations between campus and prospective client, special uni¬ 

versity offices need to be established. These would marshal 

relevant expertise within the university and provide logistical 

support and "follow-up activities.”President Ratchford of 

the University of Missouri has stressed that while administra¬ 

tive officers must encourage and oversee the public service 

function, the units principally responsible must be the aca¬ 

demic departments, each department supporting one or many 

faculty members whose main function is public service and 

whose clients are local governments.^^ More common are as¬ 

sertions that what is needed are interdisciplinary units espe¬ 

cially oriented toward applied work (but engaged also, it is 

usually added, in training and research functions). A typical 

statement is that urban universities must organize "permanent 

trans-disciplinary urban affairs units to engage in pre-career, 

and continuing education of local government personnel, as 

well as to carry on applied research and service activities that 

have special value to local government. Many such units do 

exist but very few of them have the scale and unity of purpose 

which is needed.” 

The problem of incentives is treated with greater consist- 
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ency. Robert Nathans, director of the Stony Brook program 

previously described, speaks for many in asserting that 

. . . faculty who wish to participate in this kind of activity must 

be treated as equals—which means the same potential for receiving 

promotion and tenure. Few faculty members receive the respect of 

their peers if they lack these prerogatives. This issue of faculty accept¬ 

ance or academic respectability is a powerful operating influence in 

all universities. The long-term viability of university programs of the 

type I have been describing depends critically on receiving these 

acknowledgements. 

In the talk previously cited. President Ratchford similarly 

noted that ‘'The rewards system for the individuals who choose 

to devote their time to public service functions must oflFer the 

same salaries and job security available to those involved with 

more traditional university activities.'’ The Cleveland State 

University “urban strategy" proposal is more explicit: 

At present, the fact is that applied research on local problems often 

works directly against the interest of the faculty member when he is 

up for promotion. Individual faculty members may continue to in¬ 

dulge themselves in this kind of work, but they may also consider 

themselves fools for doing so. . . . Faculty have listened to too many 

exhortations and too many statements about the goals of the univer¬ 

sity, only to find that the sole activity which is rewarded in the 

university is scholarly publication in certain types of recognized jour¬ 

nals. Vigor and ingenuity in the development of applied problems 

must be clearly rewarded if a statement about the urban mission of 

the university is to have any credibility.^^ 

The argument that additional funding is required for urban- 

related work is also made universally, differing only in shading 

according to whether professors are arguing to provosts and 

presidents, or provosts and presidents are addressing state legis¬ 

latures, foundation executives, or agencies of the federal gov¬ 

ernment. It stresses that the additional funding, whatever its 
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scale, must be '‘hard"'—dependable and eontinuous enough to 

support the salaries of tenured faeulty. Less attractively, it 

argues (or assumes) that the funds should move direetly from 

some third party—foundation, federal agency, or state legisla¬ 

ture—to the university, without passing through the hands of 

any supposed benefleiary of the adviee to be produeed.'’' 

REASONS FOR SKEPTICISM 

How is one to ehoose between these opposing arguments? 

Both refleet understanding that the reeord of universities in 

providing usable adviee to loeal governments is poor. Both 

point for explanation to undeniable charaeteristies of universi¬ 

ties as eurrently organized, staffed, and funded. Yet they point 

in opposite direetions. 

A first temptation is to eonelude that as explanations both 

are partly right, the truth residing somewhere in between. As 

to preseription, then, the ehoice might be one of values: sehol- 

arship versus serviee. But seeond thoughts quiekly intrude. 

Some will follow the lines of Carl F. Stover's argument in 

*A July, 1975 paper entitled “Academic Public Service Program for State and 
Local Governments” written for the National Science Foundation by Gene A. Bram- 

lett, an assistant vice-president for services of the University of Georgia, displays vividly 
this reluctance to let consumers of university-based assistance intervene in the relation¬ 

ship between the schools and their funders. Bramlett would assign responsibility for 
determining that a state is eligible for a federally-funded academic public service 

program to the presidents of two or three “of the major public universities in each state 

initially selected.” He notes that a reasonable alternative would be to invite governors 
to submit applications for state eligibility but concludes that although governors and 

local officials should receive announcements of the program, making them responsible 
for applications “could result in extreme variations in the outcome.” 

Bramlett proposes that for five years planning grants and institutional grants to 
universities total some $700,000 annually while grants to state and local governments 
“to develop linkage systems” would come to $50,000. The whole of this funding would 

come from NSF in the first year, with none coming from state governments. Those 
proportions would reverse themselves over a five-year period, after which the states 

would undertake full funding of the program. These funds, it should be understood, 
buy nothing for any state or local government. They simply improve the institutional 

capacity of universities to provide assistance when asked. Actual assistance would have 
to be paid for on a project basis by additional state, federal, foundation, or requesting 
jurisdiction funds. 
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‘'Commentary on Recommendations for an Academic Public 

Service/’ a perceptive assessment of proposals of the kind just 

described, prepared for the National Science Foundation in 

1976. Stover argues, in effect, that even if the value question 

be resolved in favor of service, substantial questions both of 

comparative advantage and of consumer choice remain. As to 

the first, he points out that local governments can seek advice 

from many sources other than universities and that at least 

some of these—consulting organizations and “think tanks,” for 

example—may provide it more effectively. As to the second, 

Stover argues that local governmental “consumers” of service 

might most appropriately be left to choose their “producers” 

for themselves. If “academic public service” is to be publicly 

supported, Stover asks, then why not “industrial public ser¬ 

vice,” or “independent professionals public service?” 

Those questions have weight, and we return to them at the 

conclusion of this study. Other objections spring to mind. One 

is that the estimate of failure in these university-city relation¬ 

ships is partly a result of expectations that, in retrospect, seem 

naive and overstated: against more reasonable standards many 

relationships of scholars and decision makers would be judged 

fruitful. Another is that patterns can be discerned in the rela¬ 

tionships, and the patterns suggest the kinds of linkages that 

work and the circumstances under which they work best. To 

these points, too, we will return. 

But a prior and larger proposition should first be set out and 

defended. It is that all of the conventional discussion of aca¬ 

demic public service and of the provision of advice by universi¬ 

ties to local government misses a large, indeed a dominating, 

truth. The truth is that neither changed incentives nor im¬ 

proved organization in the universities, nor assured funding, 

nor more discriminating use of those academic disciplines hav¬ 

ing most to offer local decision makers, nor more careful selec¬ 

tion of the problems on which well-qualified academics are to 
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work are likely to greatly improve the low sueeess rate of sueh 

work. The reason is that the eonventional discussion is pro¬ 

foundly misleading. Examining a set of largely unproductive 

relationships, it looks almost entirely to the characteristics of 

one party—the universities—to explain their failure. Corre¬ 

spondingly, its proposals for improvement seek changes in the 

universities. But a wider body of evidence strongly suggests 

that the binding constraint on the effective use by local govern¬ 

ment of external advice and expertise is not any shortage or 

defect in the supply of good ideas. It is the limited ability and 

weak incentives of local officials to seek, absorb, and attempt 

to apply such ideas in the face of the political, bureaucratic, 

and fiscal limitations that bind them. Improvement in the 

“supply'' side of the relationship, in short, can be helpful and 

may be necessary, but it will rarely prove sufficient. More 

efficient urban services and more effective urban policies re¬ 

quire either that the “consuming" side of the advice relation¬ 

ship gain a far greater capacity to use the advice available, or 

that the producing side radically expand its role and respon¬ 

sibilities. 

We turn now to the evidence for that proposition. 



CHAPTER 4 

Contrary Evidence 

It is an infallible rule that a prince who is not wise 

himself cannot be well advised. . . . 

MACHIAVELLI 

The Prince 

FAILURE AND SUCCESS: SOME DEFINITIONS 

It is striking that virtually none of the partieipants or eom- 

mentators on university-based attempts to advise local govern¬ 

ments whom we have quoted to this point felt it necessary to 

specify what they meant by failure or success. There are proba¬ 

bly two reasons for this. The first is that we have not here been 

considering the outcomes of basic research or the utility of 

knowledge. Were those the questions, it would have been 

obvious that “success” might assume many forms and arise in 

many degrees. It would have taken a nice discrimination oper¬ 

ating against clear criteria, therefore, before any flat judgment 

of failure or success could confidently have been pronounced. 

Here, instead, we are considering advice—findings or conclu¬ 

sions sought by (or on behalf of) an urban client, with the 

71 
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expectation that they have some practical use. The tests to be 

applied to such efforts are somewhat more straightforward. 

Secondly, the '‘failures’' described to this point have typically 

failed by any commonsense standard; they had no substantial 

redeeming virtue. 

Nonetheless, as we now begin to examine more closely what 

we mean by success and failure and what factors seem to 

account for one or the other, it will be useful to draw some 

distinctions. 

Advice to local officials is normally intended to meet one or 

more of three needs: 

1. Identifying the problem. Advice may assess the nature or 

seriousness of a problem and (or) identify its cause. In either 

case, it describes but does not propose. An example is the 

Urban Observatory study of Denver’s economic base. 

2. Proposing the solution. Starting either from his own 

findings or those of others as to the nature and cause of a 

problem, the adviser may propose a solution or alternative 

solutions and perhaps offer a basis for comparing the alterna¬ 

tives. The Stony Brook study of sanitation work schedules—up 

to the point at which the analyst was assigned to clear away 

objections to a test—is an example. 

3. Getting there from here. An adviser may submit a plan for 

implementing a proposal. But more commonly, advice on ac- 

*Obviously, there are less straightforward reasons for seeking (or offering) advice. 

These include using the advising process to defer action while seeming to act; to 
strengthen public support for a policy already chosen; to avoid or share responsibility 
for the course proposed; to coopt the advisers for other purposes; and no doubt others. 

On the offering side, a desire for public exposure, a need to supplement income, the 
hope of stimulating other contracts may be the underlying ends. But questions of 

motivation need not long entangle us. Whatever the “real” reason (or, more probably, 
the real mixture of reasons) for seeking advice, the outcome of the request is almost 

always intended to be one of the objects above. That appears especially true at the local 
level, where governments’ responsibilities are operational and immediate, and the 
public believes that issues are simple enough to be understood and resolved without 
much hand wringing. 
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complishing change is provided through the adviser’s participa¬ 

tion in the effort to put a proposal into effect. Here, adviee 

begins to border on direet assistanee. The involvement of the 

Stony Brook analyst in testing the new sanitation work sehed- 

ule is an example. 

On the faee of it, the standards against whieh to measure 

advising relationships are simple and the same for eaeh ease: 

did the elient get what it expeeted and the adviser promised? 

But for many of these relationships, marked as they were by 

third-party backers and poorly speeified objeetives, those inten¬ 

tions are difheult to identify. So it seems useful to establish 

some presumptive intentions or standard tests of suceess. The 

tests will vary aeeording to the purpose of the adviee. 

Adviee intended simply to identify a problem is meant to 

explain. It ean reasonably be regarded as sueeessful, therefore, 

to exactly the extent that the explanation is objeetively aeeu- 

rate. Proposed solutions, however, are normally intended as 

bases for aetion. They ean be regarded as sueeessful, therefore, 

only to the extent they are implementable, at least in prineiple. 

That is, they should be both objeetively responsive to the 

problem and apparently eapable of being acted upon by the 

elient or intended benefieiary of the adviee. Advice on im¬ 

plementation should probably meet the stiffest test. Sinee its 

purpose is to help aetually to aeeomplish ehange, it should be 

regarded as sueeessful only to the extent that the ehange in¬ 

tended is in faet aeeomplished. 

Armed with these standards, we will look again at the experi- 

enee of aeademies and offieials deseribed in the preeeding 

ehapters. But first we seek perspeetive by looking elsewhere— 

mainly at the experience of the many institutions other than 

universities whieh, during the 1960s and early 1970s, also 

sought to advise eity governments. 



74 Not Well Advised 

The Professional Consultants 

Universities were hardly the only suppliers of adviee to eity 

governments. Commereial management eonsulting firms, the 

analytie arms of manufaeturing eorporations, federally-ori¬ 

ented nonprofit researeh institutions, ad hoe loeally-based con¬ 

sulting organizations, various state leagues and national associa¬ 

tions, and many individuals also sought to provide usable 

advice to city governments. For our purposes, the most inter¬ 

esting of these providers are the professional management con¬ 

sulting firms. 

In 1940, there were roughly 400 management consulting 

firms in the United States. By 1970, the number exceeded 

3,000. The new industry employed some 60,000 people, and 

it performed substantial work for government as well as for 

private clients. More than one-third of the 1973 revenues of 

Booz, Allen and Hamilton, for example, were derived from 

federal, state, and local governments. The record of the con¬ 

sulting firms in dealing with city governments is interesting 

here for two reasons. First, they were more intensively used by 

local governments than any other source of technical or 

managerial advice: the 1970 survey by the International City 

Management Association cited earlier traced the sources of 

advice to 280 cities on questions of science or technology and 

found that 60 percent utilized advice from colleges or universi¬ 

ties; 39 percent, from industry and business; 64 percent, from 

national associations; 60 percent, from the state leagues; and 

88 percent, from private consulting firms. ^ And more impor¬ 

tantly, the provision of advice to clients was the sole profession 

of these firms. If their work for city governments was markedly 

less successful than that for other clients, a reasonable infer¬ 

ence would be that city agencies may be particularly difficult 

clients to help. 
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We shall examine five of the most substantial (and best 

doeumented) relationships between eity governments and sev¬ 

eral varieties of professional eonsultants. 

PITTSBURGH REVISITED 

In ehapter 2 we have already touehed on the history of one 

relationship between a eity government and a private eonsult- 

ing firm: the firm was CONSAD; the city, Pittsburgh. A new 

and relatively small organization and with no prior experience 

in urban policy making, CONSAD found the technical chal¬ 

lenge of model building (for which it was well qualified) attrac¬ 

tive, and either failed to understand or wholly ignored the 

almost certain uselessness of its emerging products for their 

only public purpose—namely to predict the consequences of 

alternative policies with sufficient accuracy to clarify the choice 

among them. Garry Brewer quotes a university-based partici¬ 

pant in the effort as reporting: 

They were good computer people, they knew what computers 

could do in training pilots, gaming and that sort of thing. But in 

terms of hard research results and in terms of policy making, I think 

they had the naive notion that because simulation, computer simula¬ 

tion, could do these other things it could also make policy and could 

produce research findings of very advanced types.^ 

As Brewer also demonstrates, CONSAD's behavior encoun¬ 

tered no external discipline. Neither CONSAD's university 

co-workers nor Pittsburgh’s own officials possessed the will or 

capacity to effectively monitor its work, and neither anticipated, 

until very late, that the extraordinarily ambitious simulation 

model which CONSAD undertook to build could not be relied 

upon to help resolve any substantial issues Pittsburgh faced. The 

unfamiliarity of Pittsburgh’s planning officials with consulting 

relationships was compounded in this case by the highly techni¬ 

cal and sophisticated techniques the consultant was applying. 
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The lesson of this story is at least equivoeal. On the one 

hand, the eonsultant, by any reasonable standard, behaved 

poorly. CONSAD produeed a produet almost certain to fail 

at its intended purpose. On the other hand, the overselling of 

goods and services by their producers is hardly unfamiliar. 

And where a complex product is intended to meet standards 

never achieved before, high costs, delays in delivery, and un¬ 

reliable performance are routine. A city government which 

contracts for such a product without acquiring the compe¬ 

tence to understand or evaluate it—to say nothing of con¬ 

tributing to its development and use—is hardly blameless. In¬ 

deed, the client here was unable even to specify what it 

wanted. A former Pittsburgh planning official distributed re¬ 

sponsibility this way: 

There are a hell of a lot of people who are eharlatans of the first 

water, and they have exhibited it in this kind of undertaking. They 

have gone out and grabbed contracts, didn’t know what the hell they 

were doing, and learned at the expense of the client ... in the case 

of (CONSAD), as is the problem with most consultants that don’t 
perform, their problem was their client, [emphasis added] ^ 

A Pittsburgh politician derived a more operational lesson 

from the experience. '‘When I want to hire a consultant now,” 

he remarked, “I give him a very narrow and specific task to 

do.”"^ Other things being equal, narrow and specific tasks are 

easier to perform than broad and general ones. They are more 

likely to call for a familiar and tested expertise. They can also 

be more clearly described and more competently supervised. 

ARTHUR D. LITTLE IN SAN FRANCISCO 

Brewer’s penetrating study dissects the work for another city 

government of a much larger, older, and more experienced 

consulting organization. 

Arthur D. Little (ADL), a Cambridge, Massachusetts-based 
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firm founded in 1886, employed in the early 1960s a staff of 

more than 1,000 persons. It offered eonsulting serviees and 

adviee concerning the development and use of new technology 

to many hundreds of private organizations and public agencies 

across the United States and abroad. Stimulated by prior con¬ 

versations with ADL, the City Planning Department of San 

Francisco in 1962 sought and received federal funding for an 

ambitious CRP program. In the words of a 1963 ADL paper, 

the CRP would: 

. . . deal in an integrated fashion with all public and private actions 

which must be taken to provide continuous and sound maintenance 

and development of the City’s land and buildings ... it will include 

all government actions which affect urban physical change, planning 

together for maximum effect, and designed to eliminate gaps and 

overlaps in treatment. . . . When completed, the CRP will indicate 

the kinds of renewal actions that are needed, when specific renewal 

activities should be started (as a part of the total program), where 

such actions should be taken and by whom.^ 

Most of this information was to be produced through a 

large-scale computer simulation model. The effort to construct 

and operate that model ended some three years later, having 

produced nothing San Francisco could use. One observer’s 

estimate was that ''the city got about three cents on the dol¬ 

lar.”^ The problems were familiar ones. 

Though ADL was an experienced and competent firm, it 

had never produced as complex a simulation model for an 

urban client as it had promised San Francisco. Its San Fran¬ 

cisco office, moreover, had been oriented principally to the 

physical sciences and had no experience in urban planning. But 

the firm sensed that the ambitious CRP was a major opportu¬ 

nity; large-scale computer-based urban decision models might 

be the wave of the future. In Brewer’s words, ADL had "an 

institutional stake in the CRP as a means to create an able 
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reputation in an expanding segment of the consultants busi- 
yyn 

ness. . . . ^ 

Here again, and not unnaturally, a eonsultant was inelined 

to take on an enormously complex project for which it had 

little expertise and no direct experience. Here again, the incli¬ 

nation met no challenge from the intended client. The 

financing arrangements were one powerful reason why. 

Under the standard CRP funding formula, the federal Hous¬ 

ing and Home Financing Agency required San Francisco to 

'‘pay” one-third of the roughly one million dollars the pro¬ 

gram was to cost. But that contribution required little diver¬ 

sion of resources since the costs of existing city facilities and 

the salaries of current city employees could be counted as the 

municipal contribution. “Feeling little or no fiscal obliga¬ 

tion,” as Brewer observed: 

the Board of Supervisors and the mayor had slight reason to ap¬ 

praise seriously the merits of the proposal as to the feasibility, 

method, or possible impaet. Should the program go awry, the Board 

of Supervisors had a hedge and eould always tell crities . . we never 

wanted this anyway. The only reason that we were sold on this is 

beeause it was free.”® 

Poor administration at the political level was compounded 

by politics at the administrative level. The city’s Department 

of City Planning, loser of many bureaucratic fights with the 

local Urban Renewal Agency, saw a chance in the CRP to grab 

a promising piece of future action. It pressed for the federal 

grant, therefore, partly uncaring as well as partly unconscious 

of the demands which supervision of the effort would place 

upon itself. One consultant commented: 

The Department of City Planning was as naive at times as you 

eould possibly encounter anywhere. They had what I would call the 
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“pin ball machine syndrome/’ They were fascinated by bright col¬ 

ored lights and prestige considerations and they had no clear idea of 

how they wanted to use this thing.^ 

The remainder of the story is predietable. ADL quickly 

realized that the comprehensive land use model originally 

proposed for the entire bay area was vastly more complex 

than could be produced. It retreated to the more modest ob¬ 

jective of a model of San Francisco residential housing stock, 

designed so that it still might assist in the making of city 

policy. But much of the requisite data was nonexistent or 

unavailable (two city agencies declined to open their files), 

and the scope of the model contracted again. Though repeat¬ 

edly narrowed in purpose, the model continued to impose 

extraordinary conceptual and methodological problems. 

These could be solved only through a series of questionable 

assumptions and simplifications, and resort to demographic 

data inadequate to the levels of precision to which the model 

pretended. Even had its logic been sound, the model, because 

it purported to describe changes in population and housing 

stock in very small areas of the city, required data more de¬ 

tailed and more accurate than existed. As a result, when the 

modehs eventual outputs disagreed with the educated in¬ 

stincts of the officials who were shown them, there was no 

basis for defending those outputs as more accurate or useful 

than unaided judgment. 

From 1965 to 1968 attempts were made to correct and 

adjust the model. Given time enough and funding, these 

might have produced a modestly useful device. But by 1968, 

personnel turnover in both the Department of City Planning 

and in ADL, successive changes in the scope and purpose of 

the model, and shifting of the city's policy interests had pro¬ 

duced too many discontinuities. Said the planning director. 
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'To the extent that it could answer questions, they were 

questions that nobody was asking.The effort was aban¬ 

doned. 

THE NEW YORK EXPERIENCE 

John Lindsay was eleeted mayor of New York City in 1965 

with what appeared to be a mandate for reform. The city was 

clearly in trouble: the middle class moving to the suburbs, the 

welfare case load growing, the city's economy uncertain, and 

all indices of social decay—crime, building abandonment, fire 

alarms—on the rise. New York's bureaucracy was huge (almost 

400,000 employees), still growing, and widely regarded as cum¬ 

bersome, inefficient, and rooted in archaic work patterns. 

Lindsay was determined to challenge old policies, reassess 

traditional practices, and reorganize the government. He gath¬ 

ered some fifty functionally-related but previously independent 

bureaus and agencies together under common direction in a 

small group of "superagencies"—Health and Hospitals, 

Human Resources, Environmental Protection. He recruited 

energetic (though generally inexperienced) new administra¬ 

tors. He used the city's extensively restaffed Budget Bureau to 

rethink objectives, to design new programs, and to force-feed 

change to the agencies—roles that accorded poorly with the 

bureau's accustomed functions as monitor of performance and 

guardian of the purse. He required almost all agencies to inau¬ 

gurate comprehensive Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 

(PPB) systems modeled on the procedures by which Robert 

McNamara's Defense Department had related its budget re¬ 

quests to major policy objectives rather than to accounting 

categories. He forced the development, in each major agency, 

of an internal analytic and planning staff. And to help rethink 

the city's policies and to review its operations, he brought to 

bear a wide variety of research and consulting organizations. 
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The work of the major outside eonsultants, stimulated and 

eontrolled by the Budget Bureau, was by Ameriean munieipal 

standards well direeted and relatively produetive. But it was 

also risky and uneertain. Both truths are refleeted in a remark 

of David Grossman, sueeessively deputy direetor and direetor 

of the Budget Bureau: '‘Fifty pereent of our eonsulting money 

was wasted. I was terribly proud of that. No other eity was 

doing nearly so well.”^^ 

We look here at the eity’s experienee with two of its major 

eonsultants, the RAND Corporation, and MeKinsey and 

Company. 

THE NEW YORK CITY-RAND INSTITUTE 

Unlike CONSAD, The RAND Corporation was large and 

well established—indeed the model and arehetype of the inde¬ 

pendent government-oriented "think tank.” Unlike ADL, 

RAND was not hard-teehnology oriented (it maintained no 

laboratories). Unlike MeKinsey, it was a nonprofit institution 

limited to work "in the publie interest”; it took no private or 

eommercial elients. 

RAND had been ereated by the U.S. Air Foree in the late 

1940s. It had provided a setting in whieh the civilian scientists 

and strategists who had served the Air Corps in World War 

II could be retained to address the unfamiliar uncertainties of 

cold war, nuclear weapons, and rapidly changing technology. 

RAND had been consciously designed to meet a distinctive set 

of criteria: concern for policy studies rather than either basic 

or low-level applied research; sufficient assurance of continued 

funding to provide independence; a research charter broad 

enough to permit analysts to follow a problem wherever it led 

them; an internal environment that encouraged analysts from 

various disciplines to work jointly; and a broad "systems” ap¬ 

proach. None of these qualities were characteristic of univer- 
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sity-based research organizations. Yet their possession by 

RAND, central to its effectiveness with federal clients, was no 

guarantee of success in New York. 

Late in 1967, Mayor Lindsay and Budget Director Frederick 

O'R. Hayes asked the RAND Corporation to assist in the 

analysis and reform of a number of city agencies. Though based 

in California and without experience in work for local govern¬ 

ment, RAND had already begun to address domestic social 

issues and was attracted by Lindsay’s strong interest. After 

some months of discussion, RAND agreed to undertake studies 

of New York’s police procedures, fire protection, and health 

and housing issues; and as those studies proceeded, RAND 

accepted additional contracts for work on problems of water 

pollution, criminal correction, welfare, and the New York City 

labor market. 

By the spring of 1969, some thirty separate studies were 

underway. They were being staffed by roughly forty RAND 

analysts, most of them bright, young, and well trained in eco¬ 

nomics, regional planning, or the hard sciences. Virtually none 

had worked in or with a city government before. By the sum¬ 

mer of 1969 the relation of the city government and RAND 

seemed sufficiently promising to justify transforming RAND’s 

New York office into a new institution, and the New York 

City-RAND Institute (NYC-RI) was established. Essentially 

a joint venture of RAND and the city government, the insti¬ 

tute was a nonprofit corporation, staffed and administered by 

RAND, subject to the oversight of a board of trustees chosen 

jointly by RAND and the city, and designed to work continu¬ 

ously on issues of concern to New York. The institute was a 

substantial enterprise and well supported; its annual budgets of 

some $2.5 million were made up principally of city funds, 

augmented by a three-year $900,000 Ford Foundation grant 

and several federal grants and contracts. The institute was 

intended to be independent enough to be critical of city poli- 
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cies, sufficiently insulated from the city's daily operating con¬ 

cerns to address underlying problems but elose enough in its 

working relations with city agencies to produce timely, realis- 

tie, and usable reeommendations. Beeause it was created and 

designed expressly to provide usable policy advice and expertise 

to a city government, the institute's history is particularly in¬ 

structive. And sinee the relations of the institute to the eity's 

government have been better documented than those of any 

other urban adviser, the lessons of the experience can be drawn 

with somewhat greater confidenee.^^ 

The great range in the nature and outeome of the institute's 

efforts ean be fairly represented through its work for six agen- 

eies. 

Modeling a Bay. In 1968, New York's Department of 

Water Resources was considering where along the margins of 

Jamaica Bay to locate new sewage disposal and treatment 

plants and what capacities the plants would need. But tradi¬ 

tional methods of analysis, dependent largely on physical mod¬ 

els, eould not determine what difference the ehoices of location 

and capacity would make to the water quality of the Bay. Jan 

Leendertse, a Duteh-born RAND expert in tidal flows and 

computer modeling, considered the city's problem and eon- 

cluded that a eomputer-based simulation of the Bay eould be 

designed to determine those effects. The city's water commis¬ 

sioner, an experieneed engineer, understood the promise of the 

simulation but declined to fund so speeulative an effort. 

RAND concluded, however, that the eoneept was feasible and 

that Leendertse could make it work; it therefore supported 

initial development of the model with its own funds. 

A year's development produced a promising model. The 

water commissioner then not only authorized future funding 

but ordered the special collection of data to facilitate testing 

the model. Within two years, the model's inereasingly refined 

projections agreed so elosely with observed conditions that the 
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city was consulting it for guidance not only as to sewer treat¬ 

ment ehoiees, but for a possible extension of Kennedy Airport 

runways into the bay, the proposed eonstruetion by the Corps 

of Engineers of a hurrieane barrier aeross an inlet to the bay, 

and for dredging and landfill questions. Beyond proving opera¬ 

tionally useful to New York, Leendertse’s work established a 

powerful new analytie method of broad applieation. Models 

adapted from that of Jamaiea Bay are now routinely used by 

the Corps of Engineers, several other U.S. eoastal eities, and 

the government of the Netherlands. The eonjunetion of a 

demanding and knowledgeable elient with a researcher whose 

partieular skill matehed the elient's problem (and of a researeh 

institute willing to invest its own funds in a speeulative enter¬ 

prise) produced a elear suecess. A problem was not only solved 

in prineiple but worked out in operational detail. And the 

solution was ineorporated into routine praetiee not only by the 

elient but by others. 

A Failure in Health. RAND’s work for the eity’s Health 

Serviees Administration (HSA) was of a very different eharae- 

ter. Exeept for the Veterans Administration, HSA was the 

largest publiely-supported health agency in the nation. But 

only reeently established, ineorporating the previously autono¬ 

mous departments of Health, Hospitals, and Mental Health, 

it was wraeked by internal eonfliet, harried by rapidly-rising 

eosts, and weakened by rapid turnover of key personnel. Into 

that setting, institute researehers were introduced through the 

powerful sponsorship of the Budget Bureau aeting for the 

mayor. But obliged to respond to offieials rapidly replaeed by 

others, inexperieneed both in medieine and in medieal ad¬ 

ministration, and regarded by many as agents of the Budget 

Bureau, the analysts found it diffieult to identify traetable 

issues on which HSA staffs were interested in having them 

work. 

A fair fraetion of the institute’s work proved modestly useful 
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in the Health and Mental Health Departments, two eompo- 

nent ageneies whose deputy eommissioners invested eonsidera- 

ble effort in using RAND and in foeusing its efforts. For 

example, RAND’s suggestions for redueing the high ineidenee 

of lead poisoning of ehildren (due apparently to ingestion of 

lead-based paint from peeling walls) were adopted by the 

Health Department and transformed into its own formal pro¬ 

posal to the Budget Bureau. (No aetion resulted, however, for 

reasons of eost.) Similarly, the institute’s speeification of those 

areas of the eity with greatest mental health problems estab¬ 

lished a base for the eity’s subsequent mental health planning. 

In neither case had sophisticated research methods been used. 

And in both cases the studies had merely demonstrated what 

some officials in the department had “known” all along. But 

instinctive “knowledge” could not document the case for pol¬ 

icy change; the analyses could. 

Work for other components of HSA almost uniformly 

failed, however, and attempts to provide usable staff work 

directly to the successive administrators of HSA were a 

source of great frustration to both parties. One reason for the 

failures was that HSA had begun to develop its own central 

staff of analysts, and that staff came to view the RAND ana¬ 

lysts as competitors. A succession of HSA clients, moreover, 

were put off by RAND’s reluctance to work on unrelated 

low-level issues. “I insisted they work on short-term analyses. 

. . . But RAND continued to try to do the global and impos¬ 

sible things, like overall cost-effectiveness of our health pro¬ 

grams,” remarked one HSA official. Institute researchers 

were willing to establish their bona fides by working on some 

issues they regarded as minor, but they also worried that larger 

issues of municipal health policy were being ignored. As the 

senior RAND health analyst complained, “The city is too 

concerned with next week and not one, two, or three years 

ahead. . . . Throughout all this I’ve had the feeling we’ve 
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been grooming a mastodon about to walk over a cliff.” 

Over the course of three years, the institute’s health project 

produced more than sixty studies and cost some $1.75 million. 

The descriptive studies can be accounted generally successful; 

their assessments were largely accurate. Very little advice on 

implementation was attempted. The large number of studies 

proposing solutions or courses of action typically met one stan¬ 

dard—they were technically competent analyses—but failed 

another: they could not be implemented. A good example was 

one of the ten analyses to address a major policy question: did 

New York need additional hospitals? The study showed that 

city hospitals already possessed excess capacity, that systems for 

better utilization of existing beds could readily be designed, 

and that in terms of medical needs, the construction of the new 

hospitals then being planned was almost certainly an enor¬ 

mously expensive mistake. The analysis was correct, but the 

pressures on the city government to continue hospital con¬ 

struction were too powerful to be contained by the results of 

analysis. The construction program continued. 

Fire Fighting. The institute’s most effective and most en¬ 

during work was performed for (and with) New York City’s 

Fire Department. A traditional agency, conservative by tem¬ 

perament, and resistant to change, the fire department was 

under enormous pressure in the late 1960s. Alarm rates had 

more than tripled in five years, and false alarms were rising even 

faster. Fire companies housed in areas of high fire incidence 

were being ground down by unsustainable work loads. But the 

city’s budgetary squeeze precluded simple expansion of the 

department. 

As had been true for HSA, the fire department had no 

choice but to enter a relationship with RAND: the mayor’s 

office required that much. But the question of what issues 

would be addressed, and how, was open. After initial skepti¬ 

cism, an energetic and newly-appointed fire chief supported 
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the RAND connection, involved himself deeply in the choice 

of subjects to be analyzed, and assigned subordinates to work 

actively with the RAND researchers. Operating in parallel 

with the chief was an experienced civilian analyst placed in the 

department at Budget Bureau insistence. His interest lay in 

seeing analyses produce useful change, and he had no substan¬ 

tial staff of his own to compete with the institute's analysts. 

A bit of luck intruded early. The leader of the institute's fire 

project, a chemical engineer, was aware that minute amounts 

of long-chain polymers reduce turbulence in the flow of liquids. 

He arranged a series of demonstrations that showed how con¬ 

trolled injections of such polymers into a firehose stream quite 

substantially increased both the amount of water the hoses 

could supply and the distance the stream could carry from the 

nozzle. This ''slippery water" (or "Rapid Water" as the proud 

commercial supplier of the polymer redubbed it) required some 

detailed engineering to make it feasible; getting the polymers 

mixed into the hose stream in correct proportions required 

special pumps. Nonetheless, it was clear from the first tests that 

the novelty would work, and it became clear shortly thereafter 

that it promised benefits to all parties. The mayor, photo¬ 

graphed at the demonstrations, got credit for introducing some 

of the innovation his campaign had promised. Senior managers 

of the fire department, along with budget officials, foresaw a 

growth in fire-fighting capacity without increased budgets. The 

firemen's union shortly thereafter realized that the greater 

water-flow could make possible the use of smaller-diameter 

hose, which was lighter, safer, and easier to control. Dow 

Chemical supported the necessary engineering work in antici¬ 

pation of both a new market and credit for responding to a 

growing big city problem. The result was that the succeeding 

years saw New York's pumpers all gradually equipped to use 

"Rapid Water" and the spread of the new technology to sev¬ 

eral other cities as well. "Rapid Water" was uncharacteristic 
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of the kind of assistance RAND offered the fire department, 

but it immediately established RAND's credentials and pro¬ 

vided a grace period during which less spectacular but more 

important innovations could be developed. 

Another early study examined the department's dispatching 

centers. Dispatchers were required to decide with great speed 

which units to send to new alarms. But in doing so they had 

to take a great deal into account: the status of units already 

engaged elsewhere, the position of other companies relocated 

to cover areas of the city whose units were committed to fires 

in progress, and the probable duration and intensity both of 

fires in progress and those precipitating the new alarms. On 

particularly busy nights, those judgments became harder—and 

slower—to make; substantial delays in dispatching were 

becoming common. The department's idea was to computerize 

the process. A small RAND group spent months closely observ¬ 

ing the dispatching problems and then built a simple simula¬ 

tion model. The analysts concluded that a solution far cheaper 

than computers was preferable: simply dividing responsibility 

for busy boroughs between two dispatchers. For two years, 

factions in the department resisted that conclusion. But sus¬ 

tained testing, adaptation, and persuasion, pressed on the de¬ 

partment by a persistent and committed researcher, eventually 

brought the new system into operation, and it proved a great 

success. 

The central work of the institute's fire project involved the 

building of a much more complex simulation model designed 

to test the effect of alternative locations of new fire houses and 

of alternative strategies for responding to fires. One of the 

model's early findings was that a so-called “adaptive response" 

—the dispatching, in response to alarms unlikely to represent 

structural fires, of fewer units than the traditional three pump¬ 

ers and two ladder trucks—would greatly decrease work over¬ 

loads and actually improve protection across the city. The 
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strategy was simple, and it bad often been suggested; the virtue 

of this work was not originality but an authoritative showing 

that the reform would prove safe and effeetive. The model also 

provided a basis for mueh else: ehanges in duty hours to make 

manning rates eonform more elosely to predietable patterns of 

fire ineidenee; determining appropriate loeations for new fire¬ 

fighting eompanies; and developing a management informa¬ 

tion and eontrol system far more sophistieated than any U.S. 

fire department had previously operated. The ultimate effeet 

of the modeling was not only to make the department’s work 

far more "'eost effeetive” but slowly to transform the depart¬ 

ment’s understanding of the management function. By show¬ 

ing how innovations too risky for operational experiment could 

be tested through computer simulation, it drew both depart¬ 

ment officials and officers of the firemen’s union into more 

coherent and rigorous discussion of alternative methods of 

operation than had been possible before. 

The institute’s work with the fire department was, therefore, 

successful even by the most demanding of tests: virtually all of 

it proved not only technically proficient but usable, and when 

put into effect—with substantial help from the institute—it 

had clearly beneficial results. Some of the sources of that suc¬ 

cess seem clear. As one review concluded: 

The Fire Department’s operations were well documented, easily 

quantified, and had unambiguous objectives, making them an ideal 

subject of RAND’s modeling techniques. . . . Second, the depart¬ 

ment’s managers, faced with serious and complex problems of ad¬ 

ministration, were already convinced that they could not continue to 

conduct business as usual. . . . Finally, the organizational arrange¬ 

ments of the RAND Institute itself and the kind of connection that 

its research team managed to establish with the Fire Department 

helped the analysts exploit the advantages that were offered by the 

department’s distinctive organizational characteristics.^^ 
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That connection between RAND and the department was 

hardly free of conflict, but it remained close, eollegial, and 

produetive. RAND analysts spent much of their time at de¬ 

partmental headquarters or in fire houses or dispatehing een- 

ters. Models were developed with the aetive involvement of fire 

offieials and, to a limited extent, of union representatives. Key 

personnel on both sides of the relationship remained in place 

for some years. And one important ehange in personnel told 

much about the relationship. When the analyst first employed 

by the department left to become a deputy poliee eommis- 

sioner, his replaeement, selected by the fire commissioner and 

fire ehief, was a senior RAND staff member. 

Human Resources. The institute's work for New York 

City's Human Resourees Administration (HRA) and for its 

Poliee Department had oddly similar histories—of initial rejec¬ 

tion, strong recoveries, and then termination. 

From the beginning of RAND's presenee in New York City 

both the mayor and the Budget Bureau were eager for the 

institute to address the manifold problems of the Human Re¬ 

sourees Administration. The city's welfare population had tri¬ 

pled between 1963 and 1968, and HRA's soaring budget was 

the largest of any city department. The department strained 

under its gigantie caseload, its aceounting systems were sus¬ 

pect, and relations with welfare reeipients were poor and 

deteriorating. But in 1968 the HRA administrator noted that 

RAND had no relevant previous experienee, suspeeted that it 

might seek to serve the mayor's office rather than HRA, and 

deelined to aeeept its help. Nor was RAND eager to take HRA 

on as a client. For several years, at Budget Bureau insistenee, 

RAND reluetantly performed some modest analytic and 

managerial tasks for HRA, but little of value was aeeomplished 

and relations among all the parties were strained. 

The situation remained unchanged until 1971, when HRA 

appointed a new deputy administrator who had effeetively used 
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RAND analysts in his previous position with the eity’s housing 

ageney. He began by assembling a eompetent internal office of 

policy research. Jointly, staff members of the policy research 

office and the institute then designed and began major studies 

of the economic and demographic factors influencing caseload 

growth, of the circumstances which distinguished welfare from 

nonwelfare poor, and of the effectiveness of the city’s job 

training programs in reducing welfare dependency. The studies 

proved helpful. They gave HRA a method of anticipating 

changes in caseload and consequently of improving its own 

budgetary and personnel projections; they produced a proposal 

for rationalizing the erratic patterns of welfare benefits, and 

they sharply enhanced the agency’s understanding of the dy¬ 

namics of poverty in the city. Still, the department possessed 

so little control over the demands upon it that the analyses had 

little immediate operational impact. Had the new RAND- 

HSA relationship been sustained, they might have had an 

effect but, as will be described, all institute work for the city 

was to end in 1975. 

A Stand-off with the Police. RAND found the New York 

City Police Department even more difficult to work for. Insu¬ 

lar, traditionally suspicious of outsiders, all the more defensive 

in 1968 because of criticisms of police brutality and the at¬ 

tempted intervention by young assistants of the mayor in tacti¬ 

cal police operations, the department did not welcome RAND. 

Unlike his HRA counterpart, however, the police commis¬ 

sioner accepted a contract with RAND. A broad, well-funded 

work program was agreed upon, its content largely reflecting 

Budget Bureau interests rather than those of the police depart¬ 

ment. The institute began a number of small-scale analyses— 

of recruitment and training, the department’s responses to 

charges of misconduct, the operations of the detective bureau, 

and the effectiveness of uniformed versus nonuniformed pa¬ 

trol. It also undertook a more ambitious analysis of how officers 
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might be deployed to better mateh, in time and place, the 

probable need for them. 

But relations between the department and RAND remained 

less than cordial. No ranking police official sought to guide or 

advise the analysts, some elements of the department declined 

to cooperate with institute staffers, and few relations of trust 

or confidence developed. None arose at higher levels. More¬ 

over, a number of the issues the institute was exploring were 

of high political or bureaucratic sensitivity. The deployment 

studies threatened long-established work routines. The review 

of the handling of citizen complaints appeared likely to pro¬ 

duce highly critical findings not long after a bitter fight over 

a civilian review board had ended, and the institute’s recom¬ 

mendations for reorganizing the detective bureau touched in¬ 

advertently on one of the most explosive internal rivalries in the 

department. A year and a half after signing the original con¬ 

tract with RAND, the police commissioner, for reasons he 

refused to specify, declined to renew the institute’s contract. 

As it happened, a new commissioner, known as a reformer, 

was appointed in 1970. Without immediately reestablishing 

relations with the institute, he nonetheless began drawing on 

the now considerable volume of RAND studies of New York 

City police operations. The detective division was reorganized, 

for the first time in fifty years, along the lines RAND had 

proposed. Changes in the department’s handling of civilian 

complaints were also instituted, again in accordance with 

RAND recommendations. By 1972, the department had again 

become a client of the institute. A more modest set of studies 

reflecting the commissioner’s interests were begun by a new set 

of institute staffers. Liaison with the department was attended 

to more carefully, and the institute added to its staff a retired 

senior police official. But relations between RAND researchers 

and working levels in the department remained distant, im¬ 

pediments to innovation in the department remained formida- 
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ble, and few additional changes in policy or in operations had 

been achieved before RAND’s work for the city came to an 

end. 

Reforming Rent Control In terms of magnitude of effect, 

the institute’s most important work was performed for the 

city’s Housing and Development Administration. 

The work began unpromisingly, with sharp disagreement 

between housing officials and institute staff as to what needed 

doing. Virtually all city officials believed that the central prob¬ 

lem was how to reduce the time, capital, and administrative 

energy required to produce new publicly-assisted housing. The 

period between acquisition of land and the moving in of a first 

tenant was approaching a decade, construction costs were ris¬ 

ing through the levels of federal assistance ceilings, construc¬ 

tion targets were not being met, and clamor for additional 

housing was increasing rapidly. The analysts, they thought, 

should explore new construction technologies and develop new 

production-management techniques. After some initial uncer¬ 

tainty, the analysts concluded otherwise. As Ira Lowry, the 

leader of the RAND work, later wrote: 

We came to believe that the attention of City officials should be 

focused on saving the existing stock from the growing threat of 

deterioration and abandonment, and that solutions must be sought 

on a City-wide scale. While the specific problems and fears associated 

with ethnic turnover were critical factors in the decay of some neigh¬ 

borhoods, the more pervasive problem was that most owners of the 

controlled housing were not getting enough revenue to maintain 

their buildings properly and still earn a reasonable return on capital. 

[The city still maintained a system of rent control first adopted during 

World War II; it covered about half the tenants in the city.] The 

issue that was least clear was the extent to which these revenue 

shortages were directly due to rent control, as distinguished from the 

poverty of the tenants. 

We launched or provided technical assistance in a number of 
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studies designed to probe and test these views. By 1969, we were sure 

we had a ease and began to formulate a strategy. . . . 

We recommended raising ceiling rents to cover standard full costs, 

much in the pattern of public-utility rate-setting; a program of direct 

rent assistance to low-income families to offset the rent increases; 

improved code enforcement as a check on landlord delinquency; and 

a special program addressed to persistently substandard buildings, 

involving systematic diagnosis of the reasons for delinquency and the 

use of a wide range of treatment options. We provided estimates of 

program impacts and program costs. 

It was a long, hard, selling job. . . . Every critical comment by 

someone whose opinion carried weight in administration circles 

sent us back to the drawing board. Some disagreed with our diagno¬ 

sis, or at least questioned whether our evidence was robust. Others 

were satisfied with the diagnosis but doubted the adequacy of our 

remedies. Others accepted their adequacy but questioned their ad¬ 

ministrative or fiscal or political feasibility. In particular, our 

proposals to tamper with the system of rent control so as to raise 

rents to cover supply costs were regarded by most as politically im¬ 

possible. 

That our proposals concerning rent control were eventually ac¬ 

cepted by the HDA, the Bureau of the Budget, and finally by the 

Mayor’s Office is due to a combination of . . . factors: 

—Our arguments were . . . forcefully presented in a steady flow 

of briefings and documents. 

—Our principal liaison with the agency was heavily committed to 

the enterprise and worked with tremendous energy and skill to ad¬ 

vance the cause within the agency. 

—The visible symptoms of trouble in the housing market in¬ 

creased and intensified throughout this period, so that the issues 

raised by our work continued to command official attention. 

The existing rent control statute was due to expire at the end of 

March 1970, unless renewed by the City Council. As the winter wore 

on, the counterpolemics of landlord and tenant organizations became 

even more extravagant than usual. The City Council, the press, and 

the public began to demand that the administration reveal its plans. 

The New York Times acquired a bundle of draft material that had 
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been circulated within the HDA, including portions of our work, 

from which it quoted selectively in a series of news stories. The City 

Council demanded access to this mysterious document; one group of 

Councilmen sued HDA for its release. 

The institute study was released to the eouneil and intensive 

negotiations began between the mayor's office and council 

members. RAND staff took no direct role but were periodically 

asked to trace the consequences of various alternative provi¬ 

sions of the new law. In June 1970, the council enacted a 

substantial reform modeled closely on the RAND proposal. Its 

basic principle was that the level of controlled rents would be 

based not on arbitrary adjustments to the rents in effect when 

control had begun twenty-seven years before, but on the cur¬ 

rent cost of providing well-maintained housing. 

Much work remained to be done, and it proved exceedingly 

difficult. Formulas were developed to calculate the costs of 

maintaining housing of various types, but they required masses 

of data. Much of the information was hard to obtain and some 

precipitated sharp disagreement between landlords and ten¬ 

ants. Far simpler calculations, therefore, had to be substituted. 

The terms of the law, moreover, were altered by subsequent 

state legislation which wholly decontrolled apartments once 

they became vacant. But the achievement had been significant. 

A politically astute housing administrator, backed by an inno¬ 

vation-minded mayor and supported by an effective manager 

of research, had produced a politically difficult but fundamen¬ 

tal reform. And the reform was based directly on the conclu¬ 

sions of a large, well-focused and well-integrated research 

program.'*' One skeptical but well-informed city official charac¬ 

terized RAND’s contribution this way: 

^Professor George Sternleib of Rutgers University, as well as McKinsey and Com¬ 
pany, had condueted significant supplementary studies. 
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RAND gave us several things we didn’t have but needed. Most 

important, they brought a sophistieation in statistical techniques we 

didn’t have in the city. RAND did the careful analysis of census data 

to document the case for rent control changes of a major order. 

Second, RAND put its prestigious name behind drastic overhaul— 

and this was important in view of the tremendous political inertia 

over doing anything to change the situation. Finally, RAND con¬ 

ceived the notion of adjusting rents upwards by a formula which takes 

into account the changing costs of operating sound housing; before, 

it was on a case-by-case basis, the benefits were unevenly spread, and 

there was absolutely no logic to the situation. RAND didn’t invent 

the policy of drastic change in rent control—many people had come 

to this conclusion, and the Mayor was predisposed to give it favorable 

consideration. But what RAND did do was to document the case 

more convincingly and thoroughly than anyone had ever done be¬ 

fore. 

Termination. But four days after the eouneil’s enaet- 

ment of the rent eontrol reforms. City Comptroller Abraham 

Beame stopped payment on all the eity's eonsultant contraets, 

ineluding RAND’s. During the previous month a series of 

front-page artieles in the New York Times had argued that the 

widespread use of eonsulting by the Lindsay administration 

had permitted waste and fraud, arrogated to outsiders fune- 

tions that were properly the provinee of eivil servants, and 

amounted to little more than a novel form of patronage. Lind¬ 

say was a Republiean. The majority of eity eouneil members 

were Demoerats, as was Comptroller Beame, whom Lindsay 

had narrowly defeated in the mayoral raee of 1965. The eouneil 

had partieular reason to resent the mayor’s use of eonsultants 
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since the administration had prepared for the battle over rent 

reform—the eentral politieal issue of that year—through the 

extensive use of its eonsultants but had denied the eouneil 

aeeess to their work. And the assertions about displaeement of 

eivil servants had great politieal appeal in a eity of powerful 

government unions eoneerned somewhat about displaeement 

but greatly about the eonsultants as allies of an antibureau- 

eratie mayor. 

Both the eity eouneil and the eomptroller, therefore, took 

the position that no substantial eonsultant eontraets eould be 

awarded simply at the diseretion of mayoral ageneies. To baek 

that deeision the eomptroller refused to eonsider for payment 

a large number of eonsulting eontraets, ineluding those of the 

institute. The dispute that followed took a year to make its way 

through the eourts and the New York State Legislature, and 

at its eonelusion, the position of the eouneil and eomptroller 

was upheld. 

During the year of uneertainty, the institute, denied funding 

from the eity, eontinued its major researeh efforts on a redueed 

level by drawing on internal RAND funding and foundation 

grants. By late 1971 it managed to seeure eity reimbursement 

for most of those efforts. Thus the institute survived, but the 

environment in whieh it worked had ehanged sharply. All 

eonsultant eontraets were now politieally vulnerable, espeeially 

as the eity's finaneial eireumstances beeame more diffieult, and 

all had to be approved in advance by politieal opponents of the 

mayor. Under the new rules, RAND's work for some agencies 

(HRA, poliee) aetually improved in power and utility, but 

other eontraets were eaneelled, most were redueed in seope, 

and the staff of the institution shrank. Then, in 1973, as the 

eity's finaneial troubles continued to worsen, former Comptrol¬ 

ler Beame beeame mayor. Some ageneies—partieularly the fire 

department—fought to retain their RAND eonneetion and 

sueeeeded, but the eontraetion of the institute eontinued and 
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in 1975 RAND closed it down; the few surviving projects were 

conducted for city agencies from RAND’s main offices in 

Santa Moniea. 

MCKINSEY & COMPANY 

The Lindsay administration drew upon McKinsey & Com¬ 

pany almost as intensively as it did upon RAND. One of the 

oldest, largest, and most prestigious of U.S. management con¬ 

sulting firms, McKinsey by the late 1960s was engaged in a 

worldwide practice, and though most of its clients were com¬ 

mercial or industrial firms, it had performed substantial work 

for state and federal agencies. 

MeKinsey’s home office was in New York City, and one of 

its senior partners, serving in 1967 as a member of one of the 

several voluntary advisory committees established by the Lind¬ 

say administration, offered the mayor’s Policy Planning Coun¬ 

cil a demonstration of a technique McKinsey called ‘‘issue 

mapping.” Through a sequence of carefully worked out wall¬ 

sized eharts, issue mapping provided a clear visual guide 

through the logie of a complex policy problem. It proceeded 

in the same way that any competent written analysis would. It 

defined a problem, identified its causes, suggested alternative 

solutions, and made explicit the criteria (of cost, probable effec¬ 

tiveness, speed, political acceptability, and the like) against 

which the alternatives could be measured. In this period of the 

Lindsay administration, when major decisions were regularly 

being debated in the Policy Planning Council, the great virtue 

of issue mapping was that it provided continuous visual refer¬ 

ence points for the progress of a debate. Whether led by the 

McKinsey partner who had prepared the issue maps or by a 

member of the council, the discussion could be guided through 

a logical progression, from symptoms to causes to possible 

cures, with all participants focused on the same points as the 
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argument proceeded. The charts helped to channel discussion 

and to clarify where the group agreed, where it disagreed, and 

why. 

Impressed with the device and with Carter Bales, the young 

McKinsey partner who had presented it, the council con¬ 

tracted with McKinsey for issue mapping studies of at least 

four policy problems. Payment for the work was to be $50,000, 

well under McKinsey's cost for a single professional man-year. 

McKinsey accepted the contract, partly from a sense of public 

responsibility, partly from a desire to demonstrate its capacity 

to deal with public policy issues, and partly from an interest in 

recruiting the ablest young business-school graduates who, like 

their law-school colleagues of those years, were eager to engage 

in “public interest” work. 

The results were predictable. Though McKinsey committed 

great talent and energy to the work, and though the study 

teams were filled out by young analysts from the mayor’s office, 

the time and resources available did not permit authoritative 

work on so wide a range of complex issues. The first product 

of the contract, an analysis of alternative approaches to air 

pollution abatement, was comprehensive and sophisticated— 

a “virtuoso performance,” as Frederick O’R. Hayes called it. 

But as Hayes allowed, “None of the succeeding issue maps 

reached the same exalted level,” even though McKinsey com¬ 

mitted to the effort more than three times the professional 

manpower its fee could pay for.^^ 

Still, the issue mapping experience produced a number of 

useful effects. It provided city officials with several excellent 

models of how policy analysis should be done. It built good 

working relationships among the younger urban-oriented mem¬ 

bers of the McKinsey staff and the analysts of similar back¬ 

ground whom Lindsay and Hayes had been seeding through 

the city government. And, at least among the mayor’s associ¬ 

ates, it stimulated a taste for further attempts to bring the 
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analytic techniques of modern business management to bear 

on the city's weaknesses in poliey making and administration. 

As a result, in 1968, Hayes asked Carter Bales to lead the 

introduetion of planning-programming-budgeting (PPB) sys¬ 

tems throughout eity government and gave him the title of 

assistant budget direetor to faeilitate the work. At the same 

time, MeKinsey assumed a number of other tasks in Lindsay's 

program of renovating New York City's government. Through 

a variety of eontaets with elements of the mayor's offiee and 

with line ageneies, it was soon engaged in attempting to push 

through management improvements in trash and garbage eol- 

leetion; designing methods to manage and monitor Model 

Cities programs; trying to antieipate the effeets of school de¬ 

centralization; and rationalizing the city's tax collection proce¬ 

dures. Most heroieally, MeKinsey, early in 1970, undertook a 

central role in designing the strueture and operating proee- 

dures for a new Health and Hospitals Corporation, an ageney 

designed to begin administering the city's eighteen munieipal 

hospitals in July of that year. 

MeKinsey's performanee of those tasks was eut short by the 

political dispute over the mayor's use of eonsultants that began 

in the summer of 1970, a dispute particularly damaging to the 

firm. MeKinsey had paid the expenses of one of the mayor's 

eabinet members and his family at a eonferenee the firm held 

at a resort outside the eity; critieism of that praetiee was fol¬ 

lowed by an attaek on Bales's position as involving a eonfliet 

of interest sinee the Budget Bureau supervised the awarding by 

eity ageneies of most eonsultant eontraets. The expenses inei- 

dent was a trivial transgression, and Bales's position, while 

irregular, had not been abused. But as the influenee of the 

mayor's eonsultants beeame a politieal issue, both were embar¬ 

rassing. And the pressures were eompounded by the annoyanee 

of some of MeKinsey's eorporate elients at the firm's involve¬ 

ment in the Lindsay proposals to raise taxes. Proteetive of its 
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reputation, aware that the costs of its New York City work 

were exceeding income from the city by more than half a 

million dollars, and now apprehensive about the complexities 

of a political role, McKinsey sharply reduced and then ended 

its work for the city. 

Abbreviated as the effort was, it permits a number of conclu¬ 

sions. Probably only two projects—those on sanitation and the 

tax system—can be accounted clearly successful. The first pro¬ 

duced feasible proposals that led in fact to faster removal of 

abandoned cars, better maintenance of garbage trucks, and 

reduced waiting time in the unloading of trucks. The second, 

after further work by Budget Bureau staff, led to a pathbreak¬ 

ing system for accurately assessing the effects of revisions in the 

tax system on both the incidence of taxation and on total 

yields. In both cases, it is worth noting, the work was done for 

and with a well-led, competently staffed city agency seriously 

interested in a useful outcome. 

In varying degrees, the other efforts were unproductive. The 

PPB design work required the major city agencies to provide 

demandingly detailed new bases for their budget requests and 

to accompany the requests with analyses of program effective¬ 

ness of a quality that few agencies had the capacity to perform. 

Requiring too much too soon, the system generated far more 

paperwork than insight. It was shortly abandoned. The second 

large-scale effort, the attempt to design an effective Health and 

Hospitals Corporation (HHC), was a more serious failure. Vir¬ 

tually none of the corporation’s administrative or financial or 

personnel systems were ready for operation when the HHC 

came into being in the summer of 1970. As a result, its first 

years, difficult ones for any large new public enterprise, were 

plagued with confusion, conflict, and poor performance. But in 

these cases, the '‘client” agencies of the work were either 

hostile (PPB) or only marginally competent (hospitals); they 

lacked either the incentive or the capacity to use what McKin- 
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sey attempted to supply. Hayes's assessment of this history is 

that 

The PPB design work for budget was unrealistic in its anticipation 

of agency performance—a judgment for which I bear more than half 

the burden. The design work for the Hospital Corporation was disap¬ 

pointing for a multitude of reasons, including a sponsor of limited 

responsiveness and capacity, the shortcomings in the work of related 

consultants, but also, a poorly developed sense of strategy and percep¬ 

tion in the McKinsey team.^^ 

The larger lessons of MeKinsey's experience are strikingly 

similar to those of RAND's. In both cases, working relation¬ 

ships were readily established with the innovation-minded po¬ 

litical leadership of the new administration, but only painfully 

and partially with the bureaucracies which in the end would 

determine whether the innovations would be adopted and used 

or rejected. In both cases, consultant and client supposed that 

innovation could be achieved by supply-push rather than de¬ 

mand-pull, and in both cases, the strategy succeeded only 

where demand at the operating level could be found or (more 

rarely) induced. In both cases, the analytic outsiders, in their 

relations with the bureaucracy, had to overcome a number of 

disadvantages at once: their youth (at both McKinsey and 

RAND, the mean age of the analysts was under thirty and that 

of the project leaders was only a few years more); their un¬ 

familiarity with the substantive work of their client agencies 

(the expertise behind RAND's work on water quality was a rare 

exception); and their close association with a political leader¬ 

ship regarded by municipal employees as antibureaucratic and 

antiunion. 

And in both cases, the political system into which they had 

been introduced rejected the transplant. Neither RAND nor 

McKinsey (nor the mayor's office) understood early enough the 

degree to which the consultants had become politically signifl- 
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cant and therefore liable to politieal attack. When the attack 

came, RAND and McKinsey diseovered that the press was 

skeptical, the city council hostile, the municipal unions pleased 

at their eome-uppance, the eomptroller implacable. Their only 

supporter was the mayor, and he had little support to give. 

LATS, MYSTIQUE IN SEARCH OF A MISSION 

By the late 1960s, the technologieal strength and projeet 

management skills of the aerospace industry were widely ad¬ 

mired. At the same time Ameriean cities in “crisis” needed 

help. Both new teehnologies and more effective management 

looked potentially helpful. And the aerospace market was eon- 

tracting, putting engineers, systems analysts, and management 

specialists out of work. The eonelusion was obvious—these 

talents ought now to be redeployed in the service of eities. That 

logie seemed most powerful in Southern California, center of 

the aerospace industry and site of its highest unemployment. 

It is not surprising, then, that in 1967 an organization of 

former aerospaee planners and technieians was established in 

Los Angeles to address the problems of the city. 

The organization was the Los Angeles Teehnical Serviees 

Corporation (LATS). Proposed by Los Angeles business figures 

in 1966 and supported by Mayor Yorty, LATS began opera¬ 

tions when its first substantial funding was received (from the 

Ford Foundation) in the following year. Its professed objee- 

tives were extraordinarily broad; 

... to enable the use of available seientifie and technologieal 

resources and techniques at the local level and to carry out programs 

that improve the quality of the urban environment . . . developing 

a comprehensive understanding of the community and opportunities 

to improve its condition; improving the community’s available ability 

to perceive the effect of international, national, regional, and local 

forces on local conditions; improving local governments’ skill and 

organization, and increasing its ability to use resources of the private 
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sector in improvement programs; improving related university cur¬ 

ricula and research . . . and developing greater understanding of 

community problems and problem-solving mechanisms within busi¬ 

ness and industry . . 

In practice it confined itself to attempting to provide system- 

atie planning or advanced teehnology to Los Angeles's munici¬ 

pal bureaucracies. That proved a diffieult assignment. 

LATS's Model Cities work was relatively suecessful. After a 

Model Cities applieation prepared by the Los Angeles Publie 

Works Department was rejeeted by HUD, LATS organized a 

new applieation group and produced a elearer, more eompre- 

hensive, and more ambitious plan. HUD approved and funded 

it. But like those for many Model Cities, the plan proved 

ineonsistent and, in part, infeasible. Having perhaps foreseen 

its problems, LATS took no part in the Model Cities program 

itself, whieh was eharaeterized by bitterness and frustration.^^ 

More substantial was the organization's work for the Com¬ 

munity Analysis Bureau (CAB), whose mission was to operate 

the eity's Community Renewal Program. LATS prepared the 

study design that set the eourse of CAB's work. It then pro¬ 

vided cab's initial staff until permanent employees eould be 

hired and trained (by LATS). Thereafter, LATS supplied mod¬ 

est teehnieal assistanee and baekup. Under this tutelage, CAB 

sueceeded in produeing an impressive body of eeonomie and 

demographie data on Los Angeles and developed eomputerized 

data files whieh may prove useful to future city planning. But 

while teehnically impressive, CAB's data were not organized to 

answer any question a Los Angeles policy maker wanted to ask. 

Inevitably regarded as a rival by both the city's planning de¬ 

partment and its Model Cities program, and lacking a strong 

constituency of its own, CAB's opportunity for local influence 

and utility lay mainly in providing information the eity's politi- 

eal authorities wanted to use. Opting (under LATS guidanee) 
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for technical sophistication instead, it impressed its federal 

funders—who publicized it as a model—but created only crit¬ 

ics in Los Angeles, ‘d would abolish CAB,” commented a city 

councilman, 'dt is a means of sapping—of using federal funds 

we desperately need in other areas for data we don't use.”^"^ 

One of LATS's largest projects was also one of its first. This 

was the plan for what was originally conceived as a police 

department command and control communications system. 

The Watts riots had occurred in 1965. In the following years, 

through the Law Enforcement Assistance Act, substantial fed¬ 

eral monies became available to '‘modernize” police depart¬ 

ments. Working jointly with the Los Angeles Police Depart¬ 

ment and the aerospace firm TRW, LATS produced a master 

plan which, beginning from an assessment of police depart¬ 

ment needs, led to the specification of an integrated “com¬ 

mand and control communications data processing system” for 

all Los Angeles city agencies. As one review of the LATS 

experience reports, “the report hit the government bureau¬ 

cracy as a bombshell. . . . The problem was apparently not so 

much with the style and insensitivity to bureaucratic politics. 

. . . It was a basic threat to the operations of the various 

departments.”2^ The fire department was expecting to create 

its own new communications system; so were the police. Other 

departments were satisfied with existing arrangements, and 

none wanted to lose control of its own communications. 

Recognizing that the first report—prepared largely by TRW 

—was unacceptable, LATS rapidly produced a modified plan 

reducing somewhat the scope of the proposed system but re¬ 

taining all emergency services (police, fire, ambulance service, 

and civil defense) in a single system. 

Still wholly characteristic of the “systems” perspectives of 

the aerospace industry, the plan made great sense technically 

but deferred only marginally to political realities. The second 

report, like the first, set off powerful bureaucratic counterpres- 
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sure for separate communieations systems. LATS evidently 

believed it eould offset that pressure by bringing to bear the 

prestige of General Curtis LeMay, one of its trustees, in a 

pivotal publie meeting. But as it proved, LeMay was no mateh 

for the eity's fire ehief. Each of the Los Angeles departments 

went its own way. Applying only an engineering perspective to 

a problem whose difficulty was bureaucratic, the LATS pro¬ 

posal achieved little but hostility. Such an error was under¬ 

standable in TRW's case. It was a more puzzling failure for 

LATS, whose business was to mediate between aerospace and 

municipal perspectives, adapting each to the other. 

As difficult for LATS as defining a useful role and acquiring 

the competence to perform it was the problem of determining 

who its clients were. LATS had begun as an initiative of the 

city's business community and then was adopted by Mayor 

Yorty as an instrument of his own. But as the mayor paid 

increasing attention to national affairs, his influence in munici¬ 

pal matters—already limited by the vesting of major adminis¬ 

trative powers in county agencies and special purpose districts 

—further declined and that of the city council increased. The 

council felt no allegiance to LATS. The result was that, having 

received a $175,000 city contribution in 1970, LATS failed to 

win council approval for even the $75,000 it sought in 1971 

and received no city support thereafter. It then began to de¬ 

pend increasingly on federal monies and to orient itself toward 

Washington. As a Ford Foundation evaluation concluded: 

LATS evolved from a publie-oriented agency, formally tied to the 

three centers of power in the city government; to an independent 

agency of the private sector, tied informally to the mayor; to a 

consulting operation tied to everyone and to no one in the city; to 

a research institution tied to national research foundations and play¬ 

ing a subordinate role in its remaining activities with the city . . . the 

simplest evaluation of the performance of LATS is that it has accom¬ 

plished little or nothing to improve local government in Los Angeles 
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by application of aerospace technology, by introducing systems analy¬ 

sis, or indeed in any measurable way at all.^^ 

By 1974, LATS had stopped work and gone out of existenee. 

A PARTIAL SUMMING UP 

Where do these aeeounts leave us? Most obviously they 

suggest that professional eonsulting organizations of widely 

different eharaeteristies all met difheulty working for eity gov¬ 

ernments, sueeeeding perhaps no more often than the universi¬ 

ties did. In some eases, the work was eoneeptually weak; in 

many more its otherwise sensible eonelusions proved infeasible. 

In either event, it failed to effeet results. In almost no ease did 

it lead to a eontinuing relationship; in some it ended with the 

eollapse of the eonsulting organization. 

Two truths about this pattern are striking. The first is that 

CONSAD, ADL, MeKinsey, RAND, and LATS were not 

institutions whose staffs sought prineipally the respeet of aea- 

demie peers rather than the approval of elients. They were not 

subjeet to rapid shifts in interest, not eommitted to solo rather 

than eollaborate work. They were not—at least not to the same 

degree as aeademies—eoneerned with original rather than reli¬ 

able proposals, or unfamiliar with the perspeetives of elients, 

or unwilling to eonsider the ‘‘externaF' as well as the “internaF' 

logie of a poliey problem. They did not, in short, elosely resem¬ 

ble universities. So the traditional explanations of the diffieul- 

ties eneountered by university-based attempts to advise eity 

governments do not seem to explain these failures. 

The seeond truth is that while these organizations eneoun¬ 

tered such difficulty in working for city governments, they were 

simultaneously providing more valued and evidently more use¬ 

ful services to other clients. CONSAD is a talented and compe¬ 

tent firm. Arthur D. Little and MeKinsey & Company are 

giants in their fields, consulted on matters of importance by 
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thousands of public and corporate clients in the United States 

and abroad. RAND is one of the nation's premier nonprofit 

policy research organizations, employed and respected by a 

broad range of federal clients. 

One implication of these histories, then, is that city govern¬ 

ments may be peculiarly difficult clients. Their unfamiliarity 

with large-scale advising relationships; their difficulty in speci¬ 

fying the conditions useful advice must meet; their inability to 

monitor and participate in the work of advisers; their in¬ 

capacity to put advice into effect; the political hostility the 

mere presence of advisers may generate—these characteristics 

of city government and politics may be the main sources of the 

difficulties experienced by urban advisers. And if so, then they 

are the conditions that must be changed or aceommodated if 

advice is to be made more useful. 

But if the difficulty is really the nature of the client, then 

other kinds of evidence should point the same way. It should 

follow, for example, that university-based research and analysis 

for other classes of clients should prove more successful than 

similar service to eity governments. Though the evidence is 

only fragmentary, it suggests exactly that. 

Universities’ Other Clients 

Both as institutions and as aggregations of skilled individuals, 

universities provide advice to almost the whole spectrum of 

American institutions. Graduate schools are the most common 

source of valued expertise, and of these, probably the business 

schools are called upon most routinely. A 1969 survey of 2,500 

business school faculty members found that some 40 percent 

were paid consultants to private firms.But most schools of 

engineering have long maintained consulting relationships 
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with the research and production divisions of manufacturing 

industries, and medical school faculty have traditionally served 

as consulting physicians. A 1965 survey of University of Cali¬ 

fornia faculty members found that roughly 30 percent had 

performed some consulting activities during the prior year, and 

the highest percentages of consulting were reported by mem¬ 

bers of the medical, engineering, and social science faculties.^® 

Specialized schools serving well-defined segments of busi¬ 

ness or industry—the Colorado School of Mines, for example 

—have typically maintained particularly close research and 

consulting relationships with their counterpart industries. As 

one of the few students of this subject has noted: 

As organized industrial research grew in the first decades of the 

twentieth century, industry interest in university research grew apace. 

By the 1940’s the use of university faculty as consultants, industry 

support of specific university research projects and graduate fellow¬ 

ships, and some sharing of specialized research equipment had be¬ 

come traditional modes of industry-university interaction. 

Relations between universities and the industrial world have 

probably been closest in the high technology fields and most 

intense and productive during the 1950s and 1960s. In those 

years a number of high technology firms were founded ex¬ 

pressly to exploit commercial applications of academic re¬ 

search, and their locations (especially surrounding the Massa¬ 

chusetts Institute of Technology and Harvard, and in industrial 

parks near Stanford University) reflected their continuing sym¬ 

biosis with university-based talent. There are simply no coun¬ 

terparts in the relations of universities and city governments to 

linkages as close, continuing, and productive as these. 

Though some research conducted for business (especially in 

the physical sciences) is ‘‘basic’' or exploratory in character and 

therefore beyond the scope of any readily imaginable work for 

urban officials, some very substantial proportion (especially of 
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the studies eondueted by engineering, medieine, and business 

faeulty) is by any definition ''applied/' The ability of universi¬ 

ties to provide useful applied work to the eorporate world may 

result in part from the greater relevanee to industry and the 

professions of standard aeademie skills. But it is also plausible 

that the greater freedom of private elients to aet on the basis 

of adviee should make them regard adviee as more valuable. 

And major eommereial elients, by and large, have greater ea- 

paeity to pose well-speeified questions and to understand the 

answers. It is suggestive that, among eorporations, the wealthi¬ 

est and most sophistieated firms utilize university-based re- 

seareh most intensively. Relationships with eonsultants are 

elosest and most productive among corporations with substan¬ 

tial technical competence of their own.^^ 

The evidence concerning university-based research and 

consulting for governmental clients other than cities is even 

thinner than that available on relations with business, but it 

supports the inference that work for federal and state officials 

has been both more common and more successful than that for 

municipal governments. 

A 1974 survey of the use of social science by high policy¬ 

making officials in a representative group of federal agencies, 

for example, found that 85 percent of the officials responding 

"subscribed to the belief that social science knowledge can 

contribute to the improvement of government policies; 87 

percent agreed that the government should make the fullest 

possible use of social science information. . . This high 

potential demand for social research is matched by a federal 

ability to fund it. In fiscal 1976 the federal government spent 

some $1.8 billion to collect social statistics, carry out social 

research and development, mount various demonstrations, 

evaluate social programs and policies, and disseminate informa¬ 

tion about those activities.The level of demand for social 

research that both those attitudes and those expenditures re- 
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fleet is vastly greater than any counterpart on the municipal 

level. How much of such federal expenditures go to universities 

is unknown, but the fraction is substantial. A Government 

Accounting Office survey of federally-funded program evalua¬ 

tions, for example, shows that while half of the roughly $90 

million spent on contract research went to profit-making or¬ 

ganizations and 30 percent to nonprofit research firms, 20 

percent went to universities.^^ 

Even state governments appear to be more frequent and 

better-served clients of university-based research than cities. 

Though the pattern varies by region and state, the records of 

many universities in providing advice to agencies of their state 

governments is long and distinguished. This is especially true 

in the Southeast and in the Great Lakes region, where the 

Universities of North Garolina and of Wisconsin are the best 

known but by no means the only examples. In a 1973 survey 

of a broad sample of state officials in fourteen southern states, 

two-thirds of the officials reported that they ''occasionally” 

received assistance from local colleges or universities, and 27 

percent reported using them "often.” And 88 percent of the 

officials declared themselves either "satisfied” or "very sat¬ 

isfied” with the last university-based service they had re¬ 

ceived. These are far higher rates of use and of satisfaction 

than those reported by city officials in the partially comparable 

study cited in chapter 2. 

If state and federal administrators are more common and 

more satisfied clients of advice than city officials, it is almost 

certainly for several reasons. One is that the composition of 

advice to state and federal levels differs from that to cities. We 

have noted that advice can be simply descriptive, or can pro¬ 

pose a course of action, or detail the steps to implementation. 

And we have suggested that the tests for the success of advice 

must vary with its intent; the requirement for advice that 

describes is simply that the description be accurate. And 
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though no hard data on the point are available, advice to state 

and federal agencies is almost certainly more often descriptive 

than that offered to urban officials. State and federal officials 

commission attitude surveys, demographic analyses, economic 

projections, controlled social experiments, program evalua¬ 

tions, and analyses of the sources of social problems: crime, 

pornography, violence, and the like. Such descriptive studies 

are not difficult to perform adequately. They typically employ 

accepted (if imperfect) analytic techniques, moreover, in 

whose use academic social scientists are commonly expert. And 

they rarely engender the intensity of resistance encountered by 

proposals for changes. Yet such studies are rarely performed for 

urban officials, dominated as they are by more operational 

concerns and constrained by budgets not intended to support 

research. 

The greater prevalence of descriptive advice to state and lo¬ 

cal officials should therefore explain some difference in the suc¬ 

cess rates of advice to them as against advice to urban clients. 

And it does so without confirming our proposition about the 

relative weakness of urban consumers of advice. But the other 

reasons why advice to nonurban officials seems more common 

and more successful do tend to confirm the proposition. The 

reasons are related—to each other and to the point just made. 

The functions of state and federal government are quite 

different from those of a municipality. Most city agencies run 

routine daily operations. They collect garbage, police the 

streets, put out fires. Most state and federal agencies, on the 

other hand, set broad policy or allocate funds—for economic 

development, environmental protection, the alleviation of pov¬ 

erty, and the regulation of business. From that difference many 

consequences flow. The time-horizons of state and federal 

agencies tend to be longer and their crises less frequent than 

those of municipal bureaucracies. They therefore have more 

time and energy (and funds) for the care and feeding of re- 
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searchers. They tend to employ persons (and frequently sub¬ 

stantial staffs) with training or experience in analytic skills. City 

officials, on the other hand, typically have not only less need 

for analysis, but little experience or competence in managing 

it, no budget to support it, and few employees whom analysts 

(especially academics) can regard as colleagues. As one aca¬ 

demic with experience in city government has remarked, ‘3n 

a city government, research has to be carried on sub rosa. It’s 

suspect, and no one knows how to use it.”^^ 

And even where policy-relevant studies of good quality are 

produced for a municipal client that does know how to use 

them, the problem of effecting the proposed changes remains. 

Municipal government, in Frederick O’R. Hayes’s phrase, is a 

“low-change system.” Innovation in city agencies must negoti¬ 

ate an obstacle course of civil service regulations, line-item 

budgets, collective bargaining requirements, community sen¬ 

sitivities, an attentive press, and the charges of a political 

opposition. A local government agency, in short, is deeply em¬ 

bedded in a local social setting and tightly constrained by it. 

Inducers of Change 

The hypothesis that city governments are weak and con¬ 

strained consumers of research draws further support from 

another body of evidence: the behavior of those nongovern¬ 

mental institutions which, though they vary greatly on a num¬ 

ber of dimensions, have in common a distinctive purpose—not 

to provide advice but to produce useful change in local govern¬ 

ment. We glance briefly here at three such institutions: Public 

Technology, Inc., The Vera Institute of Justice, and the Eco¬ 

nomic Development Council of New York City. 
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PUBLIC TECHNOLOGY, INC. 

PTI, referred to briefly in chapter 2, is a nonprofit public 

interest organization, established in 1971 at the initiative of 

the International City Management Association and intended 

to speed the application of new technologies to the operations 

of municipal departments. It solicits from its subscribing local 

government members statements of the technical problems to 

which they would most welcome solutions. As to problems 

which concern a number of jurisdictions, PTI convenes so- 

called User Requirements Committees. Made up of local ad¬ 

ministrators, purchasing agents, and union representatives, the 

committees specify the performance, cost, and availability re¬ 

quirements the new technology should meet. PTI then con¬ 

ducts a search for an appropriate existing product or seeks to 

stimulate the development of a new one. Once a suitable 

service or product is found, PTI publicizes it, packages it at¬ 

tractively, and works to get a number of jurisdictions simul¬ 

taneously to adopt it. Finally, through a staff whose technologi¬ 

cal and formal analytic capacities are routine but whose 

interpersonal skills are high, PTI provides some assistance in 

its trial, adaptation, and initial use. In this way PTI confers not 

only technical guidance but political insulation. If a project 

succeeds, the city manager or fire chief or sewage commissioner 

is encouraged to take the credit. If the project falters, PTI 

(within limits) accepts the blame and helps try to eliminate the 

bugs. 

This approach to innovation has its drawbacks. Local offi¬ 

cials tend to be interested in the innovations most appealing 

to their bureaucracies or most impressive to their electorates 

rather than those which, if successful, might make the largest 

difference. As a result, PTI has invested its greatest effort in 

developing products like self-contained breathing devices for 
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fire fighters, underground pipe and eonduit loeators, portable 

traffie counters, and better street-patching material, none of 

which are likely to resolve any problem of great scale. But the 

process also has powerful advantages. It demonstrates to local 

administrators that PTBs purpose is to meet their needs 

rather than to broker the new gadgets of private industry. It 

attempts to bring city officials into the innovation process at 

the beginning, so that they feel the new products or proce¬ 

dures to be theirs rather than those of some external force. 

And, while aggregating a market for new products, it also 

helps insure that localities attempting to use the new tech¬ 

nologies will have company; they need not run the political 

risks of innovation alone. And, by and large, it works. Better 

breathing and fire-finding devices, improved patching mate¬ 

rial (after some initial failures), fairly sophisticated analytic 

techniques for determining appropriate locations for new fire 

stations, among other advances, are now effectively in use in 

jurisdictions which, without PTI, would not now possess 

them. 

PTI devotes some attention to stimulating the development 

of useful new devices. But its sponsorship, staffing, and method 

of operation were each designed not to insure the enlargement 

of the supply of new technology, but to develop an effective 

demand for it. By inducing the early involvement of local 

officials, by offering the protection of numbers, by assuring 

reliability, and by accepting some responsibility for failure, PTI 

has made the trial of innovation safer, easier, and more attrac¬ 

tive to local officials.’*' 

An even clearer example of the same strategy at work is 

presented by the Vera Institute of Justice. 

*Not surprisingly, PTI itself has not found the going easy. High costs, management 
lapses, and the belief of some subscribers that it should have paid even more attention 
to the problems of adapting technology to their own situations have led to wholesale 
changes in PTl’s management and board, but not to its method of operation. 
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VERA INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE 

Vera began in i960 when Louis Sehweitzer, a prosperous 

elderly businessman, eneountered the fact that New York jails 

were crowded with persons not convicted of anything. Denied 

bail or unable to provide it, they were simply awaiting trial— 

often for months. Schweitzer asked Herbert Sturz, a thirty- 

year-old acquaintance who was then an editor of Boy’s Life 

magazine, to help him see what might be done. Vera has 

since become a multinational conglomerate of municipal in¬ 

novation, guided by a prestigious board, widely honored, and 

solidly supported by foundations, state and local agencies, 

and foreign governments. But in exploring what could be 

done for prisoners unable to make bail in Manhattan, 

Schweitzer and Sturz established the distinctive method that 

marks Vera's work still. 

Interviews with prisoners, lawyers, bondsmen, prosecutors, 

and judges made it clear that a substantial proportion of those 

jailed for inability to post bond would have been '‘good bets" 

to appear for trial even if they had been set free. Further 

discussions suggested that the characteristics of accused per¬ 

sons that made them likely to appear voluntarily for trial could 

be specified with some confidence. These were strong family 

ties, stable residence, current or recent employment, and ab¬ 

sence of prior convictions. It occurred to Schweitzer and Sturz 

that since bail was intended only to assure appearance at trial, 

persons exhibiting these characteristics should be released on 

their recognizance whether they could afford bail or not. That 

observation was hardly original; nor was it unfamiliar to judges. 

The question was how to induce the judicial system to act on 

it. 

The answer had to be assembled bit by bit. Patient discus- 
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sions with Manhattan judges created tolerance for an experi¬ 

ment. Schweitzer’s acquaintanceship with Robert Wagner 

produced the mayor’s approval. Schweitzer’s own funds and 

the tempered idealism of a small group of law students re¬ 

cruited by Sturz produced the staff work. The experiment was 

straightforward. Sturz’s staff interviewed all those accused in 

Manhattan of crimes other than the most serious and assessed 

their likelihood to appear at trial. When the estimate was 

favorable, they recommended pretrial release to the judges. 

The judges made their own decisions. But as the experiment 

progressed, the staff judgments grew in confidence and accu¬ 

racy, and the willingness of judges to rely on them expanded 

accordingly. During the three years of the initial experiment, 

fewer than 2 percent of those released on staff recommenda¬ 

tions failed to appear for trial—a smaller percentage than that 

of persons who forfeited bail by failing to appear. Analysis of 

the subsequent trials showed that the project kept out of jail 

before trial more than 2,000 persons who were later found 

either not guilty or not appropriate to punish by confinement. 

It is worth noting that Sturz and his staff were not neutral 

observers of these “experiments.” They sought a particular 

result and worked hard to get it. As a Ford Foundation report 

noted, “. . . when a released defendant had a date for a court 

appearance, Vera staffers notified him the day before; if he 

failed to show up, they contacted him again, and if a telephone 

call was not persuasive, they brought him to court in a taxi.”^^ 

And the result being sought was not simply a successful experi¬ 

ment. It was permanent change in the operation of Manhattan 

courts, followed by the use of the Manhattan experience as a 

model elsewhere. 

The goal was achieved. The New York Department of Pro¬ 

bation now similarly evaluates prisoners for pretrial release in 

all New York City courts. The Manhattan bail project stimu- 
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lated similar bail reform initiatives throughout the United 

States and was largely responsible for the passage of federal bail 

reform legislation. A simple, single idea was made to work by 

a potent eombination: a eoneern for results; a slow, persistent, 

non-threatening approach; the cultivation of support at several 

levels; the use of a well-designed “experiment'’ to induce re¬ 

form; and the capacity to bear the costs—in funds, initiative, 

managerial effort, and potential blame—of the experiment. 

Early in the bail experiment, Schweitzer and Sturz formally 

established the Vera Institute of Justice as a base for their 

work. Vera's second project illustrates another source of its 

strength. It began, again, with a well-understood problem and 

an obvious but risky solution. The problem was that except for 

traffic and minor regulatory offenses, all arrests in New York 

City set off a sequence of events which dislocated the life of 

the accused, wasted an enormous number of police man-hours, 

and burdened the criminal justice system. The arresting officer 

took the accused to a police station for “booking," and then 

to court (if it was open) for arraignment or to jail overnight if 

court hours had ended. Depending on the time of day, the 

process might take from six to eighteen hours. If unable to post 

bail, the accused might end that period back in jail. The arrest¬ 

ing officer, accompanying the accused from scene of crime to 

station house to court, was unavailable for patrol duties. If the 

arrest occurred toward the end of the officer's tour, the process 

meant that he would be hours late getting home—hours for 

which he would be only partially compensated. Some observers 

of the New York City Police Department believed those cir¬ 

cumstances created a strong disincentive to arrest toward the 

end of tours. 

The solution Vera proposed in 1964, for a limited number 

of crimes and for accused persons who appeared responsible, 

was to issue simple summonses following arrest, as in traffic 
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offenses. The poliee eommissioner rejeeted the idea. Vera 

eountered by bringing pressure on him from an important 

judge and by preparing to try the idea with a suburban poliee 

department. The eommissioner reluetantly agreed to a trial in 

one preeinet. Again Vera provided funds, staff, and manage¬ 

ment. Again it began eonservatively, seleeting persons with 

strong neighborhood attaehments aeeused of relatively minor 

offenses to reeommend for release to summonses. Again the 

experiment was broadened in seope and institutionalized after 

proving sueeessful. Indeed, shortly after the favorable prelimi¬ 

nary results were in, Sturz appears to have suggested to the 

organizers of a national eonferenee on eriminal justiee that the 

eommissioner be asked to speak, and then to have prepared for 

the eommissioner a talk on poliee innovation in New York City 

in whieh he eould elaim credit for the early success of the 

summons experiment. 

The year before the project began, a total of sixty-seven 

summonses were issued in New York City for nontrafhc 

offenses. In 1971, three years after the new procedure had been 

adopted throughout the city, more than 32,000 summonses 

were issued. Strikingly, all the affected parties regarded them¬ 

selves as better off. Accused persons avoided indignity and lost 

time. The Budget Bureau estimated savings in police and court 

man-hours at some $5 million annually. Police officers wel¬ 

comed the reduction in paperwork and involuntary overtime. 

The commissioner enjoyed his reputation as a successful in¬ 

novator. 

Vera has since cultivated strong relationships with police, 

judicial, and correctional officials at state and federal levels and 

has developed successful “experiments'" in sentencing, in the 

treatment of alcoholics and drug addicts, and in the rehabilita¬ 

tion of convicts. It has spawned associated institutions in a 

variety of U.S. cities and in several abroad. But its approach 
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remains unchanged. It offers not novelty of concept but assist¬ 

ance in execution, insulation against risks, and good odds on 

winning a prize more valuable than any other to public officials; 

public approval. “They are not a fault-finding organization,’’ 

remarked a former New York City police commissioner laconi¬ 

cally. The director of Vera’s Cincinnati offshoot put it more 

directly: “We’re in the credit business,” he remarked, and 

added, “And you’ve got to be sure there’s credit to give. Design 

the experiment so it works on day one, not on day ninety. You 

may never get to day ninety. 

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL* 

The record of New York City’s Economic Development 

Council (EDC) is interesting because the council’s work with 

the city’s government has produced failures and mixed results 

as well as successes, and because the reasons for those differing 

results seem clear. 

EDC was founded in 1965. It represented an attempt by 

executives of a number of large New York City-based banks, 

insurance firms, oil companies, and major industrial organiza¬ 

tions to reverse the decline in the city’s economy then becom¬ 

ing apparent. In its first years the council focused on creating 

new private sector jobs in the city and on pressing for reorgani¬ 

zation of the whole structure of municipal government through 

a proposed “Little Hoover Commission.” Neither effort took 

hold. In 1968, under the leadership of Ceorge Champion, a 

former chairman of the board of the Chase Manhattan Bank, 

EDC adopted a new strategy. It concluded that municipal 

services must be improved one at a time and that its own 

comparative advantage lay in speeding that improvement by 

lending to city agencies managerial and operational talent 

*This account is based largely on David Rogers’s analysis in Can Business Manage¬ 
ment Save the Cities? (New York: The Free Press, 1978). 



Contrary Evidence 121 

drawn from the business eommunity. EDC would beeome the 

senior eonsultant to eity departments; experieneed, dedieated, 

and free of eharge. 

EDC then undertook a substantial eonsulting relationship 

with the eity's eourt system. It persisted in that work, stuek to 

problems of management and proeedure where its expertise 

gave it leverage, benefited from the appointment of an ad¬ 

ministrative judge eager to induee ehange, and helped bring 

about a number of useful reforms. But the municipal function 

EDC came to regard as most important to improve was educa¬ 

tion. Many of its most influential members believed that better 

schools were essential both to retaining New York City’s mid¬ 

dle class and to training a productive labor force. So, over the 

following six years, in a series of projects EDC devoted money, 

talent, and substantial attention to the city’s schools. The 

results were mixed. 

EDC’s first school project reflected two assumptions. Both 

were natural to corporate officers, both had motivated its previ¬ 

ous attempt at city-wide government reorganization, and both 

were mistaken. EDC supposed that control was exerted down¬ 

ward from the top of public organizations; and that arrange¬ 

ments obviously more “rational” or “efficient” would readily 

win acceptance. 

The project was begun in 1971 at the invitation of the new 

chancellor of the city’s schools. It involved rethinking the 

management structure of the Board of Education to improve 

efficiency and to facilitate the new patterns of decentralized 

school decision making then emerging. EDC’s recommenda¬ 

tions were prepared and submitted in six months. They called 

mainly for the creation of four new deputy chancellors, each 

intended to provide high-level attention, to major curricular 

and administrative issues. 

The board deferred considering the plan for fourteen 

months, then imposed changes EDC regarded as unreason- 
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able, and finally approved it only after EDC's threat to provide 

no further assistanee unless aetion was taken. The assistanee 

EDC most wanted to provide was help in reeruiting qualified 

offieials to fill the new posts, as well as the positions of ehaneel- 

lor and deputy ehaneellor, whieh were then vaeant. Authorized 

to do so by the board, EDC eondueted a nationwide seareh. 

It submitted to the board a list of distinguished eandidates, 

almost all unknown in New York City and ehosen wholly on 

professional qualifieations. Ignoring the list, the board then 

ehose, from persons known to it, two Jews, two blaeks, an 

Italian, a Puerto Riean, and an Irishman. ‘'[EDC was] really 

naive about the politics of education, and you can’t separate 

the management of education from its politics,”^® remarked a 

board member. The experience diminished EDC’s naivete. It 

did not again attempt to impose a technocratic solution upon 

a political problem. It began instead to address operational 

problems at the school and district level. 

One such effort involved the Bureau of Supplies, the unit 

which purchased, stored, and distributed all materials used in 

the schools. Its deficiencies were wholly characteristic of a 

weakly managed public sector support function. The bureau’s 

orders from producers bore no relation to usage rates (its inven¬ 

tory contained a 474-year supply of one item); it neither sought 

nor received volume discounts; it delivered needed items to a 

school only after the orders from a single borough were suffi¬ 

cient to fill a truck, and its physical layout was chaotic. The 

bureau’s problems, therefore, were not hard to identify. In¬ 

deed, they had been fully specified by previous consultants, 

who had also proposed suitable reforms. EDC helped the bu¬ 

reau because it offered not a proposed solution but working- 

level leadership in accomplishing it. 

The warehouse specialist that EDC loaned the bureau was 

a man of modest background who had worked his way up in 

the supply arm of Continental Can Company. Though origi- 
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nally expected by EDC to perform a study, he seized the 

chance to accomplish change rather than to recommend it. He 

encouraged and taught bureau staff to lay out a physical plan 

for their new warehouse so that most commonly ordered items 

were most accessible. He showed how usage data for supplies 

could be readily compiled and how purchasing could be varied 

to correspond with usage. To help design a computerized infor¬ 

mation system he borrowed two additional technicians through 

EDC. And his encouragement persuaded the bureau to in¬ 

crease the number of deliveries to schools, which not only 

improved service but reduced inventory costs. 

The project was a complete success, providing more respon¬ 

sive service to schools, lowering costs, and improving bureau 

morale. As David Rogers has pointed out, the problems here 

were technical and managerial, not political, and the capacities 

EDC could bring to bear were appropriate ones. And, largely 

by accident, the EDC staffer assigned to the task was particu¬ 

larly well suited to it. As Rogers has noted: 

The irony of his consulting contribution was that he found it very 

difficult to write up his final report, which, while interesting, com¬ 

municated only the bare outlines of what he had contributed or of 

the dynamics of the process. For the Bureau this was of no impor¬ 

tance, since he had already made many of his contributions long 

before the report was written. As one of them commented at the end: 

‘'You know, John came to work without a briefcase. He looked 

around, rolled up his sleeves, asked if he could see how the warehouse 

operated and what might be done to improve it. We didn’t need any 

more briefcase guys with fancy reports! 

As it learned its way into the New York City School system, 

EDC was able to help with less mechanical problems. Probably 

the clearest example of such assistance was EDC's work with 

the Ceorge Washington High School. 

In 1970, Ceorge Washington represented the ‘'blackboard 
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jungle'’ at its wildest. Previously one of the eity's premier 

aeademie high sehools, it had admirably served striving chil¬ 

dren of the middle class and had graduated Jacob Javits, Arthur 

Miller, Henry Kissinger, and Kenneth Clark, among other 

luminaries. But by the late 1960s, the school's feeder neighbor¬ 

hoods had experienced waves of ethnic succession. The student 

body was three-fourths black or Spanish-speaking and almost 

entirely poor. Many of the teachers, strongly backed by their 

union, were determined to preserve traditional standards and 

practices, but when EDC representatives first visited the 

school: 

. . . police were stationed throughout the halls . . . barricades 

were prominently in evidence. Four principals had served . . . dur¬ 

ing the previous year . . . parents were divided into militant faetions 

. . . disaffected students whiled away most of the days in the eafete- 

ria; neighborhood merehants closed their stores when George 

Washington’s students left in the afternoon; and the threat and 

reality of violenee against any person, young or adult, pervaded the 

eampus."^^ 

With assistance from The Institute for Educational Devel¬ 

opment (lED), an educational consulting firm, EDC began by 

convening teachers, the acting principal, students, and—after 

some skillful diplomacy—a hostile parents' group. It got them 

jointly to identify the most critical problems and plan an 

agenda for change. That accomplished, EDC and lED staffers, 

trained in organizational development techniques, served in 

two capacities. They mediated disputes among the partici¬ 

pants, establishing an office in the school which became a focal 

point for complaints, suggestions, and the resolution of con¬ 

flicts. And they brought outside resources to bear on problems 

the planning group had given priority. A Ceneral Motors com¬ 

missary executive was brought in to recommend changes in the 

school's cafeteria. A bank officer designed improvements in 
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security arrangements. EDC paid for the initial costs of an 

intensive remedial program that sharply raised the percentage 

of passing grades among its participants. Business and profes¬ 

sional contacts were exploited to stimulate students to consider 

vocational possibilities. And an athletic program was designed 

to absorb excess energies and create the beginnings of school 

spirit. 

George Washington remained a troubled school. But by 

helping its factions find common objectives and then advanc¬ 

ing those objectives by drawing on its own funds and business 

skills, EDC helped turn the school away from chaos and col¬ 

lapse. 

COMMON TRAITS 

Disparate as they are, PTI, Vera, and EDC share revealing 

traits. Each is well-grounded politically. Each operates only in 

an arena where it has a comparative advantage; none holds 

itself out as a general-purpose adviser. Each has access to funds 

beyond those its local government clients can supply. Each 

seeks not to provide advice but to induce change. Though to 

varying degrees, each has been successful in inducing change. 

And—most striking from the perspective of this study—each 

sees the leverage for change not in the generation of new 

proposals but in assisting local governments to test and adopt 

reforms or innovations that are rarely complex or original. And 

each accomplishes that by focusing on the concerns of city 

officials and of the bureaucracies they direct. Each finds ways 

of reducing the financial costs, minimizing the political risks, 

and limiting the managerial effort required to test the innova¬ 

tions and to make them operational. Each, in short, under¬ 

stands that augmenting the capacity of local government to act 

on good advice is far more valuable (and more rare) than 

providing the advice. 
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Capable Consumers 

The last of the phenomena which appear to show that the 

tightest constraints on useful advice to city governments arise 

not from shortcomings in particular sources of expertise but 

from the nature of local government is the performance of 

those rare city officials who are adept at stimulating and using 

advice. Though, again, the available evidence is far from com¬ 

prehensive, it is virtually uniform: such officials are able to draw 

useful advice from all sources, including universities. 

We have already touched upon at least three examples. As 

noted in chapter 2, innovation-minded operating-level officials 

in several departments of the city of Cincinnati have been able 

routinely to draw upon interested and knowledgeable faculty 

members of the University of Cincinnati, even though formal 

programs of university-city cooperation broke down. Similarly, 

the Environmental Protection Administration of New York 

City, determined to reform garbage collection procedures and 

able, by use of its own analytic staff, to commission, under¬ 

stand, and help apply research, profited not only from the 

services of McKinsey & Company but also from the work of 

the analysts from the State University of New York at Stony 

Brook. Again, as described in chapter 4, an assistant adminis¬ 

trator of New York City’s Housing and Development Adminis¬ 

tration, who was experienced in designing and monitoring poli¬ 

cy-relevant research, was able to meld the efforts of RAND, 

McKinsey, and a research group at Rutgers University headed 

by Professor Ceorge Sternleib into a well-focused and—as it 

turned out—highly influential research program. 

Indeed, it appears that a high proportion of innovation- 

minded mayors, city managers, department heads, and bureau 

chiefs have reached out to universities (among other sources of 

information and proposals) and that they have succeeded more 
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often than they have failed in using the resulting university 

eontributions. Mayor Lee of New Haven, for example, one of 

the most successful and innovative American mayors of the 

early 1960s, leaned heavily on Yale University—and especially 

on its law school—for advice on a wide range of substantive 

issues, assistance in recruiting, and exploiting useful contacts 

in the federal government. His relationship with the school, 

wholly informal, was close and productive. William Donald¬ 

son, perhaps the most outstanding example of an innovative 

city manager in the late 1960s and early 1970s, was able during 

his tenure in Tacoma, Washington to draw useful advice and 

expertise with apparently equal ease from the Boeing Corpora¬ 

tion, the Battelle Institute, the RAND Corporation, various 

local business firms, the University of Washington, and univer¬ 

sities farther afield. Donaldson went so far as to create a posi¬ 

tion of “economist in residence'' in city hall, and the first 

incumbent of that position, a well-chosen professor from Penn 

State, proved helpful almost from the start. 

The truth, in short, appears to be—as Dr. Ralph Thayer, 

director of the Urban Studies Institute of the University of 

New Orleans, has put it—that “Where cities work well, univer¬ 

sities can work well with them."^^ 



CHAPTER 5 

What Have We Learneel? 

When Yen Ho was about to take up his duties as 

tutor to the heir of Ling, Duke of Wei, he went to 

Ch’u Po Yu for advice. “I have to deal,” he said, 

“with a man of depraved and murderous disposi¬ 

tion. . . . How is one to deal with a man of this 

sort?” “I am glad,” said Ch’u Po Yu, “that you 

asked this question. . . . The first thing you must 

do is not to improve him, but to improve your¬ 

self.” 

TAOIST STORY, quoted by Arthur Waley in 

Three Ways of Thought in Ancient China. 

We now have before us a eonsiderable body of evidenee. What 

does it show? This ehapter attempts to identify a number of 

lessons and to group them in terms of their applieability: to 

produeers of adviee for loeal government (aeademie and other¬ 

wise); to eonsumers of sueh adviee (prineipally offieials of loeal 

government); and to interested third parties (mainly founda¬ 

tions and state and federal ageneies). 

128 
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Some General Truths 

At least four simple rules apply to all advice, whether intended 

to propose, to implement, or merely to inform. 

First, there must be a client—a local agency responsible for 

the subject being investigated. Obvious as the point is, once 

stated, it is sometimes overlooked. Where the condition is not 

met (as in RAND’s first Human Resources work in New York, 

and in the Pittsburgh and San Francisco CRP’s cases), no 

advice can be useful because no agency has the interest or 

responsibility to use it. The second condition is simply that 

there be a specified problem or issue, or a number of them. 

Where an adviser is set loose simply to “do good,” his advice 

(as the Tulsa case and most of the urban observatory experi¬ 

ence demonstrate) is more likely to produce net detriment than 

benefit. It will distract, annoy, or agitate more often than it 

assists. The third condition is that the purported adviser have 

a genuine and relevant expertise. Purported expertise may be 

spurious (as was true in virtually all cases where the adviser’s 

promise was to analyze a city in “holistic” terms) or irrelevant 

to the problem at hand. Finally, adviser and client must com¬ 

municate. The client must be able to assess the probable utility 

of the adviser’s conclusions; the adviser must be able to convey 

his results in terms the client can understand.’’' 

When a problem is small in scale, technical in nature, and 

within the responsibility of a single municipal department, city 

governments can often meet their share of these conditions. 

*This may mean orally rather than in writing, and sooner and more briefly than 

an adviser (especially an academic) finds comfortable. This may hold true even where 
the client is represented by a former academic. An aide to Boston’s Mayor Kevin 
White has remarked, “I’m an academic by background, but my hostility to academics 
grew fast when I took this job. They came and proposed studies, went away a long 
time, and then produced something very long. No one read it. Even I didn’t read it. 
I now do business face to face and on the phone. I don’t read anything long.’’^ 
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They are likely then to be willing elients, able to speeify their 

needs and to assess the work done for them. The modeling of 

Jamaiea Bay and the revisions in New York City’s Sanitation 

work sehedules are good examples. Correspondingly, where the 

issue is small in seale and within the eompetenee of a single 

aeademie diseipline, a university (or individual aeademies) ean 

often meet the eonditions set for providers of adviee. 

Where the purpose of the work is not simply to inform, but 

to propose ehange or assist in its aeeomplishment, then a 

number of additional eonditions must be met. Probably most 

important, the elient ageney must have some incentive to 

effect change. The incentive may arise from its own profes¬ 

sional standards, from a mayor’s pressure, or from public de¬ 

mands; whatever the source, it must make some substantial 

fraction of the agency hospitable to change. Secondly, the 

proposals offered by the adviser must be broadly consistent 

with the client’s values. They cannot affront the client’s self¬ 

esteem or threaten its independence—as LATS’s proposals 

threatened the Los Angeles Fire Department, for example. 

Recommendations may safely affront the values of some small 

fraction of a client agency, but not its political officials or 

dominant elements of its bureaucracy. 

If the client were a corporation run on strict hierarchical 

lines, probably no further conditions would need to be met. 

The problem being real, the advice informed and relevant, the 

proposals not inherently offensive, and those in authority hav¬ 

ing an incentive to act, action would follow and change would 

result. But if the foregoing chapters have shown anything, it 

is that city governments are not simple hierarchical systems run 

on authoritarian lines. They are complex, open systems serving 

diverse and partially contradictory goals, responding to con¬ 

flicting constituencies, whose authority is diffused, whose iner¬ 

tia is enormous, and whose ability to plan and direct substantial 

change is excruciatingly small. 
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This being true, large additional burdens fall on any provider 

of adviee who intends to aetually affeet events. Like the small 

RAND staff in the fire dispatebing story, the adviser may have 

to persistently explain and defend bis proposal, and to modify 

it to meet objeetions. Like the Stony Brook staff member 

implanted for a year at a sanitation distriet headquarters, he 

may need to unravel patiently the most trivial problems of 

implementation and see the proposal through to a test. And, 

like Vera or EDC, the adviser must be prepared to provide his 

own managerial talent to insure that when the proposal is first 

tried, the will, interest, and eapaeity to make it work are pres¬ 

ent. Finally, the adviser may be required to bring the dowry of 

his own funding to the relationship so that sueh intensive eare 

does not prove impossibly expensive to the patient. 

I have written elsewhere that 

. . . even where the right problem (or one of the right problems) 

is being addressed, the engineer, the operations researcher, the statis¬ 

tician, the economist are very likely to want to address it only in terms 

of their professional skills, and then to stop. The researcher performs 

his regressions or builds his simulation; he identifies an apparent 

solution. He presents it as lucidly and persuasively as he can to his 

client. And at that point he believes his job is done. His training tells 

him he has reached the limits of his professional competence. His 

stomach tells him the rest is politics, which is dangerous, or manage¬ 

ment, which is dull. He wants no further responsibility, and he may 

be offered none. . . . The analyst wants to function simply as an 

analyst; that is the only function in which he imagines he has a 

comparative advantage. 

But is it? If he has examined even casually the system that must 

receive recommendations, understand them, explain them, dampen 

fears about them, pay for them, modify them, try them, and live with 

their consequences, good and ill, then he must notice that this system 

is poorly developed in cities; weak, immature, and vulnerable. And 

it is weakest where the problem is not “where should we be going?” 

but “how do we get there—or somewhere near there—from here?” 

Ends and means interact. And to the degree they are separable, 
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means pose the harder ehallenge. For both reasons, those who pro¬ 

pose ends, and who eare about outcomes, must care about means.^ 

But the point here is larger. The adviser must not merely 

eare about means and assist with means; he may have to take 

prineipal responsibility for inventing, testing, refining, and pay¬ 

ing for means. In the elassieal model of adviee relationships— 

the eoneeption most people earry in their heads—the adviser 

analyzes a problem, reaehes a eonelusion, presents that eonelu- 

sion to a deeision maker, and then withdraws. The deeision 

maker then deeides or fails to deeide; the responsibility, in any 

event, has shifted to him. What we have found is that where 

the reeeiver of adviee is a unit of loeal government, that model, 

much of the time, is worse than useless; it is deceptive. It 

conceals the fact that in the realm of urban innovation, the 

adviser who intends to help must compensate for the deficien¬ 

cies of the advised—providing the funds for tests or experi¬ 

ments the city agency cannot pay for; substituting his own 

self-discipline for the client’s incapacity to monitor his work; 

and providing the political protection and managerial support 

this peculiarly vulnerable client may require. 

Indeed it is fair to say that in the various histories sketched 

in previous chapters, there is no case of innovation achieved on 

the basis of external advice except where either the client 

agency had the resources to understand and supervise the work 

and to put it into effect, or (more commonly) the advising 

entity took full responsibility for producing work of quality and 

utility, and for introducing or helping introduce the proposed 

changes itself. 

Conversely, every failure of proposed change we have seen 

has involved both a less capable or less interested client and an 

adviser unwilling or unable to provide such “intensive care.” 

And in every case where these failures have achieved a consid¬ 

erable scale, the relationship between adviser and city client 
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has been funded by some third party. The Pittsburgh and San 

Francisco CRP cases, the Tulsa experience, USAC, and the 

urban observatories are all in point. 

Considerably more detailed and perhaps more operationally 

useful lessons can be elicited from the histories we have re¬ 

viewed. They appear most clearly if one focuses separately on 

three partially overlapping but distinguishable kinds of conclu¬ 

sions: those of greatest interest of producers of advice to city 

governments; those which most concern government officials 

themselves, the consumers of advice; and those that apply to 

third parties seeking to stimulate or to fund relationships be¬ 

tween cities and external advisers. 

Lessons for Producers 

Any attempt to advise ‘'a ruler who is not wise himself” (or who 

is only marginally a ‘huler”) involves special problems and 

creates special responsibilities. The problems are principally 

three. First, unless the adviser is dealing with an unusual city 

agency, he will receive less guidance than he needs. His client 

is not likely to provide him with anything comparable to the 

twenty-page analysis that gave clear focus to Stony Brook's 

work for the New York City Sanitation Department—a de¬ 

tailed statement of the problem; a review of alternative solu¬ 

tions already considered; and an analysis of the political, 

bureaucratic, and fiscal constraints that would affect the choice 

of a solution. So the adviser must find some way to provide such 

guidance for himself—and to do it early. 

The second problem is that the adviser will find himself, like 

it or not, engaged in politics. There are few findings and no 

recommendations which do not tend to advance the interests 

of some person or group or to jeopardize the interests of others. 
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'‘How odd it is/’ Charles Darwin remarked, "that anyone 

should not see that all observation must be for or against some 

view if it is to be of any service.”^ It is odd, but common, 

perhaps especially among academics. So the adviser must un¬ 

derstand that however technical his advice, however "value 

free” his method, however innocent his intentions, his work, 

unless it is trivial, will suggest shifts in power, responsibility, 

role, or resources. He will be engaged, in short, in politics. It 

may be the obvious party politics of metropolitan elections or 

the covert bureaucratic politics—no less viciously fought—of 

intra-agency advantage. But politics it is. The adviser must 

therefore expect to find his results attacked (and misrepre¬ 

sented), his motives questioned, his costs scrutinized, his meth¬ 

ods derided. He can expect blame if recommendations are tried 

and fail, and little praise if they work. It is not an assignment 

to everyone’s taste. 

The third problem is that, if the advice proposes substantial 

change, it is a near certainty that the change will not be 

accomplished unless the adviser himself is prepared to devote 

months and perhaps years helping to bring it about. Even then 

it may not even be attempted, and if attempted, it may not be 

achieved. 

The special responsibilities of working for so hobbled a client 

as a unit of city government may be more burdensome than the 

problems. It is a standard truth of the commercial manage¬ 

ment consulting business that there are corporations no consul¬ 

tant can help. Often they are found in highly protected market 

positions, insulated by natural monopolies or strong patent 

protection. They are characterized by weak management, little 

planning or analytic capacity, and low levels of imagination and 

initiative. Generally, they promote from within, hire only at 

the bottom, and fire seldom or never. Management may be 

aware of inefficiency, but it cannot muster the will or energy 

to change. The underlying reason is that it knows it does not 
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have to; the firm will survive in any event. These are eorpora- 

tions, of eourse, that greatly resemble publie bureaueraeies. 

Virtually all of loeal government qualifies by these standards as 

a corporation no consultant can help. Or more accurately, such 

clients can be helped, but not by advice.The adviser, as we 

have now repeatedly argued, must supply whatever resources 

the client cannot. Where the goal is useful change, there is 

much to be supplied. If he takes an appropriate view of his job, 

then, and has the motivation to perform it fully, how should 

the adviser proceed? 

THE LESSONS 

The histories we have sketched suggest a number of guide¬ 

lines for advisers to local government. 

Identify the Client Advice whose purpose is mainly to 

describe may not need to be designed for use by a particular 

client. An analysis of demographic or economic trends in a 

metropolitan area, for example, may have implications for 

many levels of public and private decision making; its full 

import may exceed the authority of any of those levels to affect. 

But advice that proposes some particular action takes responsi¬ 

bility for helping produce a result. That responsibility is poorly 

discharged unless the advice fits the perceptions, values, and 

capacities of a specific client—a person or agency with motives 

to accept the advice and the ability to apply it. Where an 

operating agency itself has contracted for advice, the identity 

of the client is unambiguous. In the more common cases in 

which a foundation or federal department or municipal over¬ 

head agency (like New York City's Budget Bureau) is paying 

^Omitted from consideration here are circumstances in which the municipal client 
can be helped without itself acting—principally where it can use the adviser’s product 
directly in its relation with another level of government. LATS’s preparation of a 
model city application and Denver’s use of the Urban Observatory’s findings on who 
uses the city’s public facilities are two examples. 



136 Not Well Advised 

the adviser, the elient's identity may be far less obvious. The 

first task then is to deeide who the elient is. 

Learn from the Client The adviser needs from a elient 

ageney not merely points of eontaet, but working eolleagues. 

He needs them for many purposes. One is to elarify and per¬ 

haps redefine the nature of the problem. A eity ageney is far 

more likely to know that something is wrong than to know 

what is wrong and why. Reeall the original foeus of New York 

City's housing offieials not on eonserving the huge existing 

supply of rental housing but on building new publiely-assisted 

units. Redefining the problem required a elient to talk to. The 

adviser also needs adviee, as these histories have repeatedly 

made elear, on the eonstraints that will determine whether his 

elient ean aet on his proposals—the politieal and bureaueratie 

faets of life that determine what is feasible and under what 

eonditions. 

Earn His Trust Offieials of loeal government are much 

like other people: they accept advice more readily from persons 

they know and trust than from those they do not. So if the 

adviser wishes his advice to have weight, he must give his client 

a basis for confidence in his values, motives, and judgment. He 

has entered a professional relationship that requires as much 

discretion and loyalty to the client as legal or medical relations 

do. Both parties must be confident that obligation will be met. 

Find Internal Champions. The cases illustrate a truth well 

documented in the literature of organizational innovation: in 

any large organization (and perhaps especially in local govern¬ 

ment), officials are far more likely to become champions of 

change if they regard the proposed innovations as their own 

rather than those of outsiders. And the more they have par¬ 

ticipated in the fact-finding, analysis, and shaping of conclu¬ 

sions, the more proprietary their feelings will be. 

Find the Right Ones. To the catalog of reasons for devel¬ 

oping close working relations with the client should be added 
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a caution. Advisers tend to relate to the persons in the elient 

ageney with whom they feel most comfortable. For technically 

trained analysts, these persons are likely to be members of the 

agency’s planning or analytic staffs, or perhaps young staff 

assistants to major officials. The temptation to rely mainly on 

such persons is understandable; they share with the analysts 

eommon training, values, and vocabulary, and a common free¬ 

dom from commitment to things as they are. But planning and 

analytic staffs are often outsiders in their own agencies. They 

may have little influenee and less sensitivity to the operational 

difficulties around whieh innovations must be designed. Young 

staff assistants add to those shortcomings unstable priorities 

and erratie career paths. They are not likely to be still in 

position a year or two afterwards, when the conelusive tests of 

strength will occur. Moreover, as RAND’s experience with the 

eentral analytic staff of New York City’s Health and Hospitals 

Administration suggests, internal analysts may ultimately see 

external advisers as rivals. Having no source of influenee them¬ 

selves except the good opinion of their line supervisors, they 

may be reluctant to see those superiors develop a good opinion 

of outsiders whose functions are similar. So the adviser is gener¬ 

ally best served by support from cultures different from his own 

—in particular, line officials, political, or career. He should seek 

to make them his chief points of eontact. 

Look for Discontent. In choosing (or accepting) problems 

to examine, try to work mainly in areas where the client is 

already convinced that something important is wrong. It is not 

necessary that the ageney understand exaetly what is wrong or 

that it foresee the solution. But at the end of the adviser’s work 

the agency will choose between change and stability. In sueh 

a choice inertia normally weighs the odds heavily toward things 

as they are. But where the ageney has already accepted the 

neeessity for ehange, it will regard its choiee as lying between 

the adviser’s recommendation and some other proposal whose 



138 Not Well Advised 

authorship, scope, and motivation cannot be known. In that 

choice, the adviser’s odds are far better. 

Avoid Program Evaluations. Using discontent is produc¬ 

tive; attempting to create it is not. Since nothing works as well 

as it might, and since evaluators demonstrate their acuteness 

most readily by finding fault, program evaluations are almost 

always critical. Even when they propose correctives, evalua¬ 

tions focus mainly on fault: questionable policies, probable 

inefficiencies, inadequate foresight, perhaps a taint of fraud. 

That may be tolerable for a new administrator but not for a 

veteran. And in either event it makes enemies of his career 

subordinates. (Recall the Cleveland manpower study.) More 

important, it serves little purpose. Proposals for ehange can 

document clearly enough, though implicitly, what is wrong. 

And their emphasis is far more welcome and more useful: not 

what is wrong and who should take the blame, but how service 

or policy or operations can be improved. 

Produce Something Useful Fast No matter how prestigi¬ 

ous or highly recommended, an adviser new to a client must 

establish his credentials. Where the problem being addressed 

is relatively simple and the time required is short, the advice 

itself may do that. But if the ultimate product is complex and 

will take some time to produce, then some useful interim 

product should be contrived. The cases where it was not (virtu¬ 

ally all the USAC situations, among many examples) are largely 

failures. Local government lacks the patience, the resources, 

the confidence, and the long-time horizons to support product¬ 

less research or analysis for very long. ‘‘Slippery water” and the 

Denver Observatory’s findings on public facilities’ user-pat¬ 

terns suggest, in differing ways, how early helpfulness can sus¬ 

tain a client’s confidence that future products are worth wait¬ 

ing for and investing in. 

Promise No Breakthroughs. Some agencies of the federal 

government, and especially the armed services, are experienced 
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in contracting for products beyond the current state of an art. 

Such clients understand that in technically ambitious projects 

cost overruns, time extensions, and performanee shorteomings 

are normal. The armed serviees are wealthy enough and (ex- 

eept in time of war) patient enough to aeeept those eonse- 

quenees. But local governments are in a very different position. 

With the exeeption of the mathematieal modeling of Jamaiea 

Bay, it is hard to identify a single ease in whieh an attempt to 

apply eomplex and untried methods to loeal government prob¬ 

lems sueceeded. Certainly the US AC experienee, the Pitts¬ 

burgh and San Franeiseo CRP’s, and the ‘"holistic” systems 

work in Tulsa were all elear-cut failures. Given several addi¬ 

tional years, substantially inereased funding (and more respon¬ 

sible management), the USAC and CRP efforts might have 

yielded useful results. But the adviser to eities eannot eount on 

more time or money, and responsible management alone is not 

sufheient. He is well advised, therefore, to avoid promising a 

serviee or produet he does not yet know how to produce. 

Unusable Advice Is Not Good Advice. A responsible ad¬ 

viser takes his elients as he finds them. He may eonelude that 

a partieularly weak eity ageney is ineapable of improvement, 

that the problem he is asked to address is intraetable, or that 

his own analytic or political abilities are inadequate to the task. 

If so, he should decline to help. But if he does agree to help, 

then help is what he owes. Unless the adviee is intended merely 

to inform, elegant analysis alone does not qualify. Teehnieal 

ingenuity does not qualify. Good intentions do not qualify. The 

client is owed the kind of assistanee he ean use. 

To the Client Belongs the Credit. If reform is aeeom- 

plished and publie eredit is due, it is the elient who should get 

it. The rule is funetional: advisers who absorb what blame they 

can for failure but forsake praise for sueeess are more weleome 

and more potent. “You ean get a lot done in government” goes 

the familiar observation, “if you don’t care who gets the 
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credit/' But the functional reason is reinforced by one of fair¬ 

ness. No matter how adroit, accomplished, or self-disciplined 

the adviser; no matter how deeply he engages in the details of 

implementation, his recommendations may not work. Or they 

may work poorly or produce unforeseen side effects. If so, it will 

be a public official who will ultimately pay the price. The 

adviser goes on to other advice, as President Kennedy once 

observed, but the official goes on to elections. The public holds 

the official responsible, not his advisers; and it should. If the 

client must take blame for failure, he is entitled to credit for 

success. 

ACADEMICS AS ADVISERS 

In addition to the injunctions that apply to all advisers to city 

governments, a number appear to apply especially to academ¬ 

ics. 

Consider Whether You Can Do the Job. Universities as 

institutions and academics as individuals should be clear about 

their probable disadvantages as advisers to local government. 

These are not merely the characteristics recounted in chapter 

2—the concern for the good opinion of academic peers rather 

than that of clients; probable interest in the general principle 

rather than the particular application; the incentives to pro¬ 

duce an original rather than a reliable conclusion, and so forth 

—though these alone will often disqualify. There are at least 

two further problems: universities as institutions are poorly 

structured to ensure that specified products are delivered by 

particular times, and academics as individuals may be ill- 

equipped to persuade, support, and provide political cover for 

distracted, unintellectual, and probably skeptical government 

clients. 

As to the managerial record of universities, recall the urban 
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observatory cases. As to the psychic qualifications of academics, 

consider the attitude toward city officials of many of the aca¬ 

demics involved in the Pittsburgh CRP: as Brewer makes clear, 

it was one of lightly-disguised contempt. And even where so 

corrosive an attitude is absent, academic advisers may still be 

unable to sustain the self-effacing persistence required to in¬ 

duce substantial change in a municipal bureaucracy. Indeed 

they may find it diflEcult to maintain even a more straightfor¬ 

ward relationship. Professor Stanley Altman, a key figure in 

Stony Brook's successful work for New York City’s Environ¬ 

mental Protection Administration, has said of work for urban 

clients: 

The psychic highs may be quite high—you get your name in the 

papers and letters of commendation from politicians. But the frustra¬ 

tions are intense. In the classroom you’re a king, and you go into a 

city office thinking you are there to help and deserve some gratitude 

or at least respect. But people may not even have the time to talk to 

you, or they suspect your motives, or they’re just rude."^ 

There are certainly differences among the disciplines. 

Professors of law, medicine, architecture, or of the applied 

sciences—fields accustomed to clients—are more likely than 

others to be equipped for such relationships. But professionals 

in any field who regard themselves primarily as researchers or 

teachers may find the strain considerable. Reflecting on their 

own capacities, tolerances, and schedules, academics may con¬ 

clude that they are ill suited to assist a difficult and perhaps 

reluctant client with a complex problem. 

Consider Why You Want the Job. In the 1960s and early 

1970s, “relevance” prompted many academics to consult with 

urban governments. But notions of relevance are fleeting. City 

hall may be “where the action is” today, but tomorrow the 

Congress may have it, or the environmental movement, or the 
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Pentagon. And today’s relevance may tomorrow seem merely 

faddish. 

The search for fresh sources of funds, clearly, was another 

motive. But the past decade demonstrates that neither local 

governments nor their federal and foundation patrons are reli¬ 

able long-term supporters of analysis or advice. 

The notion that the city might be a laboratory, a setting for 

new and important discovery, was yet another attraction. But 

experience suggests that the urban laboratory is a peculiarly 

difficult and distracting one, where experiments are uncon¬ 

trolled and uncontrollable, ambient conditions unstable, the 

hypotheses to be tested poorly formulated or nonexistent, the 

first principles of ‘'urban science” still undiscovered. Experi¬ 

ments in such a laboratory may prove little. 

Consider the Costs. Becoming embroiled in local decision 

making and hence in local politics may prove costly to a univer¬ 

sity, particularly to a public university dependent on broad 

public support. The danger may arise either from unpopular 

conclusions on a sensitive topic (the legitimacy of teenage 

behavior in Tulsa) or from sloppy or irrelevant work (the Pitts¬ 

burgh CRP and Cleveland Observatory). 

A higher cost may arise from distortions of purpose. While 

serving poorly as public advisers, academics may slight the roles 

for which they are better equipped and which comprise their 

reason for being: teaching and research. And those more ele¬ 

mental functions have civic virtues of their own: over the long 

run they create more knowledgeable citizens, and local officials 

more alert to the help that research and analysis might provide. 

If You're Coing To Do It, Do It Right For universities, 

doing it right involves first two negative injunctions: avoid 

grandiose plans and avoid institutional relationships. 

Asked how he would stimulate useful assistance from a uni¬ 

versity, William Donaldson, who succeeded Robert Turner as 

the city manager of Cincinnati, responded: 
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rd hire a guy and tell him to spend six months wandering around 

city agencies talking to people about what interested them and what 

they thought their problems were. Then he’d spend another six 

months circulating in the university seeing who knew what and who 

was inclined to be helpful. And I would tell that guy that if he ever 

held a meeting of more than three people he’d be fired. ^ 

The plan may be overly severe, but its principle is sound. As 

Cincinnati's previous experience suggests, '‘bridges" officially 

constructed between a whole city government and a university 

as an institution usually collapse. I know of none that carried 

any substantial traffic. Nor is that surprising. Most city govern¬ 

ments offer neither an appropriate central point of contact for 

the university nor any central funding source. And there is no 

reason for such a centralized relationship. It would be useful 

only if, by drawing on resources from many schools and depart¬ 

ments, the university could offer a mayor or city manager or 

city council analyses of the city as a systematic whole. But that 

capacity is nowhere in sight. Pending its development, broad 

institutional relationships between cities and universities sim¬ 

ply bring together uninterested mayors and powerless deans. 

As the Donaldson remark suggests, the advising relation¬ 

ships that work best between scholars and officials are those at 

lower levels. When a deputy fire chief or assistant sewer com¬ 

missioner or public health district director encounters a specific 

problem to which the skills of a professor of engineering or 

business administration or medicine are clearly relevant, and 

when the official himself selects the professor from whom he 

wants help and specifies the kind of help required, then—all 

our evidence shows—the relationship is likely to be productive. 

Such relationships require from university administrators little 

but toleration. 

You Have Some Comparative Advantage. City govern¬ 

ments are rarely adept at searching widely for appropriate 

advisers. Therefore, especially for less cosmopolitan cities, local 
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academics may be the obvious or only choice. But such a choice 

may confer some potential advantages. Cities normally cannot 

afford (or are unwilling to pay) the high overhead costs of 

professional research and consulting firms. Academics should 

be able to offer lower costs. The professors of a local university 

are likely also to enjoy both a prestige that outside consultants 

may lack and a network of contacts in the city's social and 

political structure. And universities may themselves be major 

political forces. For one thing, they are substantial employers. 

The University of Pittsburgh, including its associated hospitals, 

meets Pittsburgh's largest payroll. The University of Nebraska 

is the largest employer in the state. Strong support for innova¬ 

tion from members of such faculties, therefore, may lend the 

proposal substantial weight. 

If You Can I Do It Right, Don I Do It. The final injunction 

is the sum of the others. If the adviser's purpose is not simply 

to inform but to help induce useful change, then the numerous 

and burdensome conditions we have been reviewing must be 

met. If they cannot, the odds are high against the intended 

change taking effect. If the client is wise he will not seek advice 

under those circumstances. If the client is not wise, the pro¬ 

spective adviser must be wise on his behalf: he must decline the 

assignment. It seems reasonable to expect that academics, for 

whom consulting is not the sole source of income, should 

observe the rule more faithfully than professional consultants 

and researchers. 

Lessons for Consumers 

Many of the lessons the cases teach about appropriate behavior 

for consumers of urban advice—municipal officials—are sim¬ 

ply the converse of principles that apply to producers. These 
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may be very briefly mentioned; others deserve more attention. 

If You Don I Want Advice, Don I Ask For It. This rule 

would hardly be worth stating if urban ofheials were obliged to 

pay for the adviee they reeeive. But as many of our eases (the 

observatories, USAC, UTS) demonstrate, federal ageneies may 

pay most or, in effeet, all of the bills. Sueh finaneial eontribu- 

tions as are required of the eity may either be genuine but 

trivial, or apparently substantial but in faet the produet of 

imaginative aceounting. 

As the eases (Cleveland, Los Angeles, San Franeiseo) dem¬ 

onstrate, eity ofheials often enter eonsulting relationships 

under sueh eireumstances even when their interest in the prom¬ 

ised adviee is weak, and when their partieipation in the data 

gathering, analysis, and testing of proposals will therefore be 

minimal. When that happens, the nonmonetary eosts turn out 

to be high. At a minimum, the funders' expeetations are 

dashed, as the USAC and CRP examples painfully demon¬ 

strate. At worst, such efforts involve distraction, diversions of 

staff talent when something must belatedly be salvaged from 

the effort, and political embarrassment. Again the USAC and 

CRP examples are in point. 

If You Want Subordinates To Be Advised, and They Don % 

Reconsider. Closely related is the observation that officials 

who expect to use consultants to force innovation on subordi¬ 

nate agencies should think twice before proceeding. As 

RAND's relations with New York City's Human Resources 

Administration and Police Department demonstrate, reluctant 

agencies can readily repel unwanted advisers introduced by 

their political superiors. They can simply decline to help advis¬ 

ers learn the facts, identify the problem, or understand the 

constraints on action. If withholding information is insuffi¬ 

cient, the hostile agency can simply escort the unwanted ad¬ 

viser to the borders of some unmarked bureaucratic minefield. 

The explosion that follows may bloody the adviser and embar- 
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rass his sponsors, but—as RAND's New York police work 

shows—it is likely to leave the hostile agency unscathed. 

How Much Can You Contribute? Assuming advice is 

wanted, the prospective client must consider what he can con¬ 

tribute to its production and to the harder task of inducing 

whatever change it proposes. The greater his capacity to help 

shape the advice—finding of facts, definition of problems, spec¬ 

ification of constraints, choice of solutions—and the larger his 

ability to initiate and manage the processes of change, the less 

the client need expect from his adviser. The less he can contrib¬ 

ute, the more he must expect. The ultimate rule remains: 

between them, client and adviser should have in hand or in 

prospect whatever intellectual, managerial, financial, and polit¬ 

ical resources that innovation is likely to require. To the degree 

they do not, the resulting advice is likely to be unusable. 

Know the Producer; Learn the Product A recent study 

examined each of the several dozen U.S. cases in which con¬ 

sultants used formal analytic models to help develop proposals 

for improvement in municipal police and correction agencies. 

The study concluded that in every case where the consultants 

had a useful impact, three conditions were met: the client 

department understood at the beginning of the work roughly 

what the analysis would be able to show and what it would not; 

the department understood at the beginning the time and 

effort likely to be required before the model became reliable 

enough to be useful; and strong personal relationships devel¬ 

oped between the analysts and important departmental offi¬ 

cials.^ 

Though the evidence from advice relationships having other 

purposes is less clear-cut, it is similar. Clients who are not in 

the hands of a selfless provider of “intensive care" may have 

to contribute patience and encouragement as well as effort. 

That is far easier if client and adviser have formed relations of 

personal confidence, and the client has understood from the 
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beginning the potential diffieulties as well as the promise of the 

analysis being performed for him. 

Let Him Borrow the Watch. ‘'A eonsultant is someone 

who borrows your wateh to tell you the time, and then keeps 

the wateh.” So goes the familiar complaint. But watch borrow¬ 

ing is inevitable and proper; the adviser needs to know what 

his client thinks the problem is and what he believes the 

solution will be. A capable and serious adviser will find more 

than one way to tell time, but he has good reason to report his 

findings to the client in familiar terms. Recall the injunctions 

to advisers to avoid originality and to encourage their clients 

to regard the solutions proposed as their own. 

In many cases, the client may be wholly justified in taking 

proprietary pride in a proposal: the adviser has told him little 

or nothing he did not previously know. Yet the adviser may still 

have been useful. He may have lent the prestige of indepen¬ 

dent expertise to a proposal that needed such reinforcement. 

He may also have assembled the first authoritative evidence 

that the client was right. In municipal systems resistant to 

change, where high confidence that an innovation will work 

may be an absolute prerequisite to movement, that is a substan¬ 

tial contribution. Recall that New York City's fire chief 

‘‘knew” that dispatching fewer units to some types of first 

alarms than to others made sense. But he also knew that the 

first time lives were lost or great damage was done at a fire to 

which a small first response was sent, he and the mayor would 

be attacked by a neighborhood or ethnic group, a city council¬ 

man, or a fireman’s union. In those circumstances, it was com¬ 

forting to have his answer already in hand: sophisticated analy¬ 

sis had shown that the new system produced more than 

offsetting savings of life and property, and a prestigious adviser 

had independently verified the department’s judgment that 

the new procedure was effective. Vera’s bail experiment and 

RAND’s rent control studies had the same effect. 
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Devise an Experiment Most consultants and most clients 

assume that advice has its greatest effect when formally deliv¬ 

ered or released to the press. As to some problems, however, 

leverage may be small then and smaller thereafter. This will be 

especially true when, as is common, the relevant bureaucracy 

is not actively hostile to a proposal but is skeptical that it will 

work. After the consultant has departed, that skepticism, cou¬ 

pled with the normal inertia of public agencies, will be suffi¬ 

cient to preclude movement unless the agency head or mayor 

devotes great effort and persistence (or substantial horse trad¬ 

ing) to getting the proposal adopted. 

In such a case, the best strategy is probably not to await a 

final recommendation but to run an experiment. The advan¬ 

tages are several. Only a small portion of the department need 

be involved (one sanitation district out of sixty-four in the 

Stony Brook case). The adviser is still present to supply some 

of the entrepreneurial and administrative energy the experi¬ 

ment requires (as was Vera in the bail case). The anxieties of 

the affected agency are diminished by the understanding that 

if the new procedure fails, it will be modified or dropped. The 

care taken by the adviser in preparing his proposal is enhanced 

by his knowledge that it will be tried while he is still fully, 

perhaps publicly, associated with it. The experiment will al¬ 

most certainly show how modifications in the proposal will in 

fact improve it or make it more acceptable. A successful trial 

will rebut the presumption that consultants (especially academ¬ 

ics) understand theory but not practice. Perhaps most impor¬ 

tant, a successful experiment will create internal advocates for 

the innovation. At least some of the fire or sanitation or police 

officials who participate in the test and become associated with 

its success will come to regard it as their own. They will vouch 

for it. Some may help lobby for its wider circulation. 

Keep Them at It Deep knowledge of a city agency’s opera¬ 

tions and of its ‘"culture”; an understanding of the political and 
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bureaucratic barriers to change; strong personal relationships 

with officials at many levels—the cases show that these are 

invaluable attributes for advisers, almost preconditions to ad¬ 

vice that produces change. The Vera, Stony Brook, Denver 

Observatory, EDO, and RAND-fire department cases all dem¬ 

onstrate what can be done when these attributes are present. 

Virtually every other history recounted here suggests what 

tends to occur without them. But these attributes require the 

adviser's continued contact with the client's affairs; they de¬ 

velop only through extended experience. Yet most consulting 

relationships entered by local agencies are short, ad hoc, and 

unrepeated or highly intermittent. They rarely allow these 

levels of understanding to develop. And even when such under¬ 

standing is acquired, it is likely to be lost when a contract 

expires or a particular project is completed. 

The pattern of short, specific contractual relations is proba¬ 

bly adequate where the problems on which advice is needed 

are simple and well specified or where the client can institute 

whatever change is proposed without assistance. The pattern 

can also be functional where the consultant is used as a light¬ 

ning rod—to absorb the opposition to an “extreme" proposal 

and thus make easier the acceptance of more limited change. 

In the first case, no enduring relation between client and con¬ 

sultant is needed; in the second, the adviser's disposability is 

a virtue. But these cases are exceptional; in most others advis¬ 

ers addressing complex and important issues ought, if possi¬ 

ble, to be brought into a longer-term relationship with their 

client. 

When the advisers can largely support themselves (Vera, 

Stony Brook, EDC), that conclusion is easy for local officials 

to observe. When advisers have to be paid, it is virtually impos¬ 

sible for any but the largest and wealthiest jurisdictions to 

follow. It may therefore be a more appropriate injunction for 

third-party funders than for clients. 
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ON DEALING WITH UNIVERSITIES 

There is a special set of lessons for consumers considering 

the use of academics as advisers. 

The Advertised Shortcomings Are Real. The shortcomings 

of academics as advisers which chapter 3 details are, in general, 

real, deep-seated, and important. Principally, academics are 

oriented toward teaching and research, not advice giving. 

Many see consulting arrangements as opportunities for pub¬ 

lishable research or the support of graduate students. Few 

understand the often difficult conditions under which advice 

is most likely to prove useful. Fewer still are equipped to meet 

those conditions. The Tulsa, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, and 

USAC cases reflect those facts (which are neither surprising 

nor reprehensible). If the funds for consulting are controlled 

by academic administrators rather than by scholars, they are 

likely to support the neediest faculty, as the Cleveland and 

Pittsburgh cases suggest, rather than the most able. And even 

where capable and serious academics work well on a consulting 

assignment, they may have lost interest, gone on sabbatical, or 

become overcommitted to other obligations just when addi¬ 

tional help is needed with implementation. 

But One Can Choose. Those are important limitations. 

But they apply in sharply differing degree across the varied 

landscape of American higher education. And one can choose 

advisers from those elements of the university community least 

likely to suffer those disabilities. 

Which are they? They are not defined, it seems clear, by the 

nature of the university. If they were, it would probably be true 

that the newer, urban public universities take most seriously 

the challenge of advising city governments and perform it best. 

But we have seen little evidence of such a pattern. The perfor¬ 

mances of Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Cleveland State, as institu- 
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tions, were poor. Stony Brook, a state-supported sehool loeated 

sixty miles from downtown New York, performed admirably. 

Indeed, some observers have eommented that beeause urban 

publie universities are frequently not academically distin¬ 

guished, they are particularly reluctant to play serious public 

advisory roles. Recruiting their faculties from the graduates of 

more distinguished schools and taking those schools as models, 

they overcompensate. ‘'They want to be more academic than 

the Harvards,"' remarked the president of one such school.^ 

The Discipline Is the Unit The identity of the academic 

discipline, not of the university, is the variable that most affects 

the odds on receiving usable advice. 

The Denver campus of the University of Colorado provides 

a useful illustration. In the early 1970s, Denver was becoming 

increasingly concerned about the familiar spectrum of urban 

problems: housing, transportation, pollution, ethnicity and 

race, economic development. The university is publicly sup¬ 

ported, attracting a high proportion of older, mostly part-time 

students (many of them government employees) and is ori¬ 

ented largely toward graduate and career training. Yet, as a 

whole, the school displayed no particular interest in Denver’s 

problems. The political scientists, as one of them noted, 

wanted nothing to do with local government; and as William 

Heiss, the director of the city’s Urban Observatory, remarked: 

“I don’t think there’s any way I can get a C.U. sociologist 

together with the Mayor of Denver.”® But the Graduate 

School of Public Affairs in Denver participated effectively in 

the city’s Urban Observatory, and its counterparts in the Uni¬ 

versity’s Boulder and Colorado Springs campuses did equiva¬ 

lent work for their local governments—even though the Boul¬ 

der and Colorado Springs communities were not regarded as 

troubled, and though the two older campuses were oriented 

almost entirely to younger, full-time undergraduates. It is not 

the nature of the university as a whole, but the values, interests. 



152 Not Well Advised 

skills, and incentives of particular departments, schools, and 

centers within them that largely determine whether loeal ofh- 

eials will find them helpful. 

Probably three eategories of departments or schools are most 

promising. In the first, an aeademie diseipline eorresponds 

direetly with a municipal function: public health, soeial work, 

edueation, planning, eriminology. Sehools or departments eon- 

eerned generally with public (or corporate) decision making— 

public policy, public administration, and business administra¬ 

tion—make up a seeond eategory. The third involves disei- 

plines whose eonneetion is simply that they aecept the notion 

of a elient, someone outside the diseipline whose needs it is 

appropriate to serve. Law, engineering, architecture, and eeo- 

nomies fit this eategory. 

What these three eategories have in eommon are eonstitu- 

eneies and professional eolleagues outside the aeademy. Their 

self-esteem does not depend wholly on the respeet of fellow 

aeademies. They are free, therefore, to do other than to teaeh 

and to write. 

Reward Performance. The rule is a general one, of eourse, 

but it may apply espeeially to aeademies as advisers. While 

praise and thanks (as well as payment) are appropriate re¬ 

sponses to any serviee well performed by anyone, they are less 

important to persons engaging in their normal professional 

aetivities than to those working outside the main lines of their 

eareers. The lawyer enjoys his elients' thanks, but does not 

need them. The respeet of his partners, assoeiates, and other 

members of the bar is more important to him. But the aea¬ 

demie adviser is little honored within the university for his 

work outside it, and that work may well eost him psyehie 

bumps and bruises—as Stanley Altman eommented earlier. If 

further sueh exeursions are desirable, then they ought to be 

eneouraged. Public praise for a private person is rare and eorre- 

spondingly valued. For a publie university, it may also help 
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induce additional funding, thus rewarding administration as 

well as faculty. Acknowledging the value of an adviser's help 

takes little effort and may produce palpable benefits. 

Lessons for Third Parties 

Many of the advice relationships we have reviewed have been 

funded wholly or in part by third parties, principally founda¬ 

tions or the federal government. Given the pressures on city 

budgets, such funding, brokering, and encouragement from 

third parties is likely to continue to prove crucial. Yet the 

difficulties created by a third party are often crippling. It seems 

useful, therefore, to conclude by reviewing the lessons these 

histories suggest for triangular relationships.’*' 

Small Failures Can Be Made into Big Ones. The first 

lesson for third-party funders is simply that they are playing a 

game in which losers outnumber winners. Continued unskillful 

play may only create additional failures or transform small 

failures into large ones. 

We have seen that advice relationships may fail for any of 

many reasons—the absence on the client's side of interest in 

the advice, or ability to understand it, or capacity to use it; the 

absence on the adviser's side of professional competence, or 

ability to gain the client's confidence, or willingness to assist 

in the end game of implementation. But while failure is com¬ 

mon, it is also generally recognized as failure by the principal 

parties, and the relationship quickly terminates. There is a 

Federal and state funders of loeal government are often unable, of eourse, to 
exereise mueh diseretion in offering sueh support. Some programs are bound by 
legislated formulas or by less formal but equally pressing requirements to spread the 
money around. The rules offered here are of little use under sueh eonditions. They 
are intended for situations in whieh federal or state ofheials are relatively free to 
diseriminate among potential grantees on substantive grounds. 
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circumstance, however, in which that useful reflex fails: where 

external benefaetors are present. Virtually the only large-scale, 

systematic, painfully drawn-out failures we have reviewed (the 

Pittsburgh and San Francisco CRPs; the Tulsa ease; most of 

the urban observatories; and USAC) have been supported by 

third-party funders. 

Supply Is Not the Problem. The next lesson, an obvious 

one, is also the central message of the book: simply inereasing 

the supply of ‘'good adviee’’ is not helpful. Often as we have 

repeated it, the point is worth restating here since many third- 

party funders have assumed the opposite. Where adviee is not 

limited to teehnical issues and is meant to do more than in¬ 

form, advisers of high competence and genuine expertise, 

whether drawn from business, from universities, or from the 

professional eonsulting community, have commonly been un¬ 

able to provide it in a form that local governments could use. 

The larger the problem, the truer that proposition. Wholly 

technical issues aside, then, the main constraint on better 

municipal performance has not been a shortage of good ideas; 

it has been, and is, the political, managerial, and fiscal in¬ 

capacity to put good ideas to use. 

Then what ean the interested third party do? 

Strengthen Incentives to Innovate. One form of useful in¬ 

tervention may be to strengthen the demand for innovation. 

The most powerful single influenee on publie officials is 

public opinion—especially sustained and well-focused public 

opinion. It is not surprising, then, that few good tests of the 

quality of municipal services are available for the public, and 

that where they are available—in the form of pupil reading and 

mathematics scores, for example, or infant mortality rates— 

they often precipitate public demand for change. Such indices 

also serve to measure the success or failure of attempted re¬ 

forms. 

Third parties might therefore try to heighten demand for 
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change by sponsoring the development and continuous publi¬ 

cation of measures of municipal performance. Loeal social and 

economic indicators would point to some phenomena (demo- 

graphie trends, employment rates, publie attitudes, erime 

trends) for whieh loeal government would only partially be 

responsible, but even these might suggest useful redirection of 

municipal effort. Indieators of serviee efheieney (mean re¬ 

sponse-time to fire and poliee alarms, ineidenee of erroneous 

or fraudulent welfare claims, changes in aeademic test scores 

in relation to national norms) eould foeus attention more di- 

reetly on the effectiveness of publie agencies. The development 

of more sophistieated measures and the eolleetion and publiea- 

tion of data to feed them would be entirely appropriate fune- 

tions to establish in universities. 

Investigative reporting on eity agencies now typically focuses 

on individual scandal: inspectors taking bribes; patrolmen retir¬ 

ing with phoney “disabilities”; managers abusing travel funds. 

Far less frequently reported are the systematie failures of major 

programs—to place their trainees in jobs, to colleet trash at 

eosts comparable to those of private haulers, or to provide 

elfeetive medical care. It might be helpful, therefore, to subsi¬ 

dize the training of investigative munieipal reporters, to equip 

them to assess programs as well as to spot thefts. Establishing 

well-publieized annual awards to reporters, editors, or publish¬ 

ers who foeus publie attention on sueh systemie issues might 

also be useful. 

Correspondingly, annual awards to city employees who have 

shown unusual initiative or improved the quantity or quality of 

a city service would reinforce incentives that are now weak in 

large eity ageneies. Relatively modest grants could establish 

awards that, by munieipal standards, would be substantial. 

Espeeially if given to middle- and lower-level employees, they 

might have eonsiderable effeet. Similarly, special travel funds 

might be offered to city officials interested in seeing how their 



156 Not Well Advised 

functions were performed in cities in which the service is 

highly regarded. Lecturing a bureaucrat about the superiority 

of a sister service elsewhere will normally produce resentment 

and the response that his problems are unique. An unpressured 

visit by a well-chosen bureaucrat to the same sister service is 

more likely to stimulate ideas for change that he will regard as 

his own. 

The purpose of each of these initiatives is the same: to 

stimulate interest in municipal performance among the public 

or to induce greater support for innovation among municipal 

employees. 

Bet the Horse, Not the Race. Tactics for inducing greater 

interest in innovation may or may not work, and even when 

they succeed, the political skill and energy to manage innova¬ 

tion—to set it carefully in place and insure that it works— 

remain essential. That skill and energy may come, as we have 

discussed, from a provider of ‘‘intensive care.’' But such provid¬ 

ers are rare. Unless he has one in hand, a third-party funder 

interested in actually inducing change must look for a client for 

advice with the capacity to put the advice to use. That too is 

rare, but it is often easy to identify. Once a track record is 

established, it is not hard to determine whether or not a given 

agency is directed by a Robert Moses, a William Heiss, or a 

William Donaldson. Their capacity to induce innovation may 

have very different sources: a long-cultivated network of allies; 

familiarity with both the agendas of bureaucrats and the capac¬ 

ities of academics; or genius at motivating bureaucracies. But 

whatever the source, the result is a record of accomplishment. 

Requiring such leadership as a precondition of support obvi¬ 

ously raises the odds on the effective use of third-party funds. 

Less obviously, it may assist not only the jurisdiction chosen 

but those rejected. A mayor or agency head who seeks reform 

but lacks the political capacity to bring it about is not helped 
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by a project which simply adds to the store of publicized 

innovations he is unable to achieve. 

A Broker’s Lot is a Useful One, and Hard. The adviser and 

the official belong to different cultures. The points at which 

they meet, therefore, are often points of misunderstanding or 

conflict. Where that is not the case, it is generally because an 

extraordinary individual has kept it from being so. The posi¬ 

tions of those individuals differ, but their roles are essentially 

the same—and they are critical. Herbert Sturz was Vera's 

director; William Donaldson, a city manager; Arnold 

Meltzner, a graduate student; William Heiss, director of an 

urban observatory. But each served as a translator and broker 

between the two cultures, and each was indispensable to the 

success of their relationship. 

It has frequently been argued that the performance of such 

brokers or agents of change is crucial. Less appreciated is the 

psychic difficulty of their positions. At the time of the Ameri¬ 

can Revolution, North Carolinians described their state as “a 

valley of humility between two mountains of pride." The bro¬ 

ker or agent of change is often in a similar posture—especially 

where the provider of advice is a university. His task is to 

persuade others to want what he sees as necessary; to buffer and 

absorb conflict; to accept blame and to refer credit to others. 

Few of the others understand how much such brokers do, and 

success requires that few understand. That is a lonely and 

draining business.^ 

One lesson for third parties is simply the importance of such 

brokers of change and the necessity to insure that in relation¬ 

ships they fund there are persons prepared (and equipped) to 

play such a role. Another is that ways of quietly recognizing and 

rewarding such intermediaries may have to be invented. Their 

positions are hard to sustain without some such encourage¬ 

ment. 
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Look for the 'Lntensive Carer.'' Whatever neeessary 

strengths the third party eannot find (or ereate) on the client's 

side of an advice relationship and cannot rely on a broker to 

provide, he must look to the adviser to supply. Given the 

characteristic weakness of agencies of local government as con¬ 

sumers of advice, most effective relationships require on the 

adviser's part self-discipline, political sensitivity, managerial 

capacity, and concern for real reform. The support for such 

‘'intensive carers," it is worth noting, will often produce some¬ 

thing better than simply greater odds on the success of a 

particular project. Since institutions capable of intensive care, 

like Vera or EDC, tend to remain concerned for long periods 

with the related problems of a system—of criminal justice, or 

health care, or education—continued reform in the system as 

a whole is made more likely. And a model is developed, or 

strengthened, for other advisers and clients to ponder. 

Consider Creating an ''Intensive Carer. " Where no pro¬ 

vider of intensive care exists and the local agency in need of 

help is not likely to be able to use the advice of a conventional 

consultant, consider trying to establish an intensive carer or to 

convert a more traditional adviser to that role. Consider, that 

is, but not with great optimism. “Carers" are hard to create for 

the same reason they are hard to find: ingenuity, high compe¬ 

tence, political acuteness, and a persistent concern for the 

public good are qualities rarely found together, in individuals 

or organizations. Yet there is probably no function third-party 

funders of municipal improvement can more usefully pursue 

than the creation or support of institutions with the potential 

to provide such help. 

Otherwise, Try Not to Fund Suppliers. Other kinds of pro¬ 

viders of advice should not be funded directly. Plants turn to 

face the sun; grantees turn to face grantors. Where the grantor 

is not the client, the result is trouble: activities are designed 

(and described) primarily to please the source of income, not 
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to help the intended benefieiary. LATS foeused on what the 

Law Enforeement Assistanee Administration wanted, CON- 

SAD and ADL on what HUD wanted. The needs of Los 

Angeles, Pittsburgh, and San Franeiseo were not met; indeed 

they were given less and less serious attention. 

‘‘Fiseotropism,'’ as we may unattraetively label this unattrae- 

tive phenomenon, should be made to inerease the client’s 

leverage, not to diminish it. Where possible, therefore, fund 

the consumer, not the supplier. Let the local government de¬ 

cide how it wants the money spent, and by whom, and on what. 

It may be useful to set limits on those judgments, but taking 

them out of the client’s hands is harmful. It lessens the client’s 

incentive to take responsibility for the work and obscure the 

adviser’s sense of whom he is working for.^^ 

‘'Generalizeability'' is a Trap. F. Scott Fitzgerald com¬ 

mented, on the writing of fiction, that if he began with an 

individual he soon had a type, but if he began with a type he 

soon had nothing. A similar rule applies here. Third-party 

funders of advice (and especially federal agencies) tend to seek 

not merely useful truths, but useful truths of general applicabil¬ 

ity. They expect in this way to maximize the return on their 

investment. Consultants suffer from the same temptation— 

commercial firms because such findings may prove useful in 

other contracts, academics because the broader the principle 

discovered, the greater the credit accruing to the discoverer. 

The intention is reasonable, but the results are poor. All 

communities believe themselves special, indeed unique. They 

want their advisers to address their particular concerns, not the 

problems of some category of communities to which a federal 

agency assigns them. The result is that where third-party fund¬ 

ers insist on work whose results will be “generalizeable,” city 

agencies lose interest, fail to cooperate, or flatly resist. The 

urban observatories illustrate the phenomenon and its results. 

And Fitzgerald’s irony holds; solutions to the problem of a 
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particular city do prove useful elsewhere. Many urban prob¬ 

lems are widely shared. Good solutions, therefore, do have wide 

potential. And urban offieials aeross the eountry are linked by 

a profusion of professional assoeiations. Fire ehiefs, poliee 

chiefs, budget offieers, city managers, and mayors all have their 

own associations, most of which meet regularly on national, 

regional, and statewide bases, and which also publish journals. 

News of useful innovation is thus conveyed in the least threat¬ 

ening and most convineing way—by the reports of fellow 

professionals. Vera’s bail reforms were designed to work in 

New York City, but analogous plans were adopted aeross the 

nation within five years. ''Slippery water” was developed for 

New York City but within eight years had been adopted in 

more than ten eities. "Generalizeability” will come; don’t 

strain for it. 

The Highest Duty. It is true for all eounselors, whether 

psychiatrists, management eonsultants, or advisers to local gov¬ 

ernment, that their highest obligation is not to solve a particu¬ 

lar problem or set of problems, but to produce a stronger elient, 

a elient better able to understand and manage his or her or its 

own problems. The weaker the elient the stronger that obliga¬ 

tion. 

Agencies of local government are, in general, poorly 

equipped to faee their shorteomings and to design and intro- 

duee measures to reduce them. And the pressures on city 

agencies are not likely to diminish. The greatest eontribution 

the urban adviser ean make, therefore, is to so involve, stimu¬ 

late, educate, and eneourage his elients as to make them less 

fearful of further innovation and better equipped to make it 

work. The greatest contribution of interested third parties is to 

insist that urban advisers understand that high, hard obliga¬ 

tion, and that they attempt to meet it. 
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