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INTRODUCTION 

This paper represents an investigation into a fun

damental methodological problem associated with an area of 

political science inquiry identified as policy typology 

development. Historically, research in that area has 

involved the construction and assessment of typologies 

which are reflective of anticipated public policy outcomes 

or consequences. Generally, it has been part of the con

ventional wisdom among those in the policy areas that ade

quately developed typologies could be useful in 

understanding various policy formation processes. The 

basic assumption underlying the approach has been that con

tent (or perceived content) variables would correlate with 

so-called process variables. 

After more than two decades of research, however, 

that assumption remains, for the most part, untested. The 

primary reason for the lack of follow through is that with 

few exceptions the typologies have been difficult to test. 

Most of the typologies which have been constructed, 

including the landmark efforts of Theodore Lowil, are 

undermined by a common limitation. The criteria for 

establishing those constructs have not been sufficiently 
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free of conceptual ambiguity to make empirical evaluation 

possible. Consequently, much of what has passed for policy 

typology work has emerged as a collection of intellectually 

interesting but noncumulative research. 

Although typological research has received mixed 

reviews, it is generally regarded as basic to the develop

ment of theory in a wide range of social science applica

tions. Paul Diesing, for example, insists that it is, at 

once, the basis for the simplest and the most significiant 

kind of theory emanating from research which involves 

controlled comparisons.2 He asserts in that context, 

A set of types is used in every case study to direct 
observation and suggest interpretations and is the most 
common basis of control in controlled comparisons. 
Consequently the improvement of typologies is an impor
tant basis for the improvement of case studies and the 
general theories that come out of them.3 

A major part of the problem is that the word typo

logy, itself, carries many different meanings and expec

tations. Scholars involved with the development of types 

that are driven by empirical case studies refer to their 

work as "real types." Kapp, for example, goes so far as to 

not only label empiricist typologies as real, but to 

characterize those coming out of formal mathematical models 

as ideal.^ That characterization creates a problem because 

Max Weber's ideal type then becomes (in Kapp's framework 

for analysis) a real type. In addition, the so-called 

ideal types described here are more likely to be labeled by 



their advocates as formal constructs. Diesing takes the 

regress a step further by positing the notion that most 

real types are actually nominal types.5 He makes that 

distinction on the basis that they serve only to group 

cases along the lines of important characteristics they 

hold in common. The implication of his line of reasoning 

is that so-called real types resemble a model category more 

than a formal construct. In fact he holds that, "the type 

has no reality apart from the cases it summarizes . . . the 

cases not the type are real; they are distinct, independent 

entitites and not merely instances or exemplifications of an 

abstract universal."6 More will be said about this problem 

in a general discussion of theoretical concerns. The 

upshot of these introductory remarks is that the student of 

public policy who is interested in the application of typo

logies to his area of inquiry must be ready to contend 

simultaneously with the blurred distinctions in the typolo

gical tradition and a significant amount of ambiguity in 

the policy literature. 

A fundamental problem confronting the investigator 

in this regard is the scope and complexity of policy 

histories. A policy typology should be general enough, yet 

unambiguous enough to explain a fairly wide range of poten

tial policy content without losing sight of specific 

threads of commonality. So far, failure to construct ade

quate typological elements has substantially limited the 



development of a basic paradigm for classificatory research 

in the area. The concept of a paradigm for the purposes of 

this discussion is linked to the notion of a generally 

agreed upon approach to conducting a given type of 

research. The idea is developed more extensively in 

Thomas Kuhn's, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions^ 

Also, in terms of distinctively social scientific concerns 

it carries the connotation ascribed by Robert Merton to 

producing "orderly and compact arrangement(s) of fruitful 

procedures of inquiry and the substantive findings that 

result from (its) use."8 It carries the common-sense 

notion that building on past research is usually more pro

ductive than the creation of completely new research stra

tegies. 

Moreover, it seems as though the complexity of 

policy related research is exacerbated by the absence of 

even what could be called a pre-paradigmatic strategy—or 

set of strategies for approaching the development of typo

logical analysis. It is possible, however, that there is 

something in the nature of attempts at nomothetic 

explanations—explanations which are based on general pro

positions linked to classes or types of phenomena—that 

they may at best only point to a paradigm in the policy 

sciences, but never quite achieve closure. It may be 



possible, however, to utilize typologies as unifying fra

meworks to guide the analysis. 

Additionally, perhaps, due in part to the potential 

professional risks inherent in going out on poorly defined 

methodological limbs, many individuals who are otherwise 

interested in the policy process have opted for more 

idiographic approaches. The result has been the develop

ment of large and varied body of case study material that 

focuses on specific propositions attempting to explain 

unique phenomena. and, for the most part, those data 

have not been subjected to any particularly systematic 

analysis. 

It should be pointed out here as a matter of 

overall context that much of what is broadly construed as 

"public policy" research is related either directly or 
9 

indirectly to three principal areas of inquiry: 

(1) Comparative State Policy, (2) Rational Choice 

Models and as already alluded to and the focus of this 

paper, (3) Policy Typology Development. 

The comparative policy literature focuses on 

environmental or structural features as indicators of 

policy outcomes, wherein states are used as data points. 

The rational choice literature attempts to explain decision 

making, in general, in essentially economic terms. The 

third category, as already discussed, focuses on the 



construction of policy typologies which can be used mainly 

as explanatory schemes. 



CHAPTER I 

APPROACH 

In light of the foregoing observations, this paper 

specifically attempts to: (1) address the nature of the 

problem of defining criteria for the development of empiri

cally useful typologies (this will be dealt with in the 

context of a literature survey in the areas of ideal types, 

constructed types and policy types), (2) use those criteria 

to evaluate potentially meaningful constructs and (3) apply 

the elements of an adequately developed typology to a 

sample of case study material. The data (case studies) are 

coded using a technique calle case survey methodology. 

More will be said about CSM later. The purpose of the com

bined approach is to find some relatively meaningful way to 

categorize policy and apply it to a promising but apparently 

not overused data base. If typologies exist or can be 

developed that are exclusive and exhaustive enough to be 

used empirically, then the more interesting associations 

between content and process can be explored. This paper 

seeks to examine essentially the front end of the problem. 

7 
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It is mainly a continuation of the search for closure in a 

methodologically mushy area. 



CHAPTER II 

TYPOLOGICAL CONSTRUCTIONS, GENERAL 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND, IDEAL 

TYPES, (THE TRADITIONAL 
VIEW) 

Typological analysis is generally considered repre

sentative of a second level of abstraction, the search for 

commonality just above or beyond description—and just 

short of more generalized analytical systems which require 

quantitative or logical language for expression. According 

to Apter, much of what passes for contemporary social 

science research is conducted at a typological level of 

abstraction. The typological tradition in political 

science and the rest of the social sciences can be traced 

to the pioneering efforts of Auguste Comte and the signal 

works of Max Weber. Comte is significant because he iden

tified and legitimized the essence of a typological style 

of inquiry that would evolve into one of the basic 

approaches to contemporary social science. Implicit in 

Comte's writing was the notion of social types. The 

underlying theme of his analysis was that the typologies 

were "limits to which social reality approaches closer and 

2 
closer without ever being able to reach them." The fun
damental purpose of the typologies, in Comte's view, was to 



10 

make sensible the analysis of intermediate cases; that is 

to say, cases which obtain in real world situations that 

are empirically describable. His method involved com

parison of the intermediate case to its extreme type. In 

this regard, Timasheff says that, "an intermediate case can 

be best understood by establishing how much of one and how 
3 

much of the other, or opposite, type are embodied in it." 

Comte's rudimentary comparisons were the beginning for 

"positive" methods in sociology. 

Subsequently, Max Weber described a slightly more 

sophisticated version of typological analysis—the ideal 

type. The procedure was virtually the same as that 

employed by Comte. Instead of a composite of extremes, 

however, as articulated by Comte Weber's typology was 

reduced to a mental construct formed by less accentuated 

characteristics which would be possible and identifiable in 
5 

the real world of everyday actions. 

In a discussion of the methodological foundations 

of sociology, Weber lays the foundation for what he will 

eventually refer to as the ideal type. Initially, and then 

periodically throughout his writings, he refers to the ideal 

type as a pure type. The concept of a pure type surfaces 

in a preliminary discussion of meaningful social action. 

He indicates that meaning in this context may have two 

different connotations. One relates to the actual or 

existing, concrete reality of a given individual or even to 
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the aggregated average meaning which could be assigned to a 

group of individuals. The other applies to a 

"theoretically conceived pure type of subjective meaning 

attributed to the hypothetical actor or actors in a given 

type of action."^ 

In neither case did he ever single out an objective 

reality which was clearly correct or metaphysically true. 

Weber believed that the overt attempt to refrain from nor

mative judgments was the distinguishing feature that 

separated sociology and history from what he called "the 

dogmatic disciplines." He referred to sociology and 

history as "the empirical sciences of action." The 

dogmatic disciplines of jurisprudence, logic, ethics, and 

esthetics were out to determine only the valid and true 

meanings of the subjects of their inquiry. 

Weber felt that the distinction between action 

which actually was meaningful and action which was merely 

reactive and for which subjective meaning could not be 
o 

attached, cannot be clearly demonstrated empirically. He 

contended that most behavior of interest to the sociologist 

(traditional behavior in particular) is usually somewhere 

between the two possibilities. Moreover, what he regarded 

as understandable and nonunderstandable components of a 

process, e.g., sympathetic interpretations of others' 

experiences and totally internalized psychological pro

cesses, respectively, are often linked together in a highly 
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complex framework. 

In order to interpret that framework, one must be 

capable of producing what Weber characterized as 

"verifiable accuracy of insight and comprehension" 

(Evidenz). The foundation for that level of certainty 

can be either rational or emotional. Rational 

understanding can be further broken down into mathematical 

and logical components. The emotionally empathic can be 

extended to include an esthetic quality of understanding. 

Logic and mathematics, according to Weber, produce the 

maximum levels of rational understanding—as long as basic 

propositions are properly related. Both follow widely 

accepted patterns of thinking. Weber continues this line 

of reasoning into the realm of normal, purposive behavior. 

He says, "In the same way, we also understand what a person 

is doing when he tries to achieve certain ends by choosing 

appropriate means on the basis of the facts of the 

situation as experience has accustomed us to interpret 

4.U n l O them." 

Hence, interpretations of rationally purposeful 

action contain (by understanding the rational selection of 

means) a high (perhaps the highest) level of certainty 

which is socially or intellectually verifiable. At the 

same time, he indicates that many values sought by those 

holding radically different orientations may evidence beha

vior which proves to be incomprehensible. This is true 
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because we are, as observers, unable to engage in what 

Weber refers to as an imaginative participation in their 

action. The observer must attempt to approximate what he 

thinks the basic values are that motivate the unfamiliar 

behavior. By and large, however, most behaviors—even the 

more irrational—have some common basis in everyday 

experience. Consequently, a significant portion of 

observed behavior can be accurately interpreted and 

verified. It is in this context that he stipulates, "For 

the purposes of a typological scientific analysis, it is 

convenient to treat all irrational, affectually determined 

elements of behavior as factors of deviation from a concep

tually pure type of rational action." Moreover, the 

mental construction of an essentially rational course of 

action provides the observer with a type [an ideal type] 

which has the alleged benefits of understandability and 

absence or minimization of ambiguity. It should be noted, 

however, that Weber was not asserting a belief in the pre

valence or predominance of rationalistic elements in social 

life. He viewed the process (in his own words) as "only a 

12 methodological device." With regard to phenomena which 

appear to be without apparent social meaning (in the sub

jective sense), Weber cautions against disregarding them. 

In fact, he advises that one simply accept them as given 

data which sooner or later must be taken into account. By 

adding those kinds of phenomena to the agenda for 
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scientific analysis Weber is keeping the door open for 

explanations of behavior that are not entirely subjective. 

Understanding the range of possibilities is the 

next step in the Weberian progression. Understanding can 

be dichotomized into a direct or immediate observational 

awareness and an explanatory understanding. The first kind 

of understanding (aktuelles verstehen) is linked primarily 

to sensory observation. The second type (erklarendes 

verstehen) is more closely akin to attribution of motives 

or the meaning one attaches to a social act. He refers to 

the latter type of understanding as intended meaning. It 

is similar in some respects to what Merton calls manifest 

functions. The referent is rationally purposive action. 

Understanding in the explanatory sense involves an 

interpretive grasp of the meaning in three basic areas of 

inquiry: "(a) as in the historical approach, the actually 

intended meaning for concrete individual action or (b) as 

in the case of sociological mass phenomena the average of, 

or an approximation to, the actually intended meaning or 

(c) the meaning appropriate to a scientifically formulated 

13 pure type (an ideal type) of a common phenomenon." He 

asserts that the concepts or "laws" of pure theory in eco

nomics would be good examples of this kind of ideal type. 

However, no matter how clear the interpretation 

seems to be (from the point of view of meaning), it is not 

adequate (in and of itself) as a "causally valid 
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interpretation." He further stipulates that "it [the 

interpretation] must remain only a peculiarly plausible 
15 

hypothesis." Moreover, the verification of these 

tediously drawn hypotheses is, according to Weber, possible 

in only a very small number of cases. Ultimately, causal 

explanation in this highly conditional arena is dependent 

on the ability to ascertain the existence and magnitude of 

a probability which, in his words, "in the rare ideal case 

can be numerically stated, but is always in some sense 

calculable, that a given event, overt or subjective, will 

be followed or accompanied by another event. 

In this sense, the overall method Weber applies to 

sociological phenomena, the subjective understanding of 

meaningfully intended action, is predicated on the articula

tion of a pure or ideal type as a benchmark. In many ways 

it is easier to comprehend Weber's conceptual scheme by 

using the term "pure type" as opposed to the prevailing 

usage. 

Weber was careful to point out that his view of an 

"ideal" type was different from the idea of what "ought" to 

obtain. Rather, he delineated a purely logical notion 

which was, as he stated it, " . . . a matter of constructing 

relationships which our imagination accepts as plausibly 

motivated and hence objectively possible and which appear 

16 
as adequate from the nomological standpoint." Moreover, 

Weber was explicit in the requirement that the construction 
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of abstract ideal types be employed as means, not ends, to 

successful conceptualization and theory building."^^ 

A key component in Weber's discussions of typolo

gical analysis is the idea of commonality—that certain 

culturally significant relationships can be described using 

general concepts. The primary implication of an ideal-

typical structure which rests on general concepts is that 

society was and is subject to the constraints of predic

table social forces. According to Gerth and Mills, those 

common themes have to be assumed a priori in order to allow 

18 
for causal analysis. They also indicate that Weber was 

not so much describing a new method as he was merely 

attempting, "to bring to full awareness what social scien

tists and historians had been doing when they used words 

like 'economic man,' 'feudalism,' 'Gothic Versus Romanesque 

19 Architecture,' or 'kingship.'" 

Reinhard Bendix, however, felt that Weber was being 

highly critical of ambiguous constructions employed by 

historians.^^ From that perspective, Weber seemed to be 

indicting the state of the art (social science inquiry) for 

being too implicit in its constructions. Consequently, in 

that context he seemed to advocate explicit forms of typo

logical simplification. It follows that the technique in 

developing what Weber referred to as "unhistorical analy

sis" involved the construction of a model which reflected 

the common theme of several descriptive works but which was 
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not to be found in any particular one in such a con

solidated form. It would, however, contain an explicit 

statement of social consequences. Accordingly, Weber 

insisted that if the ideal type was not made explicit as a 

heuristic device then it would emerge as a vague presup

position which would be unsystematically applied to the 

historian's description. He amplifies that point in the 

following statement. 

But as regards exposition, to the extent that it wishes 
to be unambiguous, the use of precise formulations in 
the sphere of cultural analysis is in many cases abso
lutely necessary. Whoever disregards it entirely must 
confine himself to the formal aspect of cultural pheno
mena, e.g., to legal history. The universe of legal 
norms is naturally clearly definable and is valid (in 
the legal sense) for historical reality. But social 
science in our sense is concerned with practical signi
ficance. This significance however can very often be 
brought unambiguously to mind only by relating the 
empirical data to an ideal limiting case. If the 
historian (in the widest sense of the word) rejects an 
attempt to construct such ideal types as a "theoretical 
construction," i.e., as useless or dispensable for his 
concrete purposes, the inevitable consequence is either 
that he consciously or unconsciously uses other similar 
concepts without formulating them verbally and ela
borating them logically or that he remains stuck in the 
realm of the vaguely "felt."^^ 

To this point, it appears that the (Weberian) ideal 

type is supposed to be useful in three general categories of 

inquiry. According to Walter F. Baber, those categories 

are: (D attempts at first order generalizations about 

empirically observable phenomena, (2) efforts to attribute 

actual causes to given historical events and (3) attempts 

22 to develop normative theory. 
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The first function, producing first order generali

zations, has been characterized by Weber and others as an 

approach to developing mental constructs for defining indi

vidual patterns of action. It can under appropriate con

ditions serve, as Baber characterizes it, as "an empirical 

shorthand, summarizing what is essential in a given set of 

23 
circumstances." Baber also points out that Weber 

believed "the goal of this procedure was to make clearly 

explicit not the class or average character, but rather the 
24 

unique individual character of cultural phenomena." 

Weber seemed to assume in this context, at least, that 

historically important events could be explained by ideal 

typical generalizations which were carried to higher levels 

of abstraction. Those abstractions would assume a charac

teristic Weber labeled as qualitative heterogeneity. The 

ideal type would provide an intellectual vehicle for 

assuming internal consistency of formulations which are not 

necessarily comprehensive in their scope but are at least 

unique or perhaps even central to the phenomena being 

investigated. Baber indicates that the real utility of 

such an approach lies in the ability to "compare individual 

25 
phenomena by understanding their broader implications." 

The second function relates to the issue of causa

tion. Weber characterized the potential for using ideal 

types as causal statements by saying, "[they provide] the 

means for explicitly and validly inputting a historical 
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event to its real causes while eliminating those which on 

the basis of present knowledge seem possible." Weber 

held to the perspective that vigorously derived, histori

cally valid ideal types could be used to disaggregate the 

basic components of an "event." The utility of such an 

approach would be revealed in the generation of necessary 

general concepts and the formulation of more specific 

operational concepts. Once the baseline conceptual fra

mework is in place, according to Weber at least, the ideal 

type statement can be cast in a conditional form. That, in 

turn, becomes essentially a traditional hypothesis. Weber 

goes on to say in this context that causality was "not a 

question of the subsumption of the event under some general 

rubric as a representative case, but of its imputation as a 

27 
consequence of some constellation of variables." Baber 

seems to think that such a declaration implies that one is 

subsequently enabled to posit laws of social science which 

he characterizes as "typical probabilities that specify a 

2 8 
course of action under certain conditions." Baber also 

indicates that he thinks that the ideal type provides the 

context as well as the substance of basic laws in social 

scientific inquiry. Moreover, he cites Weber as iden

tifying an additional ideal typical utility in that motives 

are highlighted when an expected course of social action 

does not materialize or is replaced by a deviant response. 

Consequently, individual behavior can be explained in the 
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classic sense of rational expectations and at the same 

time the observer can interpret (in a high probability con

text) the social action in question. 

The third basic function provided by the ideal type 

is the establishment of a framework for meaningfully com

bining value and social fact. The implication is that the 

conduct of social science, like any other cognitive pro

cess, transpires within the constraints and context of a 

cultural milieu. In that light, ideal types can be seen as 

logical or formal and practical or real constructions in 

that they show what is necessary in the explanation of 

social action; and they show what is (at least according to 

the perceptions of the observer) of long-term value. Baber 

points out that explanation of social action in terms of 

motives cast in ideal typical language (which subsumes 

value based rules) transcends the individual's own 

understanding of his behavior and of those around him. 

Moreover, that is accomplished "without resorting to 

complexities of language and theory that made sense to the 
29 

observer but baffled the actor." Baber and others have 

indicated that the ultimate benefit of Weber's work, in 

this context at least, was that he helped set the stage for 

a value relevant social science. 

In spite of Weber's characterization of his ideal 

typical framework as a relatively complete methodological 

construct, there are flaws inherent in it which, if taken 
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in the perspective of his own times (much less in a contem

porary policy typology context), seem to pose difficult 

epistemological problems. For one thing, Weber used the 

typological method in a variety of different ways, and as 

Bendix has noted, Weber's habit of referring to all of them 

30 
as "'ideal typical' is merely confusing." Bendix goes on 

to say that Weber's tendency to overstate historical cir

cumstances in terms of typological structures leads to the 

inadvertent obscuring of the effects that various forces 

had on what he (Bendix) called the "practical way of life 

. , 31 

of social groups." In the same general context. Parsons 

indicates that in spite of the fact that the rational ideal 

type is "an authentic generalized theoretical concept, and 

on one level adequately meets the requirements of his 

methodological problems . . . (Weber—nonetheless neglec

ted) alternative formulations (and fell) into certain 
32 

biases on the higher levels of generalization." Parsons 
further details the legitimacy and limitations of the ideal 

type with the following: 

The ideal type contains no particular statements of 
fact. But it does, logically, involve a fixed relation 
between the values of the various variable elements 
involved. If analysis is confined to its use, certain 
possibilities of variation on other levels are 
arbitrarily excluded from consideration. This is not, 
of course, to say in any simple sense that it is 
"wrong" but only that it is limited in certain 
respects.^^ 

One implication of Parsons' observations, perhaps, 

is that too much has been expected from typologies, or 
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perhaps, typologies have in some cases been applied to the 

wrong (or less than appropriate) kinds of problems. 

Regardless of whether Weber intended to create or describe 

a system of concepts which would, be either a nontheoreti-

cal formulation or a system of statements which would 

amount to a classically defined theoretical configuration, 

he did seem to hold consistently to the notion that it was 
O A 

not subject to refutation or confirmation. It follows 

that the intended purpose of the ideal type was to be pri

marily heuristic—that is, it was not to be employed 

directly to produce explanations, but as a contrivance from 

which insight (verstehen, perhaps) into new (albeit ten

tative) means for comprehending the phenomenon being 

investigated could be generated. 

Although few social scientists would quarrel over 

the potential utility of idealizations in the research 

process, many could and have disagreed about the actual 

nature of the Weberian legacy. Rudner, for example, indi

cates that much of the confusion and disagreement may stem 

from "the muddle that persists about whether an ideal type 

35 

is a sentence or a term." If it is a term, the implica

tion is that it is a predicate embedded in a more complex 

typological structure. If, on the other hand, it is a sta

tement about a relationship between two or more variables, 

then it is in the strictest sense, empirically verifiable 

or refutable. 



23 

The problem that arises in this discussion is one 

of semantics in the philosophy of science. If one holds to 

the pure definition of an idealization, including the 

fact that it does not really describe anything in the 

everyday real world, then one must exclude empirically 

verifiable statements from ideal typical generalizations. 

That condition would limit the use of ideal types of 

describing, with logically defined terms, phenomena which 

cannot be empirically measured or validated. On the other 

hand, Rudner's interpretation opens up possibilities for 

recharacterizing the use of types. The following section 

explores the implications of that option in a discussion 

of constructed types. 



CHAPTER III 

CONSTRUCTED TYPOLOGIES 

Most ideal types are, perhaps, too abstract to be 

valuable as frameworks for empirical research. They may 

be, as indicated previously, overly generalized statements 

which do not lend themselves to verification or refuita-

tion. Implicit in that characterization is the notion that 

an ideal type lacks the specificity to be linked through 

normal scientific designs to real world situations. In 

that sense, "idealizations" would have limited utility as 

conceptual tools if applied to the essentially empirical 

world of policy analysis. In fact, Ostrom holds that they 

are practically useless. 

Earlier work by Becker and McKinney, however, has 

culminated in a useful set of guidelines for constructing 

typologies that may be more readily empirically tested. 

Although Becker's early efforts amounted to mainly a 

Weberian apology, he eventually found it necessary to 

deploy a conceptual "sea anchor" in order to compensate for 

the distance between a type and its basis in experience. 

Also, Becker's contribution, the "constructed type," was 

not so much a departure from the Weberian model as it was a 

24 
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refinement. According to Howard Jensen, Becker developed 

the constructed type as a formulation that had as its focus 

"a greater regard for probable empirical approximations and 
3 

precise validation." 

The research enterprise unfolds, according to 

Becker, in the following fashion: 

The process begins with a vaguely defined problem, the 
framing of a hypothesis, selective observation (and 
all observation is selective in some sense) with 
reference to it, and eventual construction of a type, 
or a battery of them, that aids in further research.4 

He is careful to point out that hypotheses and 

types are not synonomous. Further, Becker is adamant on 

the issue of quantitative veriflability of types. The 
5 

implication of his essay entitled "Constructive Typology" 

is that types must be predicated on social facts and be 

routinely reevaluated in the light of new evidence. 

Even so, Becker acknowledges the potential for 

overgeneralization by anticipating what has turned out to 

be the most frequent criticism of typologies in general— 

that many exceptions can be found. His reply is, "you can 

never expect anything other than exceptions. If construct 

and 'reality' exactly correspond, you are in the morass of 
r: 

the particular." 

Additionally, it may prove useful to identify two 

related features of constructed types to which Becker 

alluded in the same essay. One is the requirement that 

types only can be properly applied in the highly 
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conditional context of generalized scientific inquiry. 

More specifically, causal linkages can be stipulated only 

to the extent that one can say, given A and B then C, but 

one can not necessarily say whether A and B will occur, 

historically important antecedent cannot be made to order. 

The other is related to the tendency of some to assert that 

constructed types must be of equal generality. Becker 

holds strongly to the notion that types can be developed at 
7 

any level of abstraction. 

McKinney, relying heavily on groundwork by Becker, 

offers a more systematic description of the constructed 

type. He identifies it as a "purposive, planned selection, 

abstraction, combination and (sometimes) accentuation of a 

set of criteria with empirical referents that serve as a 
g 

basis for comparison of empirical cases." Moreover, he 

indicates that the basic components of such a conceptual 

tool are derived from "the elements and relations actually 

found in historical and contemporary social life (Emphasis 

added)." Ultimately, McKinney develops 15 propositions 

which help define the nature of the constructed type: 

(1) The construction of types, as a methodological 
approach, is not confined to any particular science; it 
is a procedure that is applicable to the data of any 
science. The particular type-constructs as substantive 
entities, however, are not interchangable among the 
sciences in view of their restriction to a domain of 
problem relevance. 

(2) The constructed type is a means of reducing 
diversities and complexities of phenomena to a 
generally coherent level. Consequently it does not 
describe or represent any course of action, situation, 
etCr in uniqueness, but does represent an objectively 
probably (empirically relevant) course of action. 
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situation, etc. 
(3) The constructed type is a pragmatically 

devised system of characteristics, made up of 
abstracted elements and formed into a unified concep
tual pattern wherein there may be a intensification of 
one or more attributes for purposes of utility. 

(4) mu . „ . . _ _ . . , .. 

th 
Co , 
scientific typologist in view of the fact that scien
tific constructs presuppose a knowledge of the par
ticulars from which they are drawn. 

(5) A generalizing constructed type can be drawn 
from only two different places: from theory or more 
general types that have already received substantial 
empirical verification, or constructed directly from 
the particulars of a historical situation. 

(6) There are seemingly six major "axes" around 
which types are constructed. The variables of type 
construction involve these polarities: ideal-
extracted, general-specific, scientific-historical, 
timeless-time-bound, universal-local and 
generalizing-individualizing. 

(7) Although examinations of empirical cases may 
never reveal anything more than approximations or 
deviations from the constructed type, it is essentially 
for maximum problem relevance and utility that the type 
should be formulated as being objectively probable. 

(8) The type focuses on uniformity. Consequently 
type usage leads to the development of hypotheses about 
variations or deviations, because variant forms can 
only be comprehended through the notion of uniformity. 
A manifest function of all types is to identify and 
simplify; consequently the constructed tpe performs the 
task of guilding the initial selection of data relative 
to the problematic areas of the sciences. A scientific 
function of the constructed type is to order the 
concrete data so that they may be described in terms 
that make them comparable, so that the experience had 
in one case, despite its uniqueness, may be made to 
reveal with some degree of probability what may be 
expected in others; hence the type is a heuristic 
device constructed primarily for comparative and pre
dictive rather than descriptive purposes. The 
constructed type is a simplification of the concrete; 
therefore all individual concrete occurrences will 
deviate from the type in some respect. These 
deviations will be relative—to each other and to the 
constructed type. Hence the type can serve as a basis 
for the measurement (potential or actual) of the degree 
of deviation. 

(9) A primary contribution of the constructed type 
is that it serves as a basis for comparison of concreiie 
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occurrences. Since both enumeration and measurement 
are subcomponents of comparison, the adaptation of 
quantifying techniques to typological procedure repre
sents a natural line of development. 

(10) The constructed type isolates the behavior 
that IS theoretically significant. It does not in 
itself say anything about the frequency of that beha
vior (a function of enumeration), nor does it say 
anything about the degree of deviation (a function of 
measurement). Consequently quantitative control is a 
desirable adjunct of the constructed type, for it 
enhances the predictive power of the theoretical 
device. 

(11) The use of the constructed type as a predic
tive scheme demands that it be testable under empirical 
conditions. Hence the logic of the experimental method 
is the logic of the explanatory use of the constructed 
type.^ The fact that most of the comparisons necessary 
to this logic must be made with reference to 
"naturally" occurring events, and cannot be produced at 
all, is a handicap to the social scientist, but does 
not deny him explanation in the scientific sense. 

(12) Prediction on the basis of the constructed 
type can be either retrospective or prospective. Hence 
the type "setup" may be sought for in the data of 
history as well as in that of the contemporary or 
future scene. 

The constructed type is a special kind of concept 
in that it consists of a set of characteristics wherein 
the relations between the characteristics are held 
constant for the purposes at hand. Hence the type is a 
pragmatically constructed "system." 

(13) The constructed type as a conceptual device 
represents an attempt to advance concept formation in 
the social sciences from the stage of description and 
empirical generalization to the construction of theore
tical systems. 

(14) As a system, the type has the character of a 
theoretical model that is susceptible of empirical 
interpretation. 

(15) The constructed type is a heuristic expedient 
that serves as a means by which concrete occurrences 
can be compared and comprehended within a system of 
general categories presumably underlying the types. 
Insofar as the constructed type is derived from, or can 
be related to, a generalized scheme, it can perform the 
functions of orienting empirical research to systematic 
theory and, conversely, grounding systemic theory in 
empirical research. 10 

An important aspect of McKinney's approach is that 

when a typology is constructed, it is not final. It has 
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the same tentative character as any other framework for 

scientific inquiry. Typologies expressed in that context 

take on what McKinney refers to as a "provisional 

reality." Consequently, the over-riding implication is 

that, in effect, a typological construction is not superor-

dinate to the empirical research with which it interacts. 

If a typology fails to meet criteria for goodness of fit, 

one does not revise data to improve the fit, one revises 

the typology. 

Although there is little agreement within the 

social sciences about standardized procedures for construc

ting types, McKinney suggests what might be acceptable to 

those focusing on essentially historical research. 

In essence the steps are as follows: 

(1) Delineation of the problem situation 

(2) Familiarization with the relevant available 

data 

(3) Derivation of hypotheses about relationships 

and sequences 

(4) Delineation of empirical uniformitive and 

pragmatic reduction to type 

(5) Simplifications of the type with regard to the 

attribute sphere from which it is drawn 

(6) Adaptation of available theories and prin

ciples to give a tentative explanatory 

accounting of the type 
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(7) Empirical verification of the type; examina

tion of the rate or incidences and degree of 

approximation 

(8) Interpretation-^^ 

Steps 1-3 are relatively straight-forward; they 

conform to widely held notions of normal science. In step 

four, however, "delineation of empirical uniformities" 

refers to a process whereby attributes of the phenomenon 

under investigation are articulated. The attributes 

selected in this stage of the inquiry are to be 

13 "significantly representative" of the phenomenon—as it 

relates to the broader social context. In fact, the attri

butes are defined in terms of the system in which they 

obtain and are acted on. Moreover, they are expressed in 

what McKinney describes as "pure, possibly even exaggerated 

form." The attribute set, then, consists of a hypothe-

tically couched and hence empirically testable framework 

for analysis. 

In step five the type is simplified, in most 

instances, by reducing the number of attributes. This can 

be done, according to McKinney, by correlating attributes 

with each other, combining those which show high levels of 

association. Additionally, if it is determined that an 

attribute which was included in the type on rational or 

logical grounds, but is not supported by subsequent empiri-

15 
cal findings, many be eliminated. 



31 

Step six, adaptation of available theories and 

principles to give a tentative explanatory accounting of 

the type, may involve stating a series of hypothetical 

possibilities regarding what McKinney refers to as the 

"degree of approximation of various types," to the 

constructed type. 

In step seven, empirical verification of the type— 

which involves an examination of the frequency of 

occurrence and degree of approximation, one must assume 

that previous steps have refined the hypotheses to an ade

quate (testable) level. Also, one should be able to assume 

that the attributes are based on an adequate sample of the 

phenomenon under investigation. Then a count of the inci

dence of the typification can be made. McKinney is careful 

to point out that few cases will match the exact con

figuration in the type because the attributes have been 

17 purposely overstated. Moreover, he indicates that it is 

not appropriate to arbitrarily dichotomize whole cases on 

the criterion of fit—no fit. 

If the previous steps have been properly executed, 

one can determine the number of attributes reflected in 

each case and hence, be able to describe the distribution 

of typological features for the entire sample. It follows, 

then, that the basic logic of scaling procedures could be 

applied to the data in order to systematize the rela

tionship between the type and cases in the sample. 
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The last step, interpretation, will in most instan

ces involve not only the assessment of the initially 

constructed type but perhaps the construction of other 

(empirically derived) types which are qualitatively 

different. The problem to be dealt with in this stage, and 

the target of much "neopositivist" criticism, is what 

McKinney refers to as "the breadth of latitude" inherent 

18 
in the interpretative process. McKinney, like Becker, 

anticipates the objection by indicating that typological 

research is better suited for "frontier breaking . . . 

inquiry," for making "a compelling rather than conclusive 

„19 case. 

Taken as a methodological strategy, the above steps 

seem to offer some promise in the identification, simplifi

cation and ordering of typological data--toward the end of 

providing comparability. 

It is an important antecedent to the development 

of more methodologically rigorous treatment of a given phe

nomenon. Also, it seems best suited as a sensitizing tool 

for the screening of historical and secondary data. Still, 

from Comte to Weber to Becker and McKinney, typologies seem 

to be limited by the presence of a certain methodological 

ambiguity. In spite of the limitation, however, typologi

cal methods remain central to a variety of theoretical 

20 areas. 

The theoretical utility of constructed typologies 
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can be shown in a discussion of what Arthur Stinchcombe 

refers to as a type concept. As a tool in social science 

inquiry, it is characterized as a concept which is derived 

from the combined values of a set of variables. There are 

instances in social science research wherein a large number 

of variables has (for a significant number of observations) 

the same set of values. Moreover, when one of the 

variables takes on a different value, then the values for 

the other variables in the set (type) can be expected to 

change. 

The example offered by Stinchcombe is the set of 

chemical elements. If chemical elements are isolated in 

elementary form and are examined systematically, several 

key variables emerge from the analysis. They include, ato

mic weight, valence, specific gravity, freezing and boiling 

points, and number of atoms in a molecule. Most signifi

cantly, all these variables have values which can be pre

dicted given the knowledge of the name of the element or 

vice versa. For example, the (natural) occurrence of basic 

materials which have an atomic weight of "1" tend to have 

the same specific gravity, same valence, same 

freezing/boiling points, same number of atoms in a mole

cule, and so can be grouped under single heading or 

typology-hydrogen. 

In other words, when a fairly large set of 

variables assumes a limited combination of values, the 
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potential for scientific parsimony is significant. Other 

examples of this approach include anthropological classifi

cations of societies such as hunting/gathering, agri

cultural, or industrial; groupings of languages based on 

linguistic roots; meteorological classifications of clouds; 

criteria for state-descriptions in physics, e.g., solid, 

liquid, or gas; rock types in geology; and policy typolo

gies in political science. 

As far as verification of a type is concerned, 

there should be some evidence that the variables consti

tuting the type should be connected to each other. The 

variables should be expected to show a given combination of 

values for a specific situation. Also, the typology should 

prove useful in the construction of theoretical frameworks 

that can be tested. In that context, the type emerges as a 

significant cause or effect of other events or phenomena. 

The primary advantage of characterizing social 

science phenomena in typological frameworks (when 

appropriate) is one of being able to summarize important 

features without losing conceptual rigor in the process. 

The explanatory power of the construct is a function of the 

accumulation of values as opposed to the averaging of those 

values. Additionally, there is the organic implication 

that a meaningfully constructed typology takes on a greater 

or, perhaps, more significant character than the sum of its 

respective parts (variables/values) would otherwise pro

duce. 



CHAPTER IV 

TYPOLOGIES AND PUBLIC POLICY 

The preceding survey of the typological tradition 

introduces at least a basic framework for discussion of 

specific applications to the area of public policy. 

Although there has been enough said in general about typo

logical thinking, there is probably some utility in 

detailing at this point more specific notions of public 

policy. 

Thomas Dye provides a relatively comprehensive sur

vey and critique of policy definitions in his introductory 

chapter to Understanding Public Policy. He says, 

. . . Political Scientist David Easton defines public 
policy as "the authoritative allocation of values for 
the whole society"—but it turns out that only the 
government can "authoritatively" act on the "whole" 
society, and everything the government chooses to do or 
not to do results in the "allocation of values." 

Political Scientist Harold Lasswell and 
Philosopher Abrahm Kaplan define policy as "a pro
jected program of goals, values, and practices," and 
Political Scientist Carl Friedrich says, "It is essen
tial for the policy concept that there be a goal, 
objective, or purpose." These definitions imply a dif
ference between specific governmental actions and an 
overall program of action toward a given goal. The 
problem, however, in insisting that governmental 
actions must have goals in order to be labeled "policy" 
is that we can never be sure whether or not a par
ticular action has a goal, or if it does, what that 
goal is. We generally assume that if a government 

35 
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chooses to do something there must be a goal, objec
tive, or purpose, but all we can really observe is what 
governments choose to do or not to do. Realistically, 
our notion of public policy must include all actions of 
government and not just stated intentions of government 
or government officials. 

Still another approach to defining public policy is 
to break down this general notion into various com
ponent parts. Political Scientist Charles 0. Jones 
asks that we consider the distinction among various 
proposals (specified mean for achieving goals); 
programs (authorized means for achieving goals); deci
sions (specific actions taken to implement programs); 
and effects (the measurable impacts of programs). But 
again we have the problem of assuming that decisions, 
programs, goals, and effects are linked. Certainly in 
many policy areas—welfare and energy, for example--we 
will see that the decisions of government have little 
to do with announced "programs," and neither are con
nected with national "goals." It may be unfortunate 
that our government does not function neatly to link 
goals, programs, decisions, and effects, but as a 
matter of fact, it does not. 

Political Scientist Heinz Eulau and Kenneth 
Preswitt supply still another definition of public 
policy: 

"Policy is defined as a 'standing decision' charac
terized by behavioral consistency and repetitiveness 
on the part of both those who make it and those who 
abide by it." Now certainly it would be a wonderful 
thing if government activities were characterized by 
"consistency and repetitiveness"; but it is doubtful 
that we would ever find "public policy" in government 
if we insist on these criteria. Much of what govern
ment does is inconsistent and nonrepetitive. 

Another ingenious approach is simply to define 
public policy as whatever the "analyst" identifies as 
public policy. According to Political Scientist Hugh 
Heclo: "A policy many usefully be considered as a 
course of action or inaction rather than specific deci
sions or actions, and such a course has to be perceived 
and indentified by the analyst in question." In other 
words, if you think you known what government is really 
trying to do, then you can define that as public 
policy. Of course, the problem here is that what one 
"analyst" may perceive as public policy, another 
"analyst" may not.! 
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In the same context. Dye overshadows his survey of 

definitions by asserting that, "public policy is whatever 

governments choose to do or not to do."2 j^ ̂  similar, 

but more comprehensive framework, Cochran, Mayer, Carr 

and Cayer define public policy as, 

"An intentional course of action followed by a 
government institution or official for resolving 
an issue of public concern. Such a course of 
action must be manifested in laws, public 
statements, official regulations or widely 
accepted and publicly visible patterns of 
behavior.3 

Stokey and Zeckhauser, by implication, indicate 

that policy has an assumed rational basis which consists 

of (1) a context or issue history, (2) alternative 

courses of action, (3) a range of potential consequences, 

(4) a range of outcomes which is valued differentially, 

and (5) the actual decision.4 

The typological literature which is in large 

part responsible for the generally fruitful debate over 

the nature of public policy was, for the most part, 

initiated almost two decades ago by Theodore Lowi. 

Lowi's groundbreaking, work set the agenda for 

public policy typologies research. The approach he 

outlines is an attempt to displace what he calls, "the 

descriptive, subject-matter categories of the pluralists 
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with functional cateaories "5 „ , . • *. • 
v̂  icxj. «-ciut;yuL j.es. rpĵQ categorization 

scheme rests on a loosely structured quasi-syllogistic 

argument. It posits the notions that (1) social 

relationships are a function of expectations that groups 

and individuals held regarding what they will receive 

from others; (2) government policies (or "outputs") 

determine those expectations in politics; and (3) "there

fore, a political relationship is determined by the type 

of policy at stake, so that for every type of policy there 

is likely to be a distinctive type of political relation

ship. Lowi focuses on how single issues are resolved 

to the definition of policies in reference to their 

projected or actual impact on society. In that context 

Lowi asserts that, "when policies are defined this way, 

there are only a limited number of types; when it is all 

said and done, there are only a limited number of functions 

that governments can perform."^ Like other theorists in 

the typological tradition, Lowi tries to anticipate the 

fundamental criticism of his approach. He allows that, 

"there is no need to argue that the classification scheme 

exhausts all the possibilities even among domestic poli

cies; it is sufficient if most policies and the agencies 

that implement them can be categorized with little, if any, 
8 

damage to the nuances." However, Ostrom and others cite 
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the less than complete closure of the approach as its fatal 

flaw. 

Lowi's typology initially included three functional 

categories—(1) Regulatory, (2) Distributive and (3) 

Redistributive.9 ^ fourth category, constituent, was 

later introduced. He contends that the categories are not 

only functionally but historically distinctive— 

identifying, "distribution (as) almost the exclusive type 

of national domestic policy from 1789 until virtually 

1890."10 Regulatory and redistributive policies sub 

sequently came on stream in response to pressure group 

structures which evolved along with increasing social and 

economic complexity. 

The basic policy areas sketched in the typology can 

be defined as follows: 

(1) Distributive policies are those which, in the 

short run at least, involve decisions which do not involve 

the zero-sum depletion of a limited resource. Examples 

Lowi gives include public land and resource policies, e.g., 

harbors and rivers, defense acquisition and research, as 

well as so-called "clientele services" in agriculture, and 

tariff policies. Disaggregation of the commodity, 

resource, or whatever, is the hallmark of distributive 

policy. So much so is that seemingly true in Lowi's analy

sis, that he asserts. 
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These are policies that are virtually not policies at 
all but are highly individualized decisions that only 
by accumulation can be called policy. They are poli
cies in which the indulged and the deprived, the loser 
and the recipient, need never come into direct 
confrontation.-'--'-

Moreover, he asserts that "patronage," when considered in 

the broadest sense, is not a bad synonym for distributive 

policy. 

(2) Regulatory policies, although quite similar to 

distributive mechanisms, lack the range of disaggregative 

potential of the latter. Also, for the short term, regula

tory choices produce a clear, direct scenario of who gets 

what and who pays or who is deprived. 

Lowi holds that the nature of regulatory appli

cation channels it along fundamental lines or "sectors" of 

the economy. He not only stipulates that regulatory 

choices are accumulated along sectorial lines, but conver

sely are, for the most part, only "disagregable down to the 

-. nl2 sector level. 

(3) Redistributive policies are depicted as being 

similar to regulatory policies; they affect interactions 

among several potentially broad groupings of people to the 
13 

extent that "individual decisions must be interrelated." 

The differences, however, are significant. The groups on 

which impact is registered are very broad. Lowi allows 

that they may be as broad as social classes. The impact is 

frequently characterized in dichotomous terms as, for 
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example, the "haves and have nots." The intent of 

redistributive policy is not to provide equal access or 

treatment, but equal outcomes. Lowi sums up the nature of 

redistributive decisions by saying, "the nature of a 

redistributive issue is not determined by the outcome of a 

battle over how redistributive a policy is going to be. 

Expectations about what it can be, what it threatens to be, 

14 
are determinative." 

(4) The constituent category, as articulated by 

Lowi, does not appear to be the same kind of conceptual 

took as the other three. In his discussion of party 

functions''-^ he distinguishes between "constituent process 

and functions on the other hand, and policy processes and 

outputs on the other." "̂^ "Constituent" is defined more 

comprehensively than the usual notion it carries of 

someone or some group being represented. Lowi defines the 

concept as, "Necessary in the formation of the whole; for-

17 
ming; composing; making an essential part." In terms of 

party functions, Lowi holds that constituent processes 

relate to the management of the governmental system itself. 

In that sense, and in the context of political party acti

vity, Lowi asserts that "responsible parties" are those 
18 „ 

which engage in constituent and policy processes. He 

allows, however, that we have, "a party system that splits 

regime off from policy. It leaves us with parties that 

virtually exist to keep leadership, succession, and the 
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constitutional structure separate from the actual settle-
19 ment of issues." 

It seems that Lowi has generated a set of typolo

gies which in three of its possible categories attempts to 

account for differences in policy impact and the politics 

thereby generated. In the last category there is an effort 

to account for politics irrespective of policy or issue 

agendas. On the surface, the first three seem to have a 

certain utility, given the degree to which one is willing 

to tolerate conceptual ambiguity when it comes to cate

gorizing various policy initiatives and outcomes. The 

fourth type—constituent—appears to be useful mainly as a 

residual category for political action that is too nebu

lous, e.g., party activity, to fit somewhere else. 

It is analogous to the forced co-existence in this 

system of a policy oriented constituent framework, i.e., 

(Constitution) and a control oriented party system which 

has its origins not in political theory, but in the prac

tical struggle over who governs. The constituent function 

seems to be a conceptual chameleon which demonstrates 

essentially latent impacts on the types of coercion, policy 

and politics which at times characterize the American 

20 
Governmental System (see Table 1). 

Relationships generated by combining the four typo

logical categories in Table 1 into a matrix demonstrate, 

according to Lowi, "the types of coercion available to 
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governments. Moreover, he contends that one way to eva

luate hypothetical arrangements generated in this para

digmatic matrix is to look at accounts of perceptions 

attributed to "top officials" involved in given policy 
22 

scenarios. The grist for this typological mechanism is 

the case study literature. Nevertheless, many contend that 

his types are just too ambiguous to uniformly apply to a 

varied set of policies because in many cases the same 

policy can be characterized as being more than one type. 

Lewis Froman suggest an alternative typological 

23 
construct. He draws on some of the early and what he 

refers to as "quite primitive" typology dichotomies of 

Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, e.g., "style and position" 

issues, Edelman's "material and symbolic" levels of satis

faction, Huntington's "strategic and structural" issues, 

Dahl's "issue areas" and, of course, Lowi's more substan

tial typologies. In that context, he surveys the findings 

on six basic policies—"Manager-council government, nonpar

tisan elections, annexation, intermunicipal cooperation, 

fluoridation, and urban renewal"—and posits two categories 

for distinguishing the policies from each other; one he 

24 
refers to as "areal," the other as "segmental." 

According to Froman, five of the six policies (all but urban 

renewal) are areal because (1) they affect the total popu

lation, (2) each is mainly a product of a single action 

(implying comprehensiveness), and (3) the effect on the 

25 
total population is simultaneous. Urban renewal, on the 
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other hand is adjudged segmental because it affects a rela

tively small "segment" of the population. Ultimately, he 

produces an analytical framework that stipulates the 

existence of areal policies in essentially homogeneous com

munities whereas segmented policies are found in more 

heterogeneous jurisdictions. 

Some of the same problems, however, are visited on 

Froman's typology as on its predecessors. One can argue, 

for example, that on occasion some of his areal policies, 

e.g., annexation, can filter through the epistemological 

barrier and become or be labeled segmental. Logical 

problems of exclusiveness and exhaustability seemingly 

weaken Froman's typological categories. 

Froman does not cite Mancur Olson's, The Logic of 

Collective Action in the list of pioneering studies of 

public policy. However, it seems that Olson was able to 

isolate a key factor which characterizes the process. 

Olson utilized the economic notion of exclusion, which he 

defined as the ability to prevent a given category of 

people from receiving the benefits of a spescified good, as 

the distinguishing characteristic of private as opposed to 

public goods.^^ Also, J. G. Head, and others deal with the 

concepts of exclusion, social goods, social wants, joint-

ness, and external economies in the public finance litera

ture of the early 1960's.^^ Their work generally points in 

the direction of typological constructions that on the 
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basis of economic theory hold the potential for providing 

useful concepts in operational terms. In turn, much of 

their work was based on or in response to the landmark work 

of Paul Samuelson, which in 1954 introduced a normative 

theory of public expenditure that focused on the idea of 
28 public goods. 

Relying heavily on the economic underpinnings of 

Samuelson, Olson and Head, Elinor Ostrom and Vincent Ostrom 

have constructed a policy typology which focuses on the 

nature of goods. 29 They use the notions of exclusion and 

jointness of use to delineate "private, toll, common pool 

30 and public" goods (see Figure 1). 

Jointness of Use or Consumption 

Alternative Use Joint Use 

Feasible 

E 
x 
c 
u 
s 
• 

1 

o 
n Infeasible 

Private Goods: bread 
shoes, automobiles. 
haircuts, books, etc. 

Common Pool Resources: 
water pumped from a 
ground water basin. 
fish taken from an 
ocean, crude oil 
extracted from an oil 
pool. 

Toll Goods: 
theaters, night 
clubs, telephone 
service, toll 
roads, cable TV, 
electric power. 
library, etc. 
Public Goods: 
peace and secur
ity of a com
munity, national 
defense. 
mosquito abate
ment, air pollu
tion control. 
fire protection. 
streets, weather 
forecasts, public 
TV, etc. 

Fig.l--Types of Goods 
Source: Elinor Ostrom and Vincent Ostrom, "Public Goods 

and Public Choices" in E. S. Savas, Alternatives 
for Delivering Public Services (Boudler: 
Westview, 1977), p. 12. 
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Private goods, in the Ostrom model, are given the 

relatively common sense connotation of allocation by market 

forces which makes exclusion a feasible option. Toll goods 

also involve the exclusionary option, but according to the 

Ostroms, "the good is enjoyed in common" (refer to examples 
r. 31 

m rigures). Common pool resources are characterized by 

a certain difficulty in the enforcement of exclusion. They 

are, however, usually characterized by the limitation of 

what Ostrom & Ostrom call subtractibility; that is, the 

resource once used cannot be used by another party in the 

same context, e.g., fish taken from a lake. Public goods, 

on the other hand, are identifiable by virtue of their 

potential for "joint consumption in the absence of 
32 exclusion." Additionally, the Ostroms indicate that 

measuring the delivery of public goods is typically more 

difficult than is the case with private sector operations. 

They hold that public goods require more qualitative 

measures. Also, they contend that the degree of choice is 

significantly constrained in a public goods context. The 

fundamental implications of the constraint are articulated 

as follows: 

The quality of a good or service is available under 
existing terms and conditions, and one's preference 
will not materially affect the quality of such a good. 
Furthermore, individuals may be forced to consume 
public goods which have a negative value for them. 
Streets, for example, may become congested thorough
fares restricting the convenience of local residents 
and shoppers who are required to cope with the traffic 
whether they like it or not.33 
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Essentially, the focus of the Ostroms' attention is on 

public goods and the potential interface of "private sec

tor" behavior in the public service delivery system. 

Accordingly, they go to considerable length to operationa-

lize the distinctions between the two types. The following 

table summarizes what they consider the key characteristics 

of each. 

Public and Private Goods 

Private Goods 

Relatively easy to 
measure quantity and 
quality 

Can be consumed by 
only a single 
person 

Easy to exclude 
someone who doesn't 
pay 

Individual 
generally has a choice 
of consuming or not 

Individual gener
ally has a choice as 
to kind and quality 
of goods 

Payment for goods 
is closely related to 
demand and consumption 

Allocation decisions 
are primarily by market 
mechanism 

Public Goods 

Relatively difficult 
to measure quantity and 
quality 

Consumed jointly and 
simultaneously by many 
people 

Difficult to exclude 
someone who doesn't 
pay 
Individual generally has 
no choice as to consuming 
or not 

Individual generally 
has little or no choice as 
to kind and quality of 
goods 

Payment for goods is 
not related to demand or 
consumption 

Allocation decisions 
are made primarily by 
political process^4 

Subsequently, the organization of public goods and 

their delivery is dichotomized, in the context of "a public 

economy," into collective consumption units and production 

units.^^ Consumption units are described variously as 

providers or arrangers of a given service or as an unspe

cified provision mechanism, whereas production units are 
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literally described as production entities. Ostrom and 

Ostrom use the following table to identify the respective 

characteristics of each entity or process: 

Collective-Consumption Units And 
Producer Units 

Collective-Consumption 
Unit Producer Unit 

Generally, a govern- May be a Unit of Govern
ment which aggregates ment, a private, profit-
and articulates the making firm, a not-for-
demands of its constit- profit institution, or a 
uents voluntary association 

Has coercive power to Aggregates factors 
obtain funds to pay for of production and pro-
public services and to duces goods to the spec-
regulate consumption ification of a collective 
patterns consumption unit 

Pays producer Receives payment from 
units for delivering collective-consumption unit 
public goods for delivering public goods 

Receives complaints Supplies information 
and monitors perform- to collective-consumption 
ance of production unit about costs and pro-
unit duction possibilities^^ 

What ultimately emerges from their categorical refinements 

is a relatively well-defined typological construction. It 

is less ambiguous than most of the earlier typological 

endeavors. The Ostrom model is characterized by ter

minology (mainly drawn from economics) that appears to 

allow others to use it with reasonable assurance that the 

same phenomena are being investigated in the same way. 

For example, one cell of the Ostrom construct, the 

common pool category, has already been further refined by 

Godwin and Shepard (see Table 2). They set up a two-by-two 

table with row categories of uniquity and scarcity and 
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column categories for stationary and fugitive 
37 

characteristics. 

Examples of the various arrangements are shown in 

the table below. 

TABLE 2 

A TYPOLOGY OF COMMON RESOURCES 

Stationary Fugitive 

Ubiquitous Timber Wind 
(prior to 1800) Solar Radiation 

Scarce Timber (Currently) River Water 
English Commons Lands Migrating 

Wildlife 

SOURCE: Kenneth Godwin and Bruce Shepard, "Forcing 
Squares, Triangles and Elipses into a Circular Paradigm," 
Western Political Quarterly 32 (September 1979), p. 268. 

One can see the advantages of the logical "nesting" of 

constructs of this type. Ostrom and Ostrom's more genera

lized abstraction places common pool resources at the 

intersection of subtractable uses and infeasible exclusion. 

Godwin and Shepard in that context, then, demonstrate 

whether the resources in question, e.g., timber, river 

water or land are stationary and plentiful, fugitive and 

plentiful, fugitive and scarce, or stationary and scarce, 

respectively. Those determinations are such that agreement 

is not only possible, but probable. Thus the policy typo

logy enterprise is able to move off of high center in 

explaining some variation on the policy process. Also, the 
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variation can be set in the more precise context of an 

incentive structure that affects potentially different 

users of a resource. 

Still, the complexity of the policy process is 

problematic. Even the logical improvements suggested by 

the work of Olson, Head, Ostrom, Godwin and Shepard and 

others leave considerable levels of ambiguity to be 

refined. Greenberg, Miller, Mohr and Vladeck have 

38 described the nature and scope of policy complexity. 

They indicate that: (1) The policy process may extend over 

a lengthy time frame. Hence there is difficulty in iden

tifying a discrete moment or analytic unit of time for the 

"policy;" (2) Any given policy may have multiple impacts 

or outcomes (beyond what was intended); (3) Almost any 

policy process is going to be complexitized to include a 

large number of (diverse) participants; (4) Finally, and 

for the purpose of this paper perhaps most significantly, 

public policy probably cannot be expressed as a function of 

what Greenberg et al. refer to as "simple additive 

models."^ The variables tend to be highly interactive. 

They are according to Greenberg et al., ". . . almost never 
40 

a single, discrete, unitary phenomenon." They are, in a 

sense, "transcumulative." Almost without exception other 

students of policy processes also identify complexity and 

typological ambiguity as the fatal flaws which limit the 

development of more comprehensive policy frameworks for 
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theory building. 

Steinberger, however, argues that ambiguity should 

be regarded as "a salient and ineluctable" feature of the 

41 
public policy process. He posits the controversial idea 

that ambiguity can be used as "a fundamental defining 

42 
element." The pivotal hypothesis of his work is that 

virtually any given policy can be defined and subsequently 

understood in several (significantly) different yet still 

useful ways. That becomes possible, from his perspective, 

because he looks for policy definitions not among the 

scholarly community of policy analysts, but instead, among 

the potentially large number of participants (affected par

ties) in the policy formation process. In a very important 

sense, the analysis shifts from the classification of the 

policy itself to the classification of the perceptions of 

participants (groups and individuals) in the process. He 

thereby claims to sidestep a major criticism of using typo

logical constructions in policy analysis—that few obser

vers can agree on the typology. He identifies the 

different perceptions of participants as a primary point of 

departure for meaningful analysis of policy. 

E. Ostrom has taken issue with Steinberger on the 

decision to convert what, as previously mentioned, is held 

to be the major shortcoming of much policy research— 

typological ambiguity—into the primary focus of the 

inquiry. "̂"̂  She contends that, "the problem with these 
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concepts (including Steinberger's classifications of per

ception) is not that different actors can give different 

meanings to the same policy, but rather that the same ana

lyst cannot classify any one policy unambiguously into one 

or the other of the conceptual categories." She does, 

however, point to her own work and that of Godwin and 

Shepard as relatively more successful than some of the 

pioneering efforts of Lowi and others. Ultimately, based 

on work already cited in this paper she makes a fairly cre

dible methodological case for enhancing the typological 

protocol with economic syntax. By doing so she is able to 

gain some closure on the problem of conceptual ambiguity. 

The next section addresses some preliminary con

siderations of developing a methodology which incorporates 

typological elements into a framework that might produce 

some agreement on what those elements represent. 



CHAPTER V 

METHODOLOGY: INITIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Problems of typological ambiguity in public policy 

analysis are inextricably embedded in the more generalized 

problems of knowledge and reality (in the strictly philo

sophical sense). Berger and Luckmann identify the crux of 

the matter (in the context of reality construction) by rhe

torically asking, "What is real? How is one to know?" 

Those fundamental questions relate not just to the everyday 

existential problems of ordering experience, but to the 

more refined intellectual processes of typifying reality 

and, when possible, explaining it. Selective perception, 

however, makes typification, on a consensual basis, quite 

difficult. With tongue in cheek, Sharkansky articulates 

the difficulty this way: "Where you sit shapes what you 
^ „2 

see and what you do—maybe. 

Greenberg, Miller, Mohr, and Vladeck define the 

problem in terms of reference points which attempt to pro

vide some clarity in the development of concepts and 

hypotheses. They raise the following questions: "Which 

aspect of a complex issue or decision is to be studied? 

From whose point of view is a concept to be defined? Which 

54 
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of several participants in a coalition is to be studied? 

Over what time period should the measurement of a variable 
3 

take place?" 

The basic problem alluded to here is one of 

establishing a reasonable set of criteria for arranging 

meaningful perceptions of important phenomena. Put another 

way, typological constructions (whether in the realm of 

public policy or other fields of inquiry) may require not 

just definitions and descriptions of so-called objective 

components, but instructions (methods) for placing the com

ponents into a specific context. The following figures 

(Figures 2-4) and discussion may help illustrate the point: 

Fig. 2—Alternative Perceptual Contexts 

If the task is to describe Figure 2 (above), and no 

prior context is afforded, one could justifiably produce at 

least two significantly different depictions. One, the 

most obvious to most, is that of a two-dimensional hexagon, 

a flat plane drawing. The other is that of a three-

dimensional cube. If, however, some prior context—some 

visual or verbal criteria relating to the intent of the 
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draftsman is presented prior to the analysis—the ambiguity 

can be substantially if not completely eliminated. The 

next figure (Figure 3) helps support the assertion. 

Fig. 3—Common Perceptual Context 

Elements Y and Z are clearly three-dimensional 

cubes, leading the observer to see and evaluate element A 

as a cube. Although A can still be seen as a two-

dimensional construction and may be evaluated as such it is 

clear to most that, given the context, it is more 

appropriately evaluated as a cube. 

The problem with much of what passes as policy 

typologies is that the context of possibilities is not ade

quately delineated. Thus the outside observer is left to 

his/her own imagination to reconstruct the original nuances 

implicit in a given policy analysis. Or, in some cases the 

actual, overt typification of a policy may be couched in 

such a way as to produce distractingly plausible alternative 

interpretations. In either case the ambiguity which may be 
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a salient and ineluctable element becomes mainly a source 

of confusion and frustration. For example, assuming three-

dimensionality (the ostensibly adequate predisposing con

text of possibilities for the last example), is the figure 

(Figure 4) below a hallway or a pyramid which has had the peak 

cut away? 

Fig. 4—Incomplete Perceptual Context 

If the outside observer is expected to evaluate a 

given construct the same way the originator has, then more 

information about the context must not only be provided, 

but justified. In a discussion of institutionalization 

(the habitualization of human activity) Berger and Luckmann 

provide some reinforcement for the preceding assertion. 

Even though their remarks are focused on behavior in 

general, they perhaps unknowingly or at least indirectly 

address the policy typology problem when they stipulate, 

"The typifications of habitualized actions that constitute 

institutions are also shared ones." Moreover, they con

tend, "It is important to keep in mind that the objectivity 
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of the institutional world, however massive it may appear 

to the individual, is a humanly produced, constructed 

objectivity (emphasis added)."^ For the purposes of this 

paper the "constructed objectivity" is crucial. The way a 

typology is ordered will determine its utility. And, 

according to Lowi it must precede other forms of 

analysis. He asserts, in that context, "taxonomy 
, _ 9 

before ontogeny or phylogeny." The implications of his 

somewhat oblique language are that not only is classifica

tion necessary for establishing some sense of predic

tability, but that uncovering what he calls the "basis" for 

a typology can illuminate nuances as well as the straight

forward significance of the object of inquiry. Ultimately, 

he contends that a policy taxonomy would suggest the 

hypothesis of fundamental concern, and convert " . . . 

important phenomena into 'variables' which make them more 

esthetic to the scientist in political science." 

What Lowi goes on to suggest in his 1972 PAR 

article is a generalized method for rendering case study 

material more systematic. It involves (1) selecting an 

adequate base of case studies, and (2) in Lowi's words, 

"interviewing each author by addressing certain questions 

to his case study." •'••'• (Note that the author is not 

actually interviewed. Only his case study is scrutinized 

for pertinent facts sought by interview [survey] style 

questions.) The questions are not reported in Lowi's 
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article, but the artifacts they are designed to retrieve 

from the case studies are. They include behavioral charac

teristics of participants, patterns of interaction among 

participants, e.g., logrolling, bargaining or ideological 

strategies, stability of coalitions, bureaucratic-

professionalism, lobbyist roles, committee roles, floor 

roles and executive roles; (3) the policies addressed by 

the respective case studies are typed by outcomes as either 

distributive, regulative or redistributive on the basis of 

criteria outlined in earlier articles and summarized in an 

earlier section of this discussion; (4) the attributes (or 

artifacts) listed above are arrayed in columns and matched 

with rows consisting of the actual policies which are 

subgrouped under the respective typological headings, e.g., 

12 
distribute. (See table 3.) ; (5) Then descriptive 

entries, logrolling, bargaining, and ideology under column 

two, for example, are provided for each variable column for 

each policy under investigation. The descriptive entries 

are derived from the actual case study accounts as summary 

indicators. As to the problem of word variation which 

could occur as different readers ascribe different nuances 

to the rhetoric of any given case study, Lowi indicates, 

"Even if something is lost by converting a paragraph or 

section into a single, summary word, the repetition and 

regular variation of these words across 17 important cases 

13 
cannot be taken lightly. 
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Using the summary table as a point of departure, 

Lowi shows that specific sub-processes in the formation of 

policy can be highlighted. He takes, for example, the fre

quency of amending actions in the post-1948 policies plus 

all bills in the first session of the 87th Congress which 

were subjected to roll call votes in both houses and deve

lops a table which breaks out frequency of action by policy 

type, e.g., distributive, redistributive and regulatory 

(see Table 4) .''•̂  

TABLE 4 

EVIDENCE OF FLOOR CREATIVITY: AMENDMENTS 
THREE EXAMPLES OF STRAIGHT 

AMENDMENT COUNTS 

X Number of 
Amendments 
Offered Per 
Bill 

(2) Percent 
of These 
Passed 

(3) Percent of 
Significant 
Amendments, 
Passed Over 
Sponsor 

Weighted X's 
Summary of All 
8 Levels of 
Amending Action 
House Senate 

Distributive 
Bills 
(N = 22) 

Redistribu
tive Bills 
(N = 25) 

Regulative 
Bills 
(N = 15) 

5.8 41.8 

9.1 62.4 

12.8 48.9 

24 

67 

05 

15 

.46 

16 

45 

.50 

The actual "amending behavior is broken down into 

eight types and ranked in terms of degree of difficulty. 

The types are: "(1) number of amendments offered; (2) 
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percent passed; (3) number of important amendments offered; 

(4) percent of those passed; (5) number of amendments 

offered over objections of sponsor; (6) percent of those 

passed; (7) number of important amendments offered over 

objections of sponsor; (8) percent of those passed. ""̂ ^ 

The next step according to Lowi is as follows, "the average 

amending activity, using each of the eight types, was 

tallied, and the results of three are presented in the 

table." The weighted means listed at the far right-

hand side of the table were generated by assigning numbers 

from 1 to 8 to each activity, "to reflect roughly the 

degree of difficulty a member would have in getting each 
17 type of amendment adopted." 

There is no discussion, however, of what criteria, 

if any, are used to assess the "degree of difficulty." 

That, coupled with the apparent fact that the policy typo

logies really are too ambiguous to be of much empirical 

utility raises serious questions about the approach as it 

is formulated. The typologies and the ranking system are 

in need of more refinement. A more systematic case survey 

method than the one suggested by Lowi used in conjunction 

with more rigorous typologies holds some promise, however. 

What is needed is an approach which can break policy down 

into meaningful, analyzable units. Greenberg et al., for 

example, indicate that in addition to the establishment of 

adequate reference points, precise definitions of concepts 
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and carefully delineated boundaries (in terms of a universe 

of applicability) are necessary in order successfully to 
18 

explain given aspects of the policy process. The next 

section will explore the potential for using a variation of 

the case survey method for realizing some of the objectives 

identified in the previous discussion. 



CHAPTER VI 

QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL APPLICATIONS 

This section addresses the specific components of a 

research design for applying a variant of case survey 

methodology to a sample of the case study literature. The 

design is reflective of the heretofore generalized 

discussion of the problems encountered at the policy level 

of analysis. Clearly, it relies heavily on the ideas of 

Lowi, Greenberg, et al., Ostrom and Ostrom, and Godwin and 

Shepard. The attempt is to illustrate an approach which 

makes the inherent complexity of policy studies a little 

less unmanageable. 

Assumptions 

Given the previous discussion of policy typologies, 

it can be argued that most of the pioneering efforts in 

typological construction have produced research strategies 

which require simultaneous use of different levels of 

abstraction and difficult-to-define units of analysis. 

However, as a result of that tradition, work has been done 

which goes a long way toward solving those problems. 

Incorporation of the concepts, variables, and indicators 

65 
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(drawn from that body of literature) into this design is 

done on the basis of the following assumptions: 

(1) The policy process is describable and analy

zable in a systemic context. That is to say that "policy" 

can be studied (as such) at an aggregated level of 

analysis. 

(2) The case study literature can be systemati

cally refined using techniques such as the case survey 

method to extract quantifiable characteristics from litera

ture reflecting different research formats. 

(3) Although policy histories, in many cases, are 

continuous in nature, they can be broken down into relati

vely discrete temporal units by focusing on such indicators 

as "the point of last significant controversy," and other 

"milestones" in the process. The entire life history of a 

policy need not be documented or reported. 

(4) Components of the policy process can be con

ceptualized and operationalized to the extent that their 

relationships can be statistically explained. 

(5) Typologies which are exclusive and exhaustive 

can be used to enhance the explanatory power of research 

which focuses on aggregate levels of analysis. 

(6) The development of exclusive and exhaustive 

types is more likely to be productive when couched in terms 

of economic rather than "logical" or strictly "semantic" 

considerations in that they are easier to operationalize. 
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(7) Even given careful conceptualization and 

operationalization of the process, a simple additive 

approach to accumulating explanatory "bits" probably will 

not adequately explain the whole policy process. The whole 

will, because of unique interactions of components within 

the process, be greater than the sum of its parts. It 

will be transcumulative in nature. Only refinements in 

data collection can, on an aggregate level, further reduce 

the level of uncertainty inherent in the policy analysis 

problem. 

On the surface, at least, the Ostrom typology meets 

enough of the criteria for an empirically testable model to 

warrant further operationalization and application to a 

small sample of case studies. The basic components of the 

construct, private, toll, common pool and public goods are 

adequately described and illustrated so that other obser

vers can reach some consensus on the meaning of each. 

Additionally, what is required in order for the approach to 

work is a willingness of the user to function within the 

parameters of what was referred to in a previous section 

as an adequate predisposition of possible interpretations. 

What that means in terms of utilizing the Ostrom construct 

is that one must allow the assumption that the goods in 

question exist only in their specifically defined discrete 

contexts. That is to say, for example, that if one is 

dealing with common pool goods (in which the characteristic 
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of subtractibility is operational) one must acquiesce to 

the literal constraint that a resource once used cannot be 

used by another party. The example given in previous 

discussion was fish taken from a lake. Although someone 

else could eat the fish caught by one party he could not 

catch the fish—because by definition they had already been 

caught. What is being referred to as the resource is the 

fish as it is being caught. It is, more specifically, the 

opportunity to be catching the fish (the event itself) as 

opposed to the real or imagined utility of the fish. Even 

if the fish were returned to the lake unharmed, they still 

could not in that (discrete) original instance be caught by 

anyone else. 

In that sense, the Ostrom construct is organized 

around what McKinney described as general-specific 

polarity. As such, it is amenable to operationalization 

using a truncated form of case survey methodology. 

In that context, one way to examine the utility of 

the Ostrom construct is to operationalize its elements in 

the form of dichotomies. If adequately developed, those 

indicators can be used to pull data out of case study 

material in a systematic fashion. 

The case survey method (CSM), according to its ori

ginator, William Lucas, is a method which was developed, 

"as a means of bringing diverse case studies together under 

a common conceptual framework so that findings will be 
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cumulative."! That framework is structured in terms of 

a checklist (set of questions) that helps establish the out

comes of a policy process and that might uncover predisposing 

or causal factors for those outcomes. Two of the most crucial 

aspects of the enterprise are the structure of the questions 

and the conceptual definitions. Both need to be specific 

enough to allow the reader/analyst to extract relevant data 

from the respective case studies. According to Lucas, 

Conceptually, the case survey method is quite 
simple. The analyst wishes to distill the lessons from 
a set of local case experiences. He prepares a set of 
questions that ascertain the outcomes of interest and 
the alternative determinants of those outcomes. The 
possible answers to the questions are carefully struc
tured and defined so that the analyst, after reading 
the case materials, can readily determine the most 
appropriate response. The answers to these questions 
are determined in the same manner for each of the cases 
that have been selected for study.2 

Sample questions from Lucas' study of citizen par

ticipation organizations (CPO) are shown below. 

1. Is the target population being served (check 
(A) In a large metropolitan area? ( 
(B) In a city of under 250,000 

population? (B) 
(C) In a small city under 50,000 

population? (C) 
(D) In a predominantly rural area, 

or a town under 5,000 population? 
37. Does the CPO have substantial influenc 

hh^ investiaation of complaints indivi 

one) 
A) 

uence in u o e s u n e «^ru n a v e ssuu=>uciiiuj.cix x u x i u e u t j e xn 
the i nves t i ga t i on of complaints indiv idual 

(A) Not at all. 
(B) To a trivial degree. 
(C) To a significant but limited degree. 
(D) To a high degree.3 
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Most of the checklists surveyed contained questions 

in the form of straightforward yes/no dichotomies or basic 

categories which form ordinal level continua. Once data 

are collected in that format, a series of contingency table 

or cross tabulations can be constructed, and a variety of 

associational measures applied to hypothesized rela

tionships . 

Yin and Heald compare the case survey method to two 

other approaches, the prepositional method and cluster 

methodology. 

In general, three approaches may be used to review 
this research and evaluate the more significant fin
dings. The first is a prepositional method, which 
works best when previous studies have been organized 

cluster method, which is most effective when previous 
studies have produced large amounts of original quan
titative data that can be aggregated and reanalyzed. 
The third is a case survey method. This works best 
when the studies consist of a heterogeneous collection 
of case studies. The reviewer's main task then is to 
aggregate the characteristics, but not necessarily the 
conclusions, of these cases. 

The prepositional method typically is used in tra
ditional reviews of laboratory research. In psycho
logy, for instance, the experimental paradigm is so 
consistently applied that an analysis of the proposi
tions or conclusions presented by previous studies can 
be fruitfully carried out. The cluster method has been 
made popular recently by the increased availability of 
various sources of survey data that deal with similar 
policy issues, so that a clustering and then reanalysis 
of the results of several surveys can be conducted 
(Light and Smith, 1971; Hyman, 1972). 

may be the most appropriate of the three methods since 
the public policy literature, to the extent that it is 
empirical, is heavily dominated by case studies. These 
case studies often do not follow a similar research 
paradigm, so the prepositional method might result in 
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many false leads; to weigh one investigator's conclu
sions against these of another, when both investigators 
have used entirely different research logics to arrive 
at their conclusions, would simply be foolhardy. 
Neither do the case studies provide the rich sources of 
quantitative evidence needed to justify using the 
cluster method. In fact, the case survey method was 
devisecl specifically to deal with the problem of 
reviewing policy studies on such disparate topics as 
citizen participation and urban decentralization.^ 

Moreover, they indicate that 

The case survey method is mainly concerned with the 
analysis of qualitative evidence in a reliable manner. 
The method enables the reviewer to note the various 
experiences found in each policy study and then to 
aggregate the frequency of occurrence of these 
experiences. The frequencies form the basis for simple 
statements of association and nonassociatien of dif
ferent types of experiences. In this manner, the case 
survey method gives the reviewer a chance to survey 
different case studies. Until recently, the main 
shortcoming of case studies could not be aggregated in 
any sense. The case survey method thus carries the 
classic case study method one major step forward; it 
enables aggregate reviews of individual case studies to 
be undertaken with scientific rigor.^ 

According to Lucas, these steps include: 

(1) Identification of the concepts to be defined. 

A preliminary review of the literature is usually quite 

useful, and the coder can also be alerted to important 

causes and outcomes in cases not adequately captured in the 

checklist. 

(2) Specification of the level of abstraction of 

the concepts. For policy purpose, the likelihood is that 

the independent or causal factors should be at a lower 

level of abstraction so that the research can be directly 

translated into action. 
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(3) Definition of the concepts in terms of struc

tured answers to questions. 

(4) Application of the resulting set of questions 

to a selected subset of case studies. A pretest of the 

checklist will be a valuable check on the instrument and 

will enable the coder to gain experience. The definitions 

of the concepts tend to shift early in this type of 

endeavor, and that should be worked out before the final 

case coding beings. 

(5) Application of the revised checklist to all 

cases. Specification of the reference point in time is 

essential. 

(6) Analysis and determination of what factors are 

related to what outcomes. The possibility that there might 

be halo effects among the outcomes should be considered, 

for success in one realm may lead to an overstatement of 

success in others. Thus, the interrelationships among the 

outcomes should be carefully considered. 

Typically a case survey checklist consists of four 

basic parts: (1) nature of the case study, (2) environmen

tal or structural characteristics of a policy, (3) charac

teristics of participants and strategies, and (4) outcomes. 

In this instance, given the focus of this thesis, 

only attributes of the typology itself will be used. 

Once data are collected in that format, a series of 

response patterns can be depicted. 
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The response patterns, once derived from the CSM 

protocol, can be compared to patterns that characterize so-

called "pure" types (see Table 5). The pure types reflect 

the most obvious manifestations shown in the typology. 

Ultimately, the comparison should shed some light on the 

empirical utility of the typology. 

TABLE 5 

PURE TYPOLOGIES 

Characteristics Private Toll Public 
Common 
Pool 

Exclusion of users 
on basis of 
ability to pay 

Latitude of user 
choice with regard 
to kind or quality 
of the good 

Market forces 
allocate the good 

Good consumed in an 
individual manner 

Policy regulates 
rather than 
provides good 

Good consumed in a 
collective manner 

Allocation of good 
determined by 
politicial forces 

Exclusionary option 
difficult to enforce 

Use of good results 
in subtraction 
effect 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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The Ostrom typology was operationalized along the 

basic dimensions of exclusion and jointness of use. The 

nine items listed as potential characteristics of pure 

types relate either directly or indirectly to those two 

basic concerns. 

At this juncture, it may prove useful to restate 

the basic definitions of the four categories of resource 

use in the Ostrom typology. 

Private goods, in the Ostrom model, are given the 

relatively common sense connotation of allocation by marke:: 

forces which makes exclusion a feasible option. Toll goods 

also involve the exclusionary option, but according to the 

Ostroms, "the good is enjoyed in common." Common pool 

resources are characterized by a certain difficulty in the 

enforcement of exclusion. They are, however, usually 

characterized by the limitation of what Ostrom and Ostrom 

call subtractibility; that is, the resource once used can

not be used by another party in the same context; e.g., 

fish taken from a lake. Public goods, on the other hand, 

are identifiable by virtue of their potential for joint 

consumption in the absence of exclusion. Additionally, the 

Ostroms indicate that measuring the delivery of public 

goods is typically more difficult than is the case with 

private sector operations. They hold that public goods 

require more qualitative measures. Also, they contend that 

the degree of choice is significantly constrained in a 
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public goods context. 

The nine factors which provide the basis for 

sorting "pure" responses are distilled from the pre

disposing context the Ostroms set forth in their model. 

The factors are essentially economic variables. They are 

cast in terms of yes/no responses. Yes or affirmative 

responses are scored with a "1." Negative responses are 

indicated by a "0." 

The first item relates to whether or not potential 

users can be excluded on the basis of the ability to pay. 

The second raises the question of latitude of user choice 

with regard to kind or quality of the good in question. 

The third item deals with the possibility of allocation by 

market forces. The fourth item deals with individual con

sumption of the good in question. The fifth item or factor 

poses the question of whether the policy being addressed 

regulates or provides a good. The sixth factor focuses on 

collective consumption. Item seven deals with allocation 

of goods by political forces. The eighth factor raises the 

question of whether or not an exclusionary option is dif

ficult to enforce. The last item in the inventory 

addresses the subtraction effect. To reiterate, the com

bination of yes/no (1 or 0) responses down the columns 

under each type of good—private, toll, public, or common 

pool—is a function of the descriptions provided in the 

Ostrom's treatment of their typology. It follows that if 
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their logical framework has some empirical utility, the 

subsequent case survey questions will, when applied to 

actual case studies, provide response patterns similar to 

the pure types. The items were incorporated into a basic 

CSM checklist (see Appendix A). The checklist was struc

tured along dichotomous lines to force a decision on each 

element (as opposed to an ordinal pattern reflecting good

ness of fit) in order to simplify the number of response 

patterns. 

Twenty cases were then analyzed using the CSM 

checklist. (See list of cases in appendix.) Most of the 

cases were selected from the sets analyzed by Lowi and 

Greenberg et al., respectively. It was thought that 

pulling cases from essentially first and second generation 

typological investigations might prove useful in a larger 

comparative context. There is, however, no pretense that 

the sample is representative of the available pool of case 

studies. What is being sought here is a preliminary deter

mination of the utility of the overall approach (not the 

least of which is the basic applicability of the Ostrom 

construct). 



CHAPTER VII 

FINDINGS 

The results of the CSM coding are shown in Table 6. 

For reference, the response patterns for the pure types are 

shown at the top of the table along with summaries of the 

incidence of the pure types within the case study sample. 

Also, at the top, the frequency of approximations of the 

types is displayed. Approximations of types were opera

tionally defined as cases which correspond to pure types in 

all but two or three responses, given an overall congruence 

to the rest of the pattern. The actual cases and their 

respective response patterns are shown in the lower tier 

of the table. 

Only seven (35 percent) of the cases produced 

response patterns that matched pure types. Approximations 

accounted for ten (50 percent) of the cases. Three cases 

(15 percent) seemed to fall completely outside the range of 

the typology. Of the pure types identified two (10 per

cent) were private, four (20 percent) were public and one 1 

(5 percent) was common pool. Medicare legislation and the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act seemed to produce patterns 

which did not correspond to any of the four basic schemes. 

77 
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Tax policy because it does not "provide or regulate" ser

vices or goods in the direct sense that the other policies 

do, appears to be a completely different' kind of phenomenon 

As such, the questions in the CSM simply do not apply. 

Of the 9 elements in the survey, number 

5—("regulate as opposed to provide the good") was the most 

difficult to answer. On that item, in nine of the 20 cases 

there was some uncertainty. Of the nine, six could not be 

answered with any confidence. (See Table 6—responses 

entered in the various cells as a "?" indicate an inability 

to answer; a "1" or "0" with a "?" in the cell indicates 

some uncertainty.) Uncertainty in this area is similar to 

problems associated with being able to categorize Lowi's 

regulatory and redistributive or distributive types. For 

example, the Rivers and Harbors Act was supposed to 

"regulate" water use and "provide" flood control. Medicare 

"provides" health insurance but "regulates" health care 

under that insurance. Also, there was some difficulty in 

distinguishing between allocation based on "market" as 

opposed to "political forces" (items 3 and 7 on the 

checklist). Does farm price support policy, for example, 

determine commodity price through political action, or do 

market forces trigger the introduction of those subsidies? 

True, price supports guarantee a minimum price, but under 

good market conditions the support is invisible because it 

is not needed and not paid. Given the nature of the 
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elements in the typology which focus on that dimension, 

there is little guidance provided the reader/analyst for 

deciding market versus political allocation. Clearly it is 

a situation in which there is a mix of the two. 

Consequently, there is considerable ambiguity introduced 

into that feature of the construct. 

As mentioned above, this exercise in applying a 

truncated version of a CSM protocal to a sample of the case 

study literature was undertaken in order to provide a pre

liminary assessment of the potential for using typologies 

more systematically. There is a relatively strong indica

tion that this particular approach has the capacity to 

uncover or make more readily apparent some of the basic 

themes that characterize the policy process. The following 

section addresses that prospect in the overall context 

established in the discussion of typological constructions. 

It is important to note that this relatively brief 

illustration is not the linchpin of the analysis in this 

paper. It is mainly a preliminary reading or assessment of 

the utility of an evolving level of closure on the struc

ture of a policy related research. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CONCLUSIONS—TOWARD A PRESCRIPTIVE 
SYNTHESIS 

Overall, the typology shows some merit in that 85 

percent of the cases at least come close to fitting into 

the basic framework. This should not however, be construed 

as a generalization to the larger population of case stu

dies. It may be just an indication of the utility of the 

typology in some areas. The basic difference between the 

Ostrom typology and the others discussed or alluded to in 

this paper is that its characteristics are expressed in 

essentially economic terms. Generally this seems to point 

the apologist for empirically useful typologies in the 

direction of the rapidly expanding public choice literature 

It should be possible to use the Ostrom typology as 

a point of departure in the development of more "airtight" 

constructs. It conforms in many respects to the logical 

requirements of the general typological literature and it 

has some usefulness for empirical inquiry. 

However, the inadequacy of the typology in (at 

least) the areas of federally subsidized insurance, 

81 
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agricultural price supports and loans, and tax policy 

raises the time worn question about ever being able to pro

duce a construct which will accommodate all policy. It is 

conceivable that the typology could be expanded to include 

hybrid cases like medicare and farm price supports, but the 

simplicity of the arrangement would have to be sacrificed. 

Tax policy appears to require more drastic modification of 

the typology. In fact, overtly coercive policies (in 

general) pose significant difficulties for typological 

classification. There seems to be a problem of almost 

infinite regress built into the sorting of indirect 

effects. Lowi's types, perhaps, are still closest to the 

mark in that area. 

For the most part, the approach developed in this 

study addresses one issue which has been routinely raised 

in critiques of policy typologies—that the same observer 

cannot consistently categorize policy as one type or 

another. What has been suggested here is a framework which 

provides some basic guidance for accomplishing that task. 

That guidance is in the form of a fairly restrictive 

checklist which is driven by an operationalized version of 

a typology of economic variables. The benefit of using the 

approach is realized in the simplification of typological 

constructions. Generally, if one accepts the economic ver

sion of public choice, the typology affords some continuity 

in policy definition. 
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Even if one accepts the overall applicability of 

the type to the policy process, however, it [the type] 

still fails to account for certain kinds of even purely 

economic phenomena, especially (coercive) taxation policy. 

Also, there is some inefficiency generated when the 

construct is applied to phenomena which have distractingly 

plausible alternative typological possibilities. Moreover, 

there are some policies which go beyond that set of cir

cumstances to a situation in which there are valid multiple 

interpretations. The construct as it is configured in the 

existing case survey framework does not readily accommodate 

such events. In fact, in order to expand the utility of 

the construct to allow for such possibilities would require 

the sacrifice of considerable simplicity. And one would 

risk a plunge into the morass of the particular. 

Another problem, one which is beyond the scope of 

this paper, is the most difficult of all to resolve. It 

relates to the potential of a typology to receive a consen

sus of definitions from a diverse community of scholars. 

Even if other observers are clear on the criteria 

established for perceiving a given construct as a "type," 

they may disagree on the underlying criteria to the extent 

that the official perception is rendered groundless. 

Those are essentially the circumstances which characterize 

the fate of well intentioned inventors of typologies from 

Lowi to Steinberger. 
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What seems to be sorely missed, yet ironically not 

highly prized, is an agreed upon paradigm. Although Thomas 

Kuhn is cited more often in the role of a straw man doomed 

to be knocked down (again), he and others—Merton in 

sociology, Sproule-Jones in policy, especially public 

choice—have a valid point. 

Greenberg et al. summarize it in the context of 

their own research experience: "The systematic study of 

public policy is seriously complicated by the nature of the 

beast. 'Policy' is complex—because of temporality, 

because of multiplicity of aspects and participants and 

because of interaction."! They contend, however, that 

complexity need not be a fatal flaw. The primary require

ments they stipulate for undertaking the enterprise include 

sufficiently precise hypotheses and the development of ade

quate theoretical models which represent reality. What 

they recommend applies, for the most part, to this 

discussion as well as their own. With regard to the use of 

policy typologies, they express two specific warnings: (1) 

a policy type should be used with great caution if it is to 

be utilized in a predictive fashion, in that for many 

cases, what appears to be an input to the process is likely 

to be a characteristic of an output. What this specifi

cally points to is the way in which the meaning of the 

typology is cast—as perceived by "objective" observers or 

by parties to the conflict and (2) . . . "any typology of 
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whole policies runs a substantial risk of ambiguity at the 

stage of operationalization; typologies can be extremely 

valuable, but they should optimally be offered along with 

well-considered ground rules for classification." 

Generally, what they point to is the widespread difficulty 

of matching theory and data in any agreed upon framework 

for analysis. 

Sproule-Jones points to the growth of a paradigm in 
3 

the public choice/public policy literature. He advances 

the notion that there is a set of hard core concepts, 

replete with distinguishing characteristics properly 

borrowed from political science, economics, and public 

administration, which anchors the public choice paradigm 

in a rational, logically consistent approach. 

Sproule-Jones follows the lead of Imre Lakatos, the 

historian of science, who posits the notion that scientific 
4 

paradigms develop on two levels. The first level, 

generally referred to as the negative heuristic, consists 

of the basic assumptions and alternative hypotheses which 

form the hard core of the paradigm. That hard core is not 

subject to rejection or modification through empirical 

testing. It is roughly akin to what Kuhn refers to as the 

basis of normal science. It has, at first blush, a 

somewhat doctrinaire cast to it, but it is amenable to 

theoretical modification. The other component or level of 

the paradigm, called the positive heuristic, is made up of 
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procedures and approaches that structure the 

empirical/analytical possibilities of the actual research 

enterprise. Unlike the negative heuristic, the positive 

heuristic is vulnerable to empirical testing. 

Using that basic framework, Sproule-Jones describes 

the hard core of the public choice paradigm for the analy

sis of nataral resource management policy. He stipulates 

in the first concept—the nature of the good, four basic 

characteristics of resources. First, the type of resource 

must be delineated in terms of its physical properties, 

e.g., fugitive versus fixed. Although he does not cite 

Godwin and Shepherd, clearly he organizes resources on some 

of the same continua. The second characteristic relates to 

abundance/scarcity of the resource. The third element 

involves the identification of technologies for exploiting 

and managing a resource. The fourth element relates to the 

interdependencies among resources. The use of one resource 

may have a wide range of potential effects on other resour

ces. 

The public choice paradigm conceptualizes the 

elements in this hard core concepts in terms of their 

publicness (i.e., Ostrom) and their externalities. He sta

tes that, "Many natural resources are good that are public 

in nature, namely, their use remains available to others 

after one person has used the resource, and potential users 

cannot be excluded from using the resource." 
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The second hard core concept is the nature of 

institutional arrangements. Those arrangements include the 

laws, regulations, and the framework for making those rules 

of conduct. This framework structures the action of indi

viduals (including corporations) in terms of their pre

ferences and needs for natural resources. 

According to Sproule-Jones, the hard core concepts 

merge with auxiliary concepts to form networks of proposi

tions regarding resource management or whatever good might 

be in question. He states in that context, "One must con

sider the nature of the good before one can draw conclu

sions about the associations between institutional 

arrangements and individualism. Further, one must consider 

institutional arrangements to understand the relationship 

between individuals and goods, and one cannot understand 
y 

this relationship without considering citizen 

..6 
preferences. 

The basic unit of analysis that emerges in the 

public choice framework is referred to as a provision 

system. It consists of the individual, corporate and 

governmental actors, and the regulatory constraints as 

well. The utility of a provision system as a unit of ana

lysis (in the context of a public choice paradigm) is that 

it effectively deals with multiple resource uses that go 

beyond the jurisdicational boundaries of a given governmen

tal unit. 
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Ultimately, Sproule-Jones indicates, somewhat nor-

matively, but probably defensibly, that without the hard 

core concept of the nature of the good, one would be prac

ticing mainstream political science, and without the con

cept of institutional arrangements, one would be practicing 

mainstream economics. The other feature of the paradigm— 

public choice—is used to drive the logical consistency of 

the model. It works in much the same way the Ostrom 

approach does. The focus is on possibilities such as 

exclusionary options, jointness of use, and so on. 

Still, with the refinements brought by the gradual 

development of a paradigm in the area of public choice, 

Sproule-Jones is cognizant of the tensions that lead to 

creeping anti-Kuhnism: "It is conceivable that the diver

sity of epistemologies within the paradigm could lead to 

fractious dispute and dissipation of effort, but until an 

unambiguous interpretation of concepts, propositions, and 

the meaning of terms is developed, no priority can be 
7 

assigned to one or another alternative epistemology." 

Finally, Sproule-Jones summarizes the results of 

the public choice enterprise: 

Public choice analysis contains a hard core of con
cepts, about the nature of the good, about institu
tional arrangements, anci about individuals. This set 
of hard core concepts distinguishes the paradigm from 
rival approaches in political science, public admi
nistration, and economics. The hard core concepts are 
interrelated by the methodological criterion of logical 
consistency—one interpretation of the notion of 
rationality—and the criterion accounts for the impetus 
behind the growth of the paradigm. The paradigm is 
buttressed and protected from rival approaches at an 



89 

epistemological level, and a variety of epistemologies 
(empirical, perceptual and "rational") have been linked 
to the approach. 

The type of goods known as natural resources 
illustrates the argument. Natural resources are com-
mancling increasing public attention and scholarly ana
lysis, but other kinds of goods could have been used. 
A public choice analysis of natural resources is not 
only a sound scholarly enterprise but also one that 
rests on sound methodological foundations.^ 

Throughout his discussion of a public choice para

digm, Sproul3-Jones focuses on the same elements which have 

characterized the difficulties of using typologies in 

theory construction and paradigm development. Greenberg et 

al. also identified a key factor in the process—the level 

of analysis. The broader the typology, the greater the 

risk will be that it overgeneralizes and hence loses its 

utility as an operationalizable research tool. 

The key to rendering most policy typology work more 

theoretically defensible and more empirically useful—as 

well as less controversial—is, perhaps, to follow the 

general recommendations of Robert Merton for linking theory 

and research. Brodbeck characterizes Merton's conception 

of the enterprise this way: " . . . the most fruitful 

territory lies in that middle ground between the outer 

space of speculation uncontaminated by dreary fact and the 

wasteland of isolated individual facts and statistical 

regularities."^ In two separate papers Merton discusses 

how concepts, explanations, and prediction based in theory 

are linked to empirical research, and how on the other 
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hand, empirical research can (should) test, suggest, 

modify, and reinforce theoretical orientations. 

In the paper entitled "The Bearing of Sociological 

Theory on Empirical Research," Merton identifies four cru

cial functions of theory. 

(1) It indicates that theoretical pertinence is 

not inherently present or absent in empirical generali

zations but appears when the generalization is concep

tualized in abstractions of higher order which are embodied 

in more general statements of relationships. 

(2) Once having established the theoretic per

tinence of a uniformity by deriving it from a set of 

interrelated propositions, we provide for the cumulation 

both of theory and research findings. 

(3) Whereas the empirical uniformity did not lend 

itself to the drawing of diverse consequence, the refor

mulation gives rise to various consequences in fields of 

conduct quite remote from that of the behavior originally 

in question. 

(4) By providing a rationale, the theory introduces 

a ground for prediction which is more secure than mere 

empirical extrapolation from previously observed trends. 

In the companion article, "The Bearing of Empirical 

Research on Sociological Theory," Merton points out that 

new data from empirical research create tension (pressure) 

for the elaboration of the conceptual scheme. Normally, 
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that tension results in a clarification of the concepts 

which are guiding the empirical research. 

That basic observation has been borne out in the 

history of the typological tradition. In each succeeding 

generation of typological thinking, the typologies advanced 

as theoretical constructs have been put to the test 

(empirically). In most cases the types were too difficult 

to operationalize and, hence, difficult to refute or vali

date. Consequently, research has accumulated which slowly 

points in the direction of types which have some operational 

potential. By and large, however, some of those types 

characterized as pure or ideal have surfaced as empirically 

useful. Only the constructed (constructive) types of the 

variation that McKinney and, later, Ostrom produced have 

shown the potential for real world application. What they 

have gained, however, in empirical utility, they may have 

given up in scope. They are, in Merton's words, gravi

tating toward the middle range. This is not to say that 

typological constructions are theories. They are mainly 

methodological or, in some instances, heuristic devices 

that guide the search for causal explanation. Brodbeck 

indicates that "a theory is a deductively connected set of 

empirical generalizations." The generalizations are 

vulnerable to possible refutation by additional research or 

refinements in logical structure. They are (should be) 

structured in such a fashion as to facilitate that evolu

tionary process. Brodbeck further states. 
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A theory, accordingly, is often referred to as a 
hypothetico-deductive system, because it states deduc
tive connections among hypotheses. The premises of a 
theory are empirical hypotheses that explain the 
generalizations they imply. Durkheim explained the 
puzzling connection between religious affiliation and 
rate of suicide by showing it to be a deductive con
sequence of hypotheses about the effects of groups cohe-
siveness on its members. It is worth noting that some 
of the terms that occur in the premises of the theory, 
such as "social cohesion," do not occur in the regu
larity that the theory explains. Instead the phenomenon 
to be explained is shown to be a special case of dif
ferent and more general characteristics. This feature 
of theories gives them their scope, that is, the abi
lity to explain and predict many diverse phenomena.! 

Part of what is at issue here is the scope or 

comprehensiveness of the theoretical construct. Brodbeck 

articulates the conventional wisdom that: 

The greater the scope of a theory, the more compre
hensive it is. The more comprehensive a theory is, the 
more it unifies phenomena by revealing apparently tlif-
ferent things to be special cases of the same kind of 
thing. The classic example of a comprehensive, unifying 
theory is Newton's. From the Newtonian theory of gra
vitation it was possible to derive Galileo's laws for 
the free fall of bodies on earth, Kepler's laws about 
the motions of the planets round the sun, the laws about 
the tides, and a whole host of other previously known 
but disparate phenomena. It explained all these and 
predicted new laws not previously known. Newton's theory 
thus brought the earth and the heavens together by making 
the laws of each a special case of more general laws. 

The premises of a theory, called either axioms or 
postulates, are confirmed by establishing the truth of 
the generalizations, called theorems, that are derived 
from it. This evidence for the axioms is only 
indirect, for though the truth of the axioms logically 
implies the truth of the theorems, the converse does 
not hold. Thus the theorems may be true and the axioms 
false. That is why alternative explanations of the 
same regularities are often proposed and why theories 
may be abandoned in favor of others. (The axioms are 
also empirical generalizations and could in principle 
be tested directly. However, the terms in the axioms 
of a comprehensive theory are highly defined or remote 
from direct experience, so that practically only 
indirect confirmation is feasible.)13 
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Eventually, however, Brodbeck (and as far as can 

be determined, practically everyone else writing about 

types and theory) indicates some uncertainty about where 

ideal types end and theory begins. At one point Brodbeck 

says that the ideal type i^ a plausible hypothesis and at 

another she allows that construction of the ideal type 

amounts to developing "successive approximations to a 

testable, and therefore refutable, theory."14 

Ostrom and Ostorm, Greenberg et al., Sproule-Jones, 

and Godwin and Shepherd have identified and navigated 

theoretical tributaries branching off of the Weberian 

current. The Ostroms have by and large seemingly done the 

best job of mapping their explorations. The methodological 

extension of the Ostrom construct suggested in this paper 

may have even helped a little in bridging the gap between 

empirical fact and theory. These efforts are certainly at 

least intended to produce some improved level of closure. 

The cumulative distance seems, however, to be relatively 

short compared to the intellectual effort expended in the 

process. 

It is possible that part of the problem is rooted 

in the difficulty in social science research, at least, in 

keeping fact and value separate in theoretical for

mulations. Weber's ideal type, for example, almost imme

diately raises normative red flags for the "value free" 

social scientist. Giddens sums up the nature of the 

dilemma in the following observation: 
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It is important to distinguish the pursuit of an ethic 
of responsibility from pragmatism, with which it has 
frequently been confused in secondary interpretations 
of Weber's thought. Pragmatism, as a philosophy, 
involves the identification of truth with what is prac
ticable at any given moment. But Weber does not treat 
practicability as a criterion of 'truth'; the whole 
point of Weber's analysis is that there is an absolute 
logical gulf between factual and ethical truth, and 
th 
pu 
at no amount of empirical knowledge can validate the 
rsuit of one ethic rather than the other.1^ 

The implication is this: refinements in data 

collection including the gains made in case survey methodo

logy will no doubt have a salutory Mertonian effect on con

ceptual clarity in typological theory. However, until 

typologies are further refined in the almost exclusively 

theoretical sense, they will continue to provide compelling 

but not necessarily conclusive results in policy research 

(or any other variant of social science inquiry), That 

refinement, in all likelihood, is still in the distant 

future. Paradigmatically, it is, from all appearances, 

awaiting the outcome of another scientific revolution—one 

that has yet to begin. 

Regardless of the relative parsimony (or lack of 

it) demonstrated by the evolution of these typologies as 

empirical tools, they continue to stimulate the theoretical 

imagination. For the meantime heuristic value augmented by 

modest theoretical gains seems to be an acceptable return 

on the research investment in this area of inquiry. 



CHAPTER IX 

FURTHER RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES 

According to Anatol Rapoport, predictive potential 

may be of secondary importance when constructing social 

theory.! The primary gain to be sought, in many cases, 

may amount to little more than an improvement in concep

tualization. In fact, conceptual refinements are probably 

prerequisite to the enhancement of explanatory power. In 

that respect, it seems logical to assume that the best place 

to begin working on conceptual sophistication is at the 

operational level in the construction of plausible research 

strategies. 

Greenberg, et al. indicate that the most signifi

cant problem in developing a manageable design which hinges 

on policy typologies is the selection of an appropriate 
2 

unit of analysis. In the overall context of public 

policy, they assert that there are really only three signi

ficant areas of hypothetical interest—(1) those questions 

relating to the characteristics of participants, (2) 

questions dealing with the nature of the policies them

selves, and (3) the relationships which may exist between 

95 
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participant and policy characteristics. The third area is 

certainly the most difficult to operationalize, but it is 

also the most useful in evaluating the really significant 

causal relationships implied in much of the case study 

literature. Assuming the typological ambiguity problem can 

be satisfactorily addressed, the approach described by 

Greenberg et al. seems to be at once the most promising and 

the most complex. 

The first element in the Greenberg et al. for-

3 

mulation is the "decision unit." The utility of the con

cept is a function of its scope, in that "characteristics 

of process, output, and outcome generally can be viewed as 
4 

characteristics of a decision." The literature is full 

of scenarios leading to and from decision points in the 

formulation of policy. In fact, there are too many deci

sion points to deal with. Also, a good many decision 

points in the history of most policies are trivial. The 

way out of the decision point morass is to group decisions 

into meaningful sets. Greenberg et al. suggest aggregating 

them into issues. They define an issue as a "focal 

disputed output, linking and comprehending a given set of 

interconnected proposals, counter-proposals, and resistance 

regarding governmental action; and authoritative resolution 

of the issue comes to represent, at least temporarily, a 

resolution of all problematic elements of the set." 

Given that definition, many issues can be reduced to an 
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interrogatory phrase which focuses on whether a policy will 

be implemented or not. 

The issue orientation requires even more 

refinement, however. Specific reference points are 

necessary in order to identify key variables. Greenberg et 

al. suggest that, "One must establish, for example, the 

branch of government involved, the benefits and costs con

sidered, the visibility of the decision-making, the availa

bility and costs of appeals or reversals of the decision, 

and many other factors, including, above all, the content 

and implications of the output at that point." 

Moreover, the variables must be given some kind of time 

frame reference. They recommend a concept they term "the 

7 
point of last significant controversy." It is defined 

as "the point in the process after which substantial 

changes in the output are no longer realistic 

alternatives." According to Greenberg, in most cases 

the point of last significant controversy is the moment at 

which a legislative body takes final action on a bill 

(either acceptance or rejection). 

Definition of the decision unit in the above 

fashion conforms in several respects to the exhaustive 

requirements stipulated by McKinney, as noted earlier, and 

the need for Indusiveness/exclusiveness suggested by 

Ostrom, as noted earlier. It provides a discrete unit of 

analysis which is relatively amenable to systematic 
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coding of events. However, it may oversimplify the govern

mental decision-making process. 

Greenberg et al. reject the use of a participant 

unit of analysis as too difficult to operationalize. As a 

substitute they offer the notion of coalition but in a 

different sense than the word is normally used, and even 

then only in conjunction with the previously defined con

cept of issue. They define coalition as "a group of forces 

active in the policy struggle and supporting one general 

output as opposed to others—whether or not the forces are 

coordinated or even recognize each other as being on the 

9 

same side." Underlying the use of that concep

tualization is the belief that all participants in a policy 

conflict can be dichotomized into two groups—those for and 

those against. That is the issue link. With the issue-

coalition concept in place, data can be coded for charac

teristics of participants, extent of participation, 

resource use, and strategy and degree of success or 

failure--all by coalition. Use of the dual concep

tualization allows for the relatively straightforward study 

of the prevailing parties in the respective conflicts. 

Questions relating to the nature of the policies 

themselves are addressed by application of typological 

labels. It is in that context that policy outcomes must be 

operationalized. However, it may turn out that the typolo

gies will be best viewed as fluid or flexible constructs 
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which change in relation to the more specific findings at 

the issue-coalition level of analysis. 

In fact, typologies of the level of sophistication 

suggested by McKinney may have to evolve on almost a post-

hoc basis. It may be necessary, for example, adequately to 

address the problems of operationalizing notions of "status 

quo," "benefits-costs," "private-collective," "policy 

output," and the nature of the "demand structure" before a 

macro-level typology can be completely and concretely arti

culated. However, as pointed out previously, the typolo

gies must be exclusive and exhaustive enough at the outset 

to be useful as components of the research hypotheses. 

Suggested Hypotheses 

The hypotheses listed below represent a wide range 

of possibilities for an expanded case survey investigation. 

They are depicted graphically in Table 7 (generalized 

research model). They represent parts of approaches, 

designs, etc. used by several different investigators. 

However, as best as can be determined, they have not been 

utilized in the format described here. 

Following the lead of Olson, Dahl, Greenberg et 

al., and others, these hypotheses deal either directly or 

indirectly with the fundamental policy question, who 

gains? 

(1) As group size increases, the possibility of 

winning the policy issue increases. 
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(2) As group cohesiveness increases, the probabi

lity of winning the policy issue increases. 

(3) As coalition size increases, the probability 

of winning on the policy issue increases. 

(4) As coalition cohesiveness increases, the pro

bability of winning on the policy issue increases. 

(5) Stability, strategy, wealth, education, 

benefit-cost assessment capability, and lobby style will 

also show incremental explanatory power regarding the out

come of an issue. With the exception of strategy, the 

(i.e.) variables are expected to show modest positive 

correlations with the issue outcome. Strategy, e.g., 

logrolling, bargaining, and ideology, will have to be dealt 

with as a dichotomous comparison—win/lose by type. 

(6) The variables mentioned in hypotheses 1-5 

(so-called issue-coalition characteristics) would be 

expected to show direct covariation with the government 

action variables of (a) committee roles, (b) floor roles, 

(c) executive political roles, and (d) bureaucratic par

ticipation. 

(7) Additionally, the essentially environmental 

variables of public opinion and economic conditions would 

be expected to directly and inversely (respectively) covary 

with the issue-coalition characteristics of cohesiveness at 

the group and coalition level. 

(8) Policy outputs which can be categorized as 
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public or common pool will elicit higher levels of conflict 

between issue coalitions and, hence, the more conflict 
• 

increases, the more cohesion without groups and between 

groups in the coalition increases. 

(9) Issue coalitions are more likely to broaden 

the conflict in policy areas that focus on public or common 

pool goods. 

(10) Private and toll goods (policies) are likely 

to elicit relatively small but cohesive coalitions. 

Suggested Operationalization 

Terms used to state the suggested hypotheses have 

been linked to three conceptual groups: (1) demand struc

ture, (2) government action, and policy output (or type) by 

impact. In the same framework, the terms (actually 

variables) have been operationalized using relevance trees 

to show their expected relationship in the overall context 

in the inquiry. The trees are structured so that the 

overarching concept (see Table 8) appears on the far left-

hand side of the diagram. It is, in turn, "decomposed" 

into the variables which appear in what amounts to a center 

column of the page. Ultimately, the variables are broken 

down into operational definitions or indicators which 

appear on the far right-hand side of the diagram. The 

indicators from all three diagrams would form the bases for 

much of an expanded case survey checklist. 
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OPERATIONALIZATION 
OF KEY CONCEPTS 

Concept Variables 

Operational 
Definition 
(Indicators) 

Environment 
Public Opinion 

Economic 
Conditions 

Resources 
Issue-coalition 

size (i.e.) 

Cohesiveness 
(group) 

Cohesiveness 
(coalition) 

Group Stability 
(Over time) 

Demand Coalition 
Struc- Stability 
ture 

National Surveys 
cited in case 
study—indicating 
public attitude 
toward policy in 
question 

Percent unemploy
ment 

Percent inflation 
Interest rate 

(prime) 

Number of groups in 
( i.e.) 

Size of groups in 
(i.e.) 

Unity within groups 
on decisions made 
in an issue 
structure— 
fragmentation 
reported yes/no 

Unity among groups 
in an (i.e.) on 
decisions made in 
and issue 
structure— 
fragmentation 
reported yes/no 

Cohesion demon
strated within 
groups up to 
"Point of Last 
Significant 
Controversy?" 

Cohesion demon
strated among 
groups up to 
"Point of Last 
Significant 
Controversy?" 

fragmentation 
reported 
yes/no 

fragmentation 
reported 
yes/no 
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Concept Variables 

Operational 
Definition 
(Indicators) 

Wealth 

Education 

Strategy 

Benefit/Cost 
Perception 
Status Quo 

V 
Projected Change 
Lobbyist Style 

Legislative 
Committee Roles 

Floor Action 

Mean/media income 
of group member
ships / P.A.C. 
$ RAISED 

Formal education— 
years in school— 
by degree percent 

Intragroup 
Logrolling yes/no 
Bargaining yes/no 
Ideological yes/no 

Intergroup 
Logrolling yes/no 
Bargaining yes/no 
Ideological yes/no 

For/against Policy 
Group sponsored 
analysis of policy 

Professional (full and 
part time) 

Amateur (volunteer) 
(By group/coalition) 

Amend Proposed Legis
lation 

Yes/no—number of times 

Report Bill out of 
Committee 

Amendments attempted 
Total number 
Percent passed 
Number "Important 

Amendment Att."(?) 
Percent passed 
Number offered over 

objection of sponsor 
Percent passed 
Number of "Important 

amendments offered 
over objections of 
sponsor 

Percent passed 
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TABLE 8—Continued 

Operational 
Definition 

Concept Variables (Indicators) 

Executive 

Govern
ment 
action Executive Roles Which issue coalition 

(Political) favored by exec? 

Exec? office 
used to affect 
cong.? outcome 

Bureaucratic Staff draft legislation 
Participation 

Staff support/oppose 
legislation 

Level of participa
tion in public 
hearings 

In other forms of 
"Lobby" behavior 

Binary Response 
Type of Goods 
Involved in 
Policy Choice 

Private Exclusionary option? 

Choice of consumption 
kind and quality 

Payment related to 
demand and con
sumption 

Allocation by market 
forces? 

"Private" consumption 

Toll Exclusionary option 
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Concept Variables 

Policy 
Output 
(Type, 
by 
Impact) Public 

Common Pool 

Operational 
Definition 
(Indicators) 

Absence of exclusion 

Joint consumption 

Choice of consumption 
limited 

Kind and quality 
relatively unaffected 

Payment not directly 
related to demand 
consumption 

Allocation by political 
forces 

Exclusionary option 
difficult to enforce 

Subtractibility of 
resources 

Ubiquitous 

Scarce 

Stationary 

Fugitive 



CHAPTER X 

THE ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS 
MORE OR LESS COMPLEXITY? 

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is actually a 

planning tool; however, given its capacity to represent 

complex formulations, some of the methodological sub

components may prove useful in sorting out some of the 

complexity inherent in the policy process in what could 

amount to a post-dictive policy analysis. As implied by 

the name of the method, the notion of hierarchy is 

preeminent. Thomas Saaty, the originator of the method, 

defines a hierarchy as: 

A particular type of system, which is based on the 
assumption that the entities, which we have identified, 
can be grouped into disjoint sets, with the entities of 
one group influencing the entities of only one other 
group. The elements in each group (also called level, 
cluster, stratum) of the hierarchy are assumed to be 
independent. If there is dependence among them, we 
study independence and dependence separately and com
bine the two.! 

Hierarchies, as advanced by Saaty, are mainly used to 
2 

"decompose the complexity" of a given system. It may be 

that the application of an analytical hierarchy process to 

the study of public policy could partially reduce the 

107 
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ambiguity associated with typologies to a more manageable 

level. 

The general format for constructing hierarchies as 

suggested by Saaty is shown in Table 9 on the following 
3 

page. Essentially, the format provides a generalized 

technique for positing hypothesized or empirically deter

mined relationships among participants, policies, outcomes, 

benefits and costs, and macro-typological ("generic") 

assessments. In and of itself, the hierarchy is not par

ticularly powerful as an explanatory tool. Its primary 

utility, for the purposes of this paper, however, may lie 

in its capacity to arrange variables into a useable fra

mework. What is needed to complement the structural 

arrangements provided by the hierarchial approach is a 

method which can ascertain the relative influence of ele

ments within the set on each other. That could be relati

vely effectively accomplished using the standard 

statistical measures of association. 

For example, W. W. Rouse-Ball provides an instruc

tive look at the nature and utility of such an approach: 

The overall purpose and other criteria of a hierarchy 
in socio-political applications may not be unique. 
They depend on what to examine. This situation is not 
peculiar to hierarchies and is intrinsic to life 
situations. For example, in chess we have what is 
known as the constant (a priori) values of the pieces 
useful in the opening game. There are also the current 
(a posteriori) or empirical values of the pieces as 
they engage in the confrontations of the end game. 
Both types of values may be obtained under the 
following two assumptions: (1) in terms of how many 
squares they control when placed on each square and (2) 
in terms of their being able to check the king without 
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being captured. We have the following relative values 
for the knight, bishop, rook, and queen: 

Case 1 Case 2 
Controlling Threatening 

Squares King 
Constant 
Value 3, 5, 8, 13 12, 13, 24, 27 

Current 
Value 350, 360, 540, 1000 12, 13, 18, 33 

Although the results in Case 2 are close, those in 
Case 1 are different. The analysis gives rise to the 
(question: "What really is the relative worth of pieces 
in chess?" Obviously, there is not a unique answer. 
However, in terms of relative orders of magnitude the 
answer may be acceptable.^ 

Although Rouse-Ball's technique is additive rather than 

inductive, still he illustrates the utility of assigning 

specific values to relationships in complex phenomena and 

thereby reinforces the basic perspective developed in this 

paper. 

Ultimately, as indicated above, regardless of tech

nique, the process of effectively using a typological 

approach will come down to the ability of policy scientists 

to agree on the ground rules for establishing type-

categories and their subsequent applications. That primary 

set of considerations is crucial to expanding the potential 

for explanatory power in the policy sciences. Until more 

closure is made on a paradigm, there will be substantially 

more case study than theory. 



ENDNOTES 

Introduction 

iTheodore Lowi, "American Business, Public Policy, 
Case Studies and Political Theory," World Politics 16 (July 
1964): pp. 677-715. 

2Paul Diesing, Patterns of Discovery in the Social 
Sciences (New York: Wiley, 1968), p. 197. 

3lbid. 

^K. W. Kapp, Toward a Science of Man In Society. 
(The Hague: Nijhoff, 1961), pp. 194-199. 

^Diesing, Patterns of Discovery, p. 198. 

6lbid. 

^Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962. 

°Robert Merton, On Theoretical Sociology. (New 
York: Free Press, 1967), p. 69. 

^Randall Ripley, Grace Franklin, William Holmes, 
William Moreland, Structure, Policy and Policy Actions: 
Exploring a Model of Policy Making (London: Sage, 1973), 
p. 8. 

Chapter II 

iDavid Apter, Introduction to Political Analysis 
(Cambridge: Winthrop Publishers, 1977), p. 45. 

2Nicholas Timasheff, Sociological Theory—its 
Nature and Growth (New York: Random House, 1967), p. 24. 

3lbid. 

Ill 



112 

4John Rex, Key Problems of Sociological Theory 
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), p. 1. 

^Timasheff, p. 179. 

6May Brodbeck, Readincs in the Philosophy of the 
Social Sciences (London: Collier-Macmillan Limited, 1968), 
p. 21. 

7lbid. 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid., p. 22. 

!Olbid. 

lllbid., p. 23. 

!2ibid., p. 24. 

!3ibid., p. 27. 

!4ibid. 

l^lbid. 

l^ibid., p. 498. 

l^ibid., p. 499. 

l^H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, From Max Weber: 
Essays in Sociology (New York: Oxford University Press 
1958) , p. 59. 

19Ibid., p. 59. 

20 Reinhard Bendix, Max Weber, An Intellectual 
Portrait (Garden City: Anchor Books, 1962), pp. 274-275. 

2!Brodbeck, Readings in the Philosophy of the 
Social Sciences, p. 500. 

22walter F. Baber, Organizing the Future; Matrix 
Models for the Postindustrial Polity (University, Alabama: 
The University of Alabama Press, 1983), p. 51. 

23ibid. 

24ibid. 



113 

25ibid. 

26ibid. 

27ibid., p. 52. 

28ibid. 

29lbid., p. 53. 

30Bendix, Max Weber, An Intellectual Portrait, pp. 
274-275. 

3!lbid. 

^2T^2.cott Parsons, ed. Max Weber: The Theory of 
Social and Economic Organization (New York: Free Press, 
1965), p. 13. 

33ibid. 

34Max Weber, "Objectivity in Social Science and 
Social Policy", in Max Weber on the Methodology of the 
Social Sciences, ed. and trans. E. A. Shils and H. A. Finch 
(New York: Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1949), pp. 510-

35Richard Rudner, Philosophy of Social Science 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1966), p. 55. 

Chapter III 

lElinor Ostrom, "Is it B or Not B? This is the 
Question." Social Science Quarterly 61 (September 1980): 
198-202. 

2see Howard Becker, Contemporary Social Theory 
(New York, Russell & Russell, 1977; Reprint of 1940 
Edition). See also Systematic Sociology (London, Chapman & 
Hall, Ltd., 1932) and Social Thought From Lore to Science 
(London: Dover Publications, 1961; Reprint of 1938 
edition). 

3lbid., p. 109. 

4lbid. 

5lbid., pp. 93-127. 

^Ibid., p. 120. 



114 

^Ibid., p. 121. 

Qjohn C. McKinney, Constructive Typology &̂  Social 
"^^^Q^Y (New York: Appleton-Century-Crof ts, 1966), p. 203. 

9lbid., p. 203. 

lOlbid., p. 201. 

lllbid., p. 204-215. 

!2ibid., p. 208. 

!3lbid. 

14ibid., p. 211. 

ISIbid., p. 211. 

16lbid., p. 212. 

lllbid., p. 215. 

ISlbid. 

19lbid., p. 216. 

20ibid. 

2!Arthur L. Stinchcombe. Constructing Social 
Theories (New York: Harcourt Brace & World, Inc., 1968), 
p. 43. 

Chapter IV 

iThomas Dye, Understanding Public Policy 4th ed. 
(Englewood Cliffs, Prentice-Hall, 1981), pp. 1-2. See the 
following for a more detailed discussion of each of the 
definitions surveyed. David Easton, The Political System 
(New York: Knopf, 1953), p. 129; Harold D. Lasswell and 
Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1970), p. 71; Carl J. Friedrich, Man and 
His Government (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963), p. 70; 
Charles O. Jones, An Introduction to the Study of Public 
Policy (Boston: Duxbury, 1977), p. 4; Heinz Eulau and 
Kenneth Prewitt, Labyrinths of Democracy (Indianapolis: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1973), p. 465; and Hugh Heclo, "Policy 
Analysis," British Journal of Political Science 2 (January 
1972) , p. 85. 



115 

2lbid., p. 1. 

3ciarke E. Cochran, Lawrence C. Mayer, T. R. Carr, 
N. Joseph Cayer, American Public Policy. (New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1982), p. 2. 

^Edith Stokey and Richard Zeckhauser, A Primer for 
PQI^^Y Analysis (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1978), p. 
6. 

^Theodore Lowi, "American Business, Public Policy, 
Case Studies, and Political Theory," World Politics (July 
1964), p. 689. 

^Ibid., p. 688. 

^Ibid., p. 689. 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid. 

lOlbid. 

lllbid., p. 690. 

12ibid., p. 691. According to Lowi, "A 'sector' 
refers to any set of common or substitutable commodities or 
services or any other form of established economic interac
tion. Sectors therefore vary in size because of natural 
economic forces and because of the different ways they are 
identified by economists or businessmen. They vary in size 
also because they are sometimes defined a priori by the 
observer's assessment of what constitutes a common product 
and at other times are defined at posteori by the trade 
associations that represent the identification of a sector 
by economic actors themselves." Lowi, 1964, p. 691, note. 

!3ibid., p. 691. 

lllbid. 

15Theodore Lowi, In Chambers and Burnham, The 
American Party System (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1967) , p. 239. 

lllbid. 

lllbid. 

lllbid. 



116 

!9lbid., p. 276. 

20Theodore Lowi, "Four Systems of Policy, Politics 
and Choice," Public Administration Review 32 (July-August 
1972): p. 300. 

2lLowi, 1972, p. 300. 

22ibid., p. 300. 

23Lewis Froman, "An Analysis of Public Policy in 
Cities," Journal of Politics 29 (February, 1967): p. 95. 

24ibid., p. 102. 

25ibid. 

26Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 14. 

27see J. G. Head, "Public Goods and Public Policy," 
Public Finance 17 (1962): pp. 197-219. 

28paul Samuelson, "The Pure Theory of Public 
Expenditure," Review of Economics and Statistics 36 (1954): 
pp. 387-389. 

29Elinor Ostrom and Vincent Ostrom, "Public Goods 
and Public Choices," in Alternatives for Delivering Public 
Services, ed. by E. S. Savas (Boulder: Westview Press, 
1977), pp. 7-49. 

30ibid. 

31lbid. 

32ibid. 

33ibid. 

34ibid. 

35ibid. 

36ibid. 

P 

P 

P 

P' 

P' 

P' 

12. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

16. 

19. 

24. 

37Kenneth Godwin and Bruce Shepard, "Forcing 
Squares, Triangles and Ellipses into a Circular Paradigm." 
Western Political Ouarterly 32 (September 1979): p. 268. 



117 

38George Greenberg, Jeffrey Miller, Lawrence Mohr, 
Burce Vladeck, "Developing Public Policy Theory: 
Perspectives from Empirical Research," American Political 
Science Review 71 (December 1977): pp. 1532-1543. 

39ibid., p. 1533. 

40ibid. 

41see Peter J. Steinberger, "Typologies of Public 
Policy: Meaning Construction and the Policy Process," 
Social Science Quarterly 61 (September 1980): pp. 185-197 

42 Ibid., p. 185. 

43Elinor Ostrom, "Is It B or Not B? This is the 
Question." Social Science Quarterly 61 (September 1980): 
pp. 198-202. 

44ibid., p. 198. 

Chapter V 

Ipeter Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social 
Construction of Reality (Garden City: Anchor Books, 1967) 
p. 1. 

2lra Sharkansky, "Where You Sit Shapes What You 
See and What You Do—Maybe," Social Science Quarterly 61 
(September 1980): p. 203. 

3George Greenberg, Jeffrey Miller, Lawrence Mohr, 
Bruce Vladeck, "Case Study Aggregation and Policy Theory," 
Paper Delivered at the 1973 Annual Meeting of the American 
Political Science Association, New Orleans, September 4-8, 
p. 7. 

^For a complete discussion of this type of 
inquiry see Don Ihde (Experimental Phenomenology, New York 
Putnam's Sons, 1977). Especially the chapter on "Expanded 
Variations and Phenomenological Reconstruction." All of 
the above figures are borrowed from that section and one 
other, entitled "Multi-Stable Phenomena: A 
Phenomenological Reconstruction." 

5lbid., pp. 69-69. 

^Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of 
Reality, p. 54. 



118 

7lbid., p. 60. 

^Lowi, p. 299. 

9lbid. 

lOlbld. 

lllbid., p. 304. 

12lbid. 

^^Ibid., p. 306. 

14lbid. 

lllbid. 

lllbid. 

17ibid. 

l^Greenberg, et al., p. 12. 

Chapter VI 

Iwilliam Lucas, "The Case Survey Method: 
Aggregating Case Experience," Santa Monica: Rand 
Publication #R-1515-RC (October, 1974), p. 1. 

2lbid., p. 3. 

3lbid. 

4Robert Yin and Karen Yates, "Using the Case 
Survey Method to Analyze Policy Studies," Administrative 
Science Quarterly 20 (September 1975): p. 371. 

5lbid., p. 372. 

^Lucas, "The Case Survey Method," pp. 27-28. 

Chapter VIII 

IGreenberg, et al., "Developing Public Policy 
Theory," p. 1542. 



119 

2lbid. 

3Mark Sproule-Jones, "Public Choice Theory and 
Natural Resources: Methodological Explication and 
Critique," American Political Science Review 76 (1982): 
pp. 790-803. 

4lnre Lakatos, Criticism and the Growth of 
Knowledge (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1974), 
pp. 91-196. 

^Sproule-Jones, "Public Choice Theory and Natural 
Resources," p. 792. 

6lbid., p. 795. 

^Ibid., p. 803. 

^Ibid. 

"Brodbeck, Readings in the Philosophy of the 
Social Sciences, p. 458. 

l^Robert Merton, "The Bearing of Sociological 
Theory on Empirical Research," in Brodbeck, Readings in the 
Philosophy of the Social Sciences, p. 477. 

llBrodbeck, Readings in the Philosophy of the 
Social Sciences, p. 457. 

12ibid. 

13ibid., pp. 457-458. 

14ibid., p. 459. 

l^Anthony Giddens, Capitalism and Modern Social 
Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971), p. 
137. 

Chapter IX 

lAnatol, Rapaport, "Various Meanings of 
'Theory'," American Political Science Review 52 (December 
1958): pp. 972-988. 

2Greenberg, et al., "Developing Public Policy 
Theory," 1973, p. 12. 



120 

3lbid., p. 13. 

4lbid. 

5lbid. 

6lbid., p. 14. 

•^Ibid. 

Sibid. 

^Ibid., p. 15. 

Chapter X 

iThomas Saaty, The Analytic Hierarchy Process 
(St. Louis: McGraw-Hill, 1980), p. 11. 

2lbid., p. 14. 

3lbid., p. 16. 

4w. W. Rouse-Ball, Mathematical Recreations and 
Essays, (New York: McMillan, 1947), p. 162. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Apter, David. Introduction to Political Analysis. 
Cambridge: Winthrop Publishers, 1977. 

Baber, Walter F. Organizing the Future: Matrix Models for 
the Postindustrial Polity. Alabama: The 
University of Alabama Press, 1983. 

Becker, Howard. Contemporary Social Theory. New York: 
Russell & Russell, 1971. 

Becker, Howard. Systematic Sociology. London: Chapman & 
Hall Ltd., 1932. 

Becker, Howard. Social Thought From Lore to Science. New 
York: Dove Publications, 1961. 

Becker, Howard. Through Values to Social Interpretation. 
Durham: Duke Press, 1950. 

Bendix, Reinhard. Max Weber, An Intellectural Portrait. 
Garden City: Anchor Books, 1962. 

Berger, Peter and Luckmann, Thomas. The Social 
Construction of Reality. Garden City: Anchor 
Books, 1967. 

Boorstin, Daniel. The Republic of Technology. New York: 
Harper & Rox, 1978. 

Brodbeck, May. Readings in the Philosophy of the Social 
Sciences. London: Collier-MacMillan Ltd., 1968. 

Cochran, Clarke E., Mayer, Lawrence C , Carr, T. R., Cayer, 
N. Joseph. American Public Policy. New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1982. 

Dye, Thomas. Understanding Public Policy. Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1981. 

Easton, David. The Political System. New York: Knopf, 
1953. 

121 



122 

Eulau, Heinz and Prewitt, Kenneth. Labyrinths of 
Democracy. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1973. 

Friedrich, Carl J. Man and His Government. New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1963. 

Froman, Lewis. "An Analysis of Public Policy in Cities." 
Journal of Politics 29 (February 1967): pp. 
94-108. 

Gerth, H. H., and Mills, C. Wright. From Max Weber: 
Essays in Sociology. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1958. 

Godwin, Kenneth, and Shepard, Bruce. "Forcing Squares, 
Triangles, and Elipses into a Circular Paradigm." 
Western Political Quarterly 32 (September 1979): 
pp. 265-277. 

Greenberg, George; Miller, Jeffrey; Mohr, Lawrence; and 
Vladeck, Bruce. "Developing Public Policy Theory: 
Perspectives from Empirical Research." American 
Political Science Review 71 (December 1977): 
pp. 1532-1543. 

Greenberg, George; Miller, Jeffrey; Mohr, Lawrence; and 
Vladeck, Bruce. "Case Study Aggregation and Policy 
Theory." Paper delivered at 1973 Annual Meeting of 
the American Political Science Association, New 
Orleans, (September 4-8). 

Head, J. G. "Public Goods and Public Policy." Public 
Finance 17 (1962): pp. 197-219. 

Heclo, Hugh. "Policy Analysis." British Journal of 
Political Science 2 (January 1972): pp. 85-95. 

Ihde, Don. Experimental Phenomenology. New York: 
Putnam's Sons, 1977. 

Isaak, Alan C. Scope and Methods of Political Science. 
Homewood, 111.: Dorsey Press, 1975. 

Jones, Charles 0. An Introduction to the Study of Public 
Policy. Boston: Duxbury, 1977. 

Kuhn, Thomas. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962. 

Lasswell, Harold D., and Kaplan, Abraham. Power and 
Society. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970. 



123 

Lowi, Theodore, in Chambers, William and Burnham, Walter D. 
The American Party System. New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1967. 

Lowi, Theodore. "Four Systems of Policy, Politics and 
Choice." Public Administration Review. 
(July/August 1972): pp. 298-310. 

Lowi, Theodore. "American Business, Public Policy, Case 
Studies, and Political Theory." World Politics 
(July 1964): pp. 677-715. 

Lucas, William. "The Case Survey Method: Aggregating Case 
Experience." Santa Monica: Rand Publication 
#R-1515-RC, (October 1974). 

Meehan, Eugene. Reasoned Argument in Social Science. 
Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1981. 

Merton, Robert. On Theoretical Sociology. (New York: 
Free Press, 1967. 

McKinney, John C. Constructive Typology and Social Theory. 
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966. 

Olson, Mancur. The Logic of Collective Action. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1965. 

Ostrom, Elinor, and Ostrom, Vincent. in Alternatives for 
Delivering Public Services. Ed. by S. Avas, E. S. 
Boulder: Westview Press, 1977. 

Ostrom, Elinor, "Is it B or Not B? This is the Question." 
Social Science Quarterly 61 (September 1980): 
198-202. 

Parsons, Talcott, ed. Max Weber: The Theory of Social and 
Economic Organization. New York: Free Press, 
1965. 

Rapaport, Anatol. "Various Meanings of 'Theory'." 
American Political Science Review 52 (December 
1958): 972-988. 

Rouse-Ball, W. W. Mathematical Recreations and Essays. 
New York: MacMillan, 1947. 

Rudner, Richard. Philosophy of Social Science. Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1966. 

Saaty, Thomas. The Analytical Hierarchy Process. St. 
Louis: McGraw-Hill, 1980. 



124 

Samuelson, Paul. "The Pure Theory of Public Expenditure." 
Review of Economics and Statistics 36 (1954): 
387-389. 

Sharkansky, Ira. "Where You Sit Shapes What You See and 
What You Do—Maybe." Social Science Quarterly 61 
(September 1980): 203-205. 

Shils, E. A. and Finch, H. A., eds. Max Weber on the 
Methodology of the Social Sciences. New York: 
Free Press, 1949. 

Steinberger, Peter J. "Typologies of Public Policy: 
Meaning, Construction and the Policy Process." 
Social Science Quarterly 61 (September 1980): 
185-197. 

Stokey, Edith, and Zeckhauser, Richard. A Primer for 
Policy Analysis. New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 
1978. 

Timasheff, Nicolas. Sociological Theory — Its Nature and 
Growth. New York: Random House, 1967. 

Yin, Robert, and Yates, Douglas. Street Level Governments, 
Lexington: D. C. Heath, 1975. 

Yin, Robert, and Yates, Karen. "Using the Case Survey 
Method to Analyze Policy Studies." Administrative 
Science Quarterly 20 (September 1975): 371-381. 



APPENDICES 

1 2 5 



126 

APPENDIX A 

CASE SURVEY CODE FORM (TYPOLOGY) 

"In most cases;" 

1. Could the disputed good be provided in such a way as to 
exclude potential users on the basis of the ability to 
pay? 
(1) yes 
(2) no • 

2. Could potential consumers of the good exercise signifi
cant latitude of choice in their pattern of use with 
regard to the kind or quality of the good? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

3. Would market forces (supply and demand) affect the 
allocation of the good? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

4. Could the good be consumed in an individual 
(non-collective) manner? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

5. Would policy regulate (as opposed to provide) the good? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

6. Could the good in question be used jointly? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

7. Would the allocation of the good be determined by poli
tical forces (as opposed to economic)? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

8. Would access to the good be difficult to restrict? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

9. Would use of the good result in a subtraction effect on 
its availability? 
(1) yes 
(2) no 

10. Case ID # 
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APPENDIX B 

CASE STUDIES 
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Howard Samuel, Congress at Work (New York: Holt, 
1952). 
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The Brookings Institution, 1968). 
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Agricultural Adjustment Act. Charles Hardin, The 
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1952); and Gilbert Fite, George Peek and the Fight 
for Farm Parity (Norman: University of Oklahoma 
Press, 1954). 

Taft-Hartley. Bailey and Samuel, op. cit. 
Landrum-Griffin. Alan McAdams, Power Politics in 
Labor Legislation (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1964). 

"The Kings River Project," Arthur Maass, In Public 
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Stein, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1952), 
pp. 533-573. 
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(University of Alabama Press, 1955). 
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Merrill Company, Inc., 1967). 
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pp. 77-89. 
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Richard T. Frost, ed.. Cases in State and Local 
Government. (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 
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