PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT:  Stop ‘Waiting for Godot’
By Jim Masters   April 13, 2005

INTRODUCTION.  In the past four decades, the development of new strategies and programs in human services relied heavily either on Federal employees being personally involved in the process, or on Federal financing of Research & Demonstration projects (hereafter R&D), or both.   With the long slow reduction in the Federal role since 1981, new approaches are needed.  This paper describes (a) how program development was done from 1964 to 1981, (b) how it declined from 1981 to the present, (c) why we still need a capability to do program development, (d) explores the issue of whether national commitment must come first or whether the ideas must come first, (e) identifies some of the factors inside the CSBG network that inhibit or promote program development and R&D, and (f) suggests some approaches that might be tried to expand the capacity of the CSBG network.  
The ‘big five” of NASCSP, NCAF, CAP, CAPLAW and OCS are urged to discuss these (and other) options as part of the process leading up to the Unity Conference, and to adopt approaches to increase our networks capacity for program development and R&D.  Whether the scope is a national or state plan to end poverty or a single strategy targeted to reduce a specific cause of poverty, more action is needed.  

A.  HOW IT USED TO BE DONE IN THE GOOD OLD DAYS from 1964 to 1981.


Where do new programs come from?  What is the process by which they come into existence?  Virtually ALL the ideas for programs that were turned into large-scale programs by Congress in the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 were sweated-up from ideas that took years or even decades to turn into reality.  Many of the program ideas that were in the original Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 had been around as ideas or as small-scale experiments for many years, some since the 1930's. This includes Legal Services, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Community Action. In fact, it could be argued that the ONLY new program idea in the Economic Opportunity Act was the Job Corps.


Most of the programs now operated by CAA’s that came into being after passage of the Economic Opportunity Act were first invented by a CAA or by an R&D project funded by OEO, and THEN it was incorporated into law.  These programs started out as a glimmer, a hope, a test, an anomaly, a local experiment, or as an offshoot from an existing program.  This includes Head Start, Adult Basic Education, Family Planning, Parent Child Centers, Community Health Centers, Upward Bound and Foster Grandparents -- and almost all of what is now found in Titles III and V of in the Older Americans Act.  For most new programs, it takes years to develop the concept to the point where it is good enough to even try to get it into law.  While a few ideas come into existence off of the back-of-some Congressperson’s-envelope, most programs that get passed by Congress do so only after there is years of experimentation and successful demonstration at the city, county or state level – and a pile of paper that is three feet high.


The people in the OEO Headquarters program development units that were instrumental in creating these new programs became justifiably famous.  (See appendix A for examples)  Each of these shops consisted of a small group of people who took it upon themselves to make something happen.  OEO made MAJOR R&D investments in Head Start, Job Corps and Community Health Centers.  Some of the R&D worked and some did not and some was controversial, but it seems clear that overall the investment helped grow the programs.  OEO also funded many R&D projects in the form of ‘limited purpose’ grants and funded entire R&D shops at Food Research and Action Council (FRAC), the Rural Coalition, Planned Parenthood, the Children’s Defense Fund, Housing Assistance Council (HAC) the Urban Institute, and many others.  When CSA shut down in 1981, there were 932 CAA’s and 860 ‘limited purpose’ R&D type grants out to CAA’s, think tanks, and others.  Yes, 860.


The technology for doing program development is well-known.  You can learn to do it.  It is somewhat analogous to small-scale farming.  You find a “family" of two or three or five or six people who want to make it happen, and put them into business -- with some time and resources behind them.  They find a place to do their work.  They find seeds and plant them.  They weed, water and fend off the critters that would eat the plants and buds.  They fertilize, prune and then hybridize the new idea to shape it into a viable strain.  They discard the losers.  THEY PROVE THE IDEA WORKS.  They find customers for the product.  Then they expand production (dissemination and replication).  They write instructions on how to prepare the soil, plant the seeds, grow and harvest the new plant, and recipes on how to prepare the item for consumption.  They produce the work programs, guidelines, workbooks, forms, procedures, databases, evaluation models, case studies, newsletters and other “stuff” of programs. THIS PROCESS TYPICALLY TAKES A MINIMUM OF THREE YEARS AND OFTEN TAKES FIVE OR MORE.   The CSBG planning and data collection requirement should be interpreted as permitting this entire range of activity.  The information gathering processes should be used as part of a broader a program development function, not simply as an accountability process.  Since there are several CAA’s that are very good at program development (Redwood, TAP, Boston)  their systems could be studied in depth and used for expansion at the state and national levels.


Every human services system like every other business needs an R&D function to keep its products current, to meet and beat the competition, to new methods and to reshape itself to meet the changes in the environment.  It needs methods to invent, test, and prove the value of a new idea.  It needs ways to replicate inventions.  Most human services delivery systems have a program development capacity included in their Federal statute, and most of the R&D projects in those networks are federally funded.  There were major R&D operations either in the Federal agency or directly funded by the Federal agency.  Some of them were or still are:


mental health = NIMH


health        = NIH


alcohol       = NIAAA


drug abuse    = OSAP


Welfare reform/JOBS = MDRC, ISR.


Some of the R&D operations also involved state agencies or other state-level institutions:


employment and training = BPA, JTPA State set-asides for T&TA and rewarding 



exemplary programs, 
Columbia University, Rutgers, Brandies University, Johns 


Hopkins University.


Vocational Education = University of Ohio


Education =  ERIC, regional labs.

There were provisions in their federal statutes that provided for R&D, evaluation and making improvements in program operations.  WE NEED MORE PROVISIONS LIKE THESE IN CSBG!

But the Federally driven model is not the only way that R&D can happen.  And given the political trend of the Federal government withdrawing from much of the R&D activity in human services, we need some new approaches.

The Foundations have played a resurgent role, similar to what they did in the 1950’s.  Especially in the 1980's, when OMB Director Stockman systematically went about reducing the program development infrastructure, the foundations created new “intermediaries” between the Federal government and the front-line delivery systems.  Some examples are:


Health and Youth = Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 


Economic Development = LISC.


Housing = HAC, Enterprise, Habitat for Humanity.


Rural development = Aspen, Ford. Rocky Mountain Institute, Kellogg.


Microenterprise = Mott, Ford, other foundations, women's groups. 

Several universities expanded their role on rural development and community
Development (MS, IL, NY, MO) 

B.  R&D IN COMMUNITY ACTION SINCE 1981.

   
The discretionary funds at both the federal and state levels were another potential source of R&D.  But at the Federal level the CSBG discretionary funds were converted into a program in and of itself and are used to refund ongoing operations (National Youth Sports, CDC’s).  Occasionally the money is used to fund a new project idea – JOLI -- but even if those projects are evaluated they are rarely replicated.  Try to think of new program ideas that have been adopted up by a substantial number of CAA’s that have come out of the Federal CSBG Discretionary funding since 1981.  I can’t think of any other than what came out of the Demonstration Partnership Program, or DPP.  (The IDA program was brought to OCS by the Corporation for Enterprise Development, one of the best program development shops in the U.S.)  The OCS DPP jump-started program ideas in family development and microenterprise.  The DPP had a systematic approach to program development.  The DPP required evaluations, a crucial step in expanding any program.  The DPP helped us “grow” the microbusiness and family development strategies.   The DPP was dropped.  Talk about shooting yourselves in the foot!


But why did this program development activity happen only in the DPP?  Every state has discretionary money.  
Many states pass discretionary money through to fund existing operations.  They fund the present -- or even worse the past -- instead of inventing the future.  


Another problem is that many state funded projects tend to be one-year or two-year projects. Then the priority changes and they are off on another track. It takes 2 or 3 years to grow an idea to the point where it can withstand rigorous scrutiny, and then another 2 or 3 years to evaluate it.  Program development is a long haul process and when priorities and investments change every year, then program development does not happen.  

Furthermore, some states use the money in a way that is totally irrelevant to program development or any other kind of improvement within the CSBG network -- they use the discretionary money to fund program activity or groups that are totally outside of the CSBG system.  How many of those ideas that were funded OUTSIDE of the CSBG system have ever crossed back into the CSBG system?  I can't think of a single one.  So, one fact of program development is – you have to fund the research and development inside the network where you want new ideas to be developed and to grow.

Only a few states (IL, CA, PA, NY, and MO) have had the vision and courage to even try to use the state-level CSBG discretionary money to develop new programs.  But these are the exception; most states fund an idea for only one year rather than the three to five years it takes to grow a new program.  Or, they create a program that may have a role for CAA’s (intake) but it really a state-run program.  Even where a state funds an innovative idea at the CAA level it is almost never picked up in a systematic way and turned into something usable by other CAA’s.  


In summing up this section, as we look at all the activity at both the Federal, state and association level with regard to discretionary funding, except for the microenterprise and family development that came out of DPP, and the IDA program that was brought into the network by CfED, we have had NO NEW PROGRAMS ADOPTED ON A LARGE SCALE BASIS THAT WERE DEVELOPED FROM INSIDE OF THE CSBG NETWORK SINCE 1981.


The withdrawal of the federal government from R&D in human services was an explicit policy of the Regan administration, and OMB Director David Stockman called for “…defunding the infrastructure” in federal and local agencies that generated additional demands on the Federal budget.  It looks like Mr. Stockman’s strategy was successful.


One fundamental mistake that is made by those who call for “new ideas” to present to Congress is that new ideas do not spring into existence whole cloth.  Virtually all new ideas that eventually get recognized as good ideas come from a long three-to-ten year long PROCESS of investment, experimentation, blind alleys, false starts and other potholes on the highway of continuous improvement.  It is a learning process in which the participants learn their way into a new approach.  Private industry knows this and routinely pays the cost for ideas that do not work out.  One challenge for the public sector is that this is seen by some as “waste” but in reality it is a necessary investment in order to invent the future.  The success rate for the 15,000 new food products that are introduced to American consumers annually is about 10%.  The other 90% just don’t sell enough to merit continuation.  So are we are tolerant of a 90% failure rate in the private sector, but unwilling to tolerate any ‘lack of success’ in the public sector?  This is a recipe for stagnation.
C.  THE NEED FOR R&D AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT STILL EXISTS


Too many people are sitting around and waiting for somebody else to invent new strategies and programs.  They hope the Feds will reappear, or that some foundation will deliver a new program to them whole cloth.  They are waiting for the magic to drop from the sky, hence the call in the title of this paper to stop “Waiting for Godot.”  We need to pull together the bits and pieces of R&D machinery that are scattered throughout the network for several reasons.

     
1.  TO SEIZE OPPORTUNITIES.  Whole new networks have sprouted up (food, literacy, immigrants, homeless,) in "new" areas of human need that might have been at least partially-owned or operated by the community action network, but we did not move fast enough to get on top of the new need.  We waited for the Feds to fund it and start a new network.  We should fill a vacuum first, and claim the territory -- and then go to Congress to fund it.  By that time and idea gets to Congress, the territory is already filled with either the more entrepreneurial delivery systems or with new players.  Some of the generic program and topic areas where there are current opportunities include, in no particular order:

alcohol and substance abuse prevention 

health education (AIDS, smoking, cancer prevention and detection)

disaster planning and assistance (some interesting recent moves here by the CAP)

community problem-solving

community resource mobilization

prescription drug outreach

where has ‘service integration’ really worked – surely we have models that prove this ideology
      works

community leadership development

“community building” – why don’t CAA’s own this?

large-scale anti-poverty planning

national plan to end poverty (about 25 countries have these, why don’t we?)

statewide plan to end poverty

prisoner rehabilitation, re-integration

statewide call centers for 24/76 eligibility determination

Circles of Support

family development -- that is different from what the Family Resource Center network is doing

accountability of public agencies to the public

teen pregnancy prevention

wireless nodes for low-income neighborhoods

healthy marriages and relationships

public service employment

recycling computers and other electronic equipment

computer training is coming back into play – turn your office into a computer lab at night.

turn your parking lot into a weekend market place

start a string of street-vendors

“car” programs to make sure everybody who needs one has a vehicle

school drop-out prevention

school-to-work transition 

lead abatement (this is still waiting to happen)

businesses that make money for CAA's and employ people (thrift shops, farmer's markets, etc.)

immigration policy 

immigrant services

home based child care

extended adolescence (when IS a person an adult now, age 30?)

income security or income adequacy

foster care and health care for kids who are found during “meth lab” busts

foster care ‘graduates” at age 18 thrust onto the streets

families moving close to prisons into “rural ghettos”

grandparents as parents

minimum wage increases – time to get serious about this

catering

kitchen incubator

retail meals to soccer moms $20 pp/pday + $5 delivery

home care services after hospital for baby, aging parent

buy the check-cashing, payday lending company and humanize it

now that all jobs require middle-class social skills and an education, what do we do with


the people who do not have those?  There is no information-society equivalent to the
unskilled manufacturing jobs.  Public service employment?
And we are still decades behind in dealing with the implications of globalization on our 
workforce.

     
2.  TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE.  When your competitors -- other delivery systems -- have this capacity to develop new strategies and programs and you do not, over a long-period of time they will outdistance you.  They will have new products or services that appear to more clearly meet the needs of customers.  We need to increase our program development capacity to grind out the new approaches that CAA’s can use to be more competitive.


3.  TO FIND NEW PARADIGMS.  Some of the approaches (multi-purpose neighborhood centers, public housing) from the l960's no longer work because the environment is very different from what it used to be.  Some of our approaches are obsolete, (e.g. I&R).  Too much of the old paradigm is hollowing-out following the classic evolutionary cycle of all systems as they get old.  What is our next paradigm?  The 21st Century Model Project was on the right track and asking the right questions.  We need to keep that dialogue going.


4.  TO DO SOMETHING ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF THE RADICALLY RESTRUCTURED ECONOMY.  The passage of NAFTA and GATT are signals that the world economy has changed in fundamental ways.  Entire industries now operate on a global instead of a national basis.  In the 1960's the family escaped poverty when you helped Dad break the discrimination barrier at the plant and get a high-paying job (with benefits) on the assembly line.  Now, we have discrimination that works in increasingly subtle ways, fewer plants, automated assembly lines, no benefits at most new jobs, declining wages in too many job categories, no jobs at all in other places  -- and in too many cases, no Dad.  Our economy is going sideways or downhill for those with the least education or training.   We haven’t even started looking at this issue.  This is a terribly negative mega-trend that is going to get worse, and we need to escalate the amount of R&D on this subject NOW!  Bob Clark points out that 2005 would be a good year to get involved with the Global Call to Action Against Poverty, the UK’s “Make Poverty History,” Ireland’s goal of ending child poverty in ten years, the U.N. Millennium Development Goals – see  http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/  
Bob Clark suggests the network create an “international unit” to keep track of the initiatives to reduce poverty in the rest of the world, and to link with international NGO’s like the Oxfam, CARE, and U.N. affiliated agencies like UNICEF.  Better late than never.

5.  TO DEAL WITH DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES I.E. IMMIGRATION.  Bob Clark suggests that CAA’s with large immigrant populations should think about reaching out to the source countries and working with the embassy personnel, or governmental or nongovernmental organizations on the needs of immigrants.  Go international – help people earn more money in their home country and maybe they will choose to live there!  Get a contract from an international NGO to go to the source country and help set up programs.


The basic choice is between two pathways to the future.  One is to defend the old approaches and to do nothing but operate existing programs, and to wait to see what is delivered to our table.   Defending old approaches without systematic effort to develop new approaches is a self-defeating strategy.  In the long run, events will pass us by.  The other choice is to increase our level of effort to invent new approaches.  By inventing new strategies and programs we can continue to demonstrate the need for and the viability of the CSBG network. But first, a few more challenges.

D.  WHAT COMES FIRST, NATIONAL COMMITMENT TO LARGE SCALE ACTIVITY 
OR THE STRATEGY THAT CAN BECOME A LARGE SCALE ACTIVITY?

John Buckstead points out that there is a fundamental underlying dimension to program development – that is the level of the national commitment to solving problems and helping poor people.  John reminds us correctly that to really do something big there has to be a “social contract” in which there is a “…fundamental commitment to the idea of making things better for poor people”  In other words, there is a progression from (a) do nothing or deny that the Federal government has any role, to (b) do something as a symbolic gesture that shows that ‘we are concerned about this’ but we are only willing to make a small gesture and not willing to spend money anywhere near the amount it would take to solve the problem.  Some argue that MOST of the federal employment and training and social service programs operate at this level.  President Bill Clinton was a genius at operating at this level.  The next level up would be (c) where the strategy or program is brought to a level where it could effectively address the conditions of the problem that spawned the creation of the strategy and that the program can grow to a scale of national significance.  Buckstead uses Dick Saul and the WX and LIHEAP examples here.  And the next level up would be (d)  to eliminate the causes of the problem and the examples in human development are few and far between.

So the question is -- which comes first, the chicken or the egg.  Buckstead argues that the fundamental desire and commitment of the American people and their elected officials is what creates the “policy space’ within which the new ideas can grow to scale. Working to change the values of the America people and elected officials is certainly one way to create the conditions for growth of new ideas.  The Dialogues on Poverty are one way to do this.
I would agree that this commitment is necessary for something to go to scale, but the basic ideas can be created, tested and refined even in the current environment.  So when the political climate changes and American’s are ready to invest in human development again, we will be ready with the kind of demonstrations at the local and state level that are ready to be expanded.  

This is exactly what happened in the 1930’s.  The Depression opened up the national policy space for all the social change strategies being used by the settlement houses since the 1890’s and for the 17 state government aid programs that had been developed from 1912 to 1935.  These programs from the settlement houses and the state governments were what “went to scale” in the New Deal. 

This is exactly what happened when the civil rights movement succeeded with Brown vs. Board of Education in 1954.  This was no fluke; this victory at the Supreme Court was the result of a goal and a strategic plan that the NAACP had adopted in 1930 and jump-started with an investment of $100,000.  How many of YOU have a 25 year goal and plan to solve a major problem?

This is exactly what happened in the 1960’s when LBJ picked up the ideas that had been percolating since the 1930’s in nonprofit agencies in Chicago, in the field of sociology, among migrant-farm worker advocates, in the civil rights movement, in Ford Foundation funded projects and in juvenile delinquency prevention programs – and carried these ideas into the Economic Opportunity Act and other new national programs.  

And this recognition of national need is going to happen again – within five years I’d say -- and the drivers will be either one or both of the need for international competitiveness or energy costs.  We should have 20 proven strategies ready to go for the next expansion of public interest and reformulation of public policy.  If the public came to us today and asked us to identify ten strategies into which they should invest a billion dollars each, we would have a few of the old tried and true and nothing much new.  We need 20 good ideas ready to go, with proof that they work.

And the invitation is going to happen.  Bluntly put, China and India are going to clean our clocks on hi-tech and on many services in the same way they have already done on clothing, electronics and other manufacturing.  Many other nations are now eating our lunch.  The wages in any sector of the U.S economy that is now part of a globalized market place will gravitate toward a “world average wage” for that industry.  This means wages in the rest of the world go up – and wages in the US that are not unionized will go down.  All the world uses the same technology so that is not the primary driver of productivity improvements.  As this wage trend continues, the U.S. will finally wake up to the need for massive investments in education and health as the primary sources of international competitiveness (to replace or offset wage competitiveness, which is a template on which we are losing and will continue to lose).  The U.S. is now about 17th in the world on educational attainment.  

The other thing that happens in a globalized sector in addition to wages declining is that employment becomes much more volatile and temporary.  Both jobs and companies will come and go much faster, calling for faster re-training and for new ways to make health benefits and pension programs portable between work environments.  We have not laid a glove on this challenge yet.  The people trying to unravel the old New Deal are missing the point.  We need a “New New Deal” to create the social insurance infrastructure and human development infrastructure that will work in a globalized economy.  The globalization crisis will continue to manifest itself sector by sector in the years ahead.  What we now have is insufficient for the challenge, and we losing ground.  Read Tom Freidman’s new book on “The Flat Earth” and you will see that these globalization trends are much further ahead than most people know about.  The private sector understands this – but both major political parties and the U.S. government are in denial with their heads stuck in the sand.  

On energy, we do not have to wait until the world runs OUT of oil for the energy crisis to bite. Long before humans suck every last drop of oil out of the earth (and this WILL happen in 50 or 75 years) we will have pumped all the major fields and reserves down to the point where scarcity takes over and oil prices start to go up up and up.  With the recent increases in demand from India and China this trend has already started.  We have about five years at most before this is a major problem.  With energy costs souring, inflation will take off, the Federal Reserve will raise interest rates up up and up to dampen it, which will drive  the cost of mortgages past what most people can afford at current house prices.  This punctures the housing bubble and house prices come down by 25% or so.  The housing bubble is a major source of the equity which is driving consumption, and as house equity declines the spending of that equity declines.  Eureka, recession.  This has happened in the US before (remember 1972 and again in 1979-1980?) and it is what happened in Japan in the early 1990’s.  

So either globalization of the economy or oil costs -- or both -- will precipitate a need for a major restructuring in the U.S.  And we should be ready with the next generation of strategies and programs.  Since it takes years to develop a good strategy or program, we need to start NOW.

E.  OTHER FACTORS PROMOTING OR INHIBITING INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY ACTION NETWORK.  There are some other dynamics that inhibit program development.  They are described in no particular order.

     1.  There seem to be some self-imposed limits in CAP and NASCSP.  Neither has defined itself as having a leadership role in systematically developing new anti-poverty strategies or programs for the community action network that would operate on a large-scale basis.

        The striking exceptions to this general assertion prove the rule.  One exception is that NASCSP has taken an effective leadership role in developing new energy policy and programs, in part as a result of their link with EORI.   NACAA/CAP had an excellent Dialogue on Poverty designed to change public attitudes at the local level, which they seem to have dropped.  NACAA/CAP made some progress on health education (American Cancer Society) that could possibly have been turned into a full-fledged program, or might be expanded to other types of issues, e.g. prescription drug education.  The CAP is doing something on homeland security and emergency service which many or may not pan out -- but at least they are trying something new.  And they should be doing 10 more initiatives just like that.


Both national associations should add R&D and program development to their statements of purpose, and to develop a systematic capacity for doing it.  Deciding that something needs to be done is the first step.

     2.  The process of R & D and program development should be managed from the top, but routine program operations should be managed from the bottom  The network used to do it this way, but the trends seem to be against both of these principles.  Some states try to manage the CSBG from the top -- and allow but do not promote or help to manage innovation that occurs at the bottom.  There are rare exceptions to this, such as the Missouri and Minnesota and Illinois CSBG offices (kudos to them.)  In the forty years since its inception, community action has never been successfully "managed from the top" because its intrinsic dynamic is “fundamental localism,” flexibility and a high degree of congruence with constantly changing local needs.  To try to manage the basic day-to-day activities from the top is a losing proposition.  If everything going on in a CAA can even be tracked from a hundred miles away, then not enough is going on.  So the states that try to decentralize program development but try to centralize management of routine program activity --   have got it exactly backwards.  They should centralize and drive the process of program development, and leave primary management of routine program activity to the locals.
     3.  NCAF does an excellent job of managing the relationship between members of the system and national elected officials, but this is a totally different set of dynamics from the management of a program development process.  Any experimental effort needs to operate at a very low profile initially because there are going to be a lot of false starts.  In program development you have to be able to make mistakes and to do continuous improvement.  The scrutiny of elected officials early in a R&D process is not desirable.  They tend to see everything that they do not understand or that is not familiar or that fails as waste and abuse and this inhibits innovation.  


Politics is effective at taking proven ideas to scale, but first the ideas have to be developed to the point where they have enough substance for use in the political process.  Politics is best at taken proven ideas to scale and at defending existing programs.  But in terms of creating new ideas and programs politics usually inhibits rather than promotes efforts at innovation.  


I am amazed at the community development financing utility that NCAF has developed.  Needed by the network?  Yes!  Good job NCAF!  But why locate it at NCAF?  Isn’t this an inherently programmatic function and not a political function?

     4.  The Congress is scaling down or closing the R&D functions throughout the Federal Government  The "Feds" at OCS and at most other agencies are no longer in a position to do the R&D themselves, or to give "franchises" to organizations to do large-scale R&D.  Since 1981 they have not required evaluations or legitimized new models or help disseminate program models throughout the CSBG network (except for the DPP.).  We miss them, but there is no indication this function will return on a large scale in the near term.  And, some people in the Federal government would shrink or eliminate the government from this role.  We should thank our friendly Feds for their past work, say goodbye and move on.


5.  A few people perceive that if additional funding goes to CAP or NASCSP, then this might prompt them to act in ways that were at cross-purposes with NCAF, or with each other.  This perception is based on the assumption that there is only one league and it has only three teams.  In fact, the human services, family development and community development leagues have about 30 different delivery systems or leagues.  In the long run the issue as to whether NASCSP or CAP had the lead on any given program topic is not crucial.  The big issue is whether "League CSBG" is a contender with Family Resource Centers, Family Service Agencies, the established voluntary agencies like the Salvation Army and St. Vincent DePaul (who have done an outstanding job on creating about 300 social enterprises that employ people)  CMHC's, WIB’s, School Districts, and the other major leagues that are in the human development universe.  The big issue is whether the CSBG network is continually refreshed with new approaches and new programs.  The issue is whether we have a large number of new approaches under development, not who has the lead on any one development project.  There is more than enough work here for everybody.

     
Some of these domain problems and turf issues seem to be inhibiting innovation.  But it is a waste of time spending a lot of time on finger pointing here and on who did or did not do what.  We have to get outside our own skins and look at this from the outside.  

There is a large unoccupied territory on R&D leadership.  If expanding the R&D function generates friction between the "CSBG Big Three" -- then it must be accepted.  If the price of no friction is the death of R&D and program development within the CSBG then the price is too high.   Discussion among the "CSBG Big Three" focused on creation of R&D mechanisms would be useful and one purpose of Unity should be to develop a more systematic approach to R&D.  


Since many of the traditional approaches to program development have atrophied or been eliminated, we have to look to other approaches for program development.  The discussion could be limited entirely to R&D mechanisms that do not require Federal legislation.  Some of the options for revitalizing program development are described next.

F.  POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO DEVELOP NEW PROGRAMS AND STRATEGIES.  


 1.  ASSOCIATIONS, STATE OFFICES AND CAA’S -- APPOINT THYSELVES.  “Just do it.”

     
We need a hundred separate program-development efforts, each focused on something that may be useful in the future.  If there is overlap and competition among them, that is better than having nothing going on with regard to a particular topic.  The key things are to make a three to five year commitment to an idea, to do it inside the network, and to do a credible evaluation of the results.  It takes a lot of ideas for a few good ones to emerge, so try lots of ideas.

2.  MAKE A LIST OF IDEAS THEN DIVIDE UP THE TASK AREAS -- OR ASK FOR VOLUNTEERS


The “Big 5” could work up a list of possible ideas (see pages 5 & 6 for a starter pack.)   Different organizations and agencies take a leadership role in different program areas, e.g. NASCSP on economic development and a new energy program, CAP on housing and health, and NCAF on youth and homeless.  Or, whatever.

     
Or, the Illinois CSBG Office might take the lead on self-employment and California CSD on immigration issues.  

     
Or, Cal-Neva on food and substance abuse, Region VIII on information management, and the Florida Association for Community Action on day care, or something else.  Or, whatever.  

     
We need many separate centers of innovation and program development, all producing strategies and program models that are focused on the general outcomes desired by the CSBG network.  There should be more than one shop for each topic area.  Competition is good.  Form ad hoc committees or working groups on topics under the auspices of the national associations.  We did this on family development at NACAA, and almost did it on payday loans and predatory lending.

3.  FORM A CONSORTIUM.  In the private sector it is common for companies to band together and to do subscription research.  Five or ten or twenty different companies will pledge $5,000 or $10,000 each and receive the results of a market research effort or some other technological development.  This is a major piece of the bread-and-butter operations of firms like Abt Associates, SRI International, McKinsey and others.  


CAA’s can develop methods for working with each other on areas of mutual interest through consortia, state and regional associations.  The national and state associations can help to manage the R&D function.  The association may not be the inventor, but it can take that which is invented, write it down, help design an evaluation for it, disseminate information about it, and set up a mechanism to replicate it.   Create an R&D capacity in order to invent the future!  At one point it looked like GA, IL, NY, MN, ID and a couple of other states were going to do a consortium on something (I can’t remember what it was-- it may have been communication software or bulletin boards) but it did not happen.  

     
4.  SUPPORT ENTREPRENEURS.  Sometimes a single CAA takes its creation and turns it into a statewide, regional or national product.  How many CAA’s have tried this?  Here are just a few examples:
Peter Kilde and the ‘car’ program.  
John Kaufman and his Tracker software package.  
Leonard Dawson and his management system.  
The college-prep program from TAP in Roanoke, VA.  
Riverside County and their homeless consortium and their “Bliss County” plan.  
Kern County is going great guns on neighborhood development.  
Knoxville has community leadership and a terrific new pharmaceutical advice service.

Lloyd Throne up at Redwood has a spectacular environmental services division.  
San Luis Obispo’s early childhood programs are world class. 
Gary Stokes at Move the Mountain.

The team at MICA.  

There are now family-development programs that are being adopted on a state-wide basis in PA, 
IA and ND.  
There are many, many more examples of highly successful projects at the local level.  You can find one or more things in every state that merit expansion.  
In the same fashion that many business schools and organizations now give out awards for the best business plan for a social enterprise, the CAA network could have annual awards for the most innovative R&D project, the most rigorous evaluation, or the best replication kit.  Or all three.
The state CSBG offices and national organizations should help package these new ideas and replicate them.  There is a lot more innovation going on at the local level than is getting evaluated and replicated by higher levels.  And evaluation is essential.
7.   REQUIRE EVALUATIONS.   Nothing goes very far without a research base and/or an evaluation behind it.  These are what give an idea the legs it needs to travel.  This goes beyond describing a result or outcome.  This requires independent testing to see if it has been achieved.  Each state could create an evaluation requirement that each CAA must conduct one real evaluation on one of its program every three years, or five years, e.g. pick one of your most promising or productive programs and do an evaluation of it.  It takes a year to two to set-up an evaluation, and a year or two to produce the findings.  Since a good independent evaluation can be done by Professor X for anywhere from $10,000 to $25,000 (or a whole lot more if you want all the bells and whistles) perhaps the State discretionary money could be used to share part of this cost.  Perhaps every program should be evaluated at least once every 20 years.  (Remember the CAA-wide “Type Three” evaluations that CSA funded in the late 1970’s?)  Or, a state could contract directly with a University or think tank to do evaluations. The point is that evaluations get you credibility and proof of results and legitimacy in other settings.  In the absence of evaluations it is just what you claim and how plausible it sounds.  Where do you get a credible evaluation?
     
6.  FORM A LINK WITH A UNIVERSITY.  A link with a university is important.  Here are three ways. (a) You can get student interns to help with a lot of the initial research and project start-up.  (b)  In order to validate the results or the benefits, a university-based evaluation is essential.  These can cost from $10,000 to $25,000.  With an evaluation, your idea is “a proven program.”  Without it, your idea is -- just another idea.  Bob Clark adds another idea, next: (c)  “Students can do more than help as interns or help with evaluation. CAA’s (singly or collectively) are an invaluable "lab" for dissertation-level research on a variety of poverty-related issues that have R&D implications. Believe me, any student who invests in a CAA-related dissertation will be influenced by the experience and that will show up in their subsequent teaching, research, career direction, etc.  Meanwhile the CAA benefits from the study's ideas and findings. (Actually the same general notion applies to their professors as well.)”


7.  HOOK UP WITH A THINK TANK.  If the idea it needs the identification with a particular strain of ideology to go anywhere, then go and get the idea blessed by Heritage, Brookings, the American Enterprise Institute or a similar institution.  Link an idea to one of their ongoing streams of activity.  Invite them out to visit and to explore a partnership.

8.  START A CLIPPING SERVICE OR A BOOK REVIEW SHARING SYSTEM OR A SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP OR A LEARNING COMMUNITY ON A SPECIFIC TOPIC.  There are literally hundreds of reports, evaluations, articles and books on poverty being published every year but we have no system to screen, summarize, and disseminate these ideas.  Head Start does this.  The employment and training network does this.  The legal services programs do this.  The housing networks do this.  We need this kind of information sharing about poverty among CAA’s, but CAA’s do not have a learning system or organization in which the flood of new knowledge is shared.  Everybody is on his or her own.  We had some of this information dissemination going through the 21st Century Model Project, and the Move-the-Mountain has a group who does this.   Wouldn’t this be a good use of the ENG?  Even two summaries of new books a week would be helpful. 

The new CSBG_Partners_Digest@dsgonline.com is starting to do some of this.  I think interested people would volunteer to put stuff up there – if asked!  
The Institute for Research on Poverty at University of Wisconsin has published a mountain of materials, including periodic analyses from the Panel Study on Income Dynamics.  Much of this is written in research-ese and has to be translated into lay language, but this is an untapped gold mine.  The PSID was originally funded by OEO in the 1960’s and still exists.  How many CAA’s know about it?  See http://psidonline.isr.umich.edu/  And the Institute for Research on Poverty is another rich resource.  See http://www.irp.wisc.edu/aboutirp.htm

9.  FORM A MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL PARTNERSHIP WITH ANOTHER NETWORK OR ORGANIZATION.  There are dozens of other networks out there with whom you can put together a ‘skunkworks’ that looks for ways to benefit both types of organizations.   A ‘skunkworks’ is an informal arrangement that does not show up on the budget.  People just do it.  You are tying for a win-win that benefits both organizations.  Look for synergy.  

You may be able to develop a symbiotic relationship that benefits some people in the private sector, like Food Stamps helping the farmers and Unemployment Compensation benefiting employers.  

10.  CREATE A POSITION TO STIMULATE AND HELP MANAGE R&D.  Bob Clark comments: “Like program development itself, building an R&D capacity takes time, commitment, the right people and a body of experience.  I’d say let any or all organizations with an interest get moving, provided they share information with the others. What’s required at the outset is a budgeted staff position for a researcher who can (a) keep up to speed on the poverty literature (b) do in house analyses of existing data sets (e.g. American Community Survey, SIPP, etc.) (c) survey the network regularly for program models (d) oversee R&D contract research and (e) develop and manage R&D dissemination. I think the CAP is one natural place for this person/organizational unit, but it needn’t be the only one.”

Bob Clark continues:  “Actually this is an area that could be used to foster unity since researchers generally like to communicate with their counterparts elsewhere (kind of like pitchers on opposing baseball teams). When I was doing survey work for NACAA the NASCSP was very willing to share their data (preliminary as well as final) as a type of reality check for our findings – and vice versa. Another thing that came out of our NACAA survey work was the number of very interesting local projects than complemented and enriched the statistical findings on CAA involvement in housing, information technology, FBO and youth programs. With a bit more rigorous and in-depth evaluation, some of these local projects could justifiably be scaled up. Scaling up of course requires some entrepreneurial skills as well but you have to start with the data.” 

So there are ten ideas about how to expand R&D to stimulate dialogue.  In closing, any and all of these possible R&D approaches should be discussed and could be used.  It does not make much difference as to which of them is used.  The big issue is whether or not we expand our R&D capacity in a much more systematic way.  We need a more systematic approach to develop and evaluate NEW strategies to attack the causes of poverty and to take the new strategies and programs to scale.  

P.S.  A terrific book on this subject was written by Peter Drucker, Innovation and Entrepreneurship.
Appendix A.  Just a few examples of the people who built programs:  Ed Zigler and Jule Sugarman on Head Start; Ben Zimmerman, Jack Ciaccio and Dominic Garafalo on Neighborhood Centers, decentralization of services, integration of services and the Pilot Neighborhood Center program; Dick Saul, Miriam Charnow, Tony Jackson, Kate Jackson et. al. on WX and LIHEAP;  Jeff Faux, Jim Digilio, Louise Hoeghteling on Community Economic Development; Edgar Kahn in Legal Services (he is now at the Time Dollar Institute); Ira Kaye on rural programs; Noel Klores and the staff on Migrant and Indian Programs, and over in another corner of HEW -- Bert Brown in Community Mental Health Centers.
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