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INTRODUCTION | , -

A . , .

(—J_ - This paper is codncerned with policmiaking and policy processes in
education and with the. role of the ddministrator in these processes. .
More specifically it aims to explore some conceptual tools 'and models
which appear to have Utility 1n developing our understanding further,r

° particularly in relation to the case studies that have been prepared
The words '"poli

\
inoIGde policy-making and policy processes 1n educational organisations

-making and policy progesses in education are meant to

(e g. schools /and universities;—and agenchkes (e.g. school boards and
‘education de artments) and also policy-making for or with respect to : w
education by legistatures, polit1c1ans, o central departments or ., ,
agencies.of/go;zﬁnment. ’
Policy-making and.polfcy processes have a deceptively simple
.‘ " appearance. 'Most people know\a good deal about\some tHe key essentials. ) A
They‘know, for example, with respect to government policy-making, that .
X . legislators and aénior officialZELccupy positions of importance, that
powerful 1ntezg§t groups seem to get their own way, ‘and that’tﬂg—;:;t
"Aof us play far less adtive and influential roles. 7 Yet despite thlS, : ' ",
policy processes are complex activities, and ones that are often
characterised by d1Versity and apparent disorder. In education, as in !
‘ Aot 'many other ffelds, many administrators are by no means satisfied with to
S their current underStandings of_these processes, and seek help in
answering for themselves such fﬂhdamental questions as:
Where/does and should effective policy-making power . I :.
' lfe in particular complex organisations or systems°

: . il . Who participates and should participate in different .
- e kind rof policy—making,.and what forms should such . - .
v = . ¢ ,.‘ ’ . ' 1 -
e ;: parti ipation take? - ' ' .

Tb\what extent does and should information and analysis

[ ]
A

C ‘ b ~:eaii§\54 in pdlicy development?
Zf%A .’.What.political influ éd and constraints operate?

“How can policy processes be made more ordered @nd rational? - _
~<What role- should ‘the administrator have in policy-making . _ .

in relation to other actors, such .ds ministers, governors,

.
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L°legislatorsaand,interest groups?
What skills and resources are available to the administrator : -
to incre%se his competence and influence in polic¢y-making

and other policy»proccsscs’ .

4 L

ﬁh dissncisfaction of administrators with their understandings,
and aIs:a;?}en with their ability to be more inEluential in‘poliCy
processes, has helped stimulate dver the last decade or.so a renewed
interest- among scholars in the study of policy and policy proccsst. -
oo ‘But as well, this new 1nterest of scholars has sprung from a hiph degree
+ of dissatisEaction in many societies with the performance of’ policy- .

. ’ making bodies, and wtth ‘current policy-making and administrative structures.
Possibly nowhere has this dissatisfaction been more pronoudted than in -
education. , Cgitics assert that»education policydmaking bodies often go
“on year after :Lar trying to solve the same problems, but" with_little -
success. They point to obviously unfortunate or ill:conceived policy
decisions° they,complain of the failure of education égencies to react
ouickly_to new problemi or situations; they assert that administrators “
'often fail to be able_to translate.high’ideals and theories into action; |

. o.and they attack existing structures- for limiting participation in-policy-
making to a seleqt few. In many respects, these criticisms and attacks

_ are not surprising., Often performance in policy procésses is far below

. ; our hopes, and many df us shire doubts about existing structures and the
j access they provide for all legitimate interests. “lFurther policy-
. makiag‘is often a, highly politicaﬁ?activity,, it is ar activity about | -
- . giving priority to‘particular values about the*allocation of scarce

resoturces, and abput decisions on who gets-what, when™ and»how. And in

education, possibly even more than many otker ateas, of sSoalety and govern- .

-~ ment activity, the affected interests often believe inten;ely that so ,'“ »”

) ‘ much is at stake. . _ . S _ o : ) e \i
) The new interest 5} scholars in the séudy of‘poliCy and policy ’-,’i

ptocesses deserves further comment. Within educztional‘and business
administration and various social sciences, there isa long history of

yfﬁ' regsearch in these: areas. -But’ never before,has there been §0 much‘sustained . e
and imaginative inberestAdirected,towards the better understandingoof ‘ o
. . s o : PN *s, ’ ; > e
. . i ~ B % ems s wl . a4 < . . PN
AR | T antagasn e e = - . L . =
. . i v‘. . . ) » ~ 7,, IAN 4 = .." . :;' 2 ) ‘..'\
,\" N ¥ K : ' * “. ’ : "» ! ) ’ i ¢
o, T Ll ‘ we [ ':‘r ?"_::'.i < . . - ot N 4

-t
a




policy processcs and the solv1ng of policy problems as we Mave seen over
the last ten to fiftecen years. This new movement, particniarly since
about l§70 has attracted the interdst of scholars from a wide range of>
social scibnees and other flelds It has stlmulated the cstﬁbllshmcnt
of new journals,l new orgqnisaticns and new research institutions, and
has .resulted in the production of a great amount of research muqh of
'which is helpful and exciting. It is from this research that napy
ideas in this paper are drawn, ’ . _~%

- Admittedly, this new research has not yet provided solutions tQ\
many of the problems in education, and much of the research findingsaare
still scattered and unco—ordinated But 1t does provide help ‘in 8

7
3

extending our understandings of policy processes in education and the

role of the administrator in these. It also prov1des new ways of

T
;)
7\

&
improve policy development, policy implementation and policy evaluation e

thinking apout policy matters, and assistance in devising strategies to

Some of this new research has come from scholgrs in educational admini-
stration2 but much of it lies in political science, sociology, economics
or ig the,product of inter~disciplinary work.. One fundamental point I
wish to make is that educational admin%stration can benefit by drawing on
this.scattered 'policy studies' literat%re. Over the past two decades
educational administration has had. an impressive rccord as an outgoing
field and has drawn, to great advantage, concepts, thedries and insights
from related fields and from various social sciendes. But recently there
appears to have been a-faltering,- an inward turning move. M; plea is

for educational ‘administration to continue a strong outgoing orientation,

-and I -suggest onc proEitable line £or ongoing dcvcli!ment wonld be to take'

1 For example, Policy Studies Journal ‘Policy Analysis and Policy Sciences.

2 _For example, it includes such works as Roald F. Campbell and ?1mm Mazzoni
“Jr. » State Policy Making for the 'Public Schools, McCutchan, Berkeley, 1976}
Robert 'E. Jennings, Education and Politicsg_pplicy~making in local education

" authorities, Batsford, London, 1977; and' Mike M. Milstein .and Robert E. * *
Jennings, Educational Policy-Making and_ ‘the State Legislature "The New-
York Experience Praeger, New York, 1973. X T
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. . serﬁous account of the 'pollcy studies’ research. . .. .

In the paper there is an emphasis on theory and theoretical ¢onstrutts.

AT N

1s‘is dellberate, partly to emphaslse that theory has utility for both
. , + the practitioner dnd scholar, and purtly to make thc pOint that onc way

nowledge will be advanced effectively is for the development of case-
* sBtudies and.theory-builging to go hand in,hand. ¢
* . N The body of the paper‘is organised as follows. lhere are two'main
- substantlal sectiong, the first and’ more detalled ‘one dealing with the

policy process, and the second ‘with ‘the role of the admlnistrator. There

1s also a- brief final section, in whlch some conclud1ng comments are

. -

“ offered. ‘ -~

N

L

THE POLICY PROCESS IN EDUCATION e

. I use the term 'the policy process’ here, but at least in ‘one sense
"1t is misleading since it implies that there is a 51ngle uniform procedure .
by which all forms.of education policy is made and implemented. Clearly .,
‘there is no such procedure._ Rather, as we have “already noted, there is

: tremendous d1versity in the way educatipn pollcies develop -~ in the types
of bodies which make policy, in,who participates and how, in the use ‘madd
: ", of ihformatidb and analysis, in the- political constraint§ that operate,
in the circumstances ‘out of which ‘a new policy emerges, in the ‘time taken‘
for a goal, idea pr expectation to be translated into a policy, and in,
the content and expression of pollcies. There is also diversity in the
» : implementation, evaluation and long term careers of policies. , This -
‘ div#rsity makes generalisation difficult. Because of it we should possibly
: refer ounly to policy processes . On the other hand, within ‘this )
diversity there is ¢ ‘a considerable degree of similarity with regard to basic
"elements, and for this eason I have adopted the singular form forsthe .
E s secéion headiné. N ' ) . . ) N ' '

. * ‘ M ! . .
o . = - b X o

0 0 -
‘ * ~ )

. . -3 ?erhaps the best starting point- "for those unfamiliar Wlth recent 'policy
L studies"literature ‘outside 'edicational administration is the three "jougnals

1 }f; * referred te earlier.and review volumes such as Stuart S. Nagel (ed.),
‘. o Poliey Studies’Review Annual Volume 1, _ Sage, Beverly Hills, l977 Cr
. . v ; ’“ j " ) ) , "




P . P . In this gection we will first look at Some key concepts, then

c0nsider a number of different models of policy making and policy
! processes,.and hriefly explore their utility¢ - .

" What is Policy? ..

N : . <
[PIRSNN - k4 /

The word policy.is used in many different ways té refer to a highly

diverse sset of activities. This'is the case, both ih'everyday language
l and in scholarly w'riting. ’ In a single day one can hear the tgng tolicy
being used in many senses - a foreign ministér announcing change;r n a
country's foreign policy, a‘mayor discussing an aspect of city. traffic
policy, and &a*shop assistant explaining that because of comp yupglicz
_ particular goods cannot be returned or exchanged The sameg}S g¥ue “of °
- * the world of scholarship -ISome us it in a/broad serfse to in lude a whole
éoals to\

the results of any- official intervention to solve a praoblem, whilexothér§' “

series of actions from the initial definition and setting of

employ a‘much more restric,ted definition. Some disting(xish between' ‘
\) polic1es, goals, decisions and laWs,_while others qften-use these terms e
interchangeably. Frequently in educational administration’literature no K
distinctions are made between policy-making and decision-making K \ ;.
Here there is not space'to review all the various usages in the _'~ ' ;
' literature. Instead I propose to suggest one view, of policy and how
policy can be distinguished from related terms. I do this to introduce
.* " arder and clarity into the dilcussion. ., * o : .
Policy can be viewed basically as a course of .action or inaction .
) -towards ‘the accomplishmentrof some intended or desired end. It embraces
o - both what is actually intended and what occurs as a result of the.intention. .
| Policy may also be thought of as a guide to taking future actions and for - :
gmking apprepriate choices or decisions towards the achievement of a
particular end, and as the setting ¢i~soluti0ns to a- problem.
Poiicy needs to be distinguished'from related concepts, which often ,
. are used, Synotiously with the term policy. ‘Some of‘these can be’ defined
K briefly gs follows: ) | L "

" Goals:' ° . the desired ends tb be achieved "-(Goals by- themselves
NN usually provide no diréction for their achievesenti..

Plans or ° ‘the specified means for achieving goals.

e ep———— *
' P:oposals. ™ - + .

e
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Programmes' authorised means for achieving goals

Decisions: specific actions taken to set goals; develop plans,
implement and evaluate programmes.

Effects: the measurable impacts of programmes (intended and
- unintended; primary and secendary).

.aws2 repu- these are the formal ingrcdie\ts or legai expressions
lations  of programmes :5"and decisions.4 o b

Even with our definition, there is a substantial subJective element

' in deciding whether certain particular behaviour or phenomena constitutes

a policy. Heclo puts it this way:.

St ‘

Thus, poliéy does not seem to be a-self defining

.phenomenon; it is an analytical éategory ... . '
There is no' unambiguous datum constituting policy \\//
and'waiting to be discovered in the world. 5.

Eulau and Prewitt come to much’ the same point of vxew

Policy is a sttictly theoretical constructed
inferred from the patterns of relevant choice
behavior. Policy is distinguished from pg}icy
goals, policy intentions, and policy choices.
Policy is defined as a "standing decision"
characterised by b avioral)consistency and
repetitiveness on the part of those who
make it and those who abide by

- Three other points should be 'made about the concept policy. ?irst,

policies are not always statedj Sometimes they are not written down or

' clearly identifiable in documents. By refiewing a series of decision’s\

«

that have been made in a. given area, it may be possible ®o deduce a policy.
In addition, inaction or.consistent decisions not to act may also imply ‘a
policy. Second, many ‘policies. tend to be prescriptiv! and thus subject
to’interpretation.' This.lack of specificity in intention or action often

" leaves room(for manoeuvre on the part of policy-makers, and particularly

3
~ . 3 N
. -
- . - -~ "

This section is drawm substantially from Charles (. Jgnes, An Introduction
to.the Study of Public Policy, Duxbury, North Scitul®, 1977,.2nd. edition;,/

- H.-Hugh Heclo, -'Review Article: Policy Analysis', British. Journal of -
‘Political Science, Vol. 2, January l972, p. 85..

" Heinz Eulau and Kenrith Prewitt, Labyrinths of Democracy,'Bobbs Merrill,,
Indianapolis, 1973; p 465. .
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a'dm‘inistr.:itors. Thirg@y many sch:‘olars find it useful tq/catcgoris"e

policy by levels or types. One simple d1st1nct10n 1s between general
or basic policy, and administrative policy. The f1rst is overarching
and indicates a great deal of goal-rclatedness. It usually has broad

applicability ‘to an entire organisation and little in the way of specifil

\\\btion as to actions. Administrative policy, on the\other'hand is

“components or stages, one being policy-making Charles 0. Jones has

generally much more detailed and is concerned about what is to bel done,

L

where “and by whom.7 ‘ ~
Policy—making,and other Policy Processes .
T .
. N~ ' , . .
Within the literature, there is also‘confusion over the term policy~-.

+

making, .especially in relation to other policy processes. Some scholars
see pol;cy-making as one ‘stage in the policy process, while others use
the term 1nterchangeab1y with policy process and include as components
such act1v1ties as implementation and ‘evaluation. My preference is to

1nk in terms of the coiftept of policy process, which can be‘divided 1nto

used this approach effecti’ely in his study of public policy His generaiy’

framework is shown in Figure‘”l.8 He distinguishes five systems of ,

\
action' or phases—problem identification, programme.development (1ncl/ding ;

formulation ‘and legitimation), programme implementation, progr
evaluation, and programme termination ) Within each, procegsés or acti- °
vities can be identified to which function to achieve the/goals of the

particulat system (or phase). This framewonk provi S a useful basis for

)'
fit the needs of the policy process in educ onal organisations asrwell

’
-

as. the eduéation policy process in gove /ment In the paper I will use
the term policy process to ihclude ﬁﬁe five phases of action set out by
1

Jones, and the term policy—makigg«or policy development to refer to the
[

problem identification and_programma_dezelopment stages.
. ’ - . .

-

LA

7 This section’ has drawn on points made by Jennings, .Educﬁtion and Politics,
= ppo 30"370 Pa

8 Jones, -4n Introduction to the Study of Public Policy, P, 12.
, ~ . R
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“The Policy Process . ;
N . . ‘ o,
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- - * MY . . " - \
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Theories of PoIicy-Making and Policy,Processes ‘. S ; w 4
e *

+ b4

I now propose to review 2 number of different theories, ,models. er

conceptual frameworks (theSe-terms are used synonomously here) that - " \_{z'”
N R

‘" appear to have utility for thlnking about policy processes in education,

yrgf cach the-treatment is bnief, and conscquently there is the risk of ~
over—simplification; The ten theories or groups of theorles are drawn ‘ : 'l
from a number of- disciplines, but, particular1y pSlitioal science, inter-(.

' natlonal relations, socioladgy, bu51ness admlnlstratlon and educatiprm. “”\\
They do not by any means const1tute &n exhaustive list of Cheorlngl
relevant to education policy processes 9 However, my list is probaoly
longer than many would expect. Somewhat Surprislngly many researchers
on . policy processes Have. been restricted to a llmlted repe].pire of ¥
xheorles and have often failed to appreciate important developmen in ' ®
other disclpllnes “This applies to many flelds as well'as education.
For example, Allisonlo had demonstrated how. foreigm pollcy analyst;?and
scholars in international relations have relied heavily on a couple of T -

- basic approaches. ’ ‘ e
1, } Rational or Clhssical

'+ " This model is one of the ‘best knozn and hds been” the basis foz a

%;eat deal of research and theory-buil ing’ in various disciplines including
economics and international relathns,ll and also for restructuring of

‘polidy processes in government with techniques.such as programme-planningJ

\ -9 For example, I do th‘ deal with Iannaconn.e s model of policy-making ¢
LT processes at sta e level in the'US (e. g. L.. Iannaccone, Policiesdn. .
# . Education, Centersfor Applied Research in Edutati@yn; Ney York, 1967) with
-on various-theorisE of pressure group behaviour, with a number of organisational,

ztheories, nor th sociological theory such as elite theory., -

lO Graham T. Allison, Esgence offbecision Explaining the Cuhan Missle Crisis,
. Littlé' Brown, ﬁoston, 1971. - This is probably the single most significant

Tecent theoretical work on policy-making. However, even AJlis9n concentrates -

on a limited number” of frameyorks.. One scholar who ha appreciated’ the
range of frameworks availaBle is Michael Kirst. I acknowledge the help .-

I have-received from his paper. 'What Happens at the Local Level after School
Finance Reform', Policy Analysis Vol. 3, No. 3, Summer 1977. .

11 For example, see»Charles Schultze, The EconOmics and Politics of Public
{t‘ Spending, The Brookings Institution, New, York,, l97l and Allison, Essence

'

e,
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" budgeting systems. In addltn.on,.many of us useffi.\t implicitly as a'guide»

AN

, to practice.: .~ : ) \ )
The ratioﬁal model is based on the not’lon of 'ratxonal ch ice and’ sees N
policy\belng formulated through ‘a sequence of J;elated steps, such .as ' A ' " 7
(a)’ recognition that a problem exi(ts" / 3 - PR - " ) . (
— ) (b) prelrmmary appraisal on inquiry - mto the proiqe.em ' A .
- (@) ideitification of goals "and obJect:Lves' . * . C
(d) “canvassing of possible stx;ategles to achieve obJettives, ) " ’\:‘
4 L and ?valuatmg of the. costs, benefits’ and conscquences of ’ 3 S
4 : - ’ L Co
each);\ and .. ‘ . S o L e
— (e) 'chelce of action. - . / < e . St &
) 'I\’his way of looking at the _policy proccss clearly is usefu'l for manyx - 1
» pu ose\s_. As an 1dea1‘ type, it rov{des a gu1de towards wh.lc,h pract1ce . * 2
S can” rive and as i’basis for evalyating the rationality of-particular - i i
. poiicy\ procésses . It W5 prove/d" useful approach’ fo:‘—much research <, b
. k -
LI part.i?. y w(here d8cisions are made by a single persoh ‘or group which® - - -
~—  can be d-as a meaningful decigvgm-unlt. . On the other hand*, it 'has -, ,'
N ™
serious 1m{atious and weaknesses\ ‘Many argue that in redligy a great ™
deal of pollcy-makmg, does not\{it this patte . The model assumes, that ~ v
pollcy is the product Qf one min ] (e s not the ca’£e. . Tt fails
-4 to evoke or suggegt the distinc!'ivé?cy spects of pollcy-.making, i
its disotderyand ‘the’ conse,q“uent StL ikingly diffefent  ways in which pelicies ¢ ‘
emerge. ~ As Lindb’lom .has put it, 4 . ) i
/ ', A policy is sometimes the outcome of a pol i’cal 1
N comprise amopg policy makérs, none’ of whom h - |
~» in mind quife the problem to.which the agreed’ o ‘ . |
) s .a solutjon.. “Sometimes polities -spring N |
- * . from new opportun'lties, not from 'problems™ at ) \\ L |
all. And sometiimés poljiciés dre not decided S S - )
'upop but nevertheless happrén. 12 o Y . o
- Y. v ‘. . -
Further, this’ ‘model assumes a degr% of - erfectiQ which policy-makers ; . e
seldom achieve. Genera!.ly they do not ha‘fe tlme and mformatlon to‘ ~ ’ ) |
X _ <t v L ' |
ey AT
12 Charles E. 'Lindblom ‘}ﬁe Policy-Making PLrocess, Prentice—Qall ,¢\ L |
' nnglgwoo‘d Cliffs, 1968} p. 4. - T e -
\ N i M v . ' -~ “
‘ ~ - ’ };‘x ) " e ) * - \; \.\" -’ "“
) i ] 127 co- . . - -
- . 2. ®q ‘ - )
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- ' . .
. consider all alternatives; nor to fully foresee the consequences of each.
. pften thé& may be unable to rank alternbﬁéz;‘higher than all others.
Mostly _they ‘are unable to rationalise both\ goals and the means to achieve
them. ) ’ o '
Recognition of these and other weaknesses has prompted a number of
scholars to modify or adapt the model. )'\ﬁo cope with human limitations,

March and Simon syggest a satisficing modelﬂof activity. Satisficing

involves the pGlicy-maker choosing the first\alternative which satisfies

basic expectations, rather than first canvassing all possible alternatives.

L . N \
Peterson has developed a somewhat similar)yariation, with his concept of |

instrumental rationality. This, he says,('does not assume that actors

have a consistent hierarchy of values; it only asgumes that a rational'
' actor selects from the alternatingé available to him the one that 'is most
 suited for achiev1ng whatever, goals (rational or not) the actor has in 1
mind'.IA The utility of both these variations\is probably limited to
cases where goals can be reasonahly well.digined by a single actor.
Dror has developed a different refinement. His optimal model is
concerned with evaluating policy outputs on_the basis of ‘resources .
employed‘and opportunities foregone.
2. Incremental

A distinctichy different view oE the pollcy process 1q provided by
" Lindblom's model of 'disjointed increpentalism'. This views policy~
_making as' a fragmenteo process, as being serial and sequential rather than

comprehensive and deductive,; Essentially policy is, shaped by a ‘sense of

-~

/ﬁolatical feasibility.” o ?

It isideci51on making through small or incremental
moves on particular problems rather than through

a comprehensive reform.program. It {s also

endless; it takes the form of an indefinite sequence

& .
¢ : .
James G. March and Herbert Simon, Organisationms, Wiley, New York, 1957

Paul E. Petérson' School Politics Chicago Style, University of '
‘ Chicago Press, Chicago, 1976, p. 130. ’

Y. Dror, Public Policymaking Reexamined, Chandler, Scranton, 1968.

'
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" in education as well as other areas - who consider it prov1des an accurate -

of policy moves. Mareoverx, it is exploratory in e

that the goals of policy making continue to change
. as new experience with policy throws new light on-

what is possible or desirable. In this sense,

1Y ‘ . .it is also ‘better described as. moving away from

known social ills rather than as moving towards a’
known and relatively stable goal. 16

The task of policy-makers then is to devise solutions acceptable to the
range of conflicting interests. This puts a limit on their innovative
powers. . They consider only alternatives which differ marginally from
-existing policies, because any greater change proposed would run little
chance-of acceptance. They seldom expect that a policy will provide M};
the final resolution of a problem. Lihdblom explains: ;, '

Policy is not made once and for all; it is made ) :
and remade endlessly. Policy making is a process ) ) ‘ {
of successive approximation to some desired . )

objectives in which what is desired itself &ontinues , .
to change under re-consideration.l? 7 -

The case for the incremental model rests first on Lindblom S L

empirical analysis of policy-making (it apge 1ls to hard-nosEd empiricists -

view of the real world especiaLly of policy-making in central governr~

e

ment) and second on his argument that the unco-ordinated struggle for

-

" advantage occurring 1a the policy process is itself capable of producing = (] f
rational outcomes (this is based oh Lindblom's notion of 'partisan mutual S

. ¢
adjustment’) 18 SN . -

Its mdin weaknesses as an explanatori model are its inability to . ol
aécount satisfactorily for fundamental'changes'and for the fact thdt
sometimes policy-makers behave in a non-incremental manner (somet:' s they
behave ag 1if they are dealing with radically different alternativjsg .
Further, it has limitations as a prescriptive model, New decisions built
on the base of old programmes will probably go wrong if the base. itself ¢

is misdirected. The American ‘ard Australian experience in Yietnam can be

4 7 ] . ~ T - c
. .

v

V 18 Charlcs E. Lindblom, The Intellig_gce of Democracy: Decision Making Through

¥ . » B '71
6 David Braybrooke and Charles*E. Lindblom, A Strategy of Decision, Free ¢

17 Charles E. Lindblom, 'The Science of "Muddling Through"', Public
.Administration'Review, Vol. XIX Spring 1959.

utual Adjustmen Free ?ress, New York 1965, '
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cited as a case in point. . se

Etzioni has attempted to overcomg some of these llmitatxons by L "“?

combining the strengths of the incremental and rational models in a

mixed-scanntﬁi' modeI He distinguishes between fundamental decisions ~

ano incremental decisions. With fundamental decisions {(on which most
incremental decisions bgild) the policy-maker deliberately scans alter-
natives.“ This does not mean that all possible alternatives are considere
in detail. iather a few are quickly choJen, and these are then’considered
reasonably carefully with an ordering of priorities. One crucial prob;l.em~
for this model is whether ¢riteria can be established to distinguish
empirically between fundamental and incremental policies.

e . 7

3. Political Interest Group

Political interest group theories stress the importance of external

pressure from interest gronps or pressure groups. David B. Truman,20

.one of the/major theorists in this tradition, has emphasiscd that society

is composed of a multiplicity. of competing groups and -that it is

imposgible‘to explain OE predict policies without taking these into

account. Groups make claims or demands concerning particular policles -

according to three main clusters of variables - the internal character-

istics of each group, the relative strategic position in society of each

group, and characteristics of gowernment or governance procedures.

Attention is alsp paid to tactics of influence and to interaction’ patterns

between particular groups and actors in government. .- .
Interest group* "theories clearly have utility in the study of education

policy-making, particularly on matters where there is often conflict

between different interests in society and when the main running is taken

by interest groups rather than by administrators or officials. 21 Moreover,'

such theories have been the basis for. considerable useful work related to

L -

19 . Amitai Etzioni,gghe Active Society. A Theory of Society and Political

Y Processes, Free'™ ress, New York, 1968, pp. -282-309. .
© 20 - David B. Truman, Ihe Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public

Qginion, Knopf New York, 1951. - .

,Zi See Henry Levin, 'Serrano-type Exvenditure ‘Increases and Their Effects on .

Edpcntional Resource Allocation' in John Pincus’ (ed.), School Finance in
Transition, Ballinger, Cambridge, 1974. N

h
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policy-making. “At the same time, interest group‘theories have

limitations.' In the more extreme form they tend to see policy simply

.as the result of group conflict and comprise, and to view adminlstrators

and politlcians as no more than adjudicators between rival groups. . In

addition, there 1s a tendency to play down the' importance of the role of

T

£y individuals and of organisational factors and environmental conditions, —
>

and the stress ‘on tonflict tends to mean neglect of elements of consensus 4

and integration., ‘ {

-4, Bargaining

Bargaining theories likewise are based on a conflict model._ They

see policy as the output of bargaining games. * To explain why a
particular dgciéion'was~made or why one particular policy emerged, it
is necessary‘to identify the games and the players, to understand the
‘primary’motivations of‘various players, and to follow the coalitions,
bargalns and comprises. Thus policy outcomes are viewed not as solutions . P
.cHosen to particular problems, but rather as the results of confllct,
confusion and comprise of officials with d1verse interests wand unequal
;nfluence. 0f courge, this view of policy-making (like an interest group
. view) is abhorrent to many people - a view that important policy questions
"are settled by political games, and that leaders in government and T
organisations often have competi;ive rather than homogeneous views and
goals. : ) .
Bargaining models have been used widely, particularly in international
. relations and political science. One political scientist, Peterson, has
f:applied such models to great advantage in a study of city education politics

~ /" and policy-making.23 Peterson sought to distinuuish different patterns

- of bargaining, sufficiently differentiated in origins, processes and ‘

o8/ consequences. * He identified two dominant patternms, pluralist bargaining ° 1

[
.

* . 22 For example, see. Harmon Zeigler, Intemmgt Groups in American'SocieAy,
s Prentice~Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1964, ™ i thin political science, the
! work of Truman and Others provoked a decade-long pethodological debate
‘ centred. around the extent to which all political behaviour can be.

-
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and ideological barga1n1ng Pluralist bargaining occurs when part1c1pants

combine an interest 1n maximising electoral or organlsatlonal advantage
with an inEerest in compromising. Such part1c1pants.usually have more
‘narrow interests and tend to concentrate their energies on limited aspects .
of any issué}? Ideologlcal bargaining, om the other hand, accurs when
“participants- nre motlvated by broader, more diffuse interests, such as
those “of a rac1al or class faction or.of a political regime, which are
regarded as of such an enduring significance that the participants ¥ecome
deeply, ideologically committed to them This pattern of bargaining is
marked by 1ntense conflict, where groups find similar allies across a
range ‘of policy questions, link themselves in a more or less_permanent
manner with.a particular partisan faction, and seek to defeat their
opposition whenever they have the political strength to avoid compromise.
Peterson- admits that these two patterns are seldom found in pure form;
instead they represent the two axtremgs of a continuum of highly varlegated
bargaining patterns. ‘ ' ]
Because of the controversial nature of much policy-making in=education,
_bargaining models have clear utility. ‘Moreover,.Peterson's distinction -
'appears to provide a useful framework for the analysis not only of

bargaining games between school board members, but bargaining between

. groups and between factions within groups (e g. within teachers' QL«/

associations). It could also be ,adapted to provide a basis for study1ng
bargaining between government agencies and between officials.. The main
limftation of such theories is that they explain only particular kinds of
policy making, particularly where conflict is dominant. As*Peterson
demonstrates in his study, it is important not only to explore the factors

which divide board members, but also the ones that unite them.

.
rd -

5. Lowi Policy Typology ~ «,.
Another very different approach to policy—making is that of.Theodore’

Lowi, a scholar in the field of public administration. Lowi assumes that

zpolicies determine politics, -and tha§<different kinds of policy may be °

associated with quite distinctive political processes. Thus, his

examination of policy formulation begins with an analysis of “the different
outputs of government policy, and then attempts to establish systematic

‘relationshiﬂ% between those outputs and differences in the processes from
{ .

e *;_ . c 1}7
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which they evolved. . Lowi views policy as 'deliberdte egereion - statements

attempting to set forth the purpose, the means and the subJeets of

. e

coercion’ .24 . Thus poliey—making involvesanot just the choosing of alter- , !

natives, but also the selection of approaches to txtrtise‘the legltimuLe
~coercive powers of the state. It is both the choosing*of goals aﬁd the
choosing of ‘compliance methods. )

Lowi distihguishes four basic types of poliey,output l distributi.ve,i
redistributive, regulative and constituent - and argues that the political
and hence policy characteristics ofieach are differentiated«by different
degrees of directness’or indireetness in the applieation of legitimate -
.coereion, and by the size of the unit (ranging from individuals to groups

» to elasses) to dhich the legitimate coercion is applied. In Lowi s view
this suggests “the existenee of at least four types of poliey proeess,
and hence argues against any nonolithie coneeption of the volitieal poliev. ‘jl

process. : ‘ ‘ ’

Distributive policies relate to,the disaggregation of resourees into

individual units, each of which may be dispersed in relative isolation from
,~the others, They.encourage a multipliCity of loealised participants and
are characteriseéd by 'log-rolling' and Situations in which the loser and

i hrecipient never come into eompetition. Redistributive polic1es effect a

transfer of resources within society and are characterised by eentralised
and hiérarehieal decision-making. ' THey encourage the- formation of broad-
based eompetitive coalitions. Regulative policies are specific and

individual in théir impact and encourage a'multiplieity of participants.

~They result in winners and losers, and lead. to intense competition between

"/ rival groups. . Constituent policies involve indirect and remote application

of coercion and are difected at large groups. Examples would be setting N

p;‘a government ageney or making a policy'statement.
' ' oL . . . s

24 Theodore Lowi, 'Decision Making vs"Policy Making Towards and Antidote
for Technocracy', Public Admiwistration Review, Vol, 30, May/June 1970,
p. 315. See also by Lowi, 'American Business, Public Policy, Case- ~.' -
' Studies, and Political Theory , World Politics, Vol. ®XVI, July 1964, "
and 'Four Systéims of Choice', Publie Administration Review, Vol. 32,
- July/August l972. , v -
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This typology has weaknesses. Not all the’ categories are logically
exclusive, \and therefare empirical difficulties because the policy type§
are expressed in non-quantitative terms. But it suggests the importance
‘of distinguishing between dlfferent types of policies and the value of
‘attempting to link policy outputs back to processes. @

6. Political Systems . '

L4

. The political systems approach, pioneered in’political science by David
Eastoq, has been used to provide a framework for understanding the operation
¥ of whole political entities as' well as the polily process. In education
it has ggen used by ‘a number of scholars as a basis for exploring policy-

This approach stresses the value of v&ewing pollcy—making as ang
interactive process, through which EEREEE’ including demands for policy
change or inltiation of new policies, are conVerted into utputs or policy.
decisions. Outputs in ‘turn affect varlous components® and by-means of

' feedback' mechanisms lead to new demands. As. a model it is baseéd on the

‘ assumption that political activities and behaviour in a sociefy or part of

it are intér-related, and that disturbances in one part inevitably affect
others.

The political systems approach is useful in that it avoids the necessity

of concentrating attention exclusively on interest groups, or on official

structures and aqtors, it provides a framework which-allows both to fit
easily. Moreover, it provides a means of conceptualising the whole policy .
process, how it relates to the environment, and how components are related.
At the same time, it is'a conservative model in that it is ill-equipped to~

deal with situations where the policy system is changing ' Furthe:,):ts'

f
'3

value as a preditive model,is limited.26 ©s

l

] .

25 e.g. Campbell and Mazzoni, State Policy thing for the Public Schools.

-

For a good summary of its strengtha and weaknesses, see Colin A. Hughes,
'THe Polity' in A.F. Davies and S. Encel .(eds.), Australian Society: -
A Sociological Intwvoduction, Cheshire, Melbourne,’19?0. .. .
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- .6;' . ' The utiI{}y of this model is limlted to s1tuations where pollcy 1s'
’:1 J'J 'sdeterﬁined by a democratically conducted vote or plebiscite. In education,
§.‘“3 ] -: examples are plebiscites or ballots to secure approval for school budgets
TA' or. building programmes, or ballots within teachers ‘organisations to
- determine a policy position on a\particular i s;;. . ) e"'
. This model is drawn from polit1cal theory. It assumes an electorate
i delimited by certain criteria, that all members will behave rationglly and
e T 1;';'out of self interest, that the vote of’ eth member will carry equal weight,
and that information Qshared reasonably equally.: In the ballot the .
policy to be followed is to one most preferred by voters. '
- Of course, research on vot1ng habits suggests ‘that many of these

- assumptiOns may seldom hold true in reality. —

8. Organisation . .
Organistion models have been used extensively in t;:\study of the
business firm, but they have also been applied to the study of international -
relations and political science. They understand the policy process less’
‘\T*ﬂ as acts of deliberate choice and more as outputs of large organisations
functioning according to standard patterns of behaviour.  In such )
.organisations policy-making is a complex activity. It depends on co-
ordination which in turn requires stdpdard operating procedures or rules by '

which' things are done. Policy outputs are largely determinfked by these

+  rules or routines. X ' oo ]
= '_ . The application of organisation theory to the study of the business
firm dates back to the late 1930s and has involved a large number. of

distinguished social 1eorists such as Batnard Simon, March Selznick and

- Etzioni. One of the ost important publications was Cyert and March's . (/r»

book, A~Behavioral Theory of the Firm.zé In“this tHey explain behaviour

¢ A ’

PR

27 Robett A. D A Preface to. Dembcratic Theory, %Qgiversity off Chicago < ,
* Press, Chicago, 1956. S .

%‘ : 28 "R.M. Cyert and J.G. March, A Behaviofil*Theory of the Firm, Prentice—.

Hall, Bnglewood Cliffs, 1963.
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" notYin terms of market factors (the tradition was to approach the firm as"
. N ) ) . * .
s .. (xa ugttafy agent and assume .that it.attempts to maxim%se profits and that ’
it

structure. They attempt to understand organisational’ deci51on as choice

. ,
eratés with perfect knowledge) but ipstead in terms of organisational

made in terms of goals o the basis of expectations. “Hence the analysls

is concerned with three variables'~ organisational'goals organlsational

e
¢ expectations and organisation. choice, Organisati_pal goals arise as
e L constraints imperfectly rationalised in- terms ogﬁmiie general purposes,

“ and these constraints in turn are_produced ‘through bargaining between

_coalitions or members of the organisation. 'Organisatignal expectations

arisé from inferences drawn from availahle informativn. - Organisational
choice emerges as the selection .of the first alternativeﬁthat expectathns
identify as acceptable in terms of goals. At the core of this theory
are four concepts which relate to goals, expectationqband choice. The
‘ first is 'quasi rcsolution of conflict' Frrms Lgviln high level of ’
latent goal eonflict, and often” conflict among goals is resolved by’
sequential attention to goals (e.g. first to make production more efficient,
- thén to improve worker conditions). Ti; seconft™is Luncertalnty ‘aveidance':
- this results in attention to short-term probléms ratheMsthan long Tun
strategies. The third is problematlc search' . As Allison puts dc,”
this 'follows, simple-minded rules tHat direct the searcher . first to the :
neighborhood of the probljm symptoms, then to the.neighborhood of the ' )
Th

C, . ’ v 29

current altermative e fourth is organisation learning"’ over

time organisations learn from experience and this produces changes in goals,
rules and search procedures. ’ N

This Cyert and March model has been applied to education policy.
Kixst claims it has a high preditit’/yalue, and he foun _the concepts of

=5
organisational gsearch and the organisation af coalitions most-useful in

@
4

oo . explairning policy outcomes.3°, Possibly in’ education its greatest utility

. . . » IR . ) ,;
‘.'“ CRER d ’ . Y

. 29 Allison, Essence of Decision, P 7. « ‘
.30 Kitst, "What Happens at sthe- Local Level after.jchool Finance Reform s
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ig in explaining policy—making within single orgfnisations or government
agencies. .l
This is a more recent theory of organisational chq;ce deve?oped by
ohen, March and leen3l for the study of policy’ processes in universities,
and later applied by Cohen and: March32 in their. study of U=S. university v -
,presidents. - The theory is “based on the no ion that some organisations g
can be usefuIly des¢ribed ‘as 'organised. anarchies', meaning,that they -are
characterised by inco sistent an&-ill-defined gbagé, by unclear ideas'
about what inputs lea:\to“speciiic outputs, ano by fluiqlparticipants who*

vary in the amourit of time they devote-to different domains. .

. . , I ,
9.".Garbage Can ST . , o~ . : %

In the rational model, opportunities for,making a choice lead, first . -

to the generation of alfernatives, then ‘to an examination of the conse-
quences of each, then td ap- evaluation of the’ consequences in terms of 4
objeotives, and finally 'to’ a decision. . The purpose of choice is taken

as ff&ed from¢the outset. But within an organiSed anarchy, the purpode

of the choic varies over times as the problems, so%utions,-and decision-’
makers ‘associated with a particgiar choice come- andogo. Decisions emerge
from a complicated interplay' among the problems,-the deployment of
personnel; the production of solutions, and the ngture of the alternative .

»
opportunities for ehoice.- From this point of viewg/
< ... an organisation ig'a collection of choices

. Jlooking for problems, issues and feelings ooking e .
\ for. decision situations in which -they might be e o -,
aired, solutions looking for issues’to whichw on - * o F
they might. be’ the anmswer, auﬂ decision-makers Doa v "

. * .looking for- work.33_ 4

3L

Thus, opportunities for choice are amBiguous stimuli. Each .such
opportunity may be viewed as an empty vesel - & 3arbage can" - into-which.
the participants dump-various kinds ofnproblems and solutions ;as: they are

.1_/ i )

- o N ,-\_\ ‘ , ' . .

31 Michael D. Cohen, James G. March and Johan P. Olsen,,'A Garbage Can Model
~of Organizational Choice Administrativo Science Quarterly, Vol. 17, 1972.

32 Michael D: Cohen and James G. March Leadership &nd Amb;guity- The Americgv

-

. Col;ﬁge President, HcGraw-Hill, New York, 1974.. ) . ot
33 Cohen nnd March, Leadership and " Ambiggitx, p. 81. ';4 : T . o
) 7 ’V - “ v rd
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generated ' According to Cohen, March and Olsen, desplte the dictum
that you cannot find th//answer until the question has been well

formulated in orgeafEEd,anarchies you oftep do not know what the question

-

/
is until 3 solution discovers and creates it.

-

¢

Cohen and March apply this theory in detajl in their study of

university pres3§ents. They argue that it is approprlate for.universities.

Although a ... university operates within the
metaphor of- a political system or a hierarchical
bureaucracy, the actual gperation %.s.: is
considerably attenuated by the- ambiguity of ...
goals, by the lack of clarity in educational
technology, and by the transient character of
many participants.

But presumably it could also be applied to other particular policy'
'situations-in educatfon, such’as relating to a school board. At the
“same time, it is probably true that no real sltuatton\san be fully
characterised in this way. * Nonetheless, some aspects of organised
anarchy can be_observed some of the time in most organisations and
frequently in‘some. ."One of the values of the theoryois the systematic
links it provides between phenomena in 51tuations which are often regarded
as untypical. p - ) . - ~ .- <8
10. Process ‘ * 7 v’> ' .
+ This model), used for studies of education pollcy-making by Milstein

' and Jennings, can be thought of as a variation of the rational model.

ft is ‘also closely related to the policy process framework of Jones.
““#&m The process model sees the policy process as a series of steps or

' . ste es tn which different kinds of decisions have to be made. For his
Btudy of policy-making in English l‘dnl education authoria‘es, Jennings35
. used six ovetlapping stages -~ initiation-(when dissatisfaction is expressed
ggout the presen!‘gituation), reformulggﬁon of opinion (wvhen opinions. are

iathéred and begin to crystallise around particular points), emergence of

& ..

.

34 Cohen and March, Leadersu{a and Ambiguity, P- 83.
35 Jennings, Education and P;litics. .*.‘

T .
it
fE s

R e




=

[

x
4 v
hd

alternatives (when potentlal solutions are, put forward), discussion and

debate (when alternatives are shapéd into policy proposals, support is

mobilised, and compromises effected), legitimisation (when a choice is’

made and rat1f1ed) and 1mplementation (when admlnlstratlve procedures are

devised .and the pUﬂle'is'put 1nt;%fffect). Each stage raises prdcess
s

questions to which policy-makers. pond and, in responding, shape not

only outcomes of those.stages but also influence what happens in

L4 L4

succeeding stages. : L ’/ o

This model provides a useful framework, particularly for studies

concerned primarily with' the role of officia} aqtors in the education i

policy process. But its detailed explanatory power is limited.  Further, -

as we have noted, pollcy-maklng often does not fit prec1sely 1nto such |

an orderly mo%ﬁt;~;1 . . ) '
The Utlllty of Models ' . .

Hopefully our analysis of these ten theor1es or/ﬂ§Pes of theories

has made a number of polnts - that theprles can a551st us to better
understand policy processes in education, that a wide range of different
theories and types of theories is available (in iatt a much wider range

than the literature in any one discipline often”suggests), and that use

’ of a multiplicity of approaches is desirable in order to cope with the-

~complexity and ‘diversity in education policy processes. Each theory or
type of theory we- have reviewed, in my view, has utility in relation tq
education policy processes. Of course, they differ id their value and’

;powers, Some are essentially explanatory models; some have predictive.
capabilities; others are more'prcscrigﬁive. Some can'beqappiied to
edgtation policy processes in general, while the value of others is

restricted to'pantieular aspects or to particular kinds of policy

p?ocesses. , :
# with a range of theoFies sych ws we have reviewed there is the

B

temptation to think*of them in terms of alternativeaways of conceptualising

reality, or of describing what the policy process should be. like 'while

there ii\sense in this view, they should also be thought of partly as /

different ways of' thinking about different kifds of.pdlicy processes,
and partly as tools that can be Lused in combination. Both Qllison and

-'\*4'
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Peterson have demonstrated’'clearly the great advantage of the simultaneous.

- use‘'of alternative frameworks’ or models. Both their studies illuminaté,

’

with special clarity, the facts that no single model accounts for more

;han‘bﬁé facet of lity of the situdtion (as Peterson says, 'Each

is only‘a-snapghpt éf a T#lti-dimeﬁsional eveﬂt'?6) nd that the lenses
we use affect our uqderstag@i&g of - the pheﬁomena we study (to duote . ‘
Alliégn, 'Conteptual models are auch more than sinple angles of vision ...
Each ... consists of a cluster of as;umptions and gdtegories txat
influence what ‘the analyst finds puzzling, how he formulates his question,
where he looks for evidence, and what” he produces as an aqswer‘37). df

N course, using a.cgmbination'of dode}s hgs problems.' There is tension

.between the models; there are competii sets of explanations; and choice- )

I - among tl} e explanations Qsi-nds to a Wrge degree on the scholar's -
con%x‘n‘ nd interests. " ' " C - P
] ' 3 ' ~ .

THE POLICY\ PROCESS :\ND THE ADMINISTRATOR

f‘?ol;cyiprqcessés in\éducation today are not the sole preseéve o§ any
bne,group/qr‘\\set of ind'ividuas. »Instiaad a range zof different groups
’ ang,individuais participate. These include high elected officials
* (Ministers, Plj\{.me Ministers, Psesidents, Governors), legisl;t res,
‘* ) cabinets, offié¢al'boards and committees, interest groups, };z:members of
school, boards og\universi;y councils, téacHers, students, parents, an@;

administrators. \ Of/eﬁrse, different paréfcipants are involved in

different ways; some, for examp‘le,' participate ‘solely in the policy
; ) ) - ‘ A
formulation or devélopment stages, wiile othsers are often inyafl-ved at all

~—

stages in the policy process. Who participa'teéﬂ and how -also varies over

4time, from place to place, from context to context, and from issue to
‘ Lo 3 : !

issue. ) . . ,

. Here we are concerned with the administrator aé.participant. Research

demonstra'téf' clearly that administrators can be involved to a major extent -

';} . R . /
- 36 Peterson,.School Politics Chicago Style, p. 137.

- i 37 Allisbn, Essenfe of\‘Decision,- p. 24. —

-
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o onﬂs a commoﬁ doctr1ne that administrators, even h:LBH leve.l ones, only ey

»»

r

v

Nl

N

at’ comparatlvely low levels in complex or&anisations and - systems,

in all stages ‘of the policy process, 1nclud1ng poh&—makmg It was . T

administered policies elsewhere det_’érmined (usually by the leg'lslature

or elected 'off:.cials) We have come tQ underStand however, that even

administr‘atorsuinevitably participate .in’ policy-making and at f§1mes

. actually make policyﬁon their own. - L. . . e es e

A

¢ Befof! proceeding furthery we need to consider the term administrator. T

Wi hin educatidnal dmintstrati?n this term is often used to cover a‘. I
( -

t{reme“‘:us diversity ff ap/ointed, pro~fessional, salariedgafficials . In \
A -

the context of th1s paper, the world administrator could %ell 1nclud§ Lt

" the following- jeMent' head of a governmet/t dqpart;}:nt of ‘educa ion, e’\..

k . or a statutory regulatory a.gency .such as a- h:.gher education board; branjl ’%

vy department or faculty/_:l,n/a urg!rersity, cpllege: o schgol; inspéctor or—"

.\0

or d;Lvisional 'head in sugh: bodiNs university or college pres1dent or SR A

.:

vice—chancellor, school principal ogRssistant principa'l ;head ofs T ' ,

. schools, bursar or budget officer, dea of student H st‘\tistical ". o 4 -
s J ,-ﬁ .

" officer; techriical expert.or research dir ctor} progranime- evaluator S

"‘different roles ir-policy process}es, and-becalge o

- v
.

Now it (>obvious that these various types O Qmir?strators play very )
thi/suwe canndt ipr.oce/d e

[ 3 u .
‘%he same characteristiqs,‘ - .

4

’far by treating them s gn | homogeneous group wi
e

~"the same expectations and facing the same kind of problems. . It would be- ' l

helpful so have some farm of classMication and typology, suggesting, > 5.

perhaps in the ‘context of a particular society, haow and 4..“ what ways. . - .
different administrative personnel participate in education policy procesSes
However, to attempt such a task, is outside the scope of this paper "We" y @
will instead con entrate our atten‘tion on top 'level administrators in .
go:vernment deparfments, and also in education irlstitutions. In this o

* brief discussio we will explore ggme implications from our analysis in the

' and the role of the adminis//trrator as. mediator “a A

first section of the paper, “the administratGr 's influence and resources,

v

Soae Implicationsvfrom Anal is of POMJ Process . ,

-

Our discussion «of policy processes, ahd ways “of conceptualising these
.processes £nd their various components, havé occupied most of this paper.
"1 make no spo;logyd for this, since the role of .the administrator, or any other

. N . K
N ‘ LY ! . ~

- b - .
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1 ¥
participant will be'best understood in the context of an understanding of
policy processes as a whole. | _
Our’ analysis suggests a number of points d1rectly relevant to the
“ senior ﬂdmiglstrator._" First, the policy process is diverse.and complex.

This means that the task of the senior administrator will probably vary .
greatly, not only from agency to agency, but within the one agency from
1ssuc to issuc and time to time. It also means that it -is impotrtant for
any administrator to attempt to ‘understand the particular context in which

v

he is-working, and the peculiarities of the policy process in it. Second,

. thé\yarious-models mg\&ége'considered appear to provide practical help for
— adm;nistrétors tb understand better their own organisations Cohen: and

o ~Ma§ch argue that their garbage dan- model may be of particular help to the
. . -

versity administrator. Sometimes new university administrators become
fﬁﬁ@traﬂed w1th debate5<in and outcomes of various univer51ty committees.

Rrequently a particular ‘agenda matter becomes Intertwined with a variety ~

of other issues.®’ For example, . ,

& proposal for curriculum reform.becomes an arena- for
. ~ social justice. A proposal-for<construction a
~ v buildipg helcomes an arena for-concerns abdut ’
’ environmental quality.”? A “proposal: for blcycle
- paths becomes an arena for discussion of sexual
/,—equality 38 ' -

Cohent qnd March, sa) itis polntlcss In such A sxtuation to cnforce rules.

Pl

A better strategy is.to provide 'garbage cans' in which problems can be

discussed and ‘to make~these as -attractive and conspicuous as possible. On

>

a smaII‘scale the first item on a meeting agenda is an obvious garbage can..
. i .

L.4° 3o rﬁceiﬁes mﬁch of the status allocation(concerns
' _that are a part of meetings ... projects of serious
) substantive concern should normally be placed
_somewhat later, aftér the important matters of
individual ‘and group esteem have been settled, '
mo;i of the individual performances have been
completed and 'most of the enthusiasm for abstract

argument has waned. 39 .
.‘ s

&
.

38 Cohen March, Leadership and Ambiguity, p. 211. -
39 Cohen and ‘March, Leadershig,and Ambiguity, p. 212.
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Third, the various models suggesc ideals to which any policy system may
strive, or at least ideals to which an administrator may attempt to mould R
. a system. In practice, chere is often considerable scope for a senior
administrator to vary structural arrangements and operating Stylcs of
policy sys;ems.4o For example, 1f an administrator wishes a more v .
rational style he can work to secure better.inﬁormation systems, to

. ' ) ] ] 3
* recruit high level experts, agﬂ:to anticipate issueaiwhich may become -

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

:%g.?}:ﬁhﬁ\ <3

N
’

highly political.

v

-

- Influence and Resources ) r

procésses is influence.

«

Perhaps the most important dimension of participation in policy

ye not only want to know who participates, but .
And certainly it is '
these kinds of questions that the a?ministrator.himself asks.

how influential each participant is, and why.

Influence needs to be distinguished from power. Put simply in this

context, -power is the capacity or pbtencial'of a participant in the policy

‘process.tp select, mbdify or change the behaviour of other ‘participants

h of power.

arld of policy outcomes, whereas influence refers to thHe actual exercise

Why are ‘some parcicipants more influencial than others, and why dod#

influence of the same participant vary from time to time? We can go some

' way towards answering such questions through use of the concept of po)itical

resowrces. A political resource can be defined, as

ced anything that can be used to sway-the political

choices or sprategies of another individual. Or,

to use different language, whatever may be used as.
. an inducement is a resource.

i

Differeng participants have available different resources, and differing

*

"40 On this general issue, see Lawrence W. Downey, 'Politics and Expertise

in Educational Policy Making' in'J. H.A. Wallin (ed.), The Politics of

Canadian Education, Canadian Society. for the Study of Education,
;’dmonton, 1977.

41 Robert A. Dahl Who Governs? Democraey and Power in an American~Ci§z,
Yale University Press, New Haven, 1961. .
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saf; . . ' , . »
overall amounts of resources. Tor the senior administrator some key
resources are legal authority, access to a Minister or senior political
office-holﬂer high social status, recognition ,as an expert, access to
information (including sometimes confidential information), loyalty of

colleagues, community goodwill, time, trust by pressure group leaders, °

¢
technical expertise, access toipublic relations and *information distributiOn
bureaux and support from- otherLgovernment agencies. Influence. also
y depends on use of the resources - on the extent to which the participant
4,, is willing to mobilise resources-.on a particular maéter, and on skill in
’ the use of resources. Sometimes an administrator, for good reason, is
not able or willing to utilise all potential resources to the full.
‘ Wildavsky has commented '
That regources ekist .does not mean that they will *%%g%
be used fully, skillfuilly, or at all. Most people k-
use their resources sparingly, with varying degrees ¢
. of effectiveness. The costein time, energy, money,’
and ego damage usually stems too great in comparison .
with the benefits which appear remote and uncertain. ¢
As a result, there is a vast reservoir of resources 42
lying‘untapped by people who prefetr not to use them. _
And administrators, like other participants vary in their skills: in -
resource utilisation - in skills such as judgement about timing, ability
" to argue a case succinctly, ability to form coalitions, effectiveness, in
/ bargaining and persuasion, and judgement in anticipating the early

reactions of other participants.

The Administrator as Mediator .

The .role of the administrator in policy processes is' many~-sided.

) Many concepts can be used to describe particular aspects - initiator,
: ‘ facilitator, implcmentor, planner, power broker, analyst, adjudicator,

(1

* bargainer and mediator. Hete we will briefly explore the concept of

4ndiator.

o

M# 42 Adron Wildavsky, 'Why American Cities are Pluralist in Thomas R. Dye
. and"Bret W. Hawkins (eds. ), Politics in the Metropolis, ‘Merrill,
. Columbus, 1967, p. 351. T
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This concept has a lonthistory, particularly in theology and .
1ndustrial relations. For our purposes the functlon of a mediator can
“be defined as intervening for the purpose of reconciling or achieving .
more harmonious relations. In the industrial relations context, the
mediator is a neutral bug symudthetic party who attempts to f£ind some
~middle ground or compromise position acceptable ‘to both sides, and
endeavours.to achieve this without the use of force or authority. To
be successful the mediator needs’to have the co )?pence and trust of all

the parties concerned.

In a. number of’senses, the senior education administrator acts as ¢

a mediator between various forces.and groups impinging upon the éducatiOnal

agency or organisation for which he (or she) is responsiblef’and also
operating wzthin the agency or organisation itself. First, the
administrator is often Called on, to mediate between the demands of
competing outside interest groups. ‘This is by no means an easy task,
particularly in those soeieties where groups interested in education are ‘-
becoming. increasingly polarised, and where there is often a strong ideo-
logical emotional component in the views expressed and the manner of
expression by particular associations or, interests. But there is the
possibility of trying to take the heat out of particular issues, of
attempting to get’ dialogue established away from the ,media, and of letting
leaders of factions understand some of the: likely long-term consequences
of failing to comprise. Second, the administrator may well fe called on
to mediate between the o;ganisatiom‘and its political master or masters.
For many career educators one of the most difficult new experiences can
be to learn to work directly with a Minister or elected board. A

politician 8 perceptions of education goals and practice may be' very

" different to those of the administrator and'tge organisation. . In fact,

the politician may even have been elected on platform of chamging basic
goals or. policies in the organisation. But even in such cases, the

continuing administrator may be required to work with the politician.

* Third, administrators often have to mediate between their organisation and

others. ‘ For' example, an administrator may be called on to try to persuade
a department of the treasury or finance to accept financial ‘proposals made
by his orgqnisation.. Fourth, administrators often find that part of their
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task is to med}ate between groups and interests in their o&h organisation.
This could include mediating between technical eiperts and other
administrators concerned with framlnb policy proposals or adv151ng a -
M:Lnister.[‘3 Fifth, part of the administrator's, task within the-
organis;tion is also to mediate between different perspcctives - between
short-term needs and long=term views, bctween the selfish needs of the

organisation and -the public interest.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS : .

The story is told that during the Crimean'War a commiftee of inquiry
called upon the British Surgeon-General to testlfy regarding gross
inadeduacies in the medical services at the front. ,The Surgeon-General's
defence was simple: ’Ouf'médiqal services', he said, 'would be perfectly
adéqpateewere it not for-the casualties'. Perhaps our }ésponse should be
in a similar vein. Policy—@aking in education is in fine sha e,:excépé
for the casualties - the fact that often we have a limited und:>standing
of the complexitles of policy process, the fact that our pollcy-maklng
structures are under attack, the fact that policy outputs often dg not
live up to expectations, and the fact that education policy must be .made
and implemented in an increasingly difficult environment. Inaéésehce
my point is that we can secure some, help from the wide range of coﬁcgpﬁuai

tools and frameworks that are available, and that in edﬁcational

C

administration further study of policy processes should have a high priority.

A
2

-
-
4

43 On relations beCVeen administrators and techmical experts, see Arnold
- J. Heltsner, Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy, University of
California Press, Berkeley, 1929 _ N
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