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Series Introduction

It is now widely recognised, amnng theorists and practitioners alike, that the
tradiitions that have informed educational administration as 2 field of study for
several decades are of only limited use in coming to terms with the complexity
and value-laden nature of educational practice. The sudden politicisation of the
context and conduct of educatior: has raised issues of immediate import that
cannot be dealt with adequately by functionalist analysis or behavioural science.
The collapse of these theoretical traditions in educational administration has
produced a vacuum into which a very haphazard collection of intellectual bric-
a-brac has been sucked. As a result, both theorists and the practitioners who lcok
2 them for help in an increasingly disorderec world are alike in their bewilderment.
How can :jltemative formulations be developed? How can reliable and relevant
anaiyses be made?

The series of books of which this volume is a part is an attempt to explore a
varietly of intellectual traditions that have, until now, been largely ignored or
dismissed by educational administrators. Each of the books is an attempt to bring
a particular intellectual perspective to bear on the practical problems of admin-
istering education. They are, therefore, diverse in their starting points and in their
analysis. What they have in common, however, is a rejection of a purely technical,
functionalist approach to educational administration, and a commitment to a
critical and refiexive consideration of educational practice.

The ideas presented in the introductory essays are necessarily an encapsulation
of arguments that have developed and are developing more fully elsewhere. In
order to assist readers tc participate in these developments, selected readings are
attached to each paper, and an annotated bibliography of key works is provided.
We hope that the publication of this series will encourage others to join a necessary
exploraticn of alternative perspectives in educational administration. Such explo-
ration is long overdue. )

Course team chairman
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Introduction

Social and economic trends over the past decade have dramatically ac-
centuated the political problems of public education in industrialised
nations. In stark contrast to the period of prosperity, growth, and school
system expansion following World War II, educators now are confronted
simultaneously with four kinds of decline: declining enrolments, declin-
ing economic-budgetary circumstances, declining public confidence in
schooling, and a declining legitimacy of administrative authority. In com-
bination, these four developments have transformed and increasingly pol-
iticised the environment of education. As a consequence, a fundamental
reassessment of educational policy and management is underway in many
settings. This paper is intended to illustrate the ways in which political
science can illuminate and assist this reassessment process.

The context of deciline

The mmost salient fact of the 1980s, for educators in industrialised riations.
is that in most places education is a declining industry due to declining
enrolments.! ‘The combination of a declining birthrate and a growing
population of elderly citizens has simultaneously decreased both the de-
mand for public schooling and the political support for its provision’ (Kirst
and Garms 1980). As if this were not enough, the adverse economic trends
of the past decade (e.g. ‘stagflation’ and soaring energy costs) have slowed
budget growth, driven up costs, and intensified competition among the
public services for public funds. In this competition, educators no longer
occupy the privileged position they held during the baby-boom years fol-
lowing World War 11. Rather, they often find themselves in a defensive
posture, having to compete aggressively to avoid losing ground.

By itself, the combined effect of the reversals in population growth and
economic growth requires a fundamental rethinking of educational policy
and management for the 1980s. As argued in the prospectus for a workshop
on the subject at the November 1982 meeting of the European Forum on
Educational Administration, the combined effect makes for ‘a total change
in the conditions in which the management of education is worked out":

The time of growth has been that of quantity: demographic pressure
and economic expansion both augmented the needs in education.
These have been times,of plenty, when economic expansion quickly
developed the means every state could dedicate to education. A new
era has opened, characterized by a lessening of pupils and of edu-
cational budgets. It implies other changes in the administration of
education, new bea.ings in education policy and a fundamental
change in the mentalities of all partaers concerned in the educational
systems (European Forum on Educational Administration 1982).

On top of these problems, educators in many settings are also faced with
a declining public confidence in schooling and a declining legitimacy of
administrative authority. In the United States, the Coleman (1966) anc.
Jencks (1972) reports, along with declining student achievement and dis-
appointing educational reform efforts, have fuelled popular as well as
scholarly debate about the weak effects of schooling (see, for example.
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Williams et al. 1981). Similar developments have occurred in other in-
dustrialised nations such as the United Kingdom, where the Black Papers
(Cox and Dyson 1970} and government rep: “ts have questioned the ef-
fectiveness of education and educators (Watson 1981).

Concerns about the uifectiveness of schooling have attracted increasing
public attention to the outcomes of schooling, upsetting the traditional
‘logic of confidence’ in schooling (Meyer and Rowan 1977). This ‘logic’
{v_ases on inputs to the schooling process and accepts without question
the ceremonial sorting and certification of students. In the absence of a
science of education that can guarantee equality of educational results or
the maximisation of student achievement, any erosion of the logic of con-
fidence is sure to increase the politicisation of education.

Often closely related to the declining public confidence in schooling
has been a general erosion in the legitimacy of administrative autnority.
Scholars influenced by Habermas (1975) see this latter trend as a larger
‘legitimacy crisis’ of the State arising from an increasing separation of
government bureaucracy and administration from public control (Foster
1980; Weiler 1982a, 1982b). Although authors in this tradition associate
the legitimacy crisis of the State with the contradictions inherent in capi-
talist societies, the performance of Communist States such as Poland, about
which they are silent, often provides more dramatic examples of legitimacy
crises.

It thus appears that the dynamics of modernisation in complex societies,
East or West, lead to an ‘increasing pervasiveness of formal organizations
as a means for conducting social life, {and] the formalization of social control
itself through organizational means’ (Bidwe'l 1979, p. 268). How to retain
or regain public control of these orgenisational means is a widespread
problem. Demands for increased parental and teacher participation in
educational policy-making and greater recognition of student and teacher
rights in the United States (Boyd and Crowson 1981, Griffiths 1977, Wirt
1976) have also been echoed in the United Kingdorn (Watson 1981). Sim-
ilarly, in West Germany the Federal Constitutional Court has ruled in fa-
vour of greater rights for students and for procedures to democratise the
narrowly controlled educational policy-making process (Weiler 1982b).
In Australia, Harman (1976, p. 18) reports that ‘the movement of effective
power from parliaments to the executive, the public service and statutory
corporations, has been an important phenomenon in the. . . political sys-
tem over recent years’. As a consequence, concern has been building up
in Australia about the bureaucratic rigidity of the highly centralised State
education departments and the need for mechanisms to involve teachers
and parents in educational policy-making (Harman 1976, Murphy 1980,
Walker 1970).

Declining enrolments and budgets and declining confidence and legit-
imacy interact to exacerbate the political and management problems of
educational administrators. For instance, the provision of equal edu-
cational opportunity is made more difficult under these circumstances.
In nations such as Canada. the United States, the United Kingdom, and
Australia, declining enrolments have been accompanied by increases in
the proportion of educationally disadvantaged, minority, or immigrant
children in government schools. For equal educational opportunity, these
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students need more than equal educational services. Yet their need for
extra remedial or compensatory services increases just at a time when public
support and resources for education are declining (Salganik 1981}. Put
another way, in a time of contracting enrolments and revenues, increasing
demands for specialisec' educational services (e.g. compensatory. special,
and bilingual education) compete with the need to maintain regular edu-
cational programs. Thz consequence is that painful reassessments of edi-
cational programs and priorities are necessitated (Mosher. Hastings and
Wagoner 1981). In these circumstances, sagging public confidence and
legitimacy contribute to a ‘credibility gap' as administrators attempt to
justify the hard choices to be made. The overall effect of the context of
decline is incvitably a scramble for scarce resources, intensifying special-
interest-group activity and the politicisation of education.

Political sclence and educational
adminlistration

To understand the utility of political science for educational management
in the 1980s, it is helpful to trace the relationship of political science to
educational administration to date.? Beginning with Max Weber’s reflec-
tions on the Prussian civil service and the attempt to create an efficient,
neutral bureaucracy there has been a quest for what Kaufman (1963) has
called technical, nonpartisan competence in government. This quest has
resulted in the creation in many nations of a professionally trained civil
service that carries out the administrative activities of government in what
is supposed to be an efficient and apolitical manner.

In the United States, Woodrow Wilson (1887) argued that a new science
of administration could be developed based on a separation of efficient,
hierarchically-ordered administration from politics. This view became a
central component in the Municipal Reform Movement of the early 1900s,
which emphasised ‘scientific management’ and expert, non-partisan pub-
lic administration (Banfield and W::son 1963, Callahan 1962). From this
perspective there was no partisan way to build streets or schoc.s, only a
right way. Consequently, there was no acceptable reason for politics to
intrude on the efficient administration of cities or school systems. Through
the application of expertise and a rational problem-solving approach, a
consensus should emerge about the technically correct policies to pursue.

This approach shows that historically there has been confusion among
political scientists, as well as the public at large, regarding the nature of
politics. Many people conceive of politics narrowly, as ‘something partisan
or related to the affairs of political parties. or something improper or even
corrupt’ (Harman and Selby Smith 1976, p. 2;. Political scientists today
usually take a much broader view. Politics. they say, is the inevitable and
legitimate process of competition for influence and control over govern-
ment and governmental policies. Politics involves ‘who gets what, when,
and how' (Lasswell 1936). It thus involves the allocation of scarce re-
sources or, put another way, of benefits and burdens.? Because few. if any,
governmental policies are neutral in their consequences, the prospective
winners anz losers compete for policies that favour their interests. Tech-
nical expertise cannot eliminate scarcity, nor ensure policies that favour
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all interests. Nor can experts or public administrators claim they alone
know what is in the public interest. In this view, then, there is no way
to separate pubiic adminstration from politics. Public administrators can
be guided towards what appear to be neutral and technically correct de-
cisions or policies based on professional norms or standards. But, as Levy,
Meltsner, and Wildavsky (1974) vividly dzmonstrate in their study of school,
street, and library policies in Oakland, California, such decisions or pol-
icies may nevertheless have inequitable consequences.

Justas governmental policies are rarely neutral, so also are governmental
structures and arrangements. No matter how they are designed, they tend
to benefit some groups more than others.# Indeed, it has been shown that
non-partisan elections themseives have a built-in conservative bias (Haw-
ley 1973). This is not an inconsequential matter since the vast majority
of school-board elections in the United States and Canada are conducted
on a non-partisan basis (Nielsen and Robinson 1981). In recognition of
the political significance of alternative governmental or institutional ar-
rangements, one of the central concerns of both practical politicians and
political economiists is the choice of decision rules for making future col-
lective decisions (Ostrom and Ostromn 1971).5

Because governmental arrangements and policies are seldom neutral
intheir effects, it is difficult to achieve approaches that remain satisfactory
over time. In Westera capitalist democracies, such as the United States,
there tend< !o be a continuous effort to adjust the precarious balance be-
tween the central competing values of liberty, equality, and efficiency
(Garms, Guthrie and Pierce 1978). In American history, for example, there
has been a shifting emphasis over time between three objectives in gov-
ernment: representativeness; technical, nonpartisan competence; and cen-
tralised executive leadership {Kr.fman 1963). In reaction against the
dominance of royal governors in the colonial era, early American gov-
ernments emhasised representative mechanisms to ensure liberty and, to
a degree, equality. Later, the power and corruption of legislatures led to
efforts to '

take administration out of politics by lodging it in independent boards
and commissions and by introducing the merit system to break the
hold of parties on the bureaucracies. But the |resulting] fragmentation
of government reduced both efficiency and representativeness, and
the search for unification led to the popularly elected chief executives
(Kaufman 1969, pp. 3~4).

Inthefield of education, however, the concept of technical, non-partisan
competence was particularly attractive and persistent. Indeed, many people
still agree that politics has no legitimate place in the sensitive function
of educating children. In the early 1900s, it seemed both desirable and
possible to engineer an apolitical ‘one best system’ of American education
(Tyack 1974). To do this, school systems were rationalised and standard-
ised along bureaucratic and industrial lines end insulated from corrupt
politics through the adoption of non-partisan governmental arrangements.

Reformers stressed that *politics, rather than being a struggle among
partial and private interests, is (or at any rate ought to bej a disinterested
effort to discover what is best for the community **as a whole’ *’ (Banfield
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and Wilson 1963, p. 154). Since, according to this view, there was only
one legitimate public interest, it followed that educational programs ough?
not to be differentiated according to the parochial and, hence, illegitimate
desires of various classes, ethnic groups, and subcommunities (Salisbury
1967). On the strength of their expertise as professionally trained edu-
cators, school administrators were thought to be far better qualified than
lay persons to make what were held to be the essentially technical judge-
ments required to develop a single general and efficient educational
program.

By denying social pluralism and elevating technocratic authority, the
‘one best system' approach simplified policy making by minimising rec-
ognition of competing v lucational preferences and objectives. With the
resurgence of cultural pluralism in the 1960s, however, competing pref-
erences now are not only a fact of life for American educators, but must
be accommodated within a context of stable or declining resources. Edu-
cators in nther Weslern democracies scem to iace similar situations (e.g.
Murphy 1980, Watson 1981).

The politics and management o7 decline

The background of most school administrators has done little to prepare
them for the management of decline. Until recently, many were not very
used to managing conflict or making hard choices. As outlined above, the
lore of public administration and the traditional separation of education
from politics, in effect, divided the two main functions of government:
the delivery of public services and the political, or conflict management,
function (Banfield and Wilson 1963). At the same time, most schoc! ad-
ministrators were used to conditions of growth and expansion. Where
growth was accompanied by increasing resources, there often was little
need to make very conscious or systematic choices in resource allocation
decisions. However, s Yarmolinsky (1975, p. 61) observed about uni-
versities, row that we ‘are discovering the limits of growth, [we] must also
learn a good deal more about the art of governance, which. .. is the art
of choice'.

There is wide agrcement among analysts that policy making and conflict
management, in decline, differ significantly from their characteristics under
growth conditions (Behn 1980a, 1980b; Berman and McLaughlin 1678;
Cyert 1978; Levine 1978, 1979). First, resource allocation: decisions become
far more difficult in decline. The contest, as Behn (1980c, p. 603) nutes.
is no longer ‘over who should get how much of the expansion of the
|budgetary] pic, but over who should be forced to absorb what share of
the cuts’. Put another way, there is a fundamental shift from distributive
toredistrit “tive politics: a shrinking budget creates clear winnersand losers
and no slack resources remain with which to buy off the losers with side
payments on secondary issues.

Second, participation is intensified. Consistent with research on de-
cision making show:ag that humans weighi iosses more heavily than gains
{Tversky and Kahneman 1974), retrenchment activates wide and intense
participation as all organisation members and beneficiaries feel a personal
stake in the decisions to b made (Behn 1980b, p. 618).

Thizd, retrenchment decisions are complicated by zonsiderations of

12



equity and entitlement. The problem here goes beyond the well-known
fact that steff layoffs according to senicrity tend to conflict with affirmative
action objectives. Bardach (1976) argues that a distinguishing feature of
the politics of policy termination, particularly where government is in-
volved, lies in the ability of vested interests to advance a powerful moral
claim regarding the inequity of changes that would deprive them of ar-
rangements they have learned to rely upon. Thus, what Behr: (1980b) calls
the "entitlement ethic’ supports the vi>w that governm 2nt has a responsi-
bility to maintain the facilities and jobs that people have come to count
on. Indeed, civil servants with tenure may rightly feel that they are being
deprived of a property right when their jobs are abolished.

Fourth, morale plummets in declining organisations. Incentives for per-
formance and promotion and career opportunities all tend to dry up. Tal-
ented people, who often are mobile, tend to abandon the organisation for
greener pastures (Levine 1978).

Fifth, organisations cannot be cut back simply by reversing the sequence
of developments by which they grew (Berman and McLaughlin 1978).
Levine (1979) calls this problem the ‘paradox of irreducible wholes’.

Finally, while growth can be managed on an ad hoc basis without grave
peril, retrenchment cannot. Systematic planning and analysis become
essential (Behn 1980b). Yet the ability to do this is frequently challenged
by the view that the administrative component in organisations should
be cut to the bone before the service delivery compoxnent is weakened (cf.
Levine 1979).

In combination, these factors have produced a distinctively new politics
of education (Boyd 1982). First, the dramatic increase in the frequency
of redistributive politics has raised the incidence and intensity of conflict
in policy making. Second, declining enrolments and fiscal constraints have
forced school officials, and other active participants in the policy-making
contest, to learn the challenging dynamics of the unfamiliar process of
cut-back management (see Behn 1980b). Third, the redistributive, zero-sum
game produced by declining enrolments and retrenchment has not merely
activated old cleavages; it has also created new cleavages, such as that
alluded to earlier between advoce’es of special and regular educational
services. But the most imposing new cleavage is associated with the demo-
grephic and econemic trends that have reduced the priority that education
can claim on the public purse. Families with children in the public schools
are now a bare majority, or even a minority group, in many settings. The
newest cleavage thus is between the shrinking group of direct ben-
eficiaries supporting puklic aducation and the expanding group of tax-
payers and senior citizens who ieel that spending for education should
be reduced. From the point of view of school governance, this further
complicates the already thorny issue of to whom the public school systems
should be responsive and accountable.

At the heart of the politics and management of decline is the question
of who will bear the immediate and long-term costs of cut-backs.® Ad-
ministrators must worry about both the political, or conflict management,
costs of decisions and the costs in terms of maintaining the organisation’s
ability to perform satisfactorily. If the political costs seem inost important,
dispersed or across-the-board cuts are quite attractive because they mini-
mise conflict. Concentrated cuts, on the other hand, involve painful sur-
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gery and are sure to galvanise vociferous opposition from the affected
parties. Unfortunately, however, across-the-board cuts will in time weaken
the entire enterprise. As Behn (1980b) has argued persuasively, there are
two fundamental stages in retrenchment:

During the first, the small declines in resources combine with the
inability {or unwillingness) to recognize the long-run trends to pro-
duce short-run solutions: across-the-board cuts and deferred main-
tenance. Eventually, however, reality is forced upon the organization
— either by its leaders who explain it, or by outsiders who place strict
conditions upon their continued support. Only once the organization
isin this second stage, can the serious business of managing the decline
hegin. And it is in the interest of the manager (or, at least, in the interest
of the manager who plans to stay with the organization over the long-
term) to get past the first stage as quickly as possible (Behn 1980b,
p. 615).

To get past the first stage of decline Behn (1980b) makes clear that leaders
must understand and explain to their constituents and organisation mem-
bers the opportunity cost of not cutting back. Otherwise, everyone will
focus on the obvious, immediate costs of the cut-backs themselves. Thus,
to create the support for cut-backs necessary to override the inevitable
opposition, leaders, first, can dramatise the opportunity costs of not cutting
back by making clear the specific consequences for the organisation and
the individuals and groups associated with it. Second, Behn (1980b) pro-
poses that leaders should articulate a new ‘corporate strategy’, or organ-
isation mission, that shows who will benefit by the transformation and
contraction of the organisation. By judicious use of these approaches, lead-
ers can both reduce opposition and increase support for necessary cut-backs.

It is, of course, easier to say what should be done than to accomplish
it. Indeed, there is some evidence that the ‘standard’ response to decline
in school systems may involve a strong tendency towards organisational
rigidity and delay in the initial stages (Berger 1982b) followed by ad hoc,
expedient crisis-management later, producing a number of adverse short-
term and long-term effects on the educational climate and program (Berger
1982a, Boyd 1982, Crespo and Haché 1982). As Crespo and Haché propose:

The exclusion of long-term considerations in the formulation of strat-
egies to deal with declinirg enrollments and the almost exclusive
preoccupation with the short-term goals of solving the personnel,
material, and financial problems associated with this phenomenon
may be seen as a displacement of goals and resources from the pri-
mary area of student learning and achievement to that of maintaining
system equilibrium under conditions of turbulence (Crespo and Haché
1982, p. 92).

Crespo and Haché’s (1982) conclusions are based on a study of fifteen
school districts in Quebec. They found that administrative roles and duties
tended to be expanded as personnel were red::ced, but tasks and functions
still needed to be accomplished. As administrators accumulated more re-
sponsibilities, they tended to attend to the more urgentand expedient tasks
and to neglect those associated with instruction and supervision of teach-
ing. Moreover, the specialist roles that were eliminated, and the tasks that
were redistributed, ‘were often those related to the pedagogical or cur-
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ricular functions of the system |while] functions observed to be of more
critical importance in the short-term management of decline, like per-
sonnel or finance, usually remained untouched’ (Crespo and Haché
1082, p. 90).

These developments not only weakened administrative support of the
educational functions of schools, but the overload on administrators ‘low-
ered the administrative responsiveness of the system’ (Crespo and Haché
1982, p. 93). Furthermore, administrative overload compounded the prob-
lem of declining motivation, energy, and aspirations among tenured, age-
ing administrators faced with shrinking opportunities for promotion. The
result, say Crespo and Haché, was a tendency toward minimal job per-
formance oriented toward routine organisational maintenance rather than
innovation and development.

Studies of decline also emphasise the adverse effects on teachers and
on the school program (Boyd 1982). The negative effects on the teaching
profession include the declining quality of persons entering the pro-
fession; the loss of young teachers leaving the profession; the shift of some
teachers away from their major areas of competence largely for reasons
of job security; the greater possibility of overload and ‘burnout’ in an age-
ing teaching force; and a general lowering of morale and job satisfaction.
There are also serious implirations in the erosion of the school curriculum
and associated activities and services. Cut-backs usually come first in what
are held to be the ‘less essential’ subjects and services, such as art, music,
counsellors, and extra-curricular activities. Such cut-backs are not to be
taken lightly since it has been demonstrated that these ‘extras’, apart from
their intrinsic value, often play a critical role in creating a sense of school
spirit, community, and student commitment to schooling (Garbarino 1981).
Moreover, they are frequently vital in making schooling palatable for many
students, and especially so for the more marginal students (Garbarino 1981).
Finally, it 1s clear that children from less affluent families will suffer more
from schooling cut-backs than those from more. affluent families. Higher
socio-econemic status parents are both more able and more inclined than
lower status parents te supplement their children’s education and com-
pensate for things unavailable or removed from the school’s offerings.

Although some school systems have seized the opportunities that de-
cline presents for organisational renewal and mission redefinition, these
findings make clear the need for aggressive, far-sighted inanagement of
decline. Moreover, they suggest that state and federal authorities need to
assist local school administrators by means of financial-aid policies de-
signed to combat these negative tendencies.

Rethinking educational policy

The forces of decline have prompted far more than difficult cut-back de-
cisions. Fundamental pelicy questions on public education are being sub-
jected to searching re-examination. Changes in the social and economic
environment of education have shifted the emphasis among competing
values in government and educational policy.

During the period of rapid enrolment growth following World War 1,
a prime objective was often simply the equal and adequate provision of
educational services to children. Just providing space in school for all the




children was frequently a challenge. Now, however, the emphasis is more
on quality than quantity. Declining confidence in schooling, and declining
enrolments and tight budgets, have created pressures for schooling that
is both more effective and more efficient. Rather than focusing merely on
the provision of equal educational opportunity (which too often has not
been attained), there are now demands for something approximating equal,
or at least equitable, educational.results. At the same ‘me, because re-
sources are tight, schools need to be more efficient or p. Juctive.

If measures that are being adopted to make schools more effective and
efficient are successful, this obviously will improve confidence in school-
ing. But the means being employed in a number of settings could further
erode the legitimacy of administrative authority. What is at issue here is
the perennial tension between centralisation and decentralisation in gov-
ernment. In pursuit of greater school effectiveness and more accountability
and control over school performance, measures which increase standard-
isation and centralisation are attractive. Yet, the legitimacy and respon-
siveness of schools and administrators, as well as aspects of their
effectiveness, seem to depend upon some degree of decentralisation per-
mitting parental and teaching staff participation in shaping the edu-
cational program.

The difficulty, of course, is to achieve and maintain governmental ar-
rangements and policies that strike a desirable balance between the ad-
vantages (and disadvantages) of centralisation and decentralisation. The
comparison of trends in American and Australian education by Murphy
(1980) is instructive here. Murphy notes that although the two nations are
moving in opposite directions on the question of centralisation, they are
both seeking a better balance betwezen the strengths and weaknesses of
centralisation and decentralisation:

Australia’s centralized system fostered equality of school funding
(more than in America), and professional, efficient, stable, coordi-
nated operations that generally met uniform standards. But it also
promoted a closed, insulated, inbred bureaucracy, and it stifled di-
versity, choice, and responsiveness — thus leading to some of the
current pressures for decentralization. America’s decentralized sys-
tem fostered greater diversity, parental involvement, and openness.
But it also promoted inequality, parochialism, fragmentation, and
segregation, thus leading to some of the pressure for greater cen-
tralization. This pattern suggests that no solution is stable over time
as long as competing values are at play — which seems even more
likely in the future as the proliferation of educational actors and in-
terests continues in both countries (Murphy 1980, pp. 24-5).

The competing values and tensions described above are demonstrated
by the fact that there is reaction in both countries against the trends that
are occurring. In the United States, centralising actions by state and federal
authorities occurred first in the name of greater equality and then in efforts
to increase accountability and school achievement. Local educators and,
to a lesser extent, citizens have ccmplained loudly about the infringement
upon local control and the burdens these efforts have produced in terms
of excessive regulations and paperwork. Some scholars add to this the
criticism that attempts to ‘legislate learning’ go beyond our technical ca-
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pacity to improve schooling and are likely to simply result in more un-
desirable bureaucratisation of schools (Wise 1979).

Similarly, there is resistance in Australia to decentralisation, more so
in regard to increased involvement of citizens in policy making than to
greater involvement of school-level professionals. The resistance, accord-
ing to Murphy (1980), comes mainly from teacher unions and school ad-
ministrators. The result so far, he reports, is that devolution has enhanced
the influence of school-level administrators, but has barely increased the
small voice of parents.

Another basic policy issue receiving attention in the context of decline
is the relationship between public and non-public schools. Behind this
issue.among ether matters, are the questions of how much public spending
for education is needed and what is the most efficient way to provide
schooling. As enrolments have declined, the costs of schooling have never-
theless increased. This pattern, due largely to the combination of inflation
and the labour-intensive character of schooling, seems illogical to the public.
It raises anew the question of the optimum level of public spending for
education. And, in the context of a sluggish economy, an ageing popu-
lation, and declining confidence in schooling, this question in turn leads
to a re-examination of the extent to which education is a public or a private
good. If schocling is mainly a private benefit for children and their families
(as many citizens may be inclined to think in the present context), then
less public financial support of schools may seem appropriate. This line
of thought suggests that public subsidies for privately supported schools
would be the most logical and economical way to provide education. The
danger here, of course, is that such subsidies may exacerbate existing
inequalities.

Again, a comparison of Australia and America is interesting. While they
differ dramatically in their policies towards non-public schools, the trend
in both nations is consistent with the reasoning above, though more is
involved in both settings. In both countries, public sector educators have
long felt that government funds for private schools inevitably come at the
expense of funds for government schools (e.g. Kitchen 1976). But in Aus-
tralia, unlike the United States, government funding for private schools
is a large, established pattern which in 1981 survived a test of its consti-
tutionality.” Beguri modestly in 1952, with a law permitting small tax
deductions for school fees, federal government aid to private schools in
Australia evolved gradually into direct subsidies to private schools to help
support their operating costs {Sherman 1982). This trend was not too con-
troversial while the economy was strong, budgets were expanding, and
support appeared to be concentrated on impoverished (mainly Catholic)
schools. To the dismay of public educators in Australia, however, by the
end of the 1970s the non-government school share of federal aid exceeded
the government school share and was increasingly availat'~ to élite Es-
tablishment schools {Sherman 1982). Moreover, there was some percep-
tion that federal aid was helping non-government schools expand and
increase their enrolments at a time when government schools were losing
students. It was no coincidence therefore, that the legal challenge to the
constitutionality of this arrangement was brought at this time, and that,
‘for the first time in the history of the |Australian] Schools Commission,

17




the parent and teacher representatives on the Commission filed a minority
report, dissenting from the Commission’s recommendations on aid to the
two school sectors’ (Sherman 1982, p. 17).

In the Urited States, where the tradition and law against government
aid for non-government schools are stronger, countless efforts to obtain
public dollars for non-government schools were defeated throughout the
growth period of the 1950s and 1960s. With the onset of decline in the
1970s, however, sentiment in favour of private schools, and public support
forthem, has grown considerably. After two decades of emphasis on equality
in educational policy, concerns for efficiency and liberty, or choice, have
come to the forefront. With the growth of a neo-conservative mood among
important segments of the population, what were formerly heretical no-

" tions have gained a new measure of respectability; in particular. there is

a willingness to think anew about what governments and markets (i.e. the
public and private sectors) each might best accomplish. In this climate
of opinion, the formerly sacrosanct principles and assumptions under-
girding the American public schools have been subjected to a searching
and extensive critique.

What is new in this latest *crisis’ of American education is the increasing
acceptance, particularly among the upper middle class, of the idea that
the non-public schools are doing a better job than the public schools, and
that there no longer may be any compelling civic reasons to continue to
patronise and support the public schools. This viewpoint, popularised in
support of policy proposals for tuition tax credits and educational voucher
plans, has been bolstered by the publication of James S. Coleman’s con-
troversial study, Public and Private Schuols (Coleman, Hcffer and Kilgore
1981). Since President Reagan is committed to pursue passage of tuition
tax credits, there is the possibility of the adoption of policies that could
transform or even dismantle public education. On the other hand, resist-
ance to 'Reaganism’ has been stiffening and already there is strong op-
position to tuition credits from public educators and many citizens.

Rethinking policy implementation: can
schools be changed?

In pursuit of schools that are more equitable, effective, efficient, and re-
sponsive, reform-minded educators, politicians, and citizens in the United
States have increasingly sought to enact policies that will ensure achieve-
ment of these objectives. But the frustrating results of educational and other
social reform efforts in the 1960s and early 1970s led to a new recognition
of the magnitude of the policy design and implementation problems in-
volved in changing social and organisational behaviour. This recognition
gave rise to the policy and implementation analysis movement among
scholars, which in many ways is a revitalised study of public adminis-
tration in new clothes. This concern for careful policy and implementation
analysis has been substantially reinforced by the tight budgets and press-
ures for efficiency prod ed by the forces of decline.

A great deal of ink has been spilled in attempts to interpret and explain
the policy and implementation failures of the past two decades (see Mann
1978a, Elmore 1978). The:¢ are, however, three main explanations that
capture much of the debate in this literature. In all three, there is a con-
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vergence of political and organisational theory; in two, different versions
of political economy are used to illuminate implementation problems. Each
explanation has implications for the politics of curriculum reform and for
what is required for effective schools. Each presents different recommen-
dations regarding what is needed for successful reform. The three expla-
nations will be briefly discussed in order of the increasing magnitude of
the changes they recommend.

implementation as mutual adaptation

In the past, the most crippling assumption of reformers was the notion
that official adoption of reforms or innovations was tantamount to their
implementation. Underlying this assumption was the belief that people
usually can be rationally persuaded, or enticed, or compelled, to accept
and enact innovations. Today we are sadder but wiser. In the most sys-
tematic study of federally supported innovation programs, researchers for
the Rand Corporation found — from a survey of 293 innovative projects
and a follow-up intensive case analysis of 29 of the projects — that non-
implementation was common and that the most that could be hoped for
was a process of mutual adaptation in which both the practices in a given
school and the innovative project being attempted were modified by one
another (Berman and McLaughlin 1976; see also Popkewitz, Whelage and
Tabachnik 1982). )

The fact that the prevailing practices and attitudes of educators at the
school-site level usually dominate over the reform or innovation is ex-
plained in two ways in this school of thought. First, it is argued that the
realities facing public employees who deliver services directly to clients
tend to ensure that the objectives of reforms will be substantially com-
promised. Lipsky (1976) contends that such employees, whom he calls
‘street-level bureaucrats’, face work conditions where they must cope with:
one, inadequate resources; two, threats to their authority and person; and
three, ambiguous and unrealistic role expectations. The result, within the
inherently discretionary nature of their work, is that street-level bureau-
crats modify goals, ration services, routinise procedures, as.crt priorities,
and limit and control their clientele. These coping behaviours, on the part
of educators faced with the need to implement sweeping and highly spec-
ified reforms in special education, are vividly reported in Weatherley’s
(1979) study of the experience in Massachusetts.

A second explanation for minimal implementation of reforms involves
subtle, and sometimes not so subtle, resistance by educators. As Mann
(1978b) demonstrates in his analysis of the Rand dat1, there is a partisan
aspectto the mutual adaptation process. Like people in general, educators
are inclined to minimise the personal costs of change by only partial or
‘symbolic’ implementation of innovations. Since numerous studies reveal
that those involved in implementation are likely to compromise reforms,
either for partisan reasons or because of the practical constraints within
which they work, the shaping or making of policy actually continues
through the implementation process (Elmore 1978, Lipsky 1976, Sloan
1982).

From their findings, the Rand researchers concluded that traditional
approaches to educational innovation were inappropriate for the realities
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of professional staff discretion in ‘loosely coupled’ educational organis-
ations (Weick 1976). ‘Bottom up’ rather than ‘top down’ leadership and
decision-making approaches appeared more likely to result in successful
implementation of reforms. Those who must implement changes need to
participate in selecting and planning innovations so that they will identify
with, and feel ‘ownership’ over, the innovations.

If schools are to be reformed, it follows that policies and leadership
strategies must be designed with these ‘bottom up’ realities in mind. Ef-
fective schools, in this view, are ones that foster the participation and
adaptive abilities of school staff in school improvement {(Hawley 1978).
Indeed, in the context of decline, which minimises staff turnover and the
infusion of new blood and ideas, school improvement can occur only by
inducing or persuading the existing school staff to change its behaviour
(Mann 1978b). The need to overcome possible staff resistance or ‘partisan
adaptation’ by persuasion or manipulation (cf. Papagiannis, Klees and
Bickel 1982) thus injects a pronounced political dimension into this
approach. In addition, another political aspect of this approach lies in the
recognition of the need to manage the tension that exists in authority re-
lations between public educators and their clients. How are parents and
taxpayers to fit into the pursuit of effective schools?

Although many observers argue that school improvement requires sub-
stantial parental involvement, the tension in authority relations makes
parental participation in school affairs problematic unless it is confined
to a minor and purely supportive role. Indeed, the ‘street-level bureauc-
racy’ theory suggests that what is needed is not parental participation in
schools, but rather lobbying by citizens to ensure that educators ar~ pro-
vided with adequate resources to accomplish their mission. Unfortunately,
the theory leaves unclear just what would constitute adequate resources.
When would street-level bureaucrats have ‘enough’ resources? For in-
stance, what ratio of teachers to students would be sufficient to ensure
effective schools?

Implementation in non-profit organisations

Even if ‘bottom up’ strategies of reform are attempted in public schools,
and ‘adequate’ resources are provided, analysts using the perspective of
non-conservative political economy predict that there will be goal dis-
placement undercutting many innovations. Rather than merely supplying
more resources and changing policy and leadership strategies, basic strue-
tural arrangements must be changed. The fundamental difficulty, they say,
is that the non-profit, government-supported character of public schools
creates a perverse structure of incentives for employees (Michaelsen 1977).
In the quasi-monopolistic, consumer-insensitive setting of public schocls,
the reward structure is not oriented toward performance.

Analysis of public sector organisations from the point of view of political
economy or ‘public choice’ theory emphasises the profound effects of two
features of their structures. First, public managers lack property rights or
a profit motive in the successful performance of the organisation. Second,
the organisation receives a tax-supplied budget independent of satisfying
individual consumers. From these starting points, one can explain much
of the behaviour of public-school teachers and administrators which other-
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wise might appear irrational or ‘loosely coupled’. For instance, since there
are no profits in public schools to motivate and reward managers (and
teachers’ salaries are based on seniority rather than performance), edu-
cators — as rational, self-interested persons seeking to maximise their own
welfare — will be inclined to maximise their non-pecuniary benefits. This
means that in place of profits (which would be dependent upon satisfied
consumers), public educators will seek to maximise such things as the size
of their budget, the scope of their activities, the ease of their work, and
their power and prestige. On the other hand, they will try to minimise their
psychic costs by avoiding risks and conflict as far as possible. In brief, the
personal goals of employees in public schools will often take precedence
over the official goals of the schools because the costs of inefficient be-
haviour, in terms of the official goals, are low. The discrepancy between
personal and official goals that is accentuated by the reward structure in
public sector organisations thus creates the basis for the distinctive ‘bu-
reaucratic politics’ that characterise such organisations and their re-
lationships with clients and sponsors (see Ostrom and Ostrom 1971,
Micheelsen 1977, Boyd and Crowson 1981).

Unfortunately, there is a good deal of evidence to support this line of
analysis (e.g. Boyd 1978, Boyd and Crowson 1981). Usually, the costs of
innovation for teachers and administrators seem to outweigh the benefits
they stand to gain. Yet, public schools do adopt some innovations. How-
ever, as Pincus (1974, p. 119) suggests, ‘private firms are more likely to
adopt innovations that promote economic :fficiency, whereas |public)
schools are more likely to adopt innovations that promote bureaucratic
and social stability’.

Brought into vogue by the new concern for efficiency and liberty fostered
by decline, neo-conservative political economy cautions against simply
‘throwing money at schools’ (Hanushek 1981). Rather, structural arrange-
ments must be changed to provide performance incentives. Effective
schools, in this view, are ones that compete for students and funds and
reward ~laff for outstanding performance. Thus, merit pay, tuition tax
credits, and educational voucher plans are attractive policies. Without the
fundamental kinds of change such policies would introduce, public schools
will go on maintaining a status quo that largely benefits the employees
within them.

Impiementation In capitalist socletles

From the point of view of radical political economists in the Marxist tra-
dition, neither ‘bottom up’ ctrategies and additional res-urces nor per-
formance incentives will lead to successful school reform. The oversrching
structures of capitalist societies, they contend, foster maintenance of the
status quo, but in the interests of the capitalist system rather than self-serving
school employees. As Papagiannis, Klees, and Bickel (1982) put it:

Public and private sector decisionmaking will yield substantial in-
novative effort, but directed primarily toward increasing capitalist
wealth through developments in such areas as new weapon systems
and toothpaste, planned obsolescence, and an emphasis on image,
generally yielding greater unemployment and a deteriorating
environment . ..
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Radical enalysis of educational innovations generally |stresses] the
correspondence view that those |innovations] which basically con-
form to capitalist system interests {e.g., lower cost, increase cognitive
skills, or reinforce attitudes useful to production) will be adopted
and implemented, and those that challenge the structure, especially
in terms of trying to promote greater equality, wiil not be. From this
perspective it is no surprise that many equality promoting inno-
vations are tried out as pilot projects and after the sponsoring agency
leaves, the project is discontinued . . . Such projects coniribute to an
image of concern without the necessity of making any significant
changes. Even when such an innovation is pursued seriously, like
the comprehensive secondary school, the egalitarian dimensions of
it are subverted as it becomes implemented with testing, teaching,
and counseling systems that yield no improvement in equality, only
greater administrative control (Papagiannis, Klees and Bickel 1982,
pp. 262, 269\.

In the radical view, capitalist arrangements make schoois into instru-
ments to reproduce the inegalitarian social stratificztion system. Schooling
maintains inequality by fostering and reinforcing different skiils and at-
titudes that divide people from one another. »ut because it does ‘is in
the name of meritocratic competition among students, the process seems
just, thereby maintaining the system and its legitimacy. Both the overt and
*hidden’ curriculum of schools are iraportant in this process. ‘Thus, the
‘new sociology of education’ movement focuses on the role of teachers
and administrators in determining the selection, transmission, and eval-
uation of knowledge in schools. Social class biases, both overt and covert,
are suspected of influencing ‘what counts for knowledge’ in such a way
as to disadvantage working-class and lower-class children (Bates 1980,
Karabel and Halsey 1977).

From this perspective, reforming public schools is far more difficult than
the two previous explanations suggest. One is faced with a need to some-
how alter the dynamics in schools that are connected to the workings of
the overarching socio-economic system. At the macro level, one can en-
gage in political action in support of socialist reforms. At the schonl level,
one can seek and encourage contradictions in the capitalist sys‘am. Indeed,
the analysis of Papagiannis, Klees, and Bickel {1982) sugzests that effective
schools would be ones that emphasise equality and contradict capitalist
values. With a fundamentally different curriculum and approach, radicals
would argue that such schools would provide settings in which reforms
could be implemented that would serve the humanistic needs of children
rather than the interests of employees or capitalism.

Conclusion

The fact that socialist nations also have well-known implementation prob-
lems (in meeting educational goals, five-year plans, and the like) suggests
that radical political economists, like the proponents of other explanations,
may not have the last word on this complex subject. Indeed, our earlier
discussion of competing values makes clear that a heavy emphasis on one
central value, such as equality, is sure to come at some cost in terms of
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other key values such as liberty and efficiency. Such seems to be the case
in socialist societies no less than in capitalist societies.

Whether in capitalist or socialist societies, or in conditions of growth
or decline, administrators are faced with the need to understand and en-
gage in policy and implementation analysis. The conditions of decline,
however, increase the premium on efficient and effective analysis and
management. In decline, the frequent need to redistribute existing or
shrinking resources makes decision making more difficult and contro-
versial. Retrenchment decisions are complicated by considerations of equity
and entitlement; participation in decision making is intensified; the or-
ganisational environment is politicised; and morale in the organisation
is likely to fali. To try to minimise conflict, administrators may be tempted
to pursue across-the-board cuts and ad hoc political expediency. But the
realities of decline are unforgiving; short-term expediency will exact a high
price in the long run.

The central question in retrenchment is ‘Who will bear the immediate
and long-term burdens of cutbacks?’. Analysis and communication of the
opportunity costs of not cutting back will help clarify the choices that need
to be made and will assist in the creation of political support for these
choices. A key difficulty of cutback management in education, however,
is that economic and demographic trends have created a cleavage between
the shrinking group of direct beneficiaries supporting gov. nment schools
and the expanding group of taxpayers and senior citizens who favour re-
duced spending for schools. In this atmosphere, which has created a ‘new
politics’ of education, both the quality of education in general and the
interests of students with special needs could be jeopardised. For example,
where minority and disadvantaged groups are now disproportionately
represented in government school enrolments, it may be difficult to main-
tain the political support needed for the full provision of the services they
need.

Whereas growth and prosperity often foster an emphasis on equality in
the provision of educational services, decline and austerity usually shift
the emphasis to efficiency of provision. Concerns for efficiency and ef-
fectiveness generally lead to pressures for greater accountability and cen-
tralisation of control over education. As part of this trend, there may be
efforts to mandate highly specified reforms. As Wise (1979) has putiit, there
may be attempts to ‘legislate learning’, thereby increasing the bureau-
cratisation of the classroom. Yet, as Weatherley (1979) warns about the
recent emphasis on implementation analysis, there is a danger that such
approaches may be based on questionable assumptions. If one believes
that the key problems impeding educational reform are basically admin-
istrative in nature, then reorganisation plans and highly specified direc-
tives seem called for. But Weatherley’s conclusion — from the point of
view of street-level bureaucrats trying valiantly to cope with inadequate
staff and resources — is that much of the problem is political rather than
administrative: basic reform is unlikely to occur because the public ser-
vices are inadequately funded. This is the case, he argues, because the
advantaged sectors of society prefer to overlook or provide only token or
symbolic relief for inequalities, thereby perpetuating (whether intention-
ally or not) the social problems that beset disadvantaged, powerless groups.
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Although adequate rasources are not a sufficient condition for reform,
it is reasonable to assume that at some minimum leve! they are a necessary
condition. In a time of decline, however, it is certain that public resources
will be in scarce supply. Fortunately, the one thing we can be certain of
is change. Already there are forecssts of improved economic and enrol-
ment trends jn the near future. Still, even in more auspicious times in the
future, the demographic shape of society will ensure more attenticn to the
needs of senior citizens than in the past. As a result, educators will con-
tinue to face more competition for public funds than in the baby-boom
years following World War II. Consequently, the lessons we have learned
during the current period of decline will remain valuable. Careful policy
and implementation analysis will help produce better informed priorities
and choices for effective schools for all children.

Notes

1 Atthe sametime that the demand for formal schooling is declining, there
is an explosion of interest in computer and high technology training.
There thus is a growth field in education, but one located mainly outside
conventional elementary and secondary schools.

2 For more comprehensive discussions of the politics of education gen-
erally, see Harman 1974, 1979; lannaccone and Cistone 1974; Peterson
1974; Wirt 1979; and Wirt and Kirst 1982.

3 As Lindblom (1977, p. 8) stresses,

The principal activities of government are heavily economic . .. Te
Thomas Hobbes we owe some confusion on the relation of politics
to economics. Since Leviathan, the study of politics has been largely
the study of conflict and its resolution. But government is not merely
or even primarily a conflict resolver. And when it does attend to
conflict, it is not conflict, as Hobbes saw it, over land, wives, and
cattle. It is conflict over the control of government itself, over the
terms of man’s cooperation in government, and over the purposes
of that cooperation. Government engages in vast economic
tasks . . . That is why there is so much to conflict about and such
a great stake in the outcomes.

4 As Kaufinan (1963, p. 96) puts it,

No change in organization, no modification of procedure can be
instituted without affecting some political participaint. Those par-
ticipants who have established effective lines of access and there-
fore exercise considerable influence on decisions that impinge on
them almost invariably rise to the defense of the status quo. Those
who feel excluded or ineffectual strive for revisions that will mag-
nify their influence. If they have electoral strength, they extol the
virtues of the ballot. If they are professional or technical specialists.
they decry the interference of politicians. Structure and process
become implements of political strategy as well as ends in
themselves.

5 For example, politicians are inclined to try to alter or ‘gerrymander’
election district boundaries to give their party a political advantage in
future elections.




6 For a more complete discussion of this topic than is possible here, see
Behn 1980b, Boyd 1982, Zerchykov 1981, and Zerchykov and Weaver
1983.

7 Murphy (1980, pp. 9- 10) reports that, ‘Nongovernment schools, serving
21 percent of Australia’s students (11 percent in America), receive about
35 per cent of their operating costs in direct grants from the federal
government'. For a review of the details of Australian government sup-
port of private education, with implications for the United States, see
Sherman 1982.

References

Banfield, E. C., and Wilson, J. Q. (1963), City Politics, Vintage, Nc'w York.

Bardach, E. (1976), ‘Policy termina’’ n as a political process’, Policy
Sciences, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 123-31.

Bates, R. J. (1980), ‘Educational administration, the sociology of science
and the management of knowledge’, Educational Administration Quar-
terly, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 1-20.

Behn, R. (1980a), The fundamentals of cutback management, Paper pre-
sented at the Research Conference of the Association for Public Policy
Analysis and Management, Boston, October 24.

Behn, R. (1980b), ‘Leadership for cut-back management: the use of cor-
porate strategy’, Public Administration Review, vol. 40, no. 6, pp. 613-20.

Behn, R. (1980c), ‘Leadership in an era of retrenchment’, Public Admin-
istration Review, vol. 40, no. 6, pp. 603—4.

Berger, M. A. (1982a), Retrenchment policies and their organizational con-
sequences, Paper presented at Conference on Managing Enrollment
Decline, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee, February 26.

Berger, M. A. (1982b), Stages in decline: how an educational organization
scales down, Paper presented at American Educational Research
Association Meeting, New York, March 23.

Berman, P., and McLaughlin, M. W. (1976), 'Implementation of edu-
cational innovation’, Educational Forum, vol. 40, pp. 345-70.

Berman, P., and McLaughlin, M. W. (1978), ‘The management of decline’,
in S. Abramovitz and S. Rosenfeld (eds), Declining Enrollment: The
Challenge of the Coming Decade, National Institute of Education, Wash-
ington, D.C..

Bidwell, C. E. (1979), *The school as a formal organization: some new
thoughts’, in G. L. Immegart and W. L. Boyd (eds), Problem-Finding in
Educational Administration: Trends in Research and Theory, D. C. Heath,
Lexington, Mass..

Boyd, W. L. (1978), ‘The changing politics of curriculum policy-making
for American schools’, Review of Educational Research, vol. 48. no. 4,
pp. 577—~-628.

Boyd, W. L. (1982), ‘The politics of declining enrollments and school clos-
ings’, in N. Cambron-McCabe and A. Odden (eds), The Changing Politics
of School Finance, Ballinger, Cambridge, Mass..

Boyd. W. L., and Crowson, R. L. (1981), ‘The changing conception and
practice of public school administration’, in D. Berliner (ed.}, Review
of Research in Education, vol. 9, American Educational Research
Association, Washington, D.C..

o
an

25




26

Callahan, R. (1962), Education and the Cult of Efficiency. University of
Chicago Press, Chicago.

Coleman, ). S. et al. (1966), Equality of Educational Opportunity, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C..

Coleman, ). S., Hoffer, T., and Kilgore, S. (3961), Public and Private £chools:
A Report to the National Center for Educational Statistics by the Nutional
Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago. Chicago, March.

Cox, C. B., and Dyson, R. E. (eds) (1970). Black Paper Il — Goodbye
Mr Short, Critical Quarterly Society, London.

Crespo, M., and Haché, J. B. (1982), *The management of decline in edu-
cation: the case of Quebec’, Educational Administration Quarterly, vol.
18, no. 1, pp. 75-99.

Cyert, R. M. (1978), ‘The management of universities of constant or de-
creasing size', Public Administration Review, vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 334-49.

Elmore, R. F. (1978), ‘Organizational models of sociel program imple-
mentation’, in D. Mann (ed.}, Making Change Happen?_ Teachers Collegc
Press, New York.

European Forum on Educational Administration (1982). Administration
of education in Lurope in a period of falling rolls and reduced budget.
Prospectus for workshoy at Grenoble Conference, July 13.

FFoster, W. P. (1980), ‘Administration and the crisis in legitimacy: a review
of Habermasian thought', Harvard Educational Review, vol. 50, no. 4,
pp. 496-505.

Garbarino, ). (1981), Successful Schuvols and Competent Students,
D. C. Heath, Lexington, Mass..

Garms, W. L., Guthrie, j. W., and Pierce, L. C. (1978). School Finance: The
Economics and Politics of Public Education, Prentice-Hall, Englewood
Cliffs, N.)..

Griffiths, D. L. (1977), ‘The individual in organization’, Educational
Administration Quarterly, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 1-18.

Habermas, ). (1975), Legitimation Crisis. tr. T. McCarthy, Beacon Press,
Boston.

Hanushek, E. (1981), ‘Throwing money at schools’, Journal of Policy
Analysis and Managemeit, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 19—-41.

Harmnan, G. S. (1974), The Politics of Education: A Bibliographical Guide,
University of Queensland Press, St Lucia.

Jarman, G. S. (1976}, ‘The government of Australian education’, in
G. S. Harman and .. Selby Smith (eds). Readings ia the Economics and
Politics of Australian Education, Pergamon Press. Sydney.

Harman, G. S. (1979). Research in the Politics of Education 1973 to 1978:
An Internatioral Review and Bibliography, Australian National Uni-
versity Press, Canberra.

Harman, G. S., and Selby Smith, C. (1976), 'Introduction’, inG. S. Harman
and C. Selby Smith (eds), Readings in the Economics and Politics of
Australian Education, Pergamon Press, Sydney.

Hawley, W. D. (1973), Nonpartisan Elections and the Case for Party Poli-
tics, John Wiley & Sons, New York.

Hawley, W. D. (1978), *Horses before carts: developing adaptive schools
and the limits of innovation’, in D. Mann (ed.), Making Change Happen?,
Teachers College Press, New York.




lannaccone, L., and Cistone, P. (1974), The Politics of Education, ERIC
Clearinghouse on Educational Management, University of Oregon,
Eugene,

jencks, C. et al. (1972), Inequality, Basic Books, New York.

Karabel, }., and Halsey, A. H. (1977), ‘Educational research: a review and
an interpretation’, in ). Karabel and A. H. Halsey (eds), Power and ideol-
ogy in Education, Oxford University Press, New York.

Kaufman, H. (1963), Politics and Policies in State and Local Government.
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.}..

Kaufman, H. (1969), ‘Administrative decentralization and political power’,
Public Adriinistration Review, vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 1-15.

Kitchen, R. G. (1976), ‘A case against State aid’, in G. S. Harman and
C. Selby Smith (eds), Readings in the Economics and Politics of Aus-
tralian Education, Pergamon Press, Sydney.

Lasswell, H. D. (1936), Politics: Who Gets What, When and How?, McGraw-
Hill, New York.

Levine, C. (1978), ‘Crganizational decline and cutback management’, Pub-
lic Administration Review, vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 316—25.

Levine, C. (1979), ‘More on cutback management: hard questions for hard
times’, Public Administration Review, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 179-83.

Levy, F., Meltsner, A.)., and Wildavsky, A. (1974), Urban Outcomes:
Schools, Streets, and Libraries, University of California Press, Berkeley.

Lindblom, C. E. (1977), Politics and Markets, Basic Books, New York.

Kirst, M. W., and Garms, W. I. (1980), ‘The political environment of schcol
finance policy in the 1980s’, in ). W. Guthrie (ed.). School Finance Poli-
cies and Practices — The 1980s: A Decade of Conflict, Ballinger, Cam-
bridge, Mass..

Lipsky, M. (1976), ‘Toward a theory of street-level bureaucracy’, in
W. D. Hawley, M. Lipsky and others, Theoretical Perspectives on Urban
Politics, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.}..

Mann, D, (ed.) (1978a), Making Change Happen?, Teachers College Press,
New York.

Mann, D. (1978b), ‘The politics of training teachers in schools’, in D. Mann
(ed.), Making Change Happen?, Teachers College Press, New York.

Meyer, ). W., and Rowan, B. (1977), ‘Institutionalized organizations: formal
structures as myth and ceremony’, American Journal of Sociology, vol.
83, pp. 340-63.

Michaelson, ). B. (1977}, ‘Revision, bureaucracy, and school reform’, School
Review, vol. 85, pp. 229—-45.

Mosher, E., Hastings, A., and Wagoner, ). Jr, (1981), ‘Beyond the breaking
point? A comparative analysis of the new activists for educational
equality’, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, vol. 3, no. 1,
pp. 41-53.

Murphy, ). T. (1980), ‘School administrators besieged: a look at Australian
and American educatien’, American Journal of Education, vol. 89, no.
1, pp. 1-26.

Nielsen, V., and Robinson, N. {1981), ‘Partisan schoo! board elections: new
evidence to support the case for them’, Adminisirator’s Notebook, vol.
29, no. 3, pp. 1-4.

27



Ostrom, V., and Ostrom, E. (1971), ‘Public choice: a different approach
to the study of public administration’, Public Administration Review,
vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 203—16.

Papagiannis, G. J., Klees, S., and Bickel, R. (1982), ‘Toward a political
economy of educational innovation’, Review of Educational Research,
vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 245-90.

Peterson, P. E. (1974), ‘The politics of American education’, in F. N. Ker-
linger and J. Carroll (eds), Review of Research in Education, vol. 2,
F. E. Peacock, Itasca, Il..

Pincus, J. (1974), ‘Incentives for innovation in the public schools’, Review
of Educational Research, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 113—-44.

Popkewitz, T., Whelage, G., and Tabachnik, B. (1982), The Myth of Edu-
cational Reform, University of Wisconsin Press, Madison.

Salganik, L. H. (1981), ‘The fall and the rise of educational vouchers’,
Teachers College Record, vol. 83, no. 2, pp. 263—83.

Salisbury, R. (1967), ‘Schools and politics in the big city’, Harvard Edu-
cational Review, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 408-24.

Sherman, }. D. (1982), Government finance of private education: a review
of the Australian experience, Paper presented at American Education
Finance Association Meeting, Philadelphia, March 19.

Sloan, L. V. (1982), ‘Educational administrators: policy implementors or
policy shapers?, Canadian Administrator, vol. 21, no. 4, pp. 1-5.

Tversky, A., and Kahneman, D. (1974), ‘judgement under uncertainty’,
Science, vol. 185, pp. 1124-30.

Tyack, D. B. (1974), The One Best System, Harvard University Press, Cam-
bridge, Mass..

Walker, W. G. (1970), ‘The governance of education in Ausiralia: cen-
tralization and politics’, Journal of Educational Administration, vol. 8,
no. 2, pp. 17—40.

Watson, J. K. P. (1981), ‘Coping with educational change in England and
Wales’, Canadian Administrator, vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 1-5.

Weatherley, R. A. (1979), Reforming Special Education: Policy Imple-
mentation from State Level to Street Level, MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass..

Weick, K. E. (1976), ‘Educational organizations as loosely coupled sys-
tems’, Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 21, pp. 1-19.

Weiler, H. N. (1982a), Education, public confidence, and the legitimacy
of the modern state: is there a ‘crisis’ somewhere?, Program Report No.
82-B4, Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance,
School of Education, Stanford University, Cal..

Weiler, H. N. (1982b), ‘Rules and schools abroad’, Policy Notes, vol. 3, no.
3, pp. 4—-6. (Published by the Institute for Research on Educational
Finance and Governance, Stanford University, Cal..)

Williams, D., et al. (1981), ‘Why public schools fail’, Newsweek, 20 April,
pp. 62-5.

Wilson, W. (1887), ‘The study of administration’, Political Science Quar-
terly, vol. 2, pp. 197—-222.

Wirt, F. M. (1976), ‘Political turbulence and administrative authority in
the schools’, in L. Masotti and R. Lineberry (eds), The New Urban Poli-
tics, Ballinger, Cambridge, Mass..

28




Wirt, F. M. (1979), ‘The uses of political science in the study of educational
administration’, in G. L. Immegart and W. L. Boyd (eds), Problem-Find-
ing in Educational Administration, D. C. Heath. Lexington, Mass..

Wwirt, F. M., and Kirst, M. W. (1982), Schools in Conflict, McCutchan,
Berkeley, Cal..

Wise, A. E. (1979), Legislated Learning: The Bureacratization of the Ameri-
can Classroom, University of California Press, Berkeley.

Yarmolinsky, A. (1975}, ‘Institutional paralysis’, Daedalus, vol. 104, no.
1, pp. 61—7.

Zerchykov, R. (1981), A Review of the Literature and an Annotated Bibli-
ography on Managing Decline in School Systems, Institute for Respon-
sive Education, Boston University, Boston, Mass..

Zerchykov, R., and Weaver, T. (1983), Managing Decline in School Sys-
tems: A Handbook, Institute for Responsive Education, Boston Univer-

sity, Mass..




ERIC

Readings

30




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Leadership for cut-back
management: the use of corporate
strategy

R. Behn

For the manager-of a governmental agency faced with a
real and severe cutback in resources, nothing is more cen-
tral to the exercise of leadership than the definition and ar-
ticulation of a new “‘corporate strategy’* for that agency.
What, now, are to be the principal purposes of the agency?
With what policies and programs should it pursue these
new purposes? How can the resources it has, and can expect
to have in the future, be best mobilized and organized to
achieve these purposes? Answering these questions in a co-
herent and realistic manner—and explaining the answers to
employees, legislators, constituents, and the public—is es-
sential for the public manager who sccks to lead an agency
through a series of cutbacks and to emerge with a function-
ing, energetic and effective organization’

‘Corporate Strategy’ for Public Organizations

The Concept of Corporate Strategy, to borrow the title
of Kenncth R. Andrews’ clear discussion of the subject,’
entails more than is usually implicd by the word “‘strategy
—more than the selection of mcans to achieve ends. It also
includes the definition of these ends. For, clearly, the de-
velopment of a strategic plan for an organization requires
not only the examination of alternatives, but also the exam-
ination of the purposes for which thése alternatives might
be used. - To develop a corporate strategy requircs an
analysis of the resources that the organization can obtain to
achieve its objectives. But what objectives it can realistical-
ly expect to achieve depends, in turn, upon what resources
it can mobilize for the different objectives. And yet, the re-
sources that it can mobilize may depend upon which of the
many possible objectives it selects to pursue, as well as
upon how it selects to pursue them. Thus, the analysis of
corporate strategy tequires a series of iterations—from pur-
poses, to plans, to resources, to purposes. . .—until all
three mesh into a coherent whole.

Indeed, the definition of purpose requires analysis. As
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Henry S. Rowen has emphasized, the role of policy analysis
in governmental decision making is to help develop, clarify,
and evaluate not only policy alternatives but also purposes
—~to “*help in the construction of value preferences . . .
[since such value] prefercnces are generaily built through ex-
perience, and through learning about facts, about relation-
ships, and about consequences.'”’ Thus, the design of a
‘“corporate strategy®® for a governmental agency involves
the selection of both purposes and plans.

As the phrase ‘‘corporate strategy' itsclf implies, the
concept was developed for application to business firms.
But, notes Andrews, managers *‘of civilian and military
agencies of our own and foreign governmems and the
managers of hospitals, foundations, universities, and other
non-profit organizations’* have found the concept helpful.
“Deciding what an organization should do and getting it
done are the universal functions of an organization lcader,
in business or out.'** Thus, only a minor paraphrasing is re-
quired to adapt Andrews’ definition to the public sector—
to dcfine ‘‘corporate strategy*: for gove .ucnt agencics or,
if you prefer, *‘organizational stratcgy' or “*agency stra-

tegy'":

Corporate strategy is the pattern of major objectives, purposes, or
goals and cssential policics, programs and plans for achieving
those goals, stated in such a way as to define what business the
organization is in or is to be in and the kind of arganization it is or
is to be.* '

Not an overwhclming concept, perhaps. But, neverthcless,
an important onc. For if the public manager can establish a
clear corporate strategy for his agency, he has created a
basis for allocating resources, evaluating performance, re-
solving confiicts, recruiting support, justifying decisions to
legislators, explaining his agency to the public, and perfor-
ming a wide variety of other managerial chores.

Even entire governments can have corporate strategies,
though they will necessarily be morc general and sweeping
that those for particular agencics or departments. For.cx-
ample, onc could say that the corporatc strategy for New
York City was, in 1970, as follows:

The City of New York seems to be an international center of com-
merce, industry and finance, a major mecea for the arts and
tourism, an cnjoyable and exciting place to live, AND a city in
which the nation®s poor can find econonit sceurity and advance-
ment. It docs thiy by providing basic municipal services for ils
residents, workers and visitors including: police; fire; sanitation;
public hospitaly, clementary, sccondary and college education;
sireets, water, sew.rs and other public works; and a wide varicty of
welfare and social services. (It delegates to various independent
agencies responsibility for the port, airports, and major bridges
and parkways.) } finances the programs with a range of local real
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estatc, sales, excise and income taxes (including income taxes on
commuters) plus major financial support from the statc and
federal governments,

The purposes outlined in this corporate strategy were
not, however, matched by the resources. New York City
simply did not have cnough revenuc to do all these things.
In an attempt to circumvent this difficulty, the city bor-
rowed o cover its operating expenses—issuing tax anticipa-
tion notes on outstanding but uncollectable taxes and when
these notes came duc issuing still more. When this **great
ponzi gaine,’’ as Martin Schefter called it,* collapsed, the
city was foreed 1o default on its debts. Without the re-
sources to do all the things it wanted, it was forced to cut
back.

An alternative interpretation is that the managers of the
city—the mayor, borough presidents and city council mem-
bers—were not willing to impose the taxes nccessary to ob-
tain thosc resources. They saw a contradiction between the
objective of being an international business center and the
objective of providing social services to the indigent. But
whatever the interpretation, the managers of the city did
not, in 1970, have an internally consistent corporate stra-
tegy for the city, and the inconsistency was large cnough to
produce financial disaster.

The new managers of the city—the officials of the
Municipal Assistance Corporation, the Emergency Finan-
cial Control Board, and the state and federal governments
--did, of course, have a new corporate,sirategy for the city.
It involved less of cverything—including less cm.
ployces—but most significantly it included less of the
social services designed for the poor. And because return-
ing the city to fiscal health required loans from these new,
unclected managers, they were able to impose their new,
limited corporate strategy upon the clected officials of the
city. In trade for the funds necessary to operatc even the
new slimmed-down New York, these new managers, who
did not trust the elected lcaders not to continue to pursue
larger purposcs, imposed restrictions: reccipts from the
stock-transfer, sales and real estate taxes were earmarked
for debt service, thus voiding the ability of the city’s elected
lcaders to allocate these revenues until the cumulative
deficit was climinated, the city’s budget in balance, and
these loans (1o cover operating cxpenscs) no longer nceded.*

The problem was not that the purposes implicit in New
York City's 1970 corporate stratcgy were 100 cxpansive,
too ambiguous. The corporate strategy of an agency, de-
partmient or municipal government can casily be expansive
and ambiguous provided that the resources arce available to
achicve the purposes. New York City’s problem was that
the resources were not there, and the clected leaders of the
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city were unable or unwilling to obtain them. It is the im-
balance between the purposes outlined in an organization's
corporate strategy and the resources it can mobilize 1o
achieve them that forces retrenchment.

When Saving the Organization
Reguires Retrenchment

The manager of an organizaticn faced with declining re-
sources can do one of two things: climinate the organiza-
tion completely; or cut it back. Termination, | have con-
cluded, is the casier task; it requires anly that the organiza-
tion be destroyed.” In contrast,: retrenclunent involves
turning the organization into onc that is smaller, doing less,
consuming fewer resources, hur still doing something and
doing it well. That is the real managerial challenge—not
merely to make the organization smaller but to ensurc that
while it shrinks it remains functional and cffective. And
this is even more difficult if the manager also wishes to
emerge from the -period of retrenchment as an effective
leader of the organization.

In his discussion of organizational response to budget de-
creases, Andrew Glassberg defines three types of leadership
styles for handling retrenchment:

(1) The “cut-the-fat tough guy . . . attempts to sccurc
organizational survival by drastically paring
overhead and holding down labor costs by a com-
bative style in fabor rolations.**

(2) The “revitalizing entrepreacur . .. attempts to
rediret that organization into a narrowsr scope of
activity in_the hope of re-creating an equilibrium
between resources and costs.”

(3) The “‘receiver in bankruptey’® lacks any *‘concern
for organizational maintenance . . . but, rather, cn-
hanees his own status by the smoothness with which
he conducts the winding-drwn process.'*

Only.the “revitalizing entreprenenr®® needs 1o devclop a
new corporate strategy to do his job.

The ‘‘recciver in bankruptey,'* or what in the business
world would be called a **hatchet man,"* is of little intercst
here; his job is strictly to destroy the organizafion (and,
perhaps, to salvage what components can be used clse-
where®). The *‘cut-the-fat tough guy' is, of course,
attempting to rescue the organization by making it smaller,
but his style is most appropriate when the cuts are
marginal—when the necessary retrenchinent can be
achieved mercly by eliminating the *‘fat’* (however that
might be defined). It would, of course, be nice if retrench-
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ment could be managed by mercly cutting the fat. And ad-
vocates of budgetary reductions can argue that this is all
that is required. Rep. Delbert L. Latta, ranking Republican
on the House Budget Committee, recently observed: **If |
were president, 1'd cut back spending without cutting back
services.”*"* Wonderful—if it can be done.

In many situations, however, such a miracle is not possi-
hle. The budgetary crisis is serious. Real retrenchment is
nccessary. For whatever reasons (1ax cuts; shifting priori-
ties; constant funding combined with inflation), resources
arc declining significantly so that the agency cannot be
saved simply by drawing upon whatever organizational
slack is available. Severe budgetary cut-backs are required
and cannot be achicved mercly by climinating the fat and
holding the linc on salary increascs. Savmg the organization
requires retrenchment., :

This essay is dedicated to the puhllc manager who, faced ‘
with a serious deceline in real resources, desires to lead his
organization throngh the decline. That manager necds a
basis for gelting his organization to accept the discipline
nccessarv to make it through the retsenchment. An explicit
corpore * strategy provides the basis for that discipline,

Establishing the Need for Retrenchment

Before a uew corporate strategy can be developed, articu-
lated and aceepted, however, the agency’s attentive public
must be convinced that retrenchment is really required.

This is no easy chore. Most people will nof believe cutbacks

arc necessary. We have lived with growth for too long. We

have little experience with contraction, and our psychologi-

cal defense will all work to convince ns that, if we arc only .
clever enough, retrenchment can be avoided (at least by us,

if not by everyone clsc).

Even an initial decline in resources will not alter this atti- i

tude. Pcople will not belicve the decline is permanent. At ‘
the beginning stages of retrenchment, everyone will belicve
that the cuts will be restored in a year or two. Charles H,
Levine calls this **The Tooth Fairy Syndrome**"'—the be-
licf that somcone, perhaps somcone us imaginary as the
tooth fairy, will appear mysteriously at night to remove the
painful teoth of budg2tary cutbacks from under the pillow
and replace it with enough new, shiny quarters to fund an
cntirc mouthful of new programs. (Psychologists call it
*cognitive dissonance."’)

In this political environment, it is in the interest of few
leaders to aceept the reality of retrenchment, let alone to '
state that reality publicly. The messenger who attempts to
explain that a long-term decline is beginning may be first
ridiculed and then shol. The cleeted Ieader who reports that
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resources will no longer centinue to grow and that cutbacks
must be made may be voted out of office. The appointed
administrator who disrupts his agency with similar news
may lose the support cf his staff, his cffectiveness as an or-
ganizational leader, the confidence of his superiors, and
finally his position. .

To avoid rcality, the initial discrepancy between plans
and resources can easily be et (if not with the “*creative
financing’ tcchnique of floating bonds to pay for operal-
ing expenses) with across-the-board cuts and deferred
maintenance. If the problem is, as cveryone wants to be-
licve, only temporary, no new corporate stritegy is needed.
The obvious solution is to share the pain: If the organizs-
tion loses X percent of its budget, cvery single component
and subcomponent should be required to mike an identical
X percent sacrifice. And deferring repairs or preventive
maintenance for a few years will produce ncither short-term
hardships nor long-term deterioration. Such in approach is
indced suited to a temporary or minor decline.,

Itis not at all appropriate, however, when the decline in
resources is large and permanent, or cqually important to
its most central mission. Yet cutting-buck iy component
beyond a certain point—beyond the point where organiza-
tional slack can be used to absorb the cuts without reducing
output significantly—a budgetary cutback of Y pereent will
reducc production by more than Y percent.” And 1o defer
maintenance will only exacerbate the organization’s prob-
lems in a few ycars when the cumulative decline in resources
has become truly significant. Thus, the public manager who
wishes 1o manage the retrenchment so as to mainain as
productive an organization as possible will want to avoid
short-run expediencics and target the cuts.

If he cannot do so, he will lose maiagerial control. For
those measures that arc most effective for mitigating small,
temporary reductions in resonrces will only intensify the
problems of & significant and permanemt decline, The
cumulative impact of repeated across-the-board cuts and
deferred maintenance become, eventually, so severe as to
destroy the organization's physical plant and programmatic
vitality, and with thém the authority of the organization’s
feader. Or, if all cuts have been avoided through some fi-
.nancial manipulations, those who are supplying the exvess
revenues will eventually refuse to continue to do so with-
out, what must now be, major cuts. Unahle 10 make tar-
geted cuts himself, the public manager finds that the neces-
sary budgetary discipline is imposed upon his agency from
the outside.

Thus, there are two stages of retrenchment. During the
first, the snudl declines in resources combine with the in-
ability (or willingness) to recognize the long-run trends to
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produce short-nms solutions: across-the-board euts and
deferred maintenance.  Eventually, howcever, reality is
foreed upon the organization—cither by its lcaders who ex-
plain it, or by outsiders who place strict conditions upon
their continued support. Only-once the organization is in
this second stage, can the serions business of managing the
decline begin, And it is in the interest of the manager (or, it
least, in the interest of the maiger who plans to stay with
the organization over the long-tenm) 1o get past the first
stage as quickly as possible, The organization’s leader
uceds to establish on his terms—not only the terms of the
bankers—how the reality of deelining resources is under-
stood,

Educating the public is an cssential clement of Icadership
for cutback management. Before the public manager can
act, he must both recognize the impending decline and con-
vinee others of this reality. Yet cven the initial declince in re-
sonrees will not, in itsclf, be sufficient 1o alter well-cstab.
lished attitudes. The first change in the pattern of growth
will be only small and thus casily dismisscd as'a temporary
aberration, ‘To see that major cutbacks are inevitable, the
manager must analyze the underlying trends. He must
understand the ultimate source of his organization's re.
sources and eximnine whether thess sonrees are expanding
or contracting, 1s the city's 1ax base croding? Has the
burcan lost key legislative support? Has the ageney’s once
glamarous mission beconse tirnished? Will the college's
competitive position be undermined by overall enrollment
declines? Is the department 1o be more severely affected by
overall budgetary contractions? Preparing for cutback
management requires analysis: nncovering, recognizing and
understanding the fundimental shifts in demographic pat-
terns, ceconomic behavior, socia: attitudes, or political
power that will, sometime in the tuture, foree retrench.
ment. *

“I'hien comes the fiest requirement of organizational lead-
ership for euttack managenient: to explain to the crganiza-
tion's inembers and constituents—in an nnequivocal way—
thit resonrees me declining and thai major cuts are essen-
tial, ‘This does not mean a single statenrent, but a continu-
ing series of reports, speeches, fact sheets and bricfings, Ex-
plaining ‘the reality of retrenchment is an intcllcctual exer-
cise, but accepting the reality of retrenchment is a psycho-
logical chore. The manager cannot just give people the
facts, for they will initially reject them. The assumptions
will be challenged and the dynamics by which the organiza.
tion obtiuins its resourees will not be understod, Thas the
manager st [lood people with the facts until they cannot
cscape,

Cutback management creates conflict—scrious acrimoni-
ous conllict, ‘The public manager cannot Icad his organiza-
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v on through a major retrenchinent withont the cooperation
of at lzast some major components of the organization.
Ani that coopceration will ncver be fortheoming until the
reality and incvitability of the decline is clear. Leadership
for cutback management requires convincing the members
of the ageney to aceept that unpleasant reality.

The Opportunity Cost of NOT Cutting-Back

Most public policy decisions are made without adequate
attention to the opportunity cost of the proposal—with lit-
tle regard to the alternative uses for the resources to be con-
sumed by the plan. The primary question is whether or not
the proposal is a good idea. There may be some discussion,
and indecd disagreement, over how much moncey should be
spent out-of-pocket on the proposal; but few people explic-
itly point out the opportunity cost of the alternative uscs to
which the rsources could be put, cither by individuals, cor-
porations or other governmental agencies.'

This precedent for focusing on the obvious, direct costs
and ignoring the indircct opportunity costs will be followed
when debating proposals for retrenchment. Every cut will
hurt someone, and such costs will be quite cvident and casi-
ly dramatized. Someonc will lose an cxisting benefit or job,
and we will all be sympathcetic with that loss.™ Closing a
school will inconvenicence students, teachiers, staff and par-
ents—and will cost some people their jobs. Reducing the
hours that a welfarc office or motor vchicle inspection sta-
tion is open will hurt others (including those who learned to
count on the overtime). To mobilize a political coalition to
protest such cutbacks onc need only druw upon the pas-
sions of those who will pay the dircet costs and the sym-
pathy of the genceral public.

Unfortunately, the opportunity cost of nar closing the
school or nor reducing the hours of operation are not so ob-
vious. To what purpose will the resources saved by closing
the schiool or reducing the hours be put? Somicone will
benefit from any cutback, be it an ageney that gains in-
creased funds, a department that is not foreed to close one
of its facilitics, or the taxpayers who will have a little more
cash 10 spend. But do these people know how they will
benefit from the cutbacks? Do they kiow that they will pay
the cost of not cutting back? No—not unless someone tells
them. That is another responsibility of the public managsr
attemnpiing to lead an organization throngh refrenchment.
Leadership involves explaining the oppartunity cost of not
cutting back."

For this endcavor, a new corporate strategy can prove in-
valuable. An explicit statement of purposcs, plans and re-
sources will, of course, reveal what part of the organization
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will suffer the greatest cuthacks as ‘the organization con-
tracts to match its lower fevel of resources. But the new cor-
porate strategy will also make it ¢lear what organizational
components will benefit—not fromn the retrenchment, of
course, for that will imposc some costs on everybody, but
from the ability to sustain their operations at levels above
those that would resudt from across-the-board cuts. Those
individuals sand groups that are most essential to carrying
out the new, sliined-down organizational mission arc the
beneficiaries of the new, corporate strategy. They will—if’
they understand their stake—be quite supportive of the
organization’s cutback managers,

As soon a0 the manager announces a series of cutbacks,
there will be a struggle for the support of those organiza.
tional components not affected—directly—by these cuts.
Those who have been targeted for major reductions will
arguc to those who are untouched: ““You're next, The time
to stop ietrenchment is now, at the beginning.'* The or-
ganization's leaders, if they have previously cstablished the
nccessity of cutting somewhere, can reply: **If not them,
you. Somec cuts have to be made." The debate will not be
pretty or clegant, The organization’s lcaders will have to be
constantly explaining the purposes of the cutbacks—the
reality of retrenchment and the hopes for a revitalized, if
smaller, organization—and the opportunity costs of not
making the cuts,

In a recent retrenchment battle with Newark's police de-
partment, Mayor Kenncth A. Gibson was quitce effective in
dramatizing the opportunity cost of not making the cuts he
proposed. In late 1978, constrained by a statc-imposed cap
on municipal spendine, and faced with a loss of $10 million
in federal counter-egclical assistance, the mayor announced
the layoff of 441 city employces includiug 200 of the city's
1,100 policcmen. The City Council passed an ordinance
mandating a police foree of 1,200 officers. Ciibson vetoed
the proposal and was able to prevent an override by the Ci-
ty Council by threatening to lay off 775 other city employ-
eus if foreed to obtain the funds necessary-to hire the addi-
tional 300 police officers. The opportunity cost of not lay-
ing off the policomen was quite clear to those 775 other
ciployces.'

Cutback management, like any other activity of govern-
ment, is a political endeavor, 1t requires the mobilization of
a political coalition 1o support the proposed actions. To
ereate an alliande of individuals and groups that actively
favors retrenchiment—or, at least, the particular proposal
for achicving that unpleasant reality—the public manager
needs to articulate & new corporate strategy in a inanuer
that makes the opportunity cost of nat adopting it very ob.
vicus. (This undertaking will . not  suceeed, however,
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without &t prior camipaign to cducate the organization to
the imnpossihility of avaiding retrenchment. “There is no op-
portunity cost to rejecting the cuthacks i resources are not
really declining.) Defining a new corporate strategy pro-
vides the hasis for building a cpalitfon that, although un.
happy about the reality of declining resourees, underseands
its stake in redefining the purposes and plans of the or-
ganization so as to match the new, bwwer level of cesources.

The Long-Term Pempec_tive of Corporate Strategy

Not cvery organization has a coherent corporate stra-

tegy. And during a period af growth, the absence of any
clear understanding of purposcs, plans, and resources may
not threaten the survival of the organiztion—at least not
immediatcly. Resources are growing, There is no need to
deny support to anyone~—1o foree anyone 1o cut hack—and
cach year's increment of addjtional resourees van be alloca-
ted 1o a varicty of undertakings. Some things will wark
and somc things will not, but next year theré will be an ad-
ditional increment of, resources, which can be used to ex-
pand those activities that proved worthwhile without hav-
ing'to eliminate the ones'that failed.
" Many universities grew shat way during the 1960s, adding
a rescarch center hére and an extension program there
without any thought about their relationship 1o each other
or 1o the whole. Higher educiition was boeming and cvery-
one wanted to be a multi-versity (at least at the regional
level), which meant having as many different departinents
ard dcegree programs as possihle. Growing without any
overall design, the university became a callection of dis-
connccted parts, sharing only the cannmon assumption that
the growth would always continue. But such a1 **corporate
strategy'’ —which cvolved without any thouglht to the
resource constraints and which might bebest called *lot a
thousznd flowers bloom'* —proved disastrous when the
growth stopped. That is when the choices—and the trade-
offs—became much more dilficult: what parts of the uni-
versity should continue to grow; what should be cut hack:
what should be climinated, and what should be retained?
To answer such questions inteiligently requires some comn-
prehensive statement about the nature of the university—its
purposes, plans, and resources,

Without growth, an organization®s leaders cannot alford
1o *"let 4 thousand flowers bloom.** In an cra of decline,
there are shortages of all the key resousces: good soil,
water, fertilizer, and cven sunlight. The organization's
leaders now must convciously decide what 1o plant, culti-
vate and nourish, They must also decide what to plow
uoder. Growth can be managed on an ad hoc basis; re-
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trenchment canot. During retrenclunent, ad hoe decision
making, which is responsive only to crises and pressures,
not any overal! plan, is dangerons, {f the organization’s
feaders cannot control the retrenclunent, the organization
will get caught in a self-reentoreing, downward spiral of de-
clining resomees and capabilities: An initid decrease in re-
sonrees forees a fiist ronnd of programmatic cutbacks;
these, in turn, discourage the organization’s most talented
and productive members who, also being the most mobile,
teave: this hurts the organization’s productivity and makes
it wmote diffienlt for the organization to attract resonrces;
the subsequent deerease forees a second round of cutbacks,
And s0 **the vicious cirele’” that Richard M. Cyert calls **a
charaeteristic of a contracting organization’ continucs.
“The trick of managing the contracting organization,”
concludes Cyert, **is 1o break the vicions circle which tends
1o lead 1o disintegration.”” 'To do this, he argucs, the
organization’s leaders need to define **an cquilibrium posi-
tion at a smaller size,” and plan how to get (and stop)
there.Y .

To do that, it is necessary to develop a new corporate
strategy that defines what the organization will look like ut
the new equilibrium, what it will be doiug, and how it will
be doing it. §t specifies, the organization’s purposes, plans,
programs, sizc und resources, It fixes the future balance be-
tweeen resources and programs—how the programs will
cmploy those resources and, in turn, how the resources wili
be generated by the programs. Anad the corporate sirategy
deseribes how 1o reach this new equilibrium position.

As resonrces declire, it is essential that the urganization’s
leaders and members know wherce they arc going and how
they will get there. They need to predict where the decline in
resourees will level off, Oi'. more realistically, they nieed to
decide und predict at what point they can, with the right
strategy, halt the declitic and obtain their new equilibrium,
For clearly, what the organizatior: does—whal purposes
and plans it adopts—will influcnee how tar and how fust re-
sources will drop. Thus, the new corporate strategy must
evolve from an iterative analysis; this series of comparisons
between the resourees required to operate proposed pro-
grams and a realistic prediction of what resources those
programs will generate continues nntil the two arc in bal-
auce,

All this cannot be achieved without much debate and dis-
agreement—{or retrenchment is not an agrecable under-
taking. But once a new corporate strategy is established, it
provides the criteria by which cuts can be made. It provides
new definitions of suceess (that no longer arc based on
growth) and creates new incentives. It provides the meais
by which the organization’s leaders can develop new mea-
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sures of performance. It provides the basis for attracting
new constituencics and retaining old ones. It provides a
framework for creating new organizational arrangements.
And, most importantly, the ncw corporate strategy pro-
vides the long-term perspective that is necessary to lead the
organization through the dectine.

Corporate Strategy and Organizational Morale

Retrenchment invariably crodes an  organization's
morale. Not only does the impending decline destroy the as-
sumption of growth upan which individual cxpectations
have been bascd, but it also threatens cach member's faith
in his own personal worth—in the valuc of his contribution
10 the organization—and his scnse of personal control over
his futurc. If the organization is threatencd, its members
feel threatened 100. Thus, if the organization is to survive
and again, someday, prosper, its members must do so too.

*“The loss of the capacity to affect oneself or one’s world
is probably the single most threatening experience of the
contemporary industrial world,"* writes Harry Lcvinson;
*‘the experience of loss drains the encrgics of people as they
fight depression and causes them to lose their positive moti-
vation."”" Clearly, the ymminence of retrenchment will
create that uncertainty, for suddcenly an organization with
which the individual has closely identified himsclf and his
future is being forced to reverse jtself from growth to
decline. And if the organization cannot cantrol its own des-
tiny, how can the individual. .

Further, organizational retrenchment will create what
Levinson calls **the loss of organizational idea.”’" Cutting
back on the scale of the organization nccessitates cutting
back on the organization’s purposcs. It can no longer strive
to achieve everything that it cace did, and that raises ques-
tions about what purposes it should still strive to achieve. It
may be psychologically painful to make a conscious and
public decision to discard certain of the organization's pur-
poses (to say ncthing of the political problems of doing so),
but unless clear signals arc given to indicate what purposes
will be retained (and thus, implicitly, what purposes will be
dropped), all the members of the organization will coutinue
to doubt the value of their contribution.

Moreover, retrenchment requires sacrifice. And, writes
Levinson, “‘Only a sense of purpose miakes a sacrifice
worthwhile.”"® Levinson distinguishes between goals and
purposes—*‘goals are subsidiary to purposcs’*—and cm-
phasizes: ““When there are no purposcs, people can't be
‘for* anything.””® Thus the organization’s lcaders need to
be able to explain what it is that they and the organization’s
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members arc working *‘for’* while they arc retrenching.

Of course, the organization may ncver have adopted an
explicit and widcly-accepted corporate strategy before.
Such a void just left individuals and groups to definc their
own purposes. Yet, whatever those purposes were, they are
now threatencd by retrenchment. The **loss of organiza-
tional ideal’’ may only be the loss of cach individual’s own
perception of that ideal, but it is still a loss. So again, cven
if the organization has survived during growth without a
clear corporatc strategy, it needs onc for retrenchment.

An explicit corporate strategy can provide a sense that
the organization is at least partially controlling its own des-
tiny (if within the constraints that arc forcing retrench-
ment). It can provide a new, if more modest, *‘organiza-
tional ideal,’’ so that the members understand the meaning
of their personal contribution. It can give the
organization’s members an understanding of what the
organization (and thus they) are ““for,”” and hence establish
a standard from wkich calls for sacrifices are made. The
new corporatce strategy will not satisfy those who are com-
mitted to purposes that have now been dropped. But it can
provide the basis for renewing the dedication of those who
arc retained and for recruiting new members whose skills
better fit the nev “*organizational ideal."’

Leadership and Retrenchment

Cutback managemcent requircs leadership. Three charac-
teristics of retrenchmeant demand that the organization's
managers exercise active leadership:

(1) Decadlines cxist for bringing the budget into bal-
ance. These deadlines are not necessarily defined by
specific days—though it may be in the manager’s
interest to present them as such—since most organi-
zations can usually operate al a d. “icit for at least a
short period of time. Bet, at some point, the bugge:
must be balanced or audhority is lost to those who
can do so.

(2) The conflicts that cxist over the allocation of re-
sources cannot be resolved without creating some

losers. Ay real resources decline, some people will
have to be denied previously existing bencfits or
jobs. The decline in resources makes it impossible
to create “‘win-win’' solutions in which those who
lose the primary batile can be bougnt-off with side
payments on sccondary issucs.

(3) Theissue of how, where and when the cuts are o be
made is dircetly important to all the members of ghe
otganization, Much of the time, most of the issues
confronting an organization arc of low salience to
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most of its members. Whatever decision is made,
they will be hardly affected. Thus, they do not
beconic involved. Not so for retrenchment. Every-

vnc is threatened; so the decisions to be made are of

immediate, personal interest to everyolic.

These charcteristics of retrenchiment ucgate the effective-
ness of the traditional, unobtrusive style of organizational
leadership, ™ .

The unobtrusive leader is adept at getting his ideas and
plans accepted by focusing on sinall, apparently **minor™
actions that can be adopted and impleniented quictly.
Meanwhile, morc public channels arc employed to grappel
with—eternally, if necessary—the numcrous problems,
issues, proposals and complaints forced outo the organiza-
tion’s agenda by its own members and by outside forces.
Such conilicts can often be dissipated through the standard
tactics of purposeful procrastination:** committees, com-
missions, debates, studies, reports, meetings, and the incvi-
table demands to broaden the question to include other,
dubiously related issucs. The standard vagarics of organiza-
tional processes combine with the inevitable change in cnvi-
ronmental forces to grind many issucs down to the point
where few people understand or care.

Such is not the casc for the problems forced upon the
organization by a significant decline in resources. Choices
must be made. All of the alternatives have unpleasant out-
comes for some parts of the organization. Everyone will
have a dircct, personal stake in each alternative and will
understand that stake. For issucs of retrenchiacent, Ieaving
the organization alone to cope with the problem will not
lessen the conflict but intensify it.

The manager can, of course, appoint the traditional
study pancl and can even delegate to it the responsibility for
making the necessary cuts. But this course is dangerous: the
committee might recommend cuts which conflict with the
manager’s corporate strategy; or it might, in an effort to re-
solve its own internal conflicts, decide that it is most von-
venient to reject the premise that the cuts are necessary.
Moreover, in the cnd, the manager will have (o ratify or re-
ject the proposal of the cofmmitice; at that point they
become his cuts and he is the target for all the complaints, kt
is difficult to appeal to a commitice or picket their dis-
persed offices. Protests are most effective when directed at
an individual, and thus the manager will remain at the
center of the dispute. )

Consequently, because of the unusual situation created
by dcclining resources, the manager's style of Ieadership
must be active and intrusive. £t can still be subtle, but it
must nevertheless bring the key issues to i tolerable resolu-
tion without interminable delays. 1he leaders st work
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out agreements thit impose significant costs upon some
without destroying the entire organization,

At this poiut, the appeal of making across-the-board cuts
again emerges, Thae is a superficial equity 10 such an ap-
proach: everyone will **share the burden'” ot retrenclunent.
And it is casy to rationalize that it is best to avoid weaken-

. ing the organization by cirenmventing the conflicts that will

follow any effort 1o target the cuts. But unless an X pereent
decrease in the budget is realized by lorcing everyone to
take an X percem cut in splary, 1eeeive X percent Tewer
benefits, make X pereent fewer phone calls, ind purchase
X pereent fewer materials and supplies, there will be no true
sharing of the burden.. Why is it more cquitable 1o lay off
three people cach from 10 departments than to lay ol the
entire 3¢ members of one departiment?

Morcover, although across-the-board cuts might mini-
mise¢ short-term organizitiional contlict, it may impair long-
term organizational effectiveness. Why should cach compo-
nent of the organization be responsible for am equal pereen-
tage of the ents? Why is the existing base, which is the result
ol a variety of historical pressures, decistons and needs, the
one from which currenmt equity calentations should be
made? Does cach component contribute equally to the
organization’s overall purpose? Will cach component be as
important in the future? Is it really betier to eripple all com-
ponents, or to climinate some 5o that others might flourish?

A common tactic of unobtrusive leadership is to dispense
credit liberally 10 various individuals and groups. The
leader, confident of his vwi statns and concerned mosl
about the substance of decisions and actions, is inore than
willing 10 rewitrd others with public recognition for their
work or ideas. ntrade, the keader gains aceeptance and co-
operation for his major plans.

For making budgetary cutbacks, however, there exists no
social approbation. “There is no credit to be given, only re-
sponsibility to be avoided, Thas, in the case of cuthach
management, the organization’s leaders may be inore than
happy to accept the heat Tor making the nasty choices in
trade for the grudging acceptance by those who escape the
most severe aits, Lveryone will still complain, ol course,
the acceptance will not be gaict, But 1the orgmization’s
managers will need o recognize and cope calinly with the
pro forma complaints raised by the heads of various or-
ganizational sub-units as they aet ot the ntal in which a
leader stichs up Tor his people. Being able to take the, guite
predictable, heat is a necesary pmt of cutback manage-
ment,

For example, that Leetic is guite cenieal to the program of
the Department of Defense Tor closing military  bases.
Representatives aud senators antomatically issue press re-




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

leases and give speeches denouncing the Pentagon when.
ever a basc in their district is targeted for closure. But,
unlike so many other agencies that quickly retreat from any

cutbacks as soon as they are attached by a few members ol

Congress, Dob) is not detenced. 1 he Department of De-
fense has been willing to stand up and take its political
licks,” observed one civilian in the office of the Secretary
of Defense, This willingness 10 aceept the responsibitity for
making the decision to close military bases (which, in trn,
is derived from a leng-term perapective that indicates such
actions are essential) is a major factor in the success of the
Pentagon’s base closing program.**

To cnsurce that the inevitable heat is ritnalistic rather than
antagonistice, the public manager must educate the leaders
of the essential parts of the organization, ‘The cutback deci-
sions must, somchow, be accepted by a controlling coali-
tion within the organization. It must not impose unaceep-
table fosses upon individuals or groups who arc witling and
able to bring the entire organization down with them, In
designing the organization’s new corporate strategy, the
managers mut take into account not only the products and
produetivity of the units and functions they wish to main-
tain, but also the potential for political destruction pos-
sessed by those who they mark for thie most severe cut-
backs.

Thus, a new corporate strategy cannot be dictated from
the top. It wnnst evolve from the growing realization that re-
sources are declining. To establish the legitimacy of a new
definition of organizaticnal mission, the leadership must be
subtle but active—continually prodding the organization
into a recognition of the realities of retrenchment and, an
aceeptance of more modest expectations. The new corpor-
ate strategy cannot be the produect of & formal procedurce or
vote in which individuals and groups publicly state 1hia
they favor the new, limited purposcs and the cutbacks they
imply, for it is in no one’s interest to make such a public
declaration.  Rather, the new corporate strategy mst
emerge from a gradual process ol discussion and acquies-
venee,

Retrenchment necessarily centralizes decision making,*
For a growing organization, decentralization may be satis-
tactory; the central, responsibility for resource atlocation
can be adeguately discharged by simiply licensing requests
for new endeavors, discriminating between propuasals only
when necessary to maintain some sense of equity between
the growvith of various components. For retrenchiment, how-
ever, allocating resourees involves cuts, and the varions or-
ganizational compaonents cannot be expected 10 volunteer
thew. A central deusion-making authority must both de-
velop the alternatives and choose between them, ft would
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be a very unusual organization indeed that genzrared
through a decentealized process enough propasats for self-
imposed cutbacks 10 mateh a signiticant decline in re-
sourees.

Yet, evenit the top manager is the only choice for mak-
ing the decisions, that does not mean that those decisions
will be aceepted. Thus, retrenchment necessitates not only
centialized decision making but also centralized leadership.
Before the decisions are made, the organization’s Ieaders
need to ereate the environment in which these decisions can
be aceepted. 1eadership for eutback management involves
establishing the inevitability of resource decline, dramatiz-
ing the opportunity costs of not cutting-back, and creating
{4 new corporate strategy to mateh the new realities so as to
make aceeptance of retrenchinent possible.
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School administrators besieged: a
look at Australian and American
education

J. T. Murphy

What one thinks depends in part on where one starts. In Australia,
many state-level educators are fecling besieged—and that’s bad.
Politicians are getting too involved in administrative matters. Parents
are challenging professional prerogatives. Militant teachers want au-
tonomy but not responsibility. 'l ke federal government is meddling
with state priorities. Taxpayers want more education for fewer dol-
lars. In this view, the good old days of unchallenged professional
icadership are over, and rough days lie ahead. In fact, the good old
days may be over, but if America is the wave of the future, Australian
educators haven't seen anything yet.

In this paper, I compare the operation and control of public
schooling in Australia and America. The focus is on the proliferation
of new vaices in school governance, on the realigninent of influence
within professional ranks, and on some of the procedures used to
monitor and control schooling. I show how the patterns of gover-
nance in both countries have changed substantially over the last 10 to
15 years and suggest that one effect is that the influence of those
traditionally responsible for running the schools has been eroded—
but perhaps too litde in Australia and perhaps too much in America.
Australia has hardl any mechanisms for public access to sehool deci-
sion making, wiile .«.aerica just may be paying @ price for wide-
: pread, opei access—a weakening in school distz it leadership. Each
country has something to learn from the othr.

Australia and Ameria are worth comparmg because they have
much in common, Simitar culteres, traditions, languages and ap-
proaches o education reflect common roots in Western Europe,
mainly Britain. Both operat througn a federal system of government
with a history of indep .dent states. Both are wealthy, urban,
technologically advanced socicties, with strong private scctors and
growing cthnic communities. Be'h operate preschools through uni-
versities and are grappling with demands for equality of educational
opportunity, excellence, and diversity. And educators in both coun-
tries are currently feeling the pinch of inflation. cost-conscious gov-
ernments, increasing competition for resources, an oversupply of
teachers, declining or stable enrollments. and more demands for effi-
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ciency, effectiveness, and performance, not to snention for literate
secondary school graduates.

Of course, there are important differences—some noted here.
Australia’s entire population is about that of Chicago and New York
City combinced, and the number of teachers and administrators in
America almost cquals the number of students in Australia. While
America has separation of executive and legislative power, 50 states,
and 16,000 school districts, Australia has a parliamentary system, only
six states (and two territories), and no school districts.

Moreover, Australia’s probleins scem more manageable; its people
more relaxed, nore fun, slower paced. It's been 10 years or so since
boarded a plane without being frisked or whisked through a metal
detector. And it’s been a long time since I've heard a jovial pilot wish a
couple a happy anniversary.

In short, the two countries are different enough that one can
exantine various approaches to the operation and control of school-
ing, yet sitnilar enough that the experiences of one might be relevant
to the other.!

My impressions of Australia are based on observations and inter-
views during a three-week visit in July and August 1978. I met with
educators in three state capitals—Sydney in New South Wales,
Adelaide in South Austrafia, and Perth in Western Australia—and in
the country's capital, Canberra. Most of iny time was spent with top-
level public servants in central headquarters—those responsible for
running the governinent schools and also for arranging my itinerary.
In addition, T met with teachers, principals, inspectors, parents, non-
government school officials, interest-group representatives, ministe-
rial staff, and a inister of education. I visited post-secondary in-
stitutions, regional offices, a state parliament, and several schools. 1
also collected government documents, reports, and books on Austra-
lian cducation. .

My impressions are simply that—impressions. I was not an axpert
on Australian education before my trip and don't pretend to be one
now. Nor was my trip’s purpose to collect represcitative data; I spent
most of my time answering questions about American education
rather than fact-finding. And iny impressions may be biased by an
oversampling of government officials (my hosts) and by the things
they wanted me to see, presumably the best of Australian education.
Despite these limitations, my impressions—mistaken ones and all—
may help provoke debate about patterns of governance in both coun-
tries.

The Principal Actors

Australia and Amcrica diifer significantly in who operates and in-
fluences the schools and in how and to whoin the schools are held ac-
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countable. In what follows, I explore and contrast the changing roles,
concerns, and activities of some of the principal actors—school ad-
ministrators, the federal government, the courts, elected officials, cit:
2ens, pressure groups. and “new breed” professionals. In America,
local public school superintendents seem especially pressured by re-
cent developrrents. In- Australia, those especially besieged are state
headquarters staff.

Schaol Administrators

In both countries. the states have constitutional authority for operat-
ing the schools, but that authority traditionally has been exercised by
highly centralized systems in the Australian states and by the delega-
tion of most authority to local districts in America (with the exception
of Hawaii). Patterns of administration in both countries are in flux,
and, curiously, things are becoming more centralized in America
while they are becoming more decentralized in Australia,

In America, during the last decade or so, the influence of state-level
school administrators has substantially increased. State departments
of education have doubled and tripled in size, have hecome more di-
rectly involved in establishing school prioritics, and have helped de-
velop a series of reforms in school finance, teacher certification, col-
lective bargaining, compensatory education, desegregation, and pro-
grams for the handicapped and the bilingual. ‘The states also have as-
sumed major new responsibility for the implementation of federal
priorities with the coming of substantial federal aid in the mid-1960s.

Along with this new legislation has come a marked shift in state-
local relations. Prior to the 1960s, the states” emphasis was on provid-
ing school districts with general financial assistance, regulating school
“inputs” (e.g.. building codes, length of school year), and serviug the,
schools mainly through statistical reports, With few exceptions, school
operations were the provinee of local professionals, chicfly the school
superintendent, who was responsible to a local citizen board of edn-
cation. And :nost of the money for schooling was raised through local
property taxes. Things were never quite this neat, but generally state
departments o1 education were invisible.

Now states arce oversecing school management and increasingly
acting as administrative courts in the implementation of procedures
protecting the rights of individual children. States have also been in-
creasing their share of the costs of public edication—now on the av-
crage above 50 percent. Local schoolmen now know the states are
there. )

As the states have become more involved in rinning and financing
the schools, they have become more interested in schemes to check
how well they're working. During the late sixties and carly seventics,
amid great fanfare, more than 30 stases established accountability
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programs which aimed at greater efficiency and effectiveness in the
schools through the reporting of test-score data. The programs varied
from state to state but assumed that state policymakers could use test-
score dlata to identify good and bad schools, leading to more rational
decisions. The programs produced mounds of data and political con-
troversy, but little policy-relevant information. Of their own weight,
the programs have quietly sunk from public sight—if not from state
bureaucracics.

Enter what some call the “son of accountability,” competency test-
ing. In the last few ycars, at least 34 states have taken action to insure
that children graduate from high school with some minimum
competencies—that they be literate. Shifting the burden of account-
ability from the school system to the child, some states say students will
not graduate without passing a state exam.

Itis too early to tell where these programs are headed—some pre-
dict their quick demise, while others think they are the wave of the
future. Still others think America is headed toward the European
practice of external certification of secondary school graduation. In
any case, competency testing has strong public support, even though
the tests are increasingly being criticized on technical, conceptual,
political, and legal grounds.

Taken as a whole, all this state activity in education—much of it in-
creasing centralization and reducing diversity—was simply unhcard
of a dozen years ago. Of course, this is not to say that strong de-
centralizing forces aren'’t at work: local officials are fighting back,
arademics are pushing for school-level management, and rec 3t re-
scarch emphasizes the bottom-up character of change. Butitis  m-
phasize that America, the bastion of localism, seems headed toward
more centralized power in the states.

In Australia, the bastion of centralism, the drift istoward authority
at the periphery. State headquarters staff have been' losing authority
and are increasingly behaving the way state officials used to behave in
America. Local school administrators are growing in influence and
autonomy.

In the olden days, the operation of Australian education was highly
centralized, reflecting the geography of Australia, its authoritarian
convict-camp beginnings in some states, and the absence of local gov-.
emment. Central authorities did the work that has been divided in
America between state departments of education and the central
offices of local .school districts. State officials hired and transferred
teachers, appointed administrators (based mainly on seniority), de-
veloped curricula, built facilitics, established standards, and generally
supervised the operation of the schools. In addition, state officials
were directly responsible for teacher training.

The old system had a clean, effective mechanism for monitoring
local schools and controlling the behavior of teachers and adminis-
trators. Each state had a corps of inspectors who would regularly visit
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schools, evaluate wachers, and match school operations to their
mental images of what schools should be like in that state. “The in-
spectors” reports would provide the divector-general—the top state
education bureaucrat—with up-to-date information on school and
staft” functioning. “The inspectors—whose word was law—provided
the center with the mechanism for controlling the periphery. Public
accountability came through the minister of education, who super-
vised the director-general, who in wirn ran cach state's schools,

The system was designed to promote uniform standards and
equality of funding and services across schools. "F'eachers, for exam-
ple. agreed to work anywhere in a state, thus assuring poor, remote
arcas in the outback of a basic education. In practice, however, well-
to-do neighborhoods were able to keep their better weachers. The
system also was tight, inflexible, unresponsive o diverse needs, and
isolated from commumity involvement.

“This system has ke osened up substantially during the last 10 o 15
years, varying from state to state. Increasingly, administrative au-
thority. curricwiar decision making, and control over limited re-
sources have been delegated 1o regional offices and principals.
School-site management, school-based curviculum, school-:ontrolled
evaluation, lump-sum budgeting were constantly discussed during my
visit. And. according w0 one principal, while several years ago he
wouldn't even leave his building without getting headquarters® per-
mission, now he is virtally free to run his school without inter-
ference. Morcover, weachers are playing—taking—more of a role in
decision making, veflecting their emerging professionalism and
unionism and their accompanying demands for influence and au-
tonomy.,

One casualty of this loosening up has been the inspectorae—the
key link in the state’s monitoring system. In some states, inspectors
now enter schools only with the principal’s permission, and their role
is becoming more that of a consultant—a reminder of the dominant
role in U.S. state departments of education 16 years ago. One conse-
quence, according o a memo by an Australian state statfer, is that
“the Director-General and ultimately the Minister and the Govern-
mentare unable to have an adequate knowledge of the current state
of affairs within the education system. At present, the authority hekd
by the Director-General is not sufficient . . . . ‘T'his breakdown of bu-
reaucratic accountability worries several directors-general who o .
supporters of devolution but who also continue o be responsible for
the schools. It also makes me wonder whether ministerial coatrol of
the schools in Australia is a myth.

Itis casy to exaggerate the extent of administrative decentralization
in Australia. Statc headquarters do remain responsible for staffing as-
signments and many resource allocation decisions. And if schools de-
viate oo far from the norm, the center can still yank them back into
line. Nonetheless, the power of the center seems to be eroding, and,
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ironically, Australian teachers and principals in some states may now
have more freedom and authority over administrative and curricular
matters than their counterparts in America.

The Federal Government

Educational governance in both countries is marked not only by a re-
alignment ¢f professional influence within the states but also by a new
and ncisy veice at the federal level. The approaches of the two coun-
tries differ, as discussed below, but some things seem endemic to
having a new kid on the street in a federal system—initial fears of fedl-
eral domination, concern of national politicians that they're not get-
ting credit, state complaints ubout federal interference, initial oupo-
nents who become strong supporters, and a period of exuberance
followed by a period of reexamination.

Until the mid-1960s in America, the U.S. Office of Education was
an invisible, backwater agency that collected statistics, ‘provided con-
sultative services to the states, and administered a few small grant
programs for the schools. In 1965, all that'began to change. After
nearly 100 years of futile efforts to pass major federal aid to the
schools, the Elementary and Serondary Education Act whipped
through the Congress in less than 100 days. This legislation, and its
progeny, focused attention on national priorities (disadvantaged chil-
dren, school innovation) and, later, on other groups shortchanged by
the schools (migrant, bilingual, Indian, and handicapped children).
With the mid-sixties’ burst of legislation, the federal government be-
came an active partner in education.

“After 13 years of substantial aid, several observations can be made
about the exercise of federal influence on the schools. At least initially,
federal clout came through the provision of large sums of new
money—ESEA doubled to 8 percent the federal contribution to
schooling, Since the mid-sixtics, though, federal funding has about
kept pace with infiation and state and local increases, falling far short
of the hopes of the original reformers and the demands of interest
groups.

How the moncey is delivered—categorical programs—has been a
major source of federal influence. Although the Congress and Re-
publican administrations have flirted with reducing federal strings
and turning money over to the states, a strong federal focus on special
populations has remained the policy—reaffirmed again by the Con-
gress in 1978, While observers continue to debate whether the funds
reach and help the children slated for attention, one clear effect has
been the institutionalization of federal priorities. Most state and local
agencies now have on their staffs paid advocates for special groups
(the disadvantaged. handicapped., bilingual) and for innovative pro-
grams. If one believes, as I do, that organizational decision making is
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affected by internal advocates, this institutionalization scems
significant,

Third, and perhaps most visible today, federal officials have at-
tempted to exercise influence through regulations, with the result that
federal-state relations have been on a 13-year roller coaster ride. State
and local officials, initially fearful of federal control, quickly learned
that federal prioritics could be ignored. This reduced fears, but it also
encouraged federal reformers to resort to more and tighter
regulations—a strategy reinforced by the absence of other levers, Lize
increased funding, to influence the schools. Currently, state and local
officials are complaining bitterly about the breadth of regulation,
particularly the detailed guidelines for serving handicapped children.
The Congress has responded more with rhetoric than with re-
ductions in paperwork and rules.

Finally, the federal government has probably influenced public
schooling indirectly by its opposition to dizect @id to nonpublic
schools—this policy has limited competition for scarce resources and
perhaps meant more money for the pubiic schools. ‘The church-state
issue, long a stumbling block to federal aid, was dealt with in the six-
ties by providing modest services to private-school children, not aid to
the schools themselves. This “child bencfit” approach temporarily
satisfied the nonpublic-school lobby, while uvoiding a battle with op-
ponents of public support of church-related schools. In 1978, the
issue erupted again in an atteinpt to legislate tuition tax credits for the
parents of private-school children. The National Coalition to Save
Public Education was formed and, with others, managed to kill the
proposal, winning the battle if not the war.

In sum, in America in 1979, the federal role is well entrenched with
stable funding for public schools, categorical programs, and reg-
ulations seemingly here to stay. The private sector for now remains
at the back of the line at the public trough.

In Australia, acco~panying the drift toward devolution of author-
ity within the states has been a drift toward greater centralization
within the country. State officials now look both up and down at in-
fluential new actors.

Actually, the federal (commonwealth) government has played an
important, indirect role in funding schools tor more than 35 ycars. As
a wartime measurc in 1942, the central government took over full
authority for taxing personal income, leaving the states with a weak
tax base. As a consequence, cach year the states veceive large chunks
of unrestricted funds—about 35 percent of their budgets—from the
commonwealth and then allocate these funds to various state ac-
tivitics, including the biggest money cater—education. With the cur-
rent austerity drive at the federal level, some state educators faar i1t
education’s share of this essential indirect funding will be cut.

But the big push for the expansion of direct federal aid came in
1972 with the election of the Labor party (a rough equivalent to the
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U.S. Democratic party), which had been out of power for 23 years.
Prime Minister Gough Whitlam, acting as President Johnson had in
the mid-sixties, moved at a frantic pace—while he still had the votes.
Whitlam, less than a month after taking office, set up the Karmel
Committee (named after its prestigious chairman, Professor Peter
Karmel) to study the needs of the schools. Reporting six months later
in May 1973, the committee’s recommendations led to major new fed-
eral initiatives in education and to the establishment of the Australian
Schools Commission. ‘The commission, comnposed of members from
the public at large and from education interest groups, administers
the new program and reports regularly and publicly on the needs of
Australian education—much to the chagrin of the current penny-
pinching government.

In Australia, the pattern of federal influence—still in its formative
stage—is somewhat different from that in America. The common-
wealth government plays a modest role in the support of public
schools, but relies much more heavily than in America on the provi-
sion of general aid. Practically overnight in the early seventies, the
federal contribution jumped from hardly anything to 14 percent, with
almost 90 percent of these federal funds flowing to the states through
“general recurrent grants” and “capital grants.” Designed to bring all
schools up to resource standards (defined mainly in terms of
teacher-pupil ratios and class size), these programs provided moncey
to the states with virtually no strings attached. Recurrent grants re-
semble state equalization programs in America.

In addition, the commonwealth government influences public
schooling through its nongovernment schools’ policies—which are
very different from America’s. Nongovernment schools, serving 21
percent of Australia’s students (11 percent in Anerica), receive about
35 pereent of their operating costs in direct grants from the federal
government. During my visit, a major controversy was brewing over a
recent increase in commonwealth funding for nongovernment
schools at the cost of reduced funeing for the public sector. Indeed, a
common view is that the commonwealth minister is becoming the
minister for nongovernment schools and the state ministers are be-
coming the ministers for govermment schools. How—and how
much—ihe federal government (along with the states) should fund
nongovernment schools is likely to remnain a controversial issue.®

Like America, the Australian commonwealth government also
exercises influence through “special purpose” {categorical) programs
that were established in the seventies to promote innovation and to
meet the needs of the handicapped and the disadvantaged. This
focus—Australians call it positive discrimination—was a major change
in direction for a country whose schools had traditionally ignored the
ncedy.

In carrying out their categorical policy, however, Australians have
differed from Americans. Comnmonwealth officials have discouraged



r

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

multiple fragmented programs imposed from above and separately
administered in the schools. Instead, the Australian approach has
consistently emphasized school-initiated projects marked by col-
laborative decision making, in-service training, the discovery of
priorities through experience, and schoolwide commitment to dealing
with needy children. Australian federal officials, following the dictates
of common sense and experience, are convinced that this grass-roots
approach to change makes sense.* Curiously, American federal of-
ficials, seemingly more swayed by science than experience, just re-
cently are coming to the same view, based on the results of multimill-
ion dollar research studies.® .

Still another source of federal influence in Australia is rules and
regulations. In fact, state officials complain that “at times demands
and constraints have been placed on the Department [by the Schopls
Commission] greater than those the Department places on its own
agencies.”® This may be true, but in Australia there are no equivalents
to the strong American regulations on race and sex discrimination or
to the multiple prescriptions required in implementing special-
population programs. Australian federal officials don’t seem prone to
detailed regulations—or at least so far.

Finally, commonwealth officials, like their counterparts in America,
exert influence by “jawboning”—using speeches, reports, meetings,
conferences to get their message across. Indeed, the sophisticated re-
ports of the Schools Commission (which doesn’t have an equivalentin
America)—with their consistent themes of parental involvement, di-
versity, choice, and equal opportunity—have scemingly had a major
impact on the thinking of policymakers about Australian schooling.

Where the federal role is headed in A ustralia is less clear than in
America. The special-purpose grants scem more vulnerable, not yet
having established the broad nationwide constituency that exists in
America. Although aid to private schools is well established, con-
troversy will continue as competition grows for limited resources.
Some worry about the future of the Schools Commission, an out-
spoken brainchild of ¢he Labor party, which is to the political left of
the current conservative government. Whatever happens, an active
federal role of one kind or another seems certain for the future. Itisa
reality that the states will need to learn to deal with.

The Courts

America and Australia may resemble cach other in certain aspects of
governance, but they clearly diverge on the involvement of the courts
in setting school policy and monitoring school behavior.

America has become a superlitigious society, with considerable at-
tention focused on the behavior of public officials. In 1975, for exam-
ple, the federal secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare faced
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some 10,000 lawsuits, many challenging his use of administrative dis-
cretion; 20 years earlier, v figure was several hundred.”

In education, during the-last 25 years, especially the late sixties and
early seventies, suits increasingly have been aimed at individual school
administrators and at the constitutionality of various educational
practices. Federal and state courts have ruled on school desegrega-
tion, nonpublic-school support, the liability of school board members,
programs for the handicapped and bilingual, school finance, student
free speech, records, and suspension, hiring and firing practices, and
more. Court decrees have affected the students served Ly the schools,
how they should be served, the procedures to be followed (e.g., rea--
sonable notice, hearings, and right of appeal), and the responsibilities
of administrators and lay board members. Indeed, some strong court
decisions have included detailed instructions on the day-to-day oper-
ations of the schools.

Some commentators bemoan the encroachment of the courts on the
details of school administration. Others argue that court action has
been required because of the failure of normal political and pro-
fessional processes to respond to the legitimate demands of abused
groups or to protect their constitutional rights. Still others say that
after a period of activism, the courts are now becoming more re-
stramed. And still others point out that we know too little about the
consequences, both intended and unintended, of various court de-
crees on schooling. In any event, the courts in America have been—
and continue to be—an active partner in efforts o control schooling
and constrain school administrators.

In Australia. reformers as well as the ordinary citizen have virtually
ignored the courts as a vehicle for educational change or for seeking
redress. In fact. the High Court of Australia has heard only a handful
of cases challenging the constitutionality of school-related provisions.
One now before the court and brought by the Victorian Council for
the Defense of Government Schools (affectionately referred to as
DOGS) challenges government support of nongovernient schools
but is widely expected to fail.* For whatever reasons—a conservative

Jjudiciary, constitutional barriers to citizen suits, public-servant im-

munity. little tradition of court intervention—Australian educators
are virtually free from the threat or reality of court interference.

Elected Officials

School administrators are being pressured not only by a realignment
of influence within their ranks but also by elected officials at the state
and national ievel. Bent on gaining more control over the direction
and operation of various bureaucracies (including the schools),
clected officials are becoming more active and are building their ca-
pacity to oversee how things work.
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At the state level in America, governors in some states have become
more heavily involved in school legislation—developing their own
proposals for finance and taxation and pushing them through their
legislatures. Through the buildup of personal staff and centralized
planning and budget offices, governors also are exerting more pres-
sure on state departments of education.

Likewise. state legislatures in the last 20 years have undergone
many important changes: streamlining their procedures, attracting
more policy-oriented aggressive members, and substantially increas-
ing their staffs. In California, for example, the number of legislative
employees grew from about 50 in 1950 to more than 700 in 1974.
While most other states have not matched this growth, four out of five
have substantially increased their staffing.? ‘The days when the legis-
lature would simply rubber-stamp the proposals of the education
establishment appear to be over.

At the federal level, similar developments can be identified. Since
the Nixon years, the Congress has been acting like an independent
branch of government, rejecting executive branch proposals and de-
veloping its own. And given the absence of strong loyalty to political
parties in America, congressmen and staff frequently intervene in the
administration of programs, sometimes even suggesting practices that
undermine those of their party icader, the president. This activist
stance has been helped by a substantial growth in congressional
staff—from 4,300 in 1957 to 10,800 in 1975.'° It has also been helped
by the work of the General Accounting Office, an arm of Congress
that has rapidly grown to 5,000 staff members and has moved beyond
financial auditing to reviewing the performance of program.

Similarly. in the executive branch the last few presidents have tried
to exert more control over their agencics, including education, by
building uj presidential staff, by expanding the central Office of
Management and Budget, by esuablishing staff offices manned by
political appointees (typically, sympathetic experts rather than party
loyalists), and by infiltrating the bureaucracy with more and more
noncareer appointments.

All these attempts to strengthen the hands of elected officials have
not been without their problems. For exampie, legislators discover
that large staffs start acting like burcaucracies, need to be managed
take on a life of their own, and create problems ta be solved. And at-
tempts by the president to control the bureaucracy may have made
things worse. Heclo argues: “political appointees may well reduce
rather than increase bureaucratic responsiveness.. . . to the President
and department heads: This in turn increases incentives for the White
House to politicize the civil service. . . . Protectors of the civil service
can react by well-tried techniques ... {which] will probably only re-
move self-interested burcaucracies farther from the reach of political
leadership.”!' Whether these changes are improvements can be de-
bated, of course, but few would disagree that civil servants, federal
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and state educators included, have been increasingly under pressure.

Australia presents a very different picture, no doubt reflecting its
parliamentary system. Federal and state governments are led by
strong centralized cabincts, headed by the prime minister at the fed-
eral level and premicrs in the states. Cabinet.members are all elected
members of Parliament, and traditionally have had very small per-
sonal staffs. Backbenchers have little influence on policy and gener-
ally wouldn't think of circumventing party policy by pressuring the
bureaucracy. The Loyal Opposition, also with very little staff, keeps
an eye on the government, hooting and hollering like hockey fans in
the hopes of changing government leadership. The postaudit ac-
tivities of Australian governments are quite modest by American
standards. .

Government programs are administered by puolic service de-
partments, led by permanent heads who usually work their way up
the burcaucratic ladder. ‘The permanent heads report to their minis-
ters who in turn report to the cabinet and the prime minister (pre-
micer).

What is particutarly striking about the Australian system is that
clected officials have few mechanisms for challenging or changing the
leaciership of the bureaucracies, for countering burcaucratic sugges-
tions. or for overseeing bureaucratic action. Australia has traditionally
acted on the notion that a loyal public service implements the policies
of the government of the day—as if public bureaucracies, even loyal
ones. don’t have goals and priorities of their own. I'm not suggesting
that the public services purposely subvert ministerial policies or that
the closed-carcer system produced unfit leaders: the ones 1 met were
professional. thoughtful, open to new ideas—and some were vision-
ary. But I am suggesting that Australian burcaucracies seem quite
powerful with few formal checks on their authority.

In Australia’s system of government, it may be that those checks are
neither needed not desirable. Apparently. though, some Australians
think otherwise. There are signs that Australia’s elected officials are
adopting what one official called the American presidential model.
The printe minister, T was told, has recently expanded his own staff to
help in the coordination and oversight of governmentwide policy. In
the Australian states, similar moves toward centralized staffs in pre-
micers’ offices have started. And several directors-general expressed
concern during my visit that ministers are getting too involved in the
details of running the schools.

Which of these deveiopments, if any, represent improvements in
Australian governance of schools, I'm not prepared to judge. In
America’s different system of government, similar developments have
both their supporters and critics. In any case, the public burcaucracies
in Australia are now beginning to feel new pressures from clected of-
ficials but hardly with the intensity of their counterparts in America.
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Citizens

Both countries have had a history of civzen involvement in the
schools, but of quite different kinds. In Australia, parents and citizens
have long played an active role in the support of schools, but not in
their governance. Local parent and citizen groups (“P and C's”) have
taken great pride in raising private funds to supplement uniform
government funding for neighborhood schools—an idea catching on
in California in the wake of Proposition 13. Indeed, this practice sus-
tains incquality: in well-to-do neighborhoods even airplanes have
been purchased for extracurricular activities, while in poor areas
hardly enough money could be raised for up-to-date :extbooks. In
addition, parents have been quite active in running school canteens

. (cafeterias) and in providing other volunteer help. And at the state

and federal levels, parents, often working closely with teacher unions,
have been quite vocal and reportedly successful in pressing for addi-

_tional dollars for public schooling.

More recentiy, though, Australia has been flirting with the idea of
parental control of schooling through the creation of parent councils
at each and every school. If successful, this would devolve parental
control further than has traditionally been the case in America, where
local boards operate at the school district level. This push for greater
citizen control has come from outspoken parents, from the common-
wealth government, and from forward-looking state educationists
who believe parents should be heard. Ideally, local parent councils
could provide a new accountability device that would compensate for
weakening ministerial control.

Efforts to establish local parental control have varied from state to
state, but it is my impression that the idea has yet to take hold. “In
almost every state school,” one principal in a state known for its de-
volution said, “little more than lip service is paid to the role of parents
in deciding educational issues.”

The reasons for limited success go beyond the conventional expla-
nation of citizen apathy. For one thing, many local professionals
strongly oppose the move. Indeed, the local educators 1 met, with
some notable exceptions, seemed to have a paternalistic attitude to-
ward citizen involvement. Professionals know best, 1 was told, and
they are quite reluctant to let outsiders, particularly those with less
education, interfere with professional matters. Some also worried that
parents with an ax to grind would dictate school policics.

Second, parental control has also faced organized opposition. In
New South Wales, for example, the teacher union played a major role
in the defeat of a parent council proposal, and the existing parent or-
ganizations raised serious questions, no doubt viewing new parent
groups with different goals as a threat.

A third reason for weak parent councils may be that the reformers
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overestimated the level of grass-roots parental dissatisiaction with
school decision making—as alse seems to have been the case in
America. Australians love to complait: about authority, but they also
scem to have an abiding faith in expert knowledge and central con-
trol. Unless something is really not working, they say “she’ll do™ and
seem content to leave it alone.

Fourth, even if parents wanted to get more involved in school deci-
sion making, they seem awed by the professionals and reluctant to
show their ignorance. This timidity no doubt reflects the long tradi-
tion in Australia of excluding parents from a significant policymaking
role. It also reflects the fact that a high proportion of the potentially
least timid parents—the well-to-do and professionals—send their chil-
dren to private schools. And it might also reflect subtle class dis-
tingtions in Australia and the expectation that lower classes know their
pl.l(c

Finally, the incentives for parental involvement are quite weak. Sit-
ting on a council would take a lot of time and effort, and, sometimes,
courage. But pzlrticipmiun currently provides few rewards and little
control over (hings that might matter to parents: staffing and the
allocation of significant resources. And because sthools are not sup-
ported by any local taxes, there is no incentive for tax cutters to get
involved. (Indeed, the typical Australian doesn’t seem to link in-
creased spending for schools with more taxes takerc out of his or her
pocket.) As long as parents don’t influence dollars aud statfing, one

*state official told me, parent councils are a sham.

Whatever the reasons, significant parental involvement in local de-
cision m.l!\mg secems minimal. This means that the decentratization
movement in Australia has been translated into a devolution of pro-
fessional authority but not of lay control. Consequently, local pro-
fessionals now dominate school decision making. Australian princi-
pals feel the pinch of parents only because there has been so little in
evidence betore,

It may come as a shock w Australian educators that limited lay
control has also been a major issue in America during the last decade
or so. A shock, because America with its thousands of school boards is
scen by many Austialians as the land of citizen control—indeed, to 2
fault. More than once, Australian educators asked me about wide-
spread patronage and revolving-door professional leadership. They
didn’t seem reassured when I explained that crass patronage—
although it exists in some school districts—is not rampant.

The issue of parental control has been extensively debated in
academic journals. Some American critics argue that school boards
are little more than willing pawns of all-powerful professionals, and
school board mectings simply rubber-stamp policy. Others, myself in-
cluded, argue that school boards continue to exercise a fair amount of
control mainly through the raising of money and the hiring of staff.
In this view, professionals are constrained by their perceptions of how
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their school board might react to their proposals—a not inconsider-
able constraint 1f reputations and jobs are on the line.

While academicians argue, America has been wrestling with in-
creasing citizen control and for many of the same reasons as in Au-
stralia. Reformers have pushed for commumty control, decentraliza-
tion, and school-level parent councils in an effort to make pro-
fessionals more responsive. And, asin Australia, the resulis have been
disappointing. Although parent councils have probably created more
stir in America, the degree of new citizen participation has frustrated
reformers, falling short of expectations.

Many of the reasons may be the same as in Australia—bureaucratic
resistance, parent satisfaction, high costs of participation. Cohen
suggests a more basic explanation. Such participatory reforms fall
short, he says, because they are political responses to things that are
not prlmaru, ,,\)!mcal problems but are part of current social and
economic life. That is, parents and citizens in advanced industrial
societies—those marked by high m()bnllty speciaiization, separation of
home and the workplace, competing demands for time, both parents
working—willihgly cede authority to.professionals. The result, Cohen
says, is low participation, growing burcaucracy and a bad name for
demacratic reform.'?

" Whatever the reasons, the difficulty in expanding direct citizen in-
volvement even in America suggests the magmm(lc of the undertak-
ing in Australia, given its tradition of little citizen involvement. Re-
formers are in for a difficult fight, particularly if Australian school
councils exercise so little control over staff and dollars—conditions
that secem likely to continue. “The defenses which schools have
erected against lay interference,” said one principal, “have been a
long time in the byilding and they will not be demolished overnight.”

Pressure Groups

Pressure-group politics is here to stay in both countries, affecting de-
cision aking at every level of school government. In America, for
example, Bailey has .uentificd 250 to 300 cducation groups selling
their wares at the federal level.'® While groups represent cveryone
from guidance counselors to disgruntled taxpayers to equipment
manufacturers. here I'll discuss briefly two particularly important new
actors (at least in America)—teacher unions and citizen advocacy
groups—whose activities have circumscribed the influence of school
administrators.

In America during the last 15 years or so, teacher unions have had a
rapid rise to power followed by a leveling offif not a decline in in-
fluence, mainly because of a changing political environment. Such ebb
and flow are most dramatically illustrated in the state of New York. In
1963, a research study of state education politics didn’t even mention
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the teacher union as an influential pressure group. Six years luer,
another study found that state legislators identified the union as the
most pnwcrful education interest group. And in the mid-seventies in
New York City, teachers not ()nly weren't getting raises—13,000 were
laid off and the pupil-teacher ratio rose from 20 to one to 25 to one.

School administrators clearly have been constrained by teacher
union demands for higher wages, better working conditians, fair
grievance procedures, and more control over school operations. In
many cases, vnion demands have created an adversary relationship
between managers and teachers. Over time, though, management has
become more sophisticated at the bargaining table in limiting union
demands. This pracess has been quickened by fiscal crises and grow-
ing concern about taxes, thus reducing teacher influence, at least over
wages. (unoml) in the face of new taxpayer revolts, some local
teacher unions are now joining forces with administrators to resist

taxpayerled cuts in school funding. Changing climates make for
strange new bedfellows.

Citizen advocacy groups, although not new in Amcrlu. are in full
swing today, espousing the causes of groaps thought to be under-
represented in government. In education, advocacy groups represent
the poar, the disadvantaged, women, blacks, Native Americans, His-
panics, Asians, the handicapped, the gifted. the bilingual, and more.
Backed by government funds, donations, and foundation support,
these groups are typically staffed by skilled professionals who use in-
I'm'm'ui(m.()rgnni/mi(m money, lobbying. and the courts to get their
views represented in government policy. Advocacy groups assume
that you fight burcaucer: acy by institutionalizing a counterlureau-
cracy—ian approach to citizen involvement that rc('()gnucs the dit-
h(ult) ol achieving direct, volunteer p'lmup'm(m of citizens, The
result is that school administrators, at vm()us levels of government,
must now react 1o a bevy of new, organize ! and often strident voices
in making and implementing policy.

Australian schoolinen have yet to see the likes of citizen advocacy
groups. Citizens and parents are well organized to lobby for more
funds for the schools, but pressure from subgroups in the population
scems poorly organized. One reason might be that philanthropic sup-
port for such activities is not available in Australia. Another might be
that memters of Parliament, because of strong party loyalty, are less
responsive than congressmen to the pleas of organized splinter
groups. A third reason is that Australia, until recently, has been a
rather homogeneous society and has not been very conscious of its
existing diversity.

The same void cannot be identified in the organization of teachers.
As in America, teacher unions are quite well organized (representing
almost all teachers), well staffed by articulate spokesmen, and, during
the last 10 to 15 years, many have become increasingly outspoken and
militant. But there are interesting differences between the two coun-
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tries. For one thing, job security in Australia is even more important
than it is in America. If a future government, facing declining school
enrollments, were to suggest a reduction in force in Australian
schools, as is 'now happening in many American communitics, the
battlesin Australia would make American skirmishes look like picnics.
For another, the leadership of teacher unions in Australia, at least in
New South Wales, is more outspokenly socialistic than in America.
Union "eaders view their efferts to improve wages and working con-
ditions as part of a movement to redistribute income from the
capitalist class to workers. For example, one reason the union op-
posed parent councils, I was told, was the fear that they would be
dominated by executives—members of the capitaljst class. This sense
of being part of a worldwide movement makes for an articulate, ded-
icated, intransigent group. It also might explain why militant union
organizers have yet to recognize that the interests of teachers and of
state school ad ministrators might coincide in coping with taxpayer-led
cuts in educational spending.

In Australia, as in America, the pressure that school administrators
feel from organized teachers, of course, varies across locality. In one
Australian state, unien officials referred to themselves as “tame cats,”
and they seemed to work cooperatively with government leaders. In
New South Wales, by conirast, many state officials focused on little
else during my visit than a teacher union attempt—a rather blatant
one at that—to take over school governance through a teacher-
dominated education comrmission (somewhat akin to a U.S. state
board of edutation). On the whole, Australian unions, like their
American counterparts, are powerful influences on the education
scene, but their influence may have stabilized because of an over-
supply of teachers and growing concerns about the costs of govern-
mental activity.

“New-Breed” Professionals

Several of the American reforms discussed above would not be possi-
ble without a new breed of professionals—lawyers, policy analysts,
and social scientists—who are interested in public policr and who are
increasingly getting their hands dirty in the practical business of de-
veloping and assessing government programs.

In addition to staffing advocacy groups, filing lawsuits, and aiding
elected officials, many of these nrofessionals are part of agency-level
analytic offices that have grown rapidly during the last dozen years or
so. Others work outside of governinent for universities and private
firms and spend their time assessing government programs. In 1974,
for example, $146 million was spent by the federal government on
nondefense program evaluation, up 500 percent from 1969. And in
1977, the equivalent of 2,100 people worked in the federal govern-
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ment on program cvaluation. Similar developments, although less
dramatic, have also occurred at the state and local levels of govern-
ment, with education receiving plenty of attention. These new pro-
fessionals are looking over the shoulders of those responsible for ad-
ministering programs. And many a school administrator has smarted
from the sting of a critical analysis.

In Australia, policy analysts, lawyers, and social scientists are not
comparably involved in government. Prograin evaluation, for exam-
ple, is a cottage industry. The Schools Comnmission and some states
are promoting it, but much of the effort focuses on helping schools
cvaluate themselves and lelping teachers and parents become
evaluators. Australia is just beginning to evaluate national programs
and report the results publicly, and analytic offices are in their in-
fancy.

There are several reasons for this low level of analytic activity. Aus-
wralia’s small number of Ph.D.'s, the absence of philanthropic support,
the system of government, the newness of education as “big league
ball"—all probably contribute. But three other factors deserve men-
tion. First, Australian universities scem to look down their noses at
policy-relevant rescarch; pure research is preferred. Consequently,
young, ambitious rescarchers have few incentives to engage in applied
rescarch and there is not much inoney for it. Second, there seems to
be little room in the Australian public services for talented outsiders
to enter government for a short period of time and then return 10
private life. The numlber of “in and outers™ in American government
is probably smaller than is commonly believed, but is certainly greater
than in Australia.

Finally, the low level of analytic activity in Australia might reflect a
healthy skepticism about misguided analyses, especially premature
program cvaluations. According to the Schools Commission: “The
tasks faced by staff in schools in the Disadvantaged Program are often
particularly difficult ones which should not be added to by negative
external judgements or pressure. for quick, objectively measurable re-
sults. Supporting them in a continuing commitment to the ob_]c‘cuvcs
of the Program while they test feasible means and adjust action to-
wards more successful ones is an important, and often delicate task."'*
Such reluctance to evaluate success before a program is in-
stitutionalized has never been evidenced in America.

For whatever reason, the net effect is that the new-breed ro-
fessionals identified in America are most notable by their ab In
Australia. One result, obvious to me as a policy researches, 1s the
missed opportunities for applied research in Australia—for example,
studying the Schools Cominission’s role and strategies in reforming
education. For Australian school administrators, it means another
area where their discretion is less challenged than in America.

67




Summary and Conclusions

Itis easier to identify new voices than it is to assess their influence. Itis
also easier to highlight trends than to take the space to grapple with
unclear and sometimes contradictory cvidence. Nonetheless, it ap-
pears that school administrators in both countries are indeed facing
growing pressure but at different levels of inte:wity. In both coun-
tiies, school administrators who used to possess enormaous clout now
worry about growing responsibility but diminishing capacity to oper-
ate thie schools In both countries, problems of accountability have
surfaced but are yet to be solved. In both countries, schoolmen worry
about increasing demands, fiscal pressures, and the future of public
schooling.

In Australia, school administrators at all levels of government are
feeling pressure—much less so than in America—but especially
state-level officials who are being squeezed from above, below, and
the side. The states continue to exercise major control over govern-
ment schools—more than in America—but the drift is toward greater
professional authority at the school-site level, more influence from the
federal government, and continuing pressure from teacher unions.

What's missing from the Australian governance scheme, recent ef-
forts notwithstanding, are effective mechanisms for involving citizens
in school decision making. The devolution of administrative authority
has been accompanied by a weakening of ministerial control and the
failure. so far, 1o substitute functioning lay boards at the focal level.
The result is that Australia is now uncomfortably caught between the
American and Australian models of governance, with continuing pro-
fessional domination and litle visible democratic control. Australia’s
problem is to figure out how o open up the system, to report better
on its performance, to increase aceess, and to involve citizens in more
scrious matters (like selecting principals), without uadermining the
legitimate duties of professionals. All this requires time, experi-
mentation, and room o mancuver—things that an ac.ountability-
minded populace just may not support.

In America, many nevw, often strident. voices ire constraining school
administrators at all leveis Hf government, but it may be school district
superintendents, at Ieast in some communities, who are especially
fecling the brunt of vocal new actors and the cost-conscious climate.
Superinten-lents continue to play a major leadership role, but the
drift in professional authority scems to be toward the center, with
weak counterforces arguing for more audhority for individual schools.
Also, unions, advocacy groups, courts, school boards, parent councils,
disgruntled citizens—all are challenging the authority and discretion
of superintendents.

Much of this new pressure, in my view, is long overdue—American
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schools in the past have not been adequately responsive to a number
of needy groups. Moreover, many of the complaints of besieged
school administrators reflect little more than their unhappy fall from
a privileged place in government—educators can no longer success-
fully argue that schooling is a unique governmen: function, above
politics, and thus entitled to special treatment. Nonetheless, the
cumulative impact of these many new pressures, in fact, may be
creating a serious problem of district-level exccutive leadership—it is
becoming awfully hard to get things done or to make constructive
changes. To be sure, as multiple voices have increasingly cequated
their narrow interests with the public interest, as dollars have become
scarce, and as governments have tightened and multiplied their
guidelines, the result has been increasing conflict, fragmentation of
power, the capacity of splinter groups to veto decisions, centradictory
regulations, a loss of civility, and school systems without a rudder.
The selution, if there is any, is neither to retreat from widespread

.access o decision making nor to repeat the arguments of earlier

school reformers that the professionals know best—a view still prev-
alent in Australia. Rather, we neced to recognize that the skills, at-
titudes, and governance arrangements that worked in a period of
growth and relative stability may not work in a period of retrench-
ment and for a popuiation increasingly aware of its heterogencity.
New approaches are needed. For example, school superintendents
may need to redefine what it means to be an educational leader and o
develop skills to mediate conflict, to engender trust, and to achieve
cooperation and compromise among single-minded advocates—not
just to reduce the noise level but also to promote everyone’s self-
interest. For without teainwork and mutual accommodation, conflict-
ridden schools that just stumble along will lose their constituencies
and become casy targets for budget cutters, eventually hurting every-
one.

There are some lessons to be learned from all these d velo,...ients.
While it would be foolhardy to wry to transport one country’s solutions
to the other, approaches can be adapted or avoided. For one thing,
Australia can look to America for an impressive array of devices, dis-
cussed throughout this paper, for opening up the schools and pro-
viding greater access and influence, particularly for citizens, Used in
moderation, these devices might be appropriate in some Australian
jurisdictions. ' '

Australia can also learn from America's experience in trdining pol-
icy analysts and evaluators and employing them in government. As
noted carlicr, analysts, like,all staff, have an annoying habit of creat-
ing problems as well as solving them, but they can also generate useful
information abowt alternative government policies and the impact of
public programs. Such systematic information is sorely facking in Aus-
tralia, and increasing the training and employment opportunities for
analysts seems long overdue.
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A final lesson for Australia grows out of America's experience with
test-based accountability devices. In the absence of visible mechanisr.ns
for holding schools accountable in Australia, it would not be surpris-
ing if new data-based mechanisms for monitoring performance were
established. This seems possible in the current climate even though
Australians have a healthy skepticism, born of experience, about the
costs and benefits of testing. In mry view, the current American drive
to tie high school graduation to state competency tests is likely to
create more controversy than improvements in the schools.
Alternatively, statewide testing for diagnostic purposes, or a nation-
wide system that monitors trends (like the National Assessment of
Educational Progress) would probably produce more useful informa-
tion without unfairly harming individual children.

America can learn, too, from Australia. Despite America's reputa-
tion for having a highly decentralized educational system, Al!sll‘il“a
probably has had more experience in devolving administrative re-
sponsibilitv to the principal and in using the federal government to
promete grass-roors decision: making. A eomparative study of de-
contralzed stathing patterns and of federal anempis o improve local
practice might be wselul as these ideis become more widely discussed
in America.

Another lesson from Australia comes from the experience of the
Schools Commission. The reports of this diverse group seem to have
helped shape the debate on a variety of important, school issues.
Similar activities might be appropriate for the intergovernmental ad-
visory council of the new U.S. Department of Education.

America can also learn from Australia’s years of expericiice in sup-
plementing public expenditures on the schools with private contri-
butions and volunteer help. In the wake of Proposition 13, of proposed
aps on government spending, and of school finance equalization
programs, it seems inevitable that weli-to-do parents will find ways to
raise supplementary resources for their children, if they aren't sent to
private schools. A study of Australia’s expericnce with voluntary con-
tributions and services—who benefits>—might be revealing and help-
ful in America’s consideration of the efficiency and justice of such a
response.

In addition. .merica can learn from Australias experience in pro-
moting diversity and parental choice through its substzntial public
subsidies for private education. The debate over government funding
of nonpublic schools in America is likely to intensify in the 1980s, and
it would help to know more about possible effects.

But perhaps the most important Iesson grows out of the fact that
the two countries in some ways are moving in opposite directions.
This seems to illustrate the principle that what governments do is de-
termined by the existing problems of where governments are, not by
an analysis of potential problems of proposed aliernatives—the grass
is greener on the other side of the equator. It scems, though, that
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every solution has unintended negative consequences that later de-
mand solution—after the criginal problems are forgotten.

More than that, however, the drifts in opposite directions in the
states probably illustrate the competing values served by different
ways of running schools. Australia’s centralized system fostered
cquality of school funding (more than in America), and professional,
efticient, stable, coordinated operations that generally met uniform
standards. But it also promated a closed, insulated, inbred burean-
cracy, and it stiflec diversity, choice, and respousiveness—thus lead-
ing to some of the current pressure for decentralization. America's
decentralized system fostered greater diversity, parental involvement,
and openaess. But it also promoted inequality, parochialism, frag-
mentation, and segregation, thus leading to some of the pressure for
greater centralization. ‘This pattern suggests that no solution is stable
over time as long as competing values are at play—which seer .ven
more likely in the funure as the proliferation of cducational actors aned
interests continmes in both conntries,

But having said all this about difterences in governance, operation,
and finance, I'm still left with my recollectivas of the schools I visited
in Australia. Except for the twangy accent (and school uniforms, in
some places), I would have thought I was visiting model schools in
America—the classrooms looked and telt the same. And despite the
absence of formal mechanisms for citizen control in Australia, the
schools 1 visited scemed quite innovative, perhaps reflecting pro-
fessional values as much as citizen concerns. This is not to say that
things can't be different (or that the classroom is the only place to
look), but these experiences did leave me with a lingering question,
For all the haggling adults do over the operation and control of the
schools, just what are the factors that really make a difference in the
lives of children? '
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Toward a poiitical economy of
educational innovation

G. J. Papagiannis, S. Klees, and R. Bickel

By innovation I mean the idea of a change in behavior or practice. (Hurst,
1978, p. 14)

An innovation is a technology whick improves educational outcomes,
improves working relationships or processes within the school'System ... or
reduces the cost of education without significantly reducing the quantity or
quality of desired outcomes or processes. (Pincus, 1974, p. 116)

Innovation, the idea that schools should always be promoting new ideas
and programs, has been a major thrust in American education. (Skanker,
1981, p.9)

ldeology, power, and perceived group self-interest ... jaie] key factors
influencing planning and implementation of basic educational reforms.
(Paulston, 1978, p. 2)

In other words, can the present educational system. even though funda-
mentally organized to mesh students into an elitist, class-based, knowledge
restricting, highly selective development, contribute to a social and cultural
revolution? This defines innovative cducation in a completely different way
--.. Innovation would mean posing contredictions for the present mode of
development. (Carnoy, 1979, pp. 22-23)

Shifting Assessments of Educational Innovation

Until recent years, the social and private worth of imaginative but judicious
investment in educational innovation was seldom questioned (Coombs, 1968; Faure
etal,, 1972; Husen, 1974). During the past decade, however, the relationship between
investment in both innovative and conventional educational activities an! desired
social and economic outcomes has become increasingly amibiguous and complex
(Carnoy & Levin, 1976; La Belle, 1976; Weiler, 1978). Even within the dominant
perspective shared by most educators, policymakers, and social scientists, assessment
of the value of innovative educaticnal change has shifted considerably.

During the 1960s, conventional wisdom characterized education as a socially
powerful, politically feasible means of attacking a broad range of remarkably diverse
social and economic problems (Greer, 1972; Nasaw, 1979; Ward, 1974). This popular
faith in the diffusc value of innovative educational materials, organizational forms,
and practices found sophisticated expression in two complementary academic ana-
logues; human capital theory (Becker, 1962; Rlaug, 1970 schultz, 1962), and the
functionalist-modernity perspective on the technocratic inevitability of education’s
imporiance (Clark. 1962; Inkeles & Smith, 1974: Papagiannis & Bickel, 1981).
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In practical terms, within the United States this view meant changing the educa-
tional system to ameliorate social problems such as poverty and unemployment, in
large past inrough the federally sponsored programs (f the so-called “War on
Poverty.” The education model underlying this thrust was what Havelock (1971)
called the research, development, and diffusion (R&D) perspective, embodied in
influential works such as that of Clark and Guba (1965). The basic idea was that the
educational system could be made more cffective through rational planning and
scientific development of alternative approaches, which were then disseminated to
the local level. Local educational institutions were regarded as largely passive and
manipulable, though sometimes perversely resistant to change.

However, the late si. iies and carly seventies saw a number of challenges to this
dominant view. First, widely publicized studies such as those by Coleman et al.
(1966) and Jencks et al. (1972) seriously questioned the ability of conventional
schooling to yield social or ever educational success. Second, the results of the
“innovative™ educational efforts of the sixties weré beginning to be viewed as massive
failures (Mann, 1976; McLaughlin, 1975). Third, an accumulation of educational
research literature showed no significant difference in learning outcomes among a
wide variety of alternative instructional treatments (Averch et al,, 1972; Jamison,
Suppes, & Wells, 1974).

From within the dominant perspective, the responses to these challenges have
varied. In the late sixtics, there occurred an outpouring of critical attacks on the
schools as bureaucratic, dehumanizing, joyless iastitutions (Silberman, 1970). How-
ever, this critical humanistic movement was shortlived, perhaps due to the economic
crunch of the 1970s, which yiclded a renewed emphasis on the education-job market
linkage and associated competitiveness.

A more enduring reaction is exemplified by Rivlin (1971), who argued that the
sixties was an c1a of “random innovation,” and that iis failure is attributable to the
lack of good program design and experimentation capable of evaluating the relation-
ship of system inputs to outputs. She argued that it was stjll possible to achieve the
sixties goals through systematic experimentation and use of better effectiveness
measures,

This reaction, which maintains faith in the basic R&D model, has been tempered
by two trends during the seventies. This first is partly a consequence of the “s10
significant difference” finding in educational research, the rising costs of education,
and the resurgence of attention to productivity in the economy as a whole. The
central idea is to use innovative educational technologies to improve the productivity
of education (Haggerty, 1973), mainly by reducing its cost. Coupled with the clearer
delineation of objectives through such innovations as management by objectives and
criterion-referenced testing, the use of improved evaluation tools could yield greater
educational efficiency. This became a major focus of the National Institute of
Education when it was created. From this perspective, to the extent that equity goals
are still important in educational activities, they can best be achieved by designing
and testing efficient educaticnal programs to be targeted directly at “disadvantaged”
groups.

The second trend that has guided and, to some extent, transformed the R&D
model is increasing concern with the implementation of educational innovation. The
works of Pincus (1974), Berman and McLaughlin (1974-1978), Fullan and Pomfret
(1977), and Hurst {1978) have all stressed that the neglect of implementation issues
is perhaps the major cause of the failure of innovative projects. At times there appears
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lo be an almost Machiavellian orientation to this literature; schools, teachers, and
students are often scen as short-sighted, change-resistant forces who have to be co-
opted into adopting innovations that will ultimately benefit them. However. despite
the persistence of this orientation, th-re has also appeared a more liberal version of
this trend, which emphasizes that loc: ! adopters are reasonable and informed people
who know their own situation best. What is needed, in this view, are more locally
appropriate innovations that can be implemented in a spirit of “mutual adaptation.”

Although this brief summary of recent shiils in the dominant view of educational
innovations has focused on the United States, quite similar trends can be seen
throughout the industrialized world (Husen, 1972; Weiler, 1973, 1979), as well as in
most Third World countries (Hurst, 1978; Paulston, 1978; Weiler, 1978). In fact, these
parallels are much broader than a first glancc would suggest. For example, the
conventional view of the relationship betv een education and national development
has undergone similar shifts (Ashby, Klres, Pachico, & Wells, 1980): from the view
that educational expansion by itself wilt lead to greater development and equity, to
the view that any educaticnal changes must be closely evaluated in terms of their
efficiency and must be well targeted o the most disadvantaged groups to yield
greater equity; from the view that technology transfer from richer to poorer vountries
will automatically increase well being, to the notion that technologies designed fora
specific locale must be developed (Arndt, Dalrymple, & Ruttan, 1977); and from the
view that more “n:odern” individuals will make modern innovations work (Rogers,
1962), to the view that individuals are already “rational” and the most significant
barriers to the diffusion of inaovations are institutional (Logers, 1976; Schultz, 1964,
1€75; Whyte, 1977}

We enphasize these cross-national and interdisciplinary parallels because the
issues we wish to discuss have import beyond educational innovation, in that they
affect one’s view of the nature of societal and individual change and progress (as
recognized in some discussions of educational innovation (c.g., see Hurst, 1978; La
Belle & Verhine, 1975a; Paulston, 1978). We contend that the dominant paradiym

. outlined above is an inadequate and inaccurate conceptual framework for under-

standing educational innovations, or social change generally. We will discuss why we
believe this and will suggest how an alternative, radical paradigia offers 2 much
better basis for understanding, and even developing, educational and social innova-
tions. .

Before beginning our analysis, there are several points we need to make. First, the
word paradigm is uszd intentionally in Kuhn’s (1970) sense, in that we believe that
both paradignis are fundamentally normative, that their respective descriptions of
the world are inextricably mixed with their ideological view, and therefore neither is
provable nor testable by any clear rules of scientific evidence or proof.

Second, the amalgamation of a diverse literature into two contrasting perspectives
is clearly a simplification. For example, Paulston (1978), in categorizing the literature
on educational reform, distinguishzs four different theories within each of these two
yaradigms (which he calls the equilibrium and conflict paradigms'), and certainly
even more distinctions could be mads. However, we contend that at this juncture it
is more useful to integrate than to separate; an exzmination of the commonalities
and complementarities within each perspective is necessary to understand and judge
their relative wotth.

Third, a comprehensive analysis of the issues we are raising is obviously beyond
the scope of a short article. For this reason we will draw extensively on relevant




literature® and concentrate on the areas we know best: the economics and sociology
of education perspectives that underlic the dominant and radical paradigms.

Fourth, for analytical purposes we choose not to distinguish between educational
reform and innovation. However, we acknowledge commonsense differences between
reform and innovation; reform connoting 2 major commitment to alter the scope and
direction of education (strategic), and innovation referring to specific changes in
programmatic practices (tactical). We maintain that they should be viewed similarly
by examining the complex economic, political, and social forces and processes
through which they are generated, adopted, and implemented.

Finally, we wish to reemphasize both the scope and limitations of our paper. The
scope is considerable: In our view, our social world cannot be well understood
analytically without integrating perspectives from all the social and behavioral
sciences. We use the term “political economy™ as shorthand for this integrated view,
but only from the peispective of the radical paradigm. There is the potential for an
integrated, cross-disciplinary perspective in the dominant paradigm as well. However,
for reasons we will examine, we reject it as applicable to the most important
educational questions, and as problematic for even narrower questions. The liniita-
tions of this paper follow directly from its scope, and we can sketch only parts of
what a “political economy of eaucational innovation™ view would be. Fiowever, our
task is made easier by what appear to be, for both paradigms, broad 2nd significant
similarities among disciplines. We begin by discussing the two perspectives in gereral,
and then analyzing their different views of educational innovation.

The Dominant Paradigm: Human Capital Theory and the Functionalist-
Modernity Perspective :

Early statements concerning human capital theory typically argued that purposeful
employment of well-conceived educational innovations is probably the best means
for attaining developmental and egalitarian objectives in efficient and poltically
practicable ways (Becker, 1962; Schultz, 1962). This once plausible and still appealing
contention is premised on the following set of interrelated assumptions.

First, as inaividuals become better educated, their productive contribution in the
workplace typically is enhanced (Becker, 1975; Yotopoulos & Nugent, 1976). Con-
szquently, as more and better educatior:al opportunities are made accessible to a
larger number of a nation’s citizens, the productive potential of the entire society is
increascd (Denison & Poulier, 1972). Thus, investment in education as human capital
can be construed as & significant part of the entire capital accumulation process and
a powerful determinant of growth.

Second, it is assumed that educational activities and the associated production of
huinan capital are embedded in a basically efficient, competitive market organization
of society’s production of goods and services. To the extent that competition is
imperfect, or the market mechanism fails in any other way, it is assumed that the
public sector corrects prices or production to accurately reflect societal evaluations.
Within this neo-classical economics view of the world. individuals and firms. acting
in their own best interests, make decisions that maximize society's efficiency. Effi-
ciency is not conceived of as a narrow technical question of a firm manager producing
more “widgets” for less money, but as a broad societal evaluation question, in which
all possible alternatives are simultancously compared and judged according to
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consumers’ preferences in order to choose those that maximize social value. Within
this context, educational innovations can be judged by their contribution to increased
social efficiency. Thus, assessing the costs and productive contribution of education
through social cost-benefit analysis becomes the sine qua non for evaluating the worth
of educational innovations.

Finally, although equity considerations from this perspective are generally seen as
completely separable from efficiency criteria, it is often held that more equitable
access to educational opportunities will result in a more efficient allocation of social
resources. That is, the existence of barriers preventing individuals from obtaining
sufficient education to allow them to be most productive is inefficient, provided
productivity gains are not outweighed vy education’s costs. Thus, by greater equality
in education, we can enhance overall efficiency as well as reduce income inequoalities
among groups whose characteristics economists would consider irrelevant to produc-
tivity, such as race, sex, class, ethnicity, religion, and so forth.?

Neo-classical economic theory outlines the processes by which individuals and
public and private sector organizations act, inteiact, and change. The dominant
perspectives within sociology offer a complementary fleshing out of this skeleton.
While there are divergences, the significant commonalities in the sociology literature
form what we shali term the functionalist-modernity perspective, combining theories
of structural-functionalism, modernization, and social psychology.

Within the functionalist-modernity perspective, society functions to organize col-
lective action, to maintzin and transmit a shared belief system, and to coordinate the
various subsystems and manage change. Society is seen as essentially stable and
enduring. Dramatic cnanges can take place but for the most part the tendency is
toward equilibrium. Change is viewed as the adaptive differentiation of subsystems
to meet the challenges of the environment. Dramatic changes, such as revolutions,
are often viewed as results of “breakdowns™ or *malfunctions” in the system, and
gradual, evolutionary change is typically deemed better.*

Modern industrial society when compared to traditional society is viewed in terms
of its increasingly elaborate and specialized division of labor, which requires partic-
ipation by suitably trained and socialized individuals. Invention, technology, and
innovation are viewed as the main forces for increasing the economic and social
capacity of individuals, which is required for the developmental upgrading of society.
The progress from a traditional to a more developed society is gradual but subject to
policy efforts that speed the formation of more modern institutions and individuals
(inkeles & Smith, 1974; Kahl, 1968; Lerner, 1958; McClelland, 1961). Therefore,
within the functionalist-modernity perspective, an educational system functions to
develop the technical skills (Clark, 962; Levy, 1966, 1972; Parsons, 1960, 1959) and
the norms (Dreeben, 1968) necessary to the particular stage of a society’s develop-
ment. As a society becomes more modern, the educational system will reflect and
reinforce this progress by modernizing individuals.

The complementary nature of the dominant economics and sociology perspectives
h- been discussed in many works (Bock, 1981; Gouldner, 1972; Hagen, i962;
v ogvelt, 1978; Hurst, 1978; La Belle & Verhine, 19752; Paulston, 1978; Portes,
1976) and is especially evident in cross-disciplinary fields like communications
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(Lerner, 1908; Rogers, 1976; Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971; Schramm & Lerner, 1976).

However, it would be premature to view neo-classical economics and functionalist-
modernity sociology as an already integrated whole. Inasmuch as the growing
specialization of roles and institution: characterizes the mod” .izing society, so do
these disciplines reflect the increasing specialization of most of the major fields of
study today. While most sociologists and economists acknowledge the importance of
cach other’s perspectives, little serious integration is evident in their work. Sociologists
of economic development have tended to focus on the social correlates of develop-
ment, while economists cither ignore or critique sociological analysis of economic
phenomena.® Nevertheless, we would argue that the potential for integration is great.

The functionalist-modernity perspective provides a detailed discussion of the
characteristics of individuals and institutions and their interactions that elaborates
the simple behavioral and institutional assumptions that underlic neoclassical eco-
nomics. Theories of productivity, economic growth, and general equilibrium fit very
well with sociological approaches to modernization, organizational complexity, and
social stratification. Moreover, the economics criterion of social system efficiency,
and the related emphasis on the advantages of competitive capitalist organization of
the private sectc. minimally regulated by a neutral public sectcs, shares with
sociology an underlying theoretical structure that emphasizes instrumentali rationality
and a technocratic ideology (Lenhardt, 1980). This includes a set of background
assumptions that determine and direct both forms of inquiry toward technical
relations of production, exchange relations, and “functional” interrelationships
among discrete social and economic entities.

This complementarity goes one step further, in that we view both perspectives as
having the same normative framework, despite frequent claims to a purely positivist
stance (Blaug, 1976). Economists explicitly argue that efficiency should guide all
organizational decisionmaking, and often sociologists accept this notion, at least
implicitly. Societal development, seen as a gradual process of economic growth and
modernization, underlies both disciplines’ views of rational progress. Although
greater equality aiso may be important, there is a shared assumption that some
degree of inequality is both necessary and good for society: Economists argue for
unequal social rewards as necessary motivational incentives (Fricdman & Friedman,
1980; Gilder, 1981) and sociologists often stress the functional importance of ine-
quality in assuring merit-based selection for positions of leadership and responsibility
(Davis, 1949; Davis & Moore, 1945; Parsons, 1960).” The most common equity goal
for this dominant paradigm perspective is for a fair, meritocratic competition for the
unecqual social rewards offered. ’

An examination of educational systems provides a fertile field for the application
of an integrated, dominant paradigm view. An educational system is seen as having
socializing, integrative, and adaptive functions, which aid in the production of the
human capital and in the creation of a social climate necessary to operate the
socioeconomic system. Individuals become more productive by learning technical
skills and modern attitudes that fit with the social organization of production
activities.” The educational system as a whole functions as the prime legitimator for
the claim of meritocracy because it can provide an equitable and efficient means of
allocating individuals to social positions.
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From this perspective educational innovations are especially useful, because im-
proving and expanding educstional opportunities facilitates modernization and
growth. All the most “liberal” trends in the recent innovation literature can be
accommodated by the dominant paradigm, including the push toward appropriate
technologies, the attention to implementation, and even the related need for the
target audience’s participation in policymaking. All can be assessed by the criterion
of cfficiency; even concerns with greater equality of ourcomes can be studied by
examining the efficiency of alternative programs ta:geted at disadvantaged groups.

Challenge and Alternative: The Radical Paradigm

Although the paradigm outlined above is dominant in the western world, there
have always been challenges to its premises and orientation. Perhaps the most
fundamenta challenge has arisen out of concern for equality. The explicit efficiency-
cquity dichotomy of neo-classical economic theory, the ostensibly neutral analysis of
stratification and social mobility by sociologists, and the often explicit justification of
inequalities among individuals, groups, and countries, has generated growing criti-
cism.

Within the dominant paradigm, the most conservative view is characterized by the
dual belief that overall inequalities of rewards are useful to societal development and
that individuals, groups, or countries that o not succeed in meritocratic competition
have only their own deficits to blame (Gilder, 1981; Jensen, 1969). Liberals, on the
other hand, argue that there are system imperfections, in terms of cultural and family
norms, that may develop “culturally deprived™ or “socially disadvantaged™ individ-
uvals whose deficits may be ameliorated through the actions of the public sector,
especially education.

Although the liberal camp sometimes questions the need for the large observed
variance in social rewards (Thurow, 1980), it most often focuses on how the
competition for these rewards could be made more meritocratic. There is substantial
empirical evidence supporting the liberal view that meritocratic allocation of social
rewards is far from the reality in both the developed and the developing world. For
example, blacks and females get lower rewards even after controlling for the influence
of “relevant” characteristics (Bluestone, Stephenson, & Murphy, 1973; Duncan, 1969;
Thurow, 1975; Treiman & Terrell, 1975; Wolf & Fligstein, 1979). The same is true
with respect to the socioecr omic class background of ar individual (Morganstern,
1973; Wright & Perrone, 1977). Success in educational systems reflects this same race,
sex, and class bias (Bowles, 1972; Bowles & Gintis, 1972; Duncan, Featherman, &
Duncan, 1972; Featherman & Hauscr, 1976; Kerckhoff & Campbell, 1977; Sewell,
Hauser, & Featherman, 1976), wad even educational reforms targeted at the
“disadvantaged” often help the advantaged most (Rogers, 1976; Cook et al., 1975;
Donohue, Tichenor, & Olien, 1975).

To the extent that such inequalities exist, the dominant paradigm must view them
as irrational because they interfere with the efficient cperation of an achievement-
based technical division of social labor. This suggests the second major criticism
levied against this perspective: It neglects the importance and nature of power
differences in society. Neo-classicat economists and functionalist-modernity theorists
assume a world wherz there are no durable power imbalances to be exploited by
individuals or private organizations. Although the public sector clearly has certain
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powers, it is hypothesized to act in a neutral, technocratic manner to perform
objectively valuable functions for society as a whole. .

The central tenet of the radical paradigm, however, is that prcscnt social arrange-
ments reflect historical and continuing conflict between groups with unequal power.
The assumpuons of nco-classical cconomics and the functionalist-modernity per-
spective are seen as almost completely inapplicable to a world dominated by the
mechanisms and ideology of a monopoly form of capitalism. The maintenance of
class-based power and inequality is scen as eminently functional to a system that is
not simply oriented toward increasing production, but alse toward the reproduction
of inequitable social arrangements over time. Differential social rewards according
to race, sex, and ethnicity are quite rational; even when they reduce production, they
serve to fragment the worXking class to further reduce its power (Gmus, 1976).

The central radical question with regard to social organization is: For whom is it
efficient or functional? Within this perspective education is still primarily a functional
subsystem, but operating to maintain the advantage of the powerful. First, it teaches
the skills and attitudes useful to the capitalist organization of production. The
importance to production of class-based differences in personality trait formation is
stressed. Radicals characterize these differeaces in a way that clearly emphasizes the
negative impact of capitalism: Schooling aids in teaching youngsters to be punctual,
respond well to authority, exercise a limited degree of creativity, and work for
extrinsically defined rewards (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Gintis, 1971a). Those who
leave school do not find themselves meritocratically rompeting for places in an
efficiently functioning, competitive structure, but strugg..ng in a world of conflict,
power, and prejudice (Papagiannis, Fuller, & Bickel, 1981; Willis, 1977). Access to
labor market opportunities is segmented by factors unrelated to productivity (Carnoy,
1980b), unemployment levels serve to control workers, and the use of machines is
generally favored to the use of labor.

In this radical view, education operates as much or more to reproduce social
structure as it does to increase productivity. The educational system is seen as part of
both the basic economic production structure and the superstructural institutions,
like religion, family, government, and mass media, which aid in the reproduction of
a system legitimating idcology. Thus, to maintain incqualities, education creates and
reinforces different skills and attitudes among different classes of students: rich versus
poor, urban versus rural, men versus women, black versus white, and so on. Yet at
the same time, the educational system as a whole acts to maintain the myths of
meritocracy and democracy that are so useful to system reproduction.

The radical emphases on power, conflicting interests, and the interaction of
production/accumulation and reproduction/legitimacy goals,® yiclds an attention to
relatively unexamined educational (and other social system) phenomena. For in-
stance, within the dominant paradigm, expertise is a “product” needed for the
efficient functioning of even more complex social organizations. However, for radical
analysts, expertise is not a necutral, technical requisite of society, but is both a set of
competencies, defined in the interests of those with greater power, and a set of social
relationships which validates these definitions. All this is intimately link :d to the
educational system, which creates and legitimates experts {Apple, 1978b, 19 '9; Bock,
1981).

This view of the ideological nature of what an educational system produces has
focused radical attention on the form schooling takes, as well as its overt substance.
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The nature of the “hidden” curriculum of schooling is basic to radical analysis of the
atlitudes formed in schools that are useful to capitalist system production and
reproduction (Apple, 1978a; Gintis, 1971a). The rationalistic thrust of the dominant
paradigm yields a treatment of f2:5s of social organization as technical, least-cost
decision questions necessary to achieve explicit social goals most efficiently. To the
contrary, radicals argue that many goals and supporting processes are hidden, and
inat the rationnlistic core of the dominant paradigm itself serves as a legitimating
ideology (Papagiannis, Bickel, & Milton, 1981).

Some of the most recent work in this area is especially significant. Apple (1980,
1981), building on more general anzlyses (Braverman, 1974; Burawoy, 1979; Edwards,
1279; Habernias, 1975; Jameson, 1971), examines changes in the nature of control of
the schooling process, whereby control has moved from a relatively simple, direct
form 1o a more technical, bureaucratic form in which power is “‘made invisible' by
incorporating it into the very structure of the work itself* (1980, p. 6).

This concern for form as well as substance makes radical theorists also exarine
the technical language of the deminant educational paradigm. Habermas (1971) and
others have analyzed how the purposive rationality of language reflects and reinforces
social structures and individual consciousness based on technical instrumentality.
With respect to education, Apple (1978b) argues that:

The language of learning tend< to be apolitical and ahistorical, thus hiding
the complex nexus of political and economic power and resources that lies
behind a considerable amount of curriculum organization and selection. (p.
n)

Levin (1980b) makes a similar point with respect to educational planning:

If pianners and reformers use such terminology as change agents, managed
change, and planned change, they and their followers tend to believe that
the use of the language and the logic of rational change imply a control of
the change process itself. In contrast a review of the educational reform and
implementation literature suggests that the rlictoric of reform is probably
its most important manifestation, rather than the change it claims to
produce. (p. 34)

What is contended here is that technicism, which Stanley (1978, p. xiii) defines as the
metaphorical misapplication of the assumptions, terms, and linguistic habits of
science and technology, obscures our understanding of the social, economic, and
political character of educaticn. Only through a careful examination of educational
language can we prevent what Stanley aptly describes as “subjugation by metaphor.™

The radical view of the completely mythical naturc of *objectivity” and
“neutrality” in educational substance and form yields a focus on the nature of
contemporary ideology. This attcntion to how reproduction is accomplished yields a
much more complex picture than. the dominant paradigm's dismissal of the question
through the explanatory mechanisms of socialization and rationality. Critical soci-
ologists have stressed how idcological hegemony depends on control of the cultural
apparatus of saciety (Althusser, 1971; Gramsci, 1971; Habermas, 1976; Offe, 1972).
The gatekeeping and lcgitimating roles of education make it an important cultural
apparatus:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Education systems themselves are thus, in a sense, id~nlogies. They ration-
alize in modern terms and remove from sacred and primordial explanations
the nature and organization of personnel and knowledge in modern society.

(Meyer, 1977, p. 65)

From this perspective hegemony is maintained, not by a conspiracy of “ruling
interests,” but by the very logic of the structure of social institutions (Willis, 1977).

Thus, for radical analysts most educational inncvations will reinforce the control-
ling position of the most privileged and powerfLi social groups and contribute little
or nothing to altaining a2 more cquitable and democratic society (Levin, 1977b).
However, this analysis has been criticized by both dominant and radical theo.ists,
who have em:hasized its sometimes deterministic, mechanistic nature, and its view
of the hopelessness of accomplishing significant educational changes without first
changing the whole societal structure (Anderson, 1981; Apple, 1981). Indeed, this
criticism is not completely unfair, in that most radical work in the late sixties and
carly seventics emphasized the correspondence of school structures o social structures
and the need to look outside the schools to understand educational successes and
failures. Nonetheless, there is a long history of radical thought that rejects the
mechanically deterministic correspondence view, and the past 5 years has seen an
increasing emphasis on the role and nature of contradiction and conflict.

Marx emphasized the notion of contradiction as the primary force for social
change. Conflict and struggle are not mere reflectors of different individual prefer-
ences, but grow out of svstemic contradictions, endogcnous to the social structure,
that are manifest in the functioning of all subsystems and that can be seen both in
the abstract and in the concrete reality of our daily lives. Under copitalism there is
a basic contradiction between system production and reprodu  'n; the cepital
accumulation process requires a set of social relations with which labor is treated as
an object of profit generation, which inherently conflicts with the nced of human
beings to have meaningful lives and work. Moreover, contradictions arc not only a
part of the basic economic structures, but are present in all superstructusal institutions,
as the Frankfurt school of radical sociologists has long emphasized (Arato &
Gebhardt, 1978; Connerton, 1976; this was true even for Marx, see Ollman, 1973).

The attetion to the correspondence of subsystems. the contradictions betweenand
within systems, and the dialectical tension between them is at the root of the radical
paradigm’s explanatory power. The notions of contradiction are becoming more
central to radical analysis of education. Under capitalism, the potential for contra-
diction between production/accumulation and reproduction/legitimacy goals is al-
ways there, and becomes more serious in times of structural crisis, which for many
radicals characterizes our urrent historical period (Union for Radical Politicai
Economy, 1975). Education both corresponds to the social organization of capitalism
and contradicts it. Radical analyses of education in the late sixties and early seventies
often did reflect this duality, but stressed correspondence (Bourdicu, 1973; Bowles
& Gintis, 1976; Carnoy, 1974: Ginshurg & Mcyenn, 1978: Karier, 1972; Katz, 1968).

More recent work in education, drawing on a more general radical literature
emphasizing contradictions throughout all social institutions (Jessop, 1977 1978,
Johnson, 1979; Mouffe, 1979; O'Connor, 1973; Williams, 1973), is beginning to
balance the two. Bock (1981), in an excellent 2nalysis of the meaning of legitimacy.
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criticizes Meyer (1977) on exactly this point: The educational structure does tend to
legitimate persons, knowledge, and system ideology, but this, always takes place
“within the political context of struggle between rival interest groups™ (p. 38). The
struggle of the working class and the poor has forced the expansion of educational
opportunities beyond the ability or desire of capitalist organization to “pay up™ on
these claims. The resulting educational inflation and credentialism is the result of
this contradiction, yiclding increased questioning of the legitimating ideology (Bour-
dieu & Passeron, 1979; Collins, 1979; Dore, 1976).

Levin and Carnoy (in press), Bock (1981), Rowles and Gintis (1976), Carnoy and
Levin (1976), and many other radical writers consistently have pointed out how the
content of education can be contradictory and therefore liberating. The ability of
slaves to read was oflen considered dangerous for this reason; likewisc the inculcation
of democratic values anc critica' thinking can challenge a system of economic
authoritarianism. Bowles and Gintis (1981), in an article that explicitly criticizes their
carlier correspondence emphasis, focus on how the liberal democratic concepts of
person rights embodied in educational curricula contradict education’s implicit
support for the property rights emphasis necessary to capitalism. Apple (1980}
similarly points out how “progressive elements within the content of curriculum {can]
.. .contradict the messages of the form™ (p. 25).

Educational systems, especially within the lioeral democratic states, have some
degree of autonomy because the state is a primary locus for struggle between
conflicting groups (Bowles & Gintis, 1981; Carnoy, 1980a). As Apple (1981, p. 27)
argues, *" gemony isn't an already accomplished social fact,” but has to be contin-
uously maintained and created (see also Gittin, 1979). Reprodusiion is always
contested and ideologics are

filled with contradictions. They are not coherent sets of beliefs. It is probably
wrong to think of them as only beliefs at all. They are instead sets of lived
meanings, practices, and social rclations that are often internall¥ inconsist-
ent. They have elements within themselves that see through te the heart of
the unequal benefits of a society and at one an: the same time tend to
reproduce the ideological relations and nieanings that maintain the he-
gemony of dominant classcs. (Apple, 198i p. 9)

Thus Apple (1978b) argues that the radical paradigm does nor

maintain that either culture or consciousness is mechanistically determined
(in the strong sense of that term) by economic structure. Rather, it seeks
both to bring to a level of awareness and to ma¥e historically and empiri-
cally problematic the dialectical relationship between cultural control and
distribution and cconomic and political stratification. (p. 377)

Education therefore must be analyzed by combiring the correspondence principle
with subtle atiention to the “contradictions, co.flicts, mediations, and especially
resis'. -es” (Apple, 1981, p. 19) specific to the cducaticaal process. We will try to
show 1 »w this more sophisticated radical analysis offers a much better explanation
of educatiunal innovation processes and products than the dominant paradigm.
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Paradigm Conflict and the Stages of Innovation

There is a multitude of possible typologies of educational innovation products and
processes (Havelock, 1971; Huberman, 1973: Hurst, 1978; Pincus, 1974: Rogers, 1962;
Zaltman, Florio, & Sikorski, 1977). For our exposition of the differences between the
dominant and radical paradigms, we have chosen a process typology, but we could
also have chosen a product-oriented one. Our categorization, like any other, is
relatively arbitrary; we will examine issues concerning the generation, adoption and
diffusion, implementation, and evaluation of educational innovations. We do not
bslieve these categories are scparate, nor do they necessarily form a sequence.
However, they provide a useful rubric to develop a more concrete understanding of
the paradigm conflict we have been discussing.

The Generation of Innovation

Within the perspective of the dominant paradigm, innovations are generated
through the interaction of creative individuals with a structural system of incentives.
As Galbraith (1973) points out, the neo-classical economics view of the structural
side is somewhat ambiguous:

One line of argument, descending from the late Joseph A. Scliumpeter,
holds that oligopoly and monopoly are technically more progressive than
competitive enterprise. Because of their monopoly profits they can spend
more for technicai developmezt; they are encouraged to do so because their
monopoly power aflows them io keep for themselves the resulting gains.
The contrary and more conventional view is that firms with monopoly
power are likely to be backward; they use their power to repress or suppress
invention. An old economic cliché holds that the monopolist yearns for
nothing so much as a quiet life. (p. 26)

Similar reasoning holds that perfectly competitive firms have no incentive to generate
inr yvations, because wi.h free knowl.dge available to all, they cannot capture any
of its benefits; yet at the same time, if an innovation is generated that can increase
productivity, they must adopt it to survive (Mansfield, 1963).

Despite this ambiguity, some issues are clear. For Schumpeter the entrepreneur
was the prime mover behind economic development, generated by waves of inno-
vation followed by waves of investment. Economists sce entreprencurs as creative
individuals who envision new products that the public wants, or new processes to
make old products better or more ch zply. This view is complemented by the sccial
psychological work of people like McClelland and Inkeles who see cultural forms
and social policies, like “modernity" and the teaching of the drive for achievement,
as ways “f developing entrepreneurial or change-oriented beha: ir. The other
iniportant component of the dominant perspeclive is that, in addition to the spon-
taneous action of individuals, innovations can be generated consciously and ration-
ally, by investment in scientific activities.

This overa'l outlook pervades most of the literature and practice of educational
innovation, The entrepreneurial ability necessary to innovation is seen as encouraged
by much of the overt and kidden curriculum of schooling, and serve: as an important
rationale for school expansion and the growing interest in nonidrmal education
(Schultz, 1975). Pincus (1974) analyzes local school systems'® inability to genesate,

09)
b;'}.\

85




86

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adapt, or implement innovations in terms of the lack of competitive market structure.
Specific educational innovations, such as voucher plans or tax schemes to aid private
schools, are justified on their abil.ly to generate greater innovative behavior (Fried-
man, 1962; Levin, 1980a).

Perhaps most important for the generation of innovations, nationally financed and
directed educational research occurs on a large scale throughout the world, justified
by & large academic literature that appeals to rationality and efficiency (Rivlin,
1971). Given the multitude of educational problems pointed out by Coombs (1968)
and others, national and international agencies have spent millions upon millions of
dollars in a purposeful effort to generate innovative solutions involving educational
leievision and radio, computer-assisted instructon, packaged curricula, nonformal
education, competency-based education, comprehensive secondary schools, and so
forth. Through these R&D efforts, it 1s argued that we can develop new ways of
reducing costs and improving the internal and external efficiency of our educational
systems. .

From a radical perspective it is also true that innovations are generated by the

. interaction of individuals with societal structures. However, individual consciousness

is formed through social processes specific to a given historical situation. and
innovations must be analyzed within these historically determined structures. This is
not to deny thz role of individual creativity and genius in generating innovations,
but this creativity and genius takes place within a socially defined and qui- limitud
context. Thus, radicals see most innovation as generated within the overall structure
and constraints of monopoly/corporate capitalism. There is little discussion of
whetiier competitive structures would foster more innovation because this view of
social reality argues that true competition is wanted by neither business nor govern-
ment" and rarely exists (although some radicals do support calls for an educational
voucher system). ’

Most important, in a Lystera organized to accumuiate 1nd maintain private wealth
for an elite, innovation has nothing to do with social effiiency or development. As
Galbraith (1573) argucs, many of society’s most creative n.dividuals are gencrating
innovations 1o make a sweeter smelling deodorant or a better advertisement for
loothpaste. Their work is oriented 1o anvthing that will promote sales, which often
includes rendering previous products (even their own) obsolete. Little atteniion is
given to product quality, while much attention is given to ways to tie =motions to
products and to promolc a culture idolizirg “newness™ for its own sake.

Innovations to reduce costs also are promoted, especially *( saey are directed
toward replacing labor with capital. This capital intensive vias 15 useful to “ndividual
firms in that labor is the main “difficulty” in organizing production, and fewer
workers means casie” tol. At a systemic level it is useful 1n that it k~eps wage
demands down and .iscourages unionization throush the generation of a body of
under- and unemployec labor. Even in a dominant paradigm sense, this is far from
cfficient. Efficiency is further undermined by the almost complete lack of attention
of these cost-reducing innovations to the social costs of the environmental damage
they create.

“'ithin the public sector much of the gencration of innovations is also directed
toward selling an image. There, too, cost-reducing innovations, especially to the
extent that they result from interaction with the private sector, have a capital intensive
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bias. Galbraith (1973) Czscribes how the mutuality of public and privare sector
interests yiclds a government-sponsored innovation process that

is highly organized and wholly deliberate. The: purpose of a given innova-
tion is, overtly, to render obsolete the preceding product and thus to create
a demand for the newly developed product. Work then proceeds (or
frequently will be already in progress) on the next innovation with a view
to rendering the new one obsolete and thus providing a market for the next
product. The procedure here described reaches its full perfection in the case
of weapons and weapon sysiems. (p. 152)

Apple (1980) describes how similar processes are operating as business moves into
the educational field. Packaged curricula are developed by the private sectors for the
same reason textbooks are: Schools are a lucrative market. They are marketed
aggressively in the same way as cameras and razors are: By selling you one, you
become a lifetime purchaser of film or razor blades. As Apple says,

In the curricular systems we are considering here, the purchase of the
modules (though certainly not cheap by any stretch of the imagination)
with their sets of standardized disposable material means the same thing,
One “needs™ to continue to purchase the work and test sheets, the chemicals,
the correctly colored and shaped paper, the publishers' replacement of
outmoded material and lessons. (p. 16)

*

From the radical perspec sc the generation of many educational innova " ns is
direarly inf.uenced by corporate interests. This is perhaps clearest in the development
of “new" educational technologies using satellites, communications, computers,
television, #nd radio. Even when capital is not directly substituted for labor, the idea
of control ¢f the worker and workplace can be important. Apple (1981, p. 31) argues
that especially Imiportant is the shift in the control of knowledge yielded oy the
“divorce of concepiion from execution” that “tends to guide thie corporate pruduction
process,” increasingly evidenced in the workplace (Edwards, 1972} and the schools.
The result can be a “deskilling” of teachers, for example, by the use of prepackaged
curriculums, touted as “teacher-proof,” with almost complete specification of a
te cher's every move in the classroom, and then “reskilling” the teacher into a less
auionomous classroom manager, using techniques of beha- joral modification (Apple
& Feinberg, 1980).

Most educational innovations gznerated by the public secte. are seen as directed
toward creating an image ccnsonant with the dominant paradigm “ideology of
accountability, cost-effectiveness, and meeting ‘industrial nceds'” (Apple, 1981, p.
33). This is not to deny that contradiction also plays a part: Innovations aimed at
expanding formal schooling, the development of nonformal alteniatives, the com-
prehensive sscondary school, or the “fre> school” movement al! reflect the outcome
of contradictory forces. Actually, the politicai power of the poorer classes has grown
to such an extent that generaling greater 2quality } s served as the ideology justifs, .ag
many educational innovations. However, far from - :ing thener: -, technical search
for efficient and eqititable innovations that yicld stable progress, as the dominant
paradigm sezz iy, the entisc process of innovation is carefully controlled, in overt and
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covert ways. Despite the struggles arising from systeraic contradictions and the
surface progressiveness of many of these innovations, the control operates mostly in
the interests of the privileged, as we will discuss.

Innovation Adoption and Diffusion

We consider the issues of initial innov-tion adoption together with the issues of
widespread diffusion of particular innovations because both are treated similarly
within both paradigms. Moreover, because it is difficult to separate some adoption
and diffusion issues from implementation issues, many factors relevant to the next
section will be introduced here.

In general, within the dominant paradigm much morz attention is paid to inno-
vation adoption, implementation, and evaluation than to the generation of innova-
tions. The dominant ideology argues that innovations will develop “naturally” from
the private sector’s creative search for profits and the public sector’s rationality, and
therefore, most atte:.tion should be paid to removing any barriers to getting those
adopled that are evaluated as good.

Nevertheless, mainstream economics has paid little attention to the adoption,

diffusion, or implementation of innovations. This is primarily because competitive

market theory explicitly assumes that thes: are not issues: the assumptions of perfect
knowledge of all zlternative technologies by a private sector forced (by perfect
competition) to use efficient innovations in order to survive, and of a public sector
guided by s-wiai rationality, makes the adoption and implementation of any de-
monstrably beneficial innovation immedia.¢ and total.

Neo-classical economists do point out that some sectors of the econoiny will feel
increasing pressures to adopt more efficient technologies due to the dynamics of the
market system. Baumol (1967), with specific refereace to education, examines how
technologically “progressive” sectors, which usually refers to capital-intersive ones
like manufacturing, drive up the wages paid to labor, not oniy for themselves, but for
tec .nologically “unprogressive” sectors that are mainly labor-intensive, like service
industries. Thus the real costs of educatior and other labor-intensive systems are
constantly rising, driving educators to search for innovations that move education
beyond the “handicraft stage” (Coombs, 1968, p. 7; see also Haggerty, 1973).

A quite complementary focus is offered by sociologists, co..:munications theorists,
social psychologists, and geographers, who dispense with the perfeci knowledge and
rationality assumptions of economists, and who attempt to study how the real world
processes of adoption and diffusion take place (Brown, 1968a, 1968b; Cohen &
Garet, 1975; Hagerstrand, 1967; House, 1974; McClelland, 1961; Rogers & Shoe-
maker, 1971). Everett Rogers’ work has been particularly influential 2nd has served
as the model for much work or the adoption of educational innovations.

While educational policies in the fiftics and early sixtics suffered from the belief
that adoption was not an issue, in that exemplary, model programs were seen as
“naturally” transferable (Bowers, 1978; House, 1974), more recent work has recog-
nized that there are barriers to the adoption of educaiional innovations. Perhaps the
most comprehensive examination of the dominant paradigm view Jf educational
innovation adoption and diffusicn is provided by Hurst (1978) and Piacus (1974).
Although bnth discussions ar. vriented toward implementation, they are equally
relevant to adoption. Hurst (1978) frames the basic questions asked from this

pesspective:
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How do potential adopters decide whether to adopt or reject a particular
innovation, and how is it that they sometimes make adaptive and sometimes
maladaptive decisions? How do the different contexts in which potential
adopters find themselves influence the outcome of the decision process? (p.

46)

In about a hundred pages Hurst discusses the literature concerning almost every
type of factor that can be related to innovation adoption {and implementation). He
begins by examining the “Goctrines of innate and inbred conservatism” (p. 27) and
rejecting them, as has the dominant paradigm generally. Adopters (farmers, tribes-
men, urban dwellers, teachers, schools, etc.) are no longer viewed as ignorant,
tradition-bound, lazy, and irrational, but are seen as reasonable and rational, even if
often risk-averse (Andreski, 1972; Schultz, 1964). Hurst then goes on to discuss a
broad range of variables associated with potential adopters, their environments, and
the nature of the innovation, such as the following:

psychocultural characteristics—sex, authoritarianism, ambition, inde-
pendence, McClelland's nced for achievement, status, religion, education,
trust, and risk-aversion

social structure and organizational characteristics—leadership, hierarchy,
the naturc of the reward system, mechanistic vs. organic organizations,
static vs. dynamic organizational styles, centralization, complexity, formal-
ization, and organizational climate in general

economic and environmental characteristics—technical and financial prob-
lems, geography, climate, and perspectives on benefits z..d costs

¢ haracteristics of innovations— familiarity, relative advantage, compaiibil-
ity, complexity, trialability, and observability."?

Although there are many dominant paradigm theorists who nverwork one or two
variables and ignore all nthers, as Hurst justifiably criticizes, the prevailing opinion
is that we must combine 21l the relevant variables into a mode! of general or specific
innova:on adoption bekavior." Hurst concludes by examining a number of more
comprehensive approaches, such as those offered by Rogers and Shoemaker (1971),
Havelock et al. (1969), Zaltman et al. (1977), Berman and McLaughlin (1974-78),
Downs and Mohr (1976). Louck and Hall (1977), and his own o.ientation toward a
decision analysis approach. There have n some generally accepted empirical
results from tisis literature (such as the characteristics of early adopters, see La Behv
& Verhine, 1975a, pp. 14-15), but, for the most part, the dominant paradigm issues
of to what extent which variables are significant in which situations remain as
questions to be researched, as Hurst and others recommend.

From a more critical perspective, yet stiti within the dominant paradigm, Pircus
(1974) concentrates on the implications of the mark<et wnd bareaucraiic structures
that form the context for innovation adoption decisionmaking. Local school system .
in the United States are ch~.acterized as bureaucratically organized monopolies of
a peculiar nature: They are not market oriented; they have public sector protection
and a captive clientele; they are subject to public scrutiny; and neither goals nor the
means to aitaiu them are clear (also see Levin, 1976a). Thus, the adoption of
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educational innovations in this context will have little, if anything, 10 do with
improving efficiency. Pincus argues that adoption will be based primarily on the
promotion of bureaucratic stability and safety, on the need 1o respond to external
pressure, and on the approval of bureaucratic peers. Ofien this will lead to the
adoption of innovaticns that raise costs, but that appear progressive and thus improve
the image of the school system. Faddism, the constant search for newness with no
attempt at evaluation, will be common. However, schools will resist innovations
unpopular with any major constituency, radical changes in educational institutions,
or attempts at genuine collaboration on policymaking with new social groups, or
efforts to bring about major changes in instructional methads or organizational
structure. N

The carly view that adoption of “sound” educational innovations wouid be
immediate and total prevailed for many years and still characterizes many projects.
Televisions or computers are put in the classroom, new curricula materials are
produced, duplicated, and distributed, school buildings are constructed, all with the
assumption that once they are in place they will be used. Baumol’s logic appears so
cempelling that economists still find it diffictlt to understand why, given the relative
decline in the prices of hardware compared to teachers over the last few decades, the
substitution of teachers with other educational technologies has not become more
widespread (Jamison, Klees, & Wells, 1978)."

The mc:e recent recognition that adoptica is problematic has led to more careful
attention to the many factors, mentioned above, that can influence adoption. For
example, educational television and radio projects now look more closely at problems
like material delivery, clear signals, pacing of the content, and equipment mainte-
nance. Initial diffusion efforts are often specifically targeted at those opinion leaders
or more “modern” individuals who decisionmakers hop: will adcpt innovations
more quickly, serving as an example to others. Finally, the increasing recognition of
the pervasive barriers lo some types of innovation that are rooted in ine nature of
ceducational organizations has led to interest in changing these structures; for example,
through more modesn training of teachers and administrators, the introduction of an
educational reform, sometimes supported by a “catalyst” iike educational television,
or, more radically, through a voucher plan.

From the perspective of the radical paradigm, innovation adoption decisions do
not reflect any valid conception of “social rationality” or “consnmer sovereignty,”
but result from the logic of unequal power relations within capitalism. Public and
private scctor decisionmaking will yield substantial innovative effort, Hut directed
primarily toward increasing capitalist wealth through developments in such areas as
new weapon systems and toothpaste, planned nbsolescence, and »n emphasis on
image, generally yielding grcater unemployment and a deteriorating environment
(Galbraith, 1973; Sweezy, 1958).

With respect (o education innovations, radicals view the dominant approach to
understanding adoption (and implement.. ion) as based on individual-level psycho-
logical reductionism (Bock, 1981). Characteristics of individual actors are emphasized
and the stiactural propertic: of the social sysiem are neglected. When structure is
considercd, it is usvsily looked at as simply ancther set of variables 10 be codificd.
completely devoid of its scxial <ystem context (c.g., Hurst, 1978, pp. 46-47).

Whilc Pincus’ (1974 atiention to st:uctural influences is more satisfying, it stops
far short of the radical view. Pincus oncludes by acknowledging the radical para-
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digm, characlerizes it as saying that schoofs cannot be changed without revolution-
izing society, and then goes on to make a series of recommendations about how, by
changing incentive structures, R&. and evaluation, we can make schools “become
more open to a variety of innovations” (p. 128).

The basic problem with Pincus is the onc Gintis (1971b) analyzed so well with
reference to Charles Silberman’s Crisis in the Classroom (1970).

Turning to the causes of unequal and repressive education and the reasons
for the failure of reorm, however, Silberman betrays the basic weakness of
the liberal educational theorist: a consistent and thorough refusal to analyze
the links between the educational system and the relations of capitalist
economic organization. (pp. 41-42)

The question for Pincus, prior to making recommendations, should be why is
education organized so that it responds mainly to external pressure, threats to safety
or image, and peer approval? As Gintis says about Silberman, this blindness leads
him to attribute the problems observed to errors, irrationality, and mindlessness.

Thus Silberman [and Pincus] finds himself in the unenviable position,
having described all previous attempts at reform as failures, of entertaining
the most positive enthusiasm for future attempts at reform. (p. 43)

From the radical perspective the problems seen by Silberman and Pincus are not
system imperfuctions or failures, but function legically, albeit sometimes contradic-
torily, in the interests of the morc powerful socictal classes. The dominant paradigm’s
decontextualized examination of the characteristics of adopters, innovations, and
environments that make for successful use of innovations will tell us little about why
educational innovations will not do much about low achievement, poverly, sexism,
racism, or inequality in general. Nor will it tell us why certain innovations are
promoted, legitimated, funded, and disseminated.

Thus radical historians have beca revising our view of v/hy past educational
innovations, like the common school movement in the Unitzd States, have been
adopted (Karier, 1972; Katz, 1968). The issue of who adopts first and how the
innovation spreads is not seen as important as why a particular innovation becomes
a focus of educational interest. To understand why international agencies ase
promoting the use of capital intensive educational technologies {e.g., Henry Kissinger,
whilz Secretary of State, did a lot to sell the idea of communications satellites’ utility
for rural development in the Third World), it is necessary to understand the
relationship of these agencies to capitalist interests (Lappé, Collins, & Fowler, 1978).
To understand why competency-based education, education by objectives, and
packaged curricula are currently in vogue, Apple (forthcoming) examines why
technical knowledge is given high status and why there is a tendency for greater
control tarough the stress on teachable and testable knowledge. Fror. a radical
perspective it is these structural issues that should be the subject of study, not the
characteristics of individual adopters.

The Implementation of Innovations

As we said at the beginning of the provious section, it is difficult to separate
adoptien of inrovation issues from those of iriplementation. The curren: fc.us on
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implementation in the dominant paradigm literature reflects a limited definition of

adoption that has grown mostly out of empirical obssrvation: Individuals or groups
often say they are adopiing or have adopted an innovatinrn when observation shows

that they have not or that they have implemented it in a forn: quite different than
intended. The source of concern is that “we cannot conclude that an in.ovation is
ineffective ... if it has not been effectiveiy .nplemented” (Hurst, 1978, p. 3).

The gcncral dominant paradigm approach to the implementation of innovations
is again based on the interaction of structural incentives with individual actions. It is

cither assumed that socicty as a whole and its institutions are effic :ntly and rationally

organiced or that the “imperfections” that yield inefficiency must be removed. Given

2 basically rational social structure, individuals can be taught the technical and social
skills necessary to formulate and implement efficient policies. This orientation,

buttressed by economic, sociological, and political science theories, forms the core of
the implementation training—the curriculum of modern schools of management and
administration.

Business school curricula and the professional literature on administration are
based most heavily on the efficiency/rationality theories and methods of nzoclassical
cconomics. Typically, these are coupled with complementary sociological perspectives
that reflect ovcr—snmpllf' ications and misinterpretations of Weber's work on organi-

zation 1nd rationality.”® The issues discussed are directly relate¢ to those being

examined in the educational in.1ovation implementation literature today, such as the
nature of efficient organizational structures; how decentralization can lead to opti-
mization; the criteria and methods for selecting the most appropriate technologies:
the management of workers. with the explicit contrast between the Theory X/
Taylorism/scientific management schou! and the Theory Y/McGregor-Likert-Ar-
gyris/humanist school; and the associated discussions of the strategy of participative
management. From this perspective, “optimal” innovation implementation is brought
about by rational, knuwledgeable administrators. who work to maximize profits or
net social benefits, and to change struct---al imperfections.

In education, this same perspective 15 reflected in the view of barriers to the
implementation o innovations as “intervening variables,” coming between adoption
and the attainmunt of desired cutcomes (c.g., Fullan, 1978, p. 135). Thus we need to
change incentive structures and management strategics to remove thcse barriers. The
main objectives of this literature have been to conceptualize and empirically test
theorics of implementation (Downs & Mohr. 1976; Fullan, 1978; Fullan & Famfret,
1977; Hurst. 1978; Pincus, 1974). There are two general negative conclusions irom

this literature:

° that the basic implementation strategics of using rewards and punishments. of
communicating new ideas for innovation, and of employing “change agents™ to
promote the process have had quite limited success (Hurst, 1$78; La Belle &
Verhine. 1975a); and

e that we arc only beginning to formulate a theory of the complex set of interrelate
factors that affect innovation (the same interminable list as those cited above in
the adoption section). for both developed and developing countries.™

Despite the gencral agreement on the lack of an adequate theory and the multitude
of potentially relevant implementation variables, there have been two main reactions
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within the dominant paradigm to the failures of innovations. The conservative
reaction, that potential adopters are irrational, tradition bound, and lazy, seems to be
waning, at least in the professional literature, although our research and evaluation
work in this country and many others suggests that this opinion is still quite
common."’

The literal rea~ticn sees the failure of innovative efforts as predominantly due to
imperfections of t 9 kinds. The first we examined in the adoption section, focusing
on structural problems that do not yicld sufficient incentives to innovate, or that
furnish incentives that yield the “wrong kinds of inrovations” (c.g., faddishness,
altention to image, etc.—apgain, see Pincus, 1974). From this perspective, adopters
“re resistant to many changes, not because they z-e irrational or lazy, but because
structural imperfections cause them to have different motivations and goals than
those promoting the innovation.

The second liberal reaction is that a primary reason innovaiions are not imple-
mented is not because of divergence of incentives, but because the innovations are
often “inappropriate.” This growing literature can be characterized by two comple-
mentary assumptions: that researchers are too far removed from innovation appli-
cations to develop good ones, 2nd that local potential adopters know most about
their own situation.” The first has led to general ¢ Hs for regional and local R&D
centers to develop relevant technologies or to modify those teing transferred (Arndt
et al., 1977). Within cducation, Pincus (1974) argues that:

R&D organizations should clearly do their best to work closely with school
administrators ... considering the characteristic remoteness from the client
... it can also serve as a form of reality therapy for the researcher. (p. 123)

The second assumption has changed the whole tenor of the implementation
literature, moving from a view that demanded fidelity to the originzl innovative idea
to a “mutual adaptation” perspective, through which the innovation disseminators,
adopters, and the innovation itself all change in mutually beneficial ways (Berman
& McLaughlin, 1974-78; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Hurst, 1978; Pincus, 1974).
Although these authors cite many possible strategies thai may be used to faclitate
this adaptation, perkaps those most currently “fashicnable™ (Hurst, 1978) go under
the rubric of “participation in decision making” {p. 22).

What is mecant by participation varies considerably. For some, an increasing
emphasis on needs assessment is sufficient. Hurst (1978), reviewing the participation
literature, concludes “What appears to be desirable is that decision makers should
encourage subordinate involvement in tae appraisal of innovations, and take note of
the judgments that are forred™ (pp. 24-25). Sumewhat less limited is Pincus’ (1974)
closing recommendation that “widespread dissemination of information” related to
innovation experiments can yicid greater “public participation in an informal deci-
sion-making process” (p. 139). Of greater substance is growing interest in more
complete participation, in which potential innovation adopters/users decide or co-
decide about implementation, planning, management, and cven development (Er-
asmie & Dubell, 1980; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Hzll, 1975, 1978; House, 1978,
Weiler, 1978).

In practice, this concern with implementation has stimulated various efforts.
Educational admini;tration programs have been révamped to parallel those of
business sthools wh:ch, along with the establiskment of a growing number of joint
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programs between schools of education and business, is dc';igncd to promote greater
rationality and irtelligence in institutionalizing educational innovations over the long
run. Most innovation projects funded by national and international agencics now
explicitly discuss the need for attention to implementation strategies and issues, and
often require at least an initial needs asscssment of the target groups so that
appropriate innovations will be developzd And sometimes participation takes a
more substantial form in terms of parent involvement in school system decisionmak-
ing or small farmers working with agricultural R&D centers.

From the perspective of tiie radical paradigm, the major criticism of the dominant
view of innovation implementation again centers on the lack of “neutrality” in
decisionmaking. The concept of structural “imperfection™ masks the fact that most
of those imperfectjons are quite uscful for some socictal groups; “imperfections™ that
make it unlikely that schooling becomes more equal or liberating serve dominant
class interests. The whole idea of restructuring education so that it is mere “socially
efficient” is impossible because social cfficiency is a false concept. There is no
overarching consensus of socictal well being, despite what neo-classical economists
profess to believe, in a world in which classes of people’s interests are directly
contradictory. From this perspeclive, what is taught in programs of public and
private organization management ic an ideology useful to system production and
reproduction.'®

The explanation that innovations have failed because adopters are traditionally or
inherently resistant to change is seen as a piece of "self-interested self-deception”
(Hurst, 1978, p. 34; sce also Frank, 1971) and pant of the “blame the victim” myth
propagated 1o justify incquality. The more recent dominant paradigm explanations
offer little improvement. The rekindling of interest in the transfer of technology, this
time as so-called “appropriate” technology, ignores the likelihood that the central
question “appropriate for whom?” will be answered in favor of those already
privileged. Moreover, the problems facing the world's poor, including those who are
classified as educational failures, are not due to inappropriate technology but to an
inequitable distribution of power and resources.

For example, one of the authors recently worked on a project in Guatemala aimed
at improved agricultural education and information for poor, rural, farmers (Klees
& Wells, in press). The idea of recommending technologics appropriate ‘o the
availability of credit and inputs was paramount, but results did not indicate any clear
improvement, perhaps because the time period of the experiment was too short or
because “ariations in microclimate and other local conditions made many recom-
mendations dysfunctional. But more important, it was clear to everyone that the
problems facing these poor Latino anu Indian farmers st:mmed from their being
crowded on a few hectares per family of the poorest farmland in the country, and no
program to improve their productivity was going to make much of a differcnce (sce
also Whyte, 1977).

Dominant paradigm strategies pro- oting greater part.cipation in decistonmaking ,
are also viewed quite skeptically. The weaker versions of participation, such as needs
assessment or consultation with the target audicence, suffer from ihe false assumption

of the socially rational decisionmaker. Again, it is not that some decisionmakers are
not well intentioned, but that there is no such thing as social rationality. Within the
dominant paradigm, the legiiimacy of the decisionmaking structure is bastcally taken
as given.
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The call for a more complete participatory strategy, while being a major part of
radical policy recommendations (Levin, 1980c), is busically viewed as a deception.
What happens in practice is cither token participation »r a management “sham” to
co-opt others into believing they are participating, whers in fact they have little or no
power.”® Morcover, the calls for full participation ar., not very strong. Fullan and
Pomfret (1977) say

Let us be clear that we arc not suggesting that local users determine all
innovation decisions. In fact, national social mandates may require strong
federal initiative. (p. 393)

House (1974) argues that while lip service is paid to greater interaction, a!l new
directions in U.S. education R&D “serve to enhance the ties between researchers,
Cevelopers, and practitioners without shifting any initiatory power from the planner’s
to the practitioner’s side of the spectrum” (p. 241). Perhaps Hurst (1978) is most
representative of the majority view within the dominant paradigm when he una-
bashedly criticizes full participation strategies:

If we mean “power cqualization™ [by participation] ... then there is little
evidence 1o suggest that this helps implementation, and it may even hinder
it. (p. 24)

He approvingly quotes two studies that supposedly suggest that “democratic mana-
gerial methods ... are inefficient because they are excessively time-consuming, and
also socially divisive because they exacerbate and polarize differences of opinion”
(p. 23). He then adds:

In fact, if people are genuinely allowed to participate in decisions concerning
innovations, they may use this opportunity to express and win support for
their opposition to the change, or even to velo it. (p. 23)

“Efficiency for whom?!” is again the question to ask. Although Hurst may be an
extreme example, his paper is an explicit statement of what is implicit in most of the
dominant paradigm literature: Despite much lip service 1o mutual adaptation, the
orientation seems overwhelmingly Machiavellian; the presumption is that innovation
is good, the innovators arc basically well intentioned, and the goal is to get individuals
and organizations to adopt innovations much as prescribed. The entire emphasis is
on developing reliable theories and stralegies for implementation (Hurst, 1978, p.
51). Even Pincus (1974) wants “to identify ways that R&D products can be oricnted
in order to gain acceptance” (p. 121).*'

Participation is by no means an easy strategy to follow seriously. Perhaps the most
widespread cffort in U.S. education concerns the participation of parents in local
school district management. Generaled by community pressure, with the idea that
greater community control will yield morc appropriate cducational strategies, there
are indications that in practice parents have had little real involvement in decision-
making (Davies et al., 1973; Gittel, Hoffacker, Rollins, & Foster, 1979; Stcarns,
Peterson, Rosenfeld, & Robinson, 1973). Hugucnin (1978) points out that there are
certain conditions under which parents can have parity in decisionmaking (when
they are given significant control over budget *llocations, when teachers and admin-
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istrators support these cfforts, when all parties receive trairing), but that these
conditions rarely exist because they require others to relinquish power. This was most
evident in the Cceanhill/Browrsville confrontation in New York City, where a bitter
conflict ensued between the community, administrators, and the .zachers’ union
(Levin, 1970; Levine & Cohen, 1969). From a radical perspectite this history of
participation illustrates both the deception underlying most dominant paradigm
interest in participation and the conflict that can be engendered by real progress
toward self-management.

All these issucs relating to the implementation of innovations are significant in
two ways. First, they can be thought of as a “last ditch” attempt to save the basic
claimy of the dominant paradigm. That is, the assumptions of a rational. consensus-
dirscted, harmonized society are challenged when individuals and organizations do
net respond to what a technically neutral, efficiency-seeking structure develops for
their supposed best interests. The failure to adopt so many educational innovations
and the adoption of so many failures has led to the formation (in Kuhn’s terms) of
a set of auxiliary hypotheses aimed at saving the dominant paradigm’s “hard ~ore”
assumptions. Perhaps when and if it is seen that implementation “barriers” are not
explanations cither, the dominant paradigm will finally have 10 confront all that it
takes as given.

Radicz! analysis of educational innovations generally stress the correspondence
view that those which basically conform to capitalist system interests (e.g., lower cost,
increase cognitive skills, or reinforce attitudes useful 10 production) will be adopted
and implemented, and thosc that challenge the structure, especially in terms of trying
to promote greater equality, will not be (Levin, 1980b). From this perspective it is sio
surprise that many equality promoting innovations are tried out as pilot projects and
after the sponsoring agency leaves, the project is discontinued (for this reason many
potential sites are reluctant to start pilot projects, despite the short-term inflow of
funds). Such projects contribute to an image of concern without the necessity of
making any significant changes. Even when sucl: an innovation is pursued seriously,
like the comprehensive secondary school, the egalitarian dimensions of it are suv-
verted as it becomes implemented with testing, teaching, and counseling systems that
yield no improvement in equality, only greater administrative control (Levin, 1978).

Finally, the implementation of innovations is of key interest to radicals because it
often forms the locus of conflict, resulting not from system imperfection but from
system contradictions. It is never quite clear where these contradictions will lead. In
the Ivory Coast, a nationwide project using television for nonformal adult education
presented programs on the usuat subjects of health, agriculture, citizenship, and so
forth (Klees, 1977). However, the programs were broadcast between the national
nev/s and impor’ A programs like Batman—what will the impact of glittering State
banquets in Abidjan and masked crusaders be on villagers who live in mud huts,
with no electricity (the TVs were hooked up to 32 batteries), and no contact with the
outside world? Many radicals are arguing that even failed innovations can have
unanticipated progressive consequences. For example, Levin (1978) believes that the
“dashed expectations” induced by the comprehensive school movement and the
expansion of higher education

will increase the level of class consciousness among such students with
respect to where the incqualities originate. Instead of focusing on unequal
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schools, the culprit begins to appear to be the unequal cclations of monopoly
capitalism and its supportive state burcaucracies. (p. 450)

On the other hand, some resistances seem to reinforce the status quo. Willis (1977)
examines how working class youth resist the achievement orientation and culture of
the comprehensive school, knowing that it has little to offer them, yielding a
reaffirniation of working class values.

Apple (1980) argues that an important part of the radical orientation is not only
1o study these coatradictions and resistances, but to do something about them:

The fact that individual teachers like most other workers may develop
patterns of resistance to these patterns of technical control at the informal
cultural level alters these messages. The contradictory ideologies of individ-
ualism and cooperativeness that are naturally generated out of the crowded
conditions of many classrooms . . . also provide countervailing possibilitics.
And lastly, just as blue and white collar workers have constantly found
ways {0 retain their humanity and continually struggle to integrate concep-
tion and execution in their work (if only 1o relieve boredom) so tco will
teachers aud students find ways, in the cracks so to speak, to Jo the same
thicgs. The real question is not whether such resistances exist ... but
whether they are contradictory themselves, whether they lead anywhere
beyond the reproduction of the ideological hegemony of the most powerfal
classes in our society, whett er they can be employed for political education
and intervention .... Our task is first to find them. We need somehow to
give life to the resistances, the struggles. (pp. 26-27)

The Evaluation of Innovations

This topic is the most difficult to treat because what we wish to argue is not easily
accomplished in an article or even a book. Nonetheless, the issue is quite important
to viewing educational innovation, and therefore we will sketch cut our analysis,
sr=porting the sketch with substantial references to a growing literature,

Although we will maintain the dominant/radical paradi~m dicho*~my for thinking
about these issucs, it is important to point out that the*  1n methods is nat always
along the same lines as the split in theory and policy analysis discussed so far, In
particular, this is true of our critique of quantitative aialysis, designed to separate
the causal impact of differ :nt vaviables. For example, Apple (1978b, p. 381) scems to
believe that theoretical claims are empirically falsifiable, despite his criticism of
evaluation as ideology. And Bow! ., Carnoy, Gintis, and Levin all use regression
analysis *~ study the impact of social class ana education on societal rewards. It may
be fhat radical theorisis use these due 1o the impetus of their initial training, the
reward structure of the academic world, and the necessity of using the dominant
methodology to have their argument receive attention, but the point is that they do
use them.”

On the other hand, many dominant paradigm theorists are becoming increasingly
skeptical of the value of such quantitative analyses. Hurst (1978) argues that in his
view, much of the literature on implementation is “ultimately uatestable,” (p. 51)
although in conclusion he does come up with a model that he says needs testir. ).
Mohr (1978) argues that it may be impossible to come up with a general theory of
innovation

)

97




98

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

because the kinds of things that affect whether people innovate may possibly
be ephemeral and changeable enough, without a basis ir. anything stable or
durable, that you can't have a general theory. Every situation is different.

(p- 35)
Pincus (1974) similarly argues that

We now have no satisfactory way of measuring many of the multiple
outcomes of schooling, nor of adjusting for differences in teacher and
student quality, nor for taking accouni of the interaction among teachers,
students, and curricula, which introduces systematic bias into empirical
estimates of educational production functions. (p. 114)

Finally, one of the “deans” of educational evaluation, Lee Cronbach (see Cronbach,
1975; Cronbach et al., 1980), has practically said, as Mohr (1978) paraphrases him,

I give up! There is 5o possibility of developing a theory of learning. I used
to think that introducing some interaction terms would do it but now I sce
that it is still insufYicient even to go to 7th and 8th order interaction and my
conclusion is that such complexity is impossible to deal with.* (p. 31)

Despite the qualifications above, we do think that the most important evaluation
methods controversies are siill split along dominant/radical paradigm lines. This
split reflects the latter’s preoccupation with historical, structural, and dialectical
analysis, and the former’s concern with better measures, experiments, and statistical
methods to obtain “optimal™ decisions. The remainder of the section proceeds along
these lines.

From the general perspective of the dominant paradigm, evaluation is the ongoing
activity that is necessary to a rational society, as is perhaps most explicitly evident in
economics. It is assumed that consumers and private seclor firms continuously
evaluate which available choices will maximize their satisfaction and their profits
respectively. The technique of cost-benefit analysis was developed as a tool for public
sector organizations so that they can correct market imperfections in the interest of
social efficiency. Although some cconcnists argue for tempering the efficiency
criterion with considerations of equality, and many educators are uneasy about its
use, efficiency, in the form of cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit comparisons, pre-
dominates in evaluation because it is almost as difficult to be against efficiency as it
is to be against freedom or motherhood

Cost-benefit analysis asks the question, “how do we value an cducational inno-
vation?” In order to answer that question, we must answer the prior one: “What
impact does a particular educational innovation have?” Questions of causal impact
form the focus of much of the evaluation literature, as well as being central to
research activities examining, for example, the factors affecting innovative adoption
and implementation,

The classical scientific response to questions of causal impact is the experiment,
and in education the call for experimentation has been strong (Crain & York, 1976;
Pincus, 1974; Rivlin, 1971). Nonctheless, there is growing recognition that both the
practical ar.} moral difficulties with controlled experimentation with regard to most
significant social science questions make it cither impossible to do. or invalidate its
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results in terms of their applicatiof to policy in an uncontrolled world (Cohen &
Garet, 1975; Gadlin & Ingle, 1975; Levin, 1975; Weiler, 1979; Weiss & Rein, 1972).

The general response of social science researchers has been 1o stress theoretical
and statistical modeling techniques, mainly regression analysis and related methods,
as a means of uncovering causal impact. This is the basis for the mountain of research
that has accumulated on the effects of education on achievement, abilities, attitudes,
occupational choices, incomes, health, productivity, and so on. It also forms the basis
of much of the work concerning adoption and implementation of innovations.

Generally, dominant paradigm researchers agree that research and evaluation
activities analyzing educational innovations have not told us much (House, 1978;
Hurst, 1978; McLaughlin, 1975). Researchers have found a multitude of correlations,
but that has contributed little to identifying and separating causes. The basic problem
is that without experimentation, one needs to specify accurately a complete causal
model in order to determine accurately the ‘impact of separate variables. Like all
social processes, the innovation process is extremely complex, and, in practice, our
ideas about their relationships, operationalizations, and data are poor. Mohr (1978)
argues analogously to Cronbach: “The attempts to construct a theory using five ad
hoc variables and somebody’s Thursday definition of innovation have not gotten us
anywhere” (p. 34). Nonetheless, despite theoretical problems combired with the
small variance explained by, and the persistent instability of, empirical results, most
dominant paradigm researchers remain optimistic about the utility of future research,
and continue to develop new models to evaluate innovations (e.g., Downs & Mokr,
1976).

From the perspective of the radical paradigm, evaluation is also zn ongoing
activity, undertaken in some form by all individuals and organizations. Thus radicals
acknowledge that individuals may try to maximize their satisfaction, that some firms
try to maximize their profits, and even that some public sector decisionmakers try to
act on the basis of cost-benefit analysis. However, the result has nothing to do with
“social efficiency.” The neo-classical economics idea of social efficiency under
capitalism depends on a perfect form of competition, and the real world is so far
from the assumptions of perfect competition, that even in neo-classical terms the
concept is empty (Ashby et al., 1980). In particular, the prices of goods, services; and
resources, which are supposed to act as guides to “social” values (in terms of profits,
benefits, and costs), are reflections of the same power struggle that characterizes all
social phenomena. The invisible hand of theory bears no relation to the invisible
boot of reality. If efficiency is rejected as even a partially relevant goal, because there
is no usable concept of efficiency, the criteria for evaluation are far from clear.®®

Thus in the evaluation of educational innovations, cost-benefit analysis only has
meaning to evaluate some aspects of system equity by comparing the monetary
returns to different groups, not to some nonexistent consensus of social efficiency.
This implies that even cost analysis has a very limited meaning from a social point
of view. There is no societal reason for choosing a lowest cost alternative if cost is not
a measure of social value. What is relegated to a technical question in the perfect
world of neo-classical economics becomes a complex evaluative question in the real
world, as cost considerations become inextricably tied with those of who is benefitting.
Radical paradigm evaluations of innovations must look not only at who benefits
from an innovation and how much it costs, but at who is paying the costs and who
is benefitting (individuals, firms, countries, etc.) from organizing and s ~plying
inputs to the project (Klees & Wells, 1981).
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The choice of any cvaluation criteria (like *'social efficiency” or equity) reflects the
outcomes of the sometimes conscious and sometimes wnconscious struggle between
those who have much power and those who nave Jitile. In this sense evaluatior is an
ideology that functions muainly to give legitimacy 1o the interests of the privileged,
making it a technical procedure, consigned to the domain of “objective experts”
(Apple, 1978b; Wexler, 1981).

With respect to the approaches iaken to the study of innovation impact. radicals
(and even many liberals) argue that experimentation and, by extension. nonexperi-
mental studies, mostly perform the same function. Weiler (1979) states the radical
view:

that the notion of reform through experimentation has a certain ideological
quality which is ucliberately used by dominant zconomic and political
groups in the society to facilitate “pseudo-reforms’ and to oppose those
reforms which might effectively affect the status quo;

that experimentation i the context of educational reform does not serve
the provision of scientific information on the advantages and disadvantages
of alternative cducational arrangements, but rather the legitimation of
existing processes of educational decision making and/or the management
of social conflict in the design and implementation of reforms. (p. 43)

Albert Shanker (1981) restates the point much more directly: “In educational circles,
it is well known that every educational experiment is doomed to succeed™ (p. 9).

The empirical analysis of causal impact within the dominant paradigm is criticized
as paying little or no attention to the nature of systemic, structural interactions. When
structural variables are used they are not theught of in the capitalist context in which
they operate, but as cither given *‘exogenously” or as constructs manipulable in the
interests of social rationality.

A related and quite significant criticism, developing from both outside and within
the dominant paradigm is that quantitative methods are inherently incapable of
doing what is desired: separating out the respective influence of a complex set of
factors affecting outcomes of interest. We have argued elsewhere (Ashby et al., 1980;
Klees & Wells, 1981) that the assumptions of causal modeling are akin to those of
perfect competition, in that they cannot hold in practice, and the theory is such that
one does not know what effect even small deviations in the assumptions have on the
results. Our contention is supported by a growing critical literature. the absence of
consistent empirical resulls on any issues of social interest,”” and the tendency of
dominant paradigm researchers to place faith in the sign of a regression coefficient
rather than its magnitude, when it is the latter that is necded for evaluation.

Given the indeterminacy of quantitative methods and their assumptions as to the
nature of the social world, radicals argue that the evaluation process almost always
exhibits a dominant paradigm bias (Paulston, 1980). Carnoy and Levin (1975, pp.
386-387) in an article looking at the evaluation of educational technologies, point
out that many authors of evaluations have close contact with the funding agencies
supporting such projects, and “‘often their evaluations have been sponsored directly
by the agencies and personnel who have planned, funded, and implemented the
particular educational technology that is being reviewed.” It is not that these
evaluators are “overtly partisan,” but that their implicitly favorable attitude toward
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the technology causes them to deal with putential sources of error in such a way as
to give the benefit of the doubt to the project.”, ]

For most radicals, the dominant paradigm is significantly flawed because of its
focus on a linear analysis of individual characteristics, instead of the dialectical
relations among and between individuals and social structures.” The increasing
interest in more qualitative approaches, such as ethnographic and historical methods,
reflects this criticism (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Harris, 1979; Mishler, 1979; Reichardt
& Cook, 1979). Moreover, even the results of dominant paradigm r+search suggest
ine necessity of focusing on structure and prccess. For example, in reviewing millions
of dollars of research monies spent on curriculum evaluations, Walker and Schaffar-
zick (1974) conclude that what has been “learned” is that if a topic is included in a
curriculam students will learn it better than if it were not, and that if it is emphasized
they will learn it even better. These commonscnse results indicate the waste involved
in much dominant paradigm research and suggest the importance of the radical
paradigm approach. The more interesting question is not why different individuals
learn differentially (which perhaps we can never answer clearly), but why curricula
have the form and content they do (Apple, 1981).%°

Finally, we should note that, from the radical perspective, evaluation processes
also contain contradictions. Evaluations can both develop and focus conflict. For
example, one of the authors worked on a 3-year study of a cost-saving educational
television system in Mexico whose favorable evaluation contributed to a strike by
the teachers for more pay (Klees, 1979; Mayo, McAnany & Klees, 1975). Moreover,
given the indeterminancy of quantitative methods, the anomalous results often
generated may undermine confidence in the dominant paradigm and stimulate
thinking along alternative lines.

Conclusions

Throughout this paper we have contrasted two views of social reality, mostly in
terms of their perspectives on education and innovation. The conventional response
of science, faced with alternative theories, is to choose between them on the basis of
carefully done, replicable, quantitative, empirical analysis. In the previous section we
have tried to suggest why we believe this to be a forlorn hope: Empirical analysis will
never refute cither paradigm.

A strong source of support for this position is the pervasive inconsistency of results
among studies of the same issue, or even among reanalyses of the same data, for any

_issue we can think of in the economics and the sociology of education. The only
consistent results are quite general; for example, education is positively associated
with earnings, but this tells us no more than a gross correlation, is subject to a myriad
of interpretations, and provides no guide to policy. Another source of support is
experiential. If one thinks about the reasons certain levels of educational achievement,
career path, income, and so on, were attained, the myriad of interacting personal and
social factors related to these attainments, and how these vary in subtle and complex
ways, the inability of quantitative causal modeling to capture this richness becomes
clear. Thus, we would agree that even the call for quite narrow falsifiable hypotheses
in the «. it sciences is impossible to achieve.”

With such difficulties facing even relatively minute auxiliary hypotheses, it is
absurd to believe that we can use empirical analysis to choose between the well
insulated “hard cores” of these competing paradigms. Lakatos’ more sophisticated
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Popperian perspective, which argues that paradigms may be evaluated by an overall
objective “logic of appraisal” that scientifically assesses the relative explanatory
power of the rival views is faulty for the same reasons: If we cannot even assess
auxiliary hypotheses scientifically, how can we judge the hard core (Lakatos &
Musgrave, 1970)?

The alternative argument made by Kuhn (1970), that it is the general social temper
of the times that influences paradigm choice, is extremely threatening to the positivist
stance. Blaug (1975) concludes his paper on the Kuhn versus Lakatos debate applied
1o economics by rejecting Kuhn's view, because to be valid there must be instances
of

(1) internally consistent, well corroborated, fruitful, and powerful scientific
ideas which were rejected at specific dates in the history of a science because
of specific external factors, or (2) incoherent, poorly corroborated, weak
scientific ideas which were in fact accepted for specific external reasons. (p.
431)

While he can think of “no unambiguous examples of either (1) or (2) in the history
of economics,” a radical theorist’s response would be obvious: The best exampls of
(1) is the general rejection of the radical paradigm due to the domination of a
capitalist world view; and the best example of (2) is the acceptance of the completely
unrealistic framework of perfect competition and social efficiency because it conforms
to capitalist ideology.

In sum, we vicw the domirant and radical paradigms as two coherent and
internally consistent alternative perspectives for examining social phenomena. To
choose between them by the empirical approach of scientific research seems impos-
sible for three reasons: (1) because of the problems with such methods, (2) because
such methods are not necessarily agreed upon as reasonable rules for selection by
those who hold different paradigmatic perspectives, and (3) because the ultimate
basis for each paradigm is ideological. The choice between them, therefore, reflects
value and belief systems and associated training and experience, all of which are
influcnced to a great degree by prevailing structures of power.

As we said in the introduction, we basically agree with the perspective of the
radical paradigm. It accords well with the real world associations we observe and
with our experience, but of course we do not claim that our choice is in any manner
“objective,” because objectivity is always problematic in a socially constructed world.
It is not that the dominant paradigm does not explain many associations well; it
does. For example, the dominant approaches to schooling as skills training and
socialization have some obvious “face validity” (Bock, 1981, p. 17), “and have in the
past contributed to our understanding of schools as cultural and social mechanisms,
though perhaps not always in the way the approaches intended” (Apple, 1978b, p.
373).

Actually, in some superficial ways the approach of McClelland is not so different
from that of Freire (La Belle & Verhine, 1975a, pp. 36-43). Individuals with greater
exposure to education and mass media do develop more “modern™ attitudes (Holsin-
ger, 1972; Inkeles & Smith, 1974; Papagiannis, 1977) and greater drive for success, in
terms of income and consumption. Behavioral modification, a la Skinner, does work.
But for whom and for what is the question that radicals persistently ask. And this is
perhaps the greatest failure of the dominant paradigm, that it takes the structure
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within which these relations occur as’ given, or simply assumes that these structures
are operating in the interests of some abstract, unreal notion of society as a whole.

This is best illustrated in the general dominant paradigm vision of the sources of
our educational problems today:

o the ignorance or lack ol motivation of the populace;

® the ignorance or lack of motivation of public sector bureaucrats;

¢ the intervention of the government in matters that should be lefi to the private

sector; and

o the lack of sufficient resources.

In order to accepi this view it seems necessary to us to forget completely about many
aspects of our social reality, for example:

o that, throughout the world, poorly educated and cheap labor is quite useful to

maintain capitalist profits;

o that even rich countrics, with a well-educated populace, face most of the same

social problems as poor countries;

o that motivation signifies little without power;

e that an economic policy of laissez-faire in today’s world does not lead to the

cfficiency of competition, but to the greater concentration of power; and

o that the lack of resources devoted to solving social problems represents a political

choice.

Given this view of the world, the dominant paradigm is not only inapplicable, but
dangerous. This is clearest in the conservative notions of individual blame for failure
and serious policy discussions of concepts like “triage.” But this is true of even the
new, most liberal, version of the dominant paradigm, with its emphasis on rural
development, greater equatity, appropriate technology, and participation. This merely
takes attention away from the reasons there are problems, accepts as given the
underlying social structural logic that makes these issues problems, and falsely
implies that good intentions can correct what are viewed as the “imperfections” of
past approaches. As Bock (1981) argues, it is well-constructed ideology in that it
provides for a model of indirect change (such as through education) that is highly
marketable, has legitimacy, is relatively cheap, and “does not necessitate sweeping
changes in the entire structure of society” (p. 2).%

The prognosis for the future appears worse. There is a growing literature predicting
and calling for a new postindustrial era, in which knowledge and expertise will be
both our most important resource and the source of governance (Bell, 1973; Drucker,
1978; Tinbergen, 1976). It ignores the fact that experts cannot resolve social
problems that are based on conflicting values, ideologies, and interests. Perhaps the
strongest objection to this new order is that it is a form of social control with no
conzomitant social responsibility. The idea that social arrangements and products
reflect our choices, combined with the blame-the-individual (or imperfections)-for-
failure doctrine, allows those who are privileged and powerful to escape any respon-
sibility for their actions, the legitimacy of the public and private decisionmaking
structures are left unquestioned.™

All the above is not meant to suggest that the radical paradigm is without problems.
We agree with Boulding's (1966) statement that “it represents what I would describe
as a premature synthesis of the social sciences into a total vision of society” (p. 33).
Although we consider “‘premature” to be less a criticism and more an unavoidable
reality at present and a challenge to the future, there is a need for more sophisticated
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work. We have alrcady mentioned the growing internal criticism by radicals of the
overly deterministic, correspondence principle views and the need for better devel-
opment of the dialectical interaction of correspondence and contradiction in the
context of specific analyses of concrete problems, policies, and projects. The necessity
for true interdisciplinary collaboration is paramount, and radical theorists unfortu-
nately seem just as lacking as dominant theorists in this regard. We would also
criticize the perennial tendency of radicals to regard capitalism as always in serious
structural crisis; in our view, this is far £-sm clear and such an orientation can distort
our allempts at understanding.

With respect to methods of analysis, there are also serious problems within the
radical paradigm. The rejection of dominant social science methodology and our
belief that there is no objective way to view social reality does not mean that
empirical observation (though necessarily theory laden) is irrelevant. We believe it
quite relevant; what we were challenging is what counts as evidence and what can be
expected from quantitative causal modeling. Radical analysis is often accused of
being tautological, and although we rejec: its unthinking dismissal by dominant
theorists (Poirier, 1977), there is some truth 10 the charge that the paradigm can
explain every phenomena in its swn terms.* How one goes about analyzing history,
contradictions, and correspondeace in a sensibic manner is by no means obvious.

Finally, we wish to emphasize a serious problem with radical analysis recciving
recent attention, and that is the tendency to dismiss or ignore liberalism. The liberal
tradition has serious problems that have been justifiably criticized: it is a primary
source for the individualistic ethic so useful to capitalism and so inappropriate to our
current set of societal problems. Moreover, the notion of freedom of choice has been
perverted so that it focuses almost exclusively on consumer goods. However, also out
of liberalism comes the basis for personal rights, many of which are being increasingly
threatened, and radical analysis must come to grips with these issues (Bowles &
Gintis, 1981; Gintis, 1980; Wexler, 1981).

Returning to our specific topic, what we have tried to show is how these general
issues are reflected in the examination of every facet of educational innovation.™
What the dominant paradigm takes as given has many harmful results: the separate
and unconnected analysis of the generation, adoption, implementation, and evalua-
tion of educational innovations, with little understanding of the political, social, and
economic conncctions among them and with the sociocconomic system as a whole;
a lack of real understanding of the systemic cor:ncctions between ecucational fads
and educational reforms; a glossing over of the “technology push” associated with
many innovations; and, in practice, the “targeting” of marginal help to the margin-
alized, without any understanding of why they are marginalized.

The dominant paradigm calls for more and better R&D, experimentation, evalu-
ation, appropriate technology, local cooperation and participation, or clse even
changed incentive structures will not achieve the desired goals. The type of reasoning
Pincus (1974) concludes with is fundamentally flawed:

In private markets when consumers want different things, the response is to
provide a varicty of alternatives, allowing cach consumer to chonse the
particular kind of housing, insurance, or toothbrush that comes closest to
meeting his preferences in light of his means. (p. 139)
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Rational changes of educational structures can yield similar diversity in education
according to Pincus, although he admits “the task will be long, costly, difficult.”
What he fails to realize is that the resulting diversity in education of his strategies
will have the same superficiality that we see with respect to automobiles and
toothbrushes.

What the radical paradigm offers is a much better understanding of the nature of
our socioeconomic system and its relationship to specific arcas of interest, like
educational innovation. This perspective does no: say that progressive changes are
impossible, but does argue that the effect of educational innovations “is complex,
unpredictable, largely unmanageable, and is not the result of manifest ard explicit
social engineering” (Bock, 1981, p. 57).

Nonctheless, recent radical works, which stress the potentially progressive role of
system contradictions, are more hopeful about the potential for positive educational
impacts. Levin (1978) argues that the conflict gencrated by the failure of educational
innovations will have an impact:

Political demands for worker control of enterprises and nationalization of
industry as well as increased public employment are likely to besiege both
firms and governments ... The ultimnate result ol the [educational] reforms
is the rapid formation of a new and highly conscious class with great
potential for forcing social change. (p. 450)

However, he cautions that such forces ““could stimulate a victory of the right as easily
as the one of the left” because the potential for political repression is great. While the
future is unclear, we basically agree with Apple’s (1980) assessment:

1 have noted that the real lived conditions of men and women in our
factories, stores, and offices—and, I have strongly suggested, more and
more in our schools—provide distinct opportunities for winning people
over to & concern for widespread social and economic justice. The processes
involved in the control of culture and labor and the resistance this engen-
ders, the contested reproduction shown by many workers, teachers, students
and others, the opposition practices that emerge wheu one looks carefully
at day to day life, all of these mean that pessimism need not dominate our
outlook. (p. 40)

The results of attempts at educational and other innovations will depend on the
struggle in which, in one way or another, all of us are engaged.
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Footnotes

! Paradigm naming selects a few characteristics to stress (as does ail labeling). The equilibrium
and conflict labels have the advantage of stressing one of the key concepts of each, but by so
doing misses many of the other substantive dichotomies that, in part, reflect their respective
emphases (e.g., historical/ahistortcal. funcuionalism/contradiction, individualistic/structural,
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prevents the labeling from caricaturing the substance to some extent.

* Obviously, we consider the existing reviews of educational innovations incomplete or
inadequate, or we would not be writing this article. Most of the literature is written from the
point of view of the dominant paradigm (c.g,, Fullan & Pomfret, 1977, Pincus, 1974). Hurst
(1978), who at times is quite critical, ends up with a purely instrumentalist technocratic view, as
we will discuss. Paulston (1978) is excellent as an annotated bibliography, but his 30-page
introduction did not integrate or evaluate each paradigm very deeply. House {1974) is interest-
ing, but is inconsistent in first recommending new policies based on his critical analysis of past
innovations and then concluding with a discussion of the radical view which seems to negate
most of his previous recommendations. Carnoy and Levin (1976) collect some interesting pieces
they had done in the carly seventies, but they necessarily miss the significantly greater depth
and subtlety that has been developed in subsequent radical analyses.

3 Not all the influence of these characteristics can be considered irrelevant, because they may
foster individual preferences and traits that relate to productivity.

4 See Paulston (1978, pp. 11-17) for a more detailed overview. As Paulston discusses, some
work in general systems theory refines the structural functionalist perspective in ways that allow
it to include some understanding of “unstable” systems,

5As an example, see Blaug's (1972) rejection of sociological theories of labor market
processes. However, more recently, broughi on in part by “screening™ hypothesis challenges to

1
etc.). Dominant and radical labels stress their political positiorr in the social world, which
|

human capital theories (e.g. Arrow, 1973; Spence, 1973), economists are beginning to treat
sociological conceptions of labor markets more seriously (e.g., Piore, 1973).
$ The idea that inequality is beneficial to everyone had enjoyed a resurgence in the United
States with the clection of President Reagan, although the “trickle down effect” has long been
touted. Rawls (1971) even raised it to his leading principle of social justice.
7 Sociologists have already incorporated economic variables into much of their research
(Jencks et al., 1972) while human capital theorists are just beginning to incorporate attitudinal
and occupational variables into their theoretical and empinical work, such as in the determinant
of earnings (¢.g., Sobel, in press; Psacharopoulos & Tinbergen, 1978). |
8The radical economist's use of the terms production and reproduction and the radical
sociologist’s use of accumulation and legitimacy are similar; both can be used in a relatively |
simplistic, deterministic way and both can be used 1n a more sophisticated, dialectical manner, |
as we will discuss. |
?In a number of recent works, radical theorists are consequently paying more attentior 1o |
their use of language, as evidenced especially by Michael Apple. For example, his use of the |
term “unpacking” to describe explanatory efforts scems to be a reaction to the relatively i
determunistic causal modeling language of dominant (and some radical) social science. Educa- ‘
tion is boch a “cause™ and “effect™ on many levels (Apple, 1978b. p. 386) and there is a need to
think relationally and dialectically within the radical paradigm. Apple (1974b, pp. 378-379) is ‘
thus careful to examine how his own language represents a dangerous simplification in treating |
knowledge as a “thing” without including its sense as a set of social relations, Also see Ginus'
(1980) very interesting discussion of language and forms of liberal discourse.
¥ Joachim Israel (1971) shows clearly that Marx himself did not view social znd historical
events in the over-determined way that many of his followers have. He quotes an 1890 letter
from Engels 1o J. Bloch emphasizing the following points: “According to the materialist
conceptions of history, the ulimately determining element in history is the production and
reproduction of real life. More than this neither Marx nor 1 have ever asserted. Hence if
anybody twists this into saying that the economic element s the onlp determining one, he
transforms that proposition into a meaningless, abstract, senseless phrase. The economic
situation is the basis. but the vanous elements of the superstructure . . . also exercise their |
influence upon the course of the historical struggle and in many cases preponderate in {
determining their form. There 1s an interaction of all these clements in which . .. the economic l
|
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movement finally asserts itself as necessary. Neo-Marxists such as Althusser (1971) and
Poulantzas (1978a, 1978b) have continued in this more dynamic and dialectical tradition.

Y 1t is doubtful that even neo-classical economists want competition if we judge by the rarity
of tiseir calls for catitrust legislation.

12 Weiler (1979) adds innovation process variables to the list such as the degree of planning,
external interaction, experimentation, and evaluation present. Also see Merritt and Coombs,
1977, Zaltman et al., 1977, Downs and Mohr, 1976. for further discussion of all these variables.
La Belle and Verhine, 1975a, do a very good job of examining these issues in the context of
alternative social change theories.

13 Although Hurst provides a good review of these variables and their limitations, he takes
the quite peculiar position of criticizing each and every one of them as not being able to explain
completely the adoption decision. In this strange version of determinism, he essentially argues
that if one variable cannot explain everything, it is worthless. Hurst seems to treat any counter
instances as falsifying the relevance of that variable (p. 36). For example, he rejects authoritar-
iznism as a variable, citing how studies of two nonauthoritarian African tribes exhibit different
responses to innovation (p. 39); and need achievement because it may be a necessary condition,”
but is not a sufficient one (p. 39); and lcadership because some leaders oppose and others favor
change (p. 43). He seems to have no awareness of the probabilistic nature of social science
explanation or how one variable may interact with others, as when he says: “Centralization,
then, and similar structural variables, may be both positively and negatively associated with
rejection of innovations, in which case they cannot be said to cause or explain it. An explanation
would involve saying why the sign of the relationship (+ or —) varies in the said manner™ (p.
46). He even goes on to argue that all these hypotheses of variable influences are untestable
(with which we agree, for different reasons, as we will discuss in the evaluation section) because
any test assumes “that a given sample of innovations is representative of all innovations
(including, if one is making predictions, future innovations)," and this is “logically impossible”
(p. 51). Then, a few pages later (p. 57), he rejects most comprehensive models on the grounds
that they include too many variables and we must try to distinguish causation from correlation!

" This does not mean elimination of teachers necessarily. but the use of lower qualified and
lower paid teachers in conjunction with TV, radio, programmed instruction, in order to get
cqual or greater impact for lower cost,

18 political science also plays a part, but more niinor, with some attention paid to the works
of people like Lindblom (1965). Also see Pressman and Wildavsky (1979) for a political science
treatment of implementatior: issues.

% Hurst (1978) argues that what we do know for education is mostly for industrialized
countries, that the developing country literature is mos ly related to agriculture and health and
may not be transferable to cducation, and that the latter work, like that of Rogers, has almost
exclusively focused on adoption and not implementation.

" 1t still exists in the professional literature as well. For example, Husen (1974, p. 150) refers
to how teachers are still characterized as “reactionary,” and House (1974, p. 223) argues that
the dominant paradigm still views teachers as at least “shightly resistant™ to change and “perhaps
a little simple-minded.” OF course, this “resistance to change™ view does have some validity—
it is inst that there is nothing irrational about it, but reflects conflicting interzsts as we will
discuss.

® These are not completely assumptions, because there does exist a reasonable amount of
empirical evidence supporting them (in education, see Fullan & Pomfret, 1977, and House,
1974, and for an excellent piece on agriculture in the Third World, sce Whyte, 1977).

¥ For example, as Hurst (1978, p. 20) recognizes, the whole tenor of the organizational
behavior literature is to find techniques “aimed at harmonizing conflict.”* The radical question
is 1n whose interests is this “harmony™? (For an excellent critique of administrative theory in
the U.S,, sce Foster, 1980.)

2 This was the case with the fansow pajama factory case (Coch & French, 1948) that initiated
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the consideration of participatory “strategies” by managers (Hurst, 1978; Gross, Giacquinta,
& Bernstein, 1971).

#In concluding, Hurst (1978) begins by arguing for a “non-directive strategy” (p. 68) for
innovation implementation, but ends with a relatwvity that is so incredible and potentially
manipulative that it must be quoted at length. “Many innovations (though not all) imply a
change in values for their acceptance, because their outcomes—being new—do not fit in with
current norms. One technique in this situation is to offer 2n extrinsic reward for adoption in the
hope that a shift in values to accommodate the innovation will occur of its own accord. But i
think this is too hit-and-miss. An effort to persuade the target population to change its values
tackles this cause more directly. In plain terms, the equivalent of an adventising campaign of an
appropriate sort is required, provided that the ‘advertising’ is honest and explains why, in the
advocates' opinion, the outcomes of adoption should be considered valuable. This is certainly
not necessarily easy to accomplish, and it may be time-consuming and expensive. If it is a case
of perceived inequity of distnbution, then the appropriate corrective is either to adjust the
distribution appropriately, or to iry to persuade the potential adopter that the proposed distribution
is an equitable one. Again, this may be very difficult to accomplish” (p. 72, emphasis added).

2 Some radicals also, of course, criticize these methods (Levin, 1977a, 1975). We have also
faced this dilemma in our own work, with no clear resolution.

# 11 is interesting to note that many economists have dealt with seventh and eighth order
interactions or more for a long time through the use of multiplicative models, especially of
industrial and agricultural production processes (and use them to calculate the impact of
educational innovations). The difference is that they think they have a reasonable a priori
theory which makes specification and interpretation relatively easy. Howevsr, closer analysis of
their theory, applications, and results calls that confidence into considerable doubt (Ashby et
al,, 1980).

# Context and process evaluations tend to exhibit an instrumentalist rationality in that the
interest in understanding the process and the context is to improve system efficiency.

# Even for neo-classical econorists, efficiency is nof producing more comptters or more
education for fewer dollars, even if the dollar value of the computers or education is greater
than the production costs, unless all prices are determined under the assumptions of perfect
competition. A firm that s efficient 1n some narrow technical sense of using the latest technology
and producing at a lower cost than its competitors is not in any way "socially efficient” in the
real world. Neo-classical economists explicitly recognize this in their search for “shadow™ prices
given the obvious imperfection of market prices (Squire & Van der Tak, 1975), but to calculate
shadow prices requires heroic assumptions. Moreover, from a radical perspective, the idea of
efficiency in neo-classical economics :nakes the false and harmful assumption that labor can be
theoretically viewed like any other commodity, and practically manipulated to suit any available
production process (Gintis & Bowles. 1981).

* For discussions of some of these issues see Phillips (1973, 1974), Gandy (1975), Cohen and
Garet (1975), Luecke and McGinn (1975), Starr (1974), and Barton (1968).

7 Although relatively consistent assoctations, at least tn direction, are found between some
variables, such as between education and production, status, or income in regression analyss,
these results have told us nothing mare than could be inferred from gross correlations. Thus
there is an endless debate on any issue of social interest, within education (e.g., the impact of
busing or Head Start, the relation of educational and oth  inputs to school achievement. and
the effects of education on status. income, and productivity) or other areas (e.g.. the causes of
inflation, unemployment, modernity. agncultural productivity, organizational success. job dis-
satisfaction, etc.).

? Witness, for example, the consistent and sigaificant undercstimate of system costs In
educational and ather technology projects (Jamison, Klees, & Wells, 1978).

# Even structural functionalism tn sociology stresses the charactenistics of individual actors
in analyzing social systems. The 1dea of “methodological individuahism™ i1s emphastzed through-
out the social sciences (from the perspective of the donunant paradigm). that 1s, “the view that




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

all social phenomena should be traced back to their foundation in individual behavior” (Blaug,
1976, p. 330).

* This same twist can be applied to countless areas. The enormous literature that only shows
that students learn more from smart teachers who know their subject area (Averch et al., 1972;
Husen, Saha, & Noonan, 1978; Jamison, Suppes, & Wells, 1974) implies that one should pay
more attention to the structural processes that select, form, and allocate teachers and other
educational resources. Similarly, to understand the impact of television on society, one should
not be studying audience reactions to different programs, but the structural relationship between
television and capitalist organization that determines the overall television “curriculum” (Claw-
son, 1981).

3 Furthermore, despite the overwhelmingly positivist rhetoric of the dominant paradigm,
there is surprisingly little practical attention given to falsification. Even Blaug (1975) says that
“much empirical work in economics is like playing tennis with the net down: instead of
attempting to refute testable predictions, economists spend much of their time showing that the
real world bears out their predictions, thus replacing falsification, which is difficult, with
confirmation, which is easy” (p. 425).

* There is almost a mystical, magical quality to this overall view; as House (1978) indicates,
for a time it scemed that the efficiency orientation of "McNamarism was almost a religion™ (p.
391). We would argue that it still is, in that it serves as a relatively unquestioned ideological
base for teaching our yeuth, from the public schools all the way to the business schools,

= An interesting and relevant story concerns what happened saveral years ago when the
United Nations put together various task forces to study the many possible components of a
“new international economic order.” Each task force had economist representatives from
capitalist, socialist, and Third World countries, making it difficult to see what they could
possibly agree on. One of us, who was privy to some of the carly reports that came out, found
that the basic conclusion was that given the complexities of the modern world, it would be best
if econcmists (and other “experts”) move from their present advising role to a more direct
decisionmaking role!

¥ A particularly outrageous example, reported recemly in the press (c.g., Tallahassee Dem
ocrat, June 11, 1981), is that the American Medical Association has millions of dollars invested
in the tobacco industry, and supports this investment by arguing that they have no control over
it because they set up a "blind™ trust (in order to avoid being regulated as an investment
company).

¥ Radicals récognize this problem, as in Gitlin’s (1979) discussion of the concept of he-
gemony. Also, we should point out that the dominant paradigm suffers from the same fault
because no observation can really challenge its hard core.

% There is a growing radical literature that reflects this analysis of almost any specific
educational innovation. For example see Bock and Papagiannis (in press) aid La Belle and
Verhine (1975b) on nonformal education, Klees and Wells (1981) on educational television,
Levin (1980a; 1976b) on voucher plans and competency based education, Levin (1978) and
Kallosand Lundgren ('977) on comprehensive schools, and Apple (1980) on curriculum reform.

Source: Papagiannis, G. J., Klees, S. J., Bickel, R. N., “Toward a political economy
of educational innovation.” Review of Educational Research, Summer 1982,

pp. 245-90. Copyright 1982, American Educational Research Association,
Washington, DC.
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The politics of curriculum change

and stability
W. L. Boyd

The business of trying to change
or reform the public schools of
America has become just that: from a
hobby for ‘‘do-gooders’’ and a voca-
tion for muckraking journalists, the
pursuit of educational innovation and
reform has emerged as a big business
involving a broad array of public and
private foundations and R&D organi-
zations. Yet, after more than two
decades of systematic efforts -2t
reform—from the new curriculum
materials of the 1960's to more recent
federally sponsored innovation
projects—recent research (e.g.,
Goodlad et al., 1970; Berman &
McLaughlin, 1976) has revealed that,
contrary to numerous claims, little
really has changed. We thus are left
with the problem of understanding the
paradox of how there could be so little
change when there seemed to be so
much evidence of momentous
change.

The most succinct explanation is
that it turns out that all too often
innovative policies which were
enacted were only partially im-
plemented at best. As we shall see,
this fact has profound implications for
curriculum policy-making, innova-
tion strategies, and the *‘business’" of
reform. But the vitally important dis-
tinction between policy-making and
policy-implementation does not tell
the whole story. Inherent in the edu-
cational policy-making process itself
are contradictory pressures which re-

1i7

strain educational change. Indeed,
policy-makers are confronted with the
dilemma of the schools being asked to:
simultaneously preszrve and to
change society. And wheilier they
attempt to preserve or reshape soci-
ety, curriculum policy-makers are in-
escapably involved in a political act,
for their positions will have some
bearing upon “‘who gets what, when,
and how'’ now and in the future.?

Currently, the accelerated pace of
social change has exacerbated the ten-
sion between pressures for societal
maintenance and for societal change,
and, with the upsurge of ethnic and
minority consciousness and the pur-
suit of equality, curriculum policy-
making has been dramatically
politicized. In this context, we clearly
need a better understanding of the
character of curriculum policy-
making and the circumstances under
which the curriculum changes or re-
mains constant.

Social Change and Incremental and
Nonincremental Curriculum
Policy-Making

If there is one proposition ahcut
curriculum politics that is clear, it is
that the school curriculum becomes
an issue in communities and socities
that are undergoing significant change
(lannaccone, 1967; Coleman, 1965).
Such change calls into question the
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adequacy or appropriateness of exist-
ing curricula. For example, as Kirst
and Walker (1971) note, national
polivical tensions, generally arising
from one or another kind of change,
inevitably seem to make themselves
felt in curriculum policy debates. Yet,
if the most notable and spectacular
curriculum politics are associated
with crisis and the problems of man-
aging change, Kirst and Walker
suggest that curriculum policy-
making usually proceeds quietly and
incrementally, with value conflicts
‘‘resolved through low profile
politics.”* In other words. zurrriculum
policy-making, rather u.en being
characterized by dramatic crisis
policy-making, or by the often pre-
scribed but seldom realized model of
rational decision-making, generally
is characterized by the modest and
mundane strategy of disjointed in-
cremnentalisin, e.g., acceptance of the
b.oad outlines of the existing situation
with only marginal changes con-
templated and serial analysis and
piecemeal alterations rather than a
single comprehensive attack on the
policy problem (Braybrooke &
Lindblom, 1963).

However, this aspect of Kirst and
Walker’s (1971) analysis becomes
confusing when they later say that:

Crises ocenr at such short intervals
in the history of American
education—immigration. the great
Red scare, war. depression, war
again, Sputnik. racial violence. war
again—that crisis policy-making is
normal and normal policv-making
exceptional. (p. 498, emphasis ad-
ded.)

This observation is striking and in-
sightful, but where does it leave us in
terms of understanding the curriculum
policy-making process? ’
The conventional, informed view
of educational policy-making—
curricular or otherwise—is that it is

characterized by incrementalism,
perhaps even more so than policy-
making in most other organizations
and institutions (£lboim-Dror, 1970).
The strong tendency toward in-
crementaiism in educational policy-
making can be seen to have a number
of sources. Many anaiysts have called
attention to the fact that education’s
dependence upon, and ulnerability
to, its societal environment causes the
public schools to have to serve multi-
ple and sometimes conflicting goals.
New goals are acquired even while
the established goals are retained.
Expectations for the role of the
schools seem to expand continuously.
The school is asked tn be an engine
for progress and reform, but at the
same time is alw_,  _<pectcd to main-
tain socicty. Thus, by a process of
accretion, goals proliferate and in-
creasingly compete with one another
for scarce resources. The restlt is an
ever more cumbersome context and
structure for decision-making, mak-
ing incremental policy-making in-
creasingly likely.

Yet, nonincremental or innovative
curriculum policies nevertheless
emerge with surprising frequency.
Kirst and Walker imply that innova-
tive policies have emerged frequently
because they have been elicited by the
surprisingly frequent crises our nation
has experienced. In turn, this suggests
that the kev curriculum politics we
need to understand arc those sur-
rounding crisis policy-making, for the
curriculum policy decisions mad2
then presumably will be only incre-
mentally modified until the next
crisis.

However, this is a troublesome
conclusion. As Elboim-Dror (1970)
notes, the incrementalism of educa-
tional policy-making

might be satisfactory for an organi-

zation that only tries to adjust itself

10 a stable and slowly changing

environment, but it does not suit a.
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rapidly changing and demanding
environment pressing for innova.
tion and change from within, If
cducation is to meet successfully its
many demanding tasks and mis-
sions, it will have to find new and
more dynamic decision strategics.
(p. 247

And so it has: education in fact has

SJound such a strategy, and this

strategy, which has been called the
**professionalization of reform,”’ has
contribuied substantially to the in-
creased complexity and politicization
of curriculum pelicy-making. But, at
the same time that the **professionali-
zation of reform’ fosters nonincre-
mental policy-making, a number of
significant restraints upon policy in-
novation impede and transform in-
novative policy initiatives. Thus, to
understand contemporary curricvium
politics one must look beyond crisis
policy-making, for a focus upon it
alone is incomplete and misleading.

The Professicnalization of Reform

Significantly, the nationally spon-
sored curriculum reform movement
was underway hefore the Sputnik
crisis lent a sense of urgency to the
venture. Indeed, it is characteristic of
the evolving policy-making process
that many innovative poljcies have
emerged under noncrisis conditions.
Contrary to the theory of incremen-
talism, Moynihan (1973) suggests
that sonie innovative policies arise
through the recognition that existing
policies are failing, that ‘‘marginal
changes, ‘tireless tinkering," will no
longer do.** This kind of recognition
may also be tied, Moynihan proposes,
to the ‘institutionalization’® in and
about the federal government of the
use of social scientists as professional
policy advisors. However, given the
extreme modesty of the analytical and
predictive capabilities of contempor-
ary social scientists, in the face of the
awesome complexities of social pol-
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icy problems, the most intriguing ex-
planation Moynihan (1969, pp.
21-37) offers for the increasing
emergence of innovative policies in
noncrisis situations is what he calls
**the professionalization of reform."’
Moynihan (1969) argues that
whereas in the past efforts to reform
societal institutions generally arose
due to discontent and pressures which
had built up in the public external to
the institutions, by mid-century the
process of reform had acquired a de-
gree of institutionalization and exper-
tise such that it began to take on the
characteristics of an enterprise with
**a self-starting capacity of its own."’
**Increasingly, efiorts to change the
American social system for the better
arose from initiatives undertaken by
persons whose profession was to do
just that ' (Moynihan, 1969, p. 23).
Moynihan (1969) says that this de-
velopment first became evident when
President Kennedy’s election

brought to Washington as office-
holders, or consultants, or just
friends, a striking echelon of per-
sons whose profession might justi-
fiably be described as knowing
what ails societies and whose art is
to get treatment underway before
the patient is especially aware of
anything noteworthy taking place.

(p.23) L.
Thus, with the professionalization

of reform came a cadre of full-time
social critics and advocates for
change, devoted toraising or creating
issues and sometimes, according to
Moynihan, succeeding in creating
crises as well, as in the case of the
urban unrest brought on (aggravated?)
by the strategy of maximum feasible
participation of the poor in federally
sponored reform programs. While a
more complete, and charitable, in-
terpretation of the professionalization
of reform would acknowledge that
professionals positioned in national
organizations and agencies have an
important responsibility to attend to,
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and anticipate, national needs—and
may have accomplished much good
(as well as some ill) in so doing—it
nevertheless is hard to deny that the
generally liberal-activist ideology of
these .professionals, in combination
with their self-interest in career ad-
vancement and the maintenance and
enharcement needs of their organiza-
tions, must influence their policy re-
commendations. Indeed, as Moyni-
han (1973) notes, speaking of the
various councils of advisors serving
the President, they *‘tend to measure
their success by the number of things
they get started’* (p. 546).

The *‘professionalization of re-

form' helps us to understand the
growth and nature of the national
network concerned with the *‘busi-
ness’ of curriculum reform, as well
as its penchant for policy innovations,
many of which become controversial.
Thus, just as Moynihan (1969) propo-
ses that *‘the war on poverty was not
declared at the behest of the poor; it
was declared in their interest by per-
sons confident of their own judgment
in such matters’’ (p. 25), so too,
Hottois and Milner (1975) find evi-
dence that the initiative for introduc-
ing sex education in most instances
came from educators, contrary to
educators’ claims that such instruc-
tion was being added to the cur-
riculum in response to public de-
mands. In tumn, the origin of the
whole national movement came from
a professional sex education *‘estab-
lishment,”* which was convinced that
such instruction was needed, and
which actively propagated the idea
and showed local educators how to
‘“finesse’’ the public relations prob-

Hottois and Milner (1975) note that:

Some proponents argued that since
sex education occured in class-
rooms in most schools prior to the
existence of any formal program, it
was educationally sound, com-
pletely honest, and politicaily as-
tute to claim that the programs were
not really new. Thus, the proper
strategy was to empbhasize that sex
education was really being ex-
panded and improved rather than
initiated. (p. 40)

While the introduction of sex edu-
cation frequently may have consti:
tuted a particularly blatant example of
the professionalization of curriculum
reform, there are other interesting and
provocative examples worth nothing.
For instance, it is unlikely that public
school educators often began teaching
the scientific theory of evolution due
to popular demand for it. In fact, just
the opposite frequently has been the
case, with the only visible public
opinion on the matter running
strongly against the teaching of the
theory, due to fundamentalist reli-
gious objections to it. Of course, zs
Nelkin (1976) notes, most scientists
scarcely would think that the question
of whether to teach cvolution is a
matter to be decided on religious or
democratic grounds. From their point
of view, cvolution is a scientifically
validated theory and its inclusion in
biology courses is both imperative
and a matter only to be decided on the
basis of scientific evidence and exper-
tise. Just as the professionals gener-
ally have taken the lead in adding
cvolution to the curriculum, it also is
likely that they usually have taken the
initiative in introducing the new so-
cial studies, including the controver-
sial Man: A Course of Study
(MACOS) (Nelkin, 1976).

In short, the protessionalization of

lems involved in in(roqucing it. For  reform has introduced an extraordi-
example, just as Moynihan spoke of ; nary, dynamic, and controversial new

“getting the treatment underway be-
fore the patient is especially aware,”
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force into the social and educational

- policy-making process. Convinced of
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their expertise and prerogatives,
armed with *‘solutions’ looking for
problems,”” supported by federal and
foundation funding, and stimulated
by the discovery, as a resuit of the
civil rights movement, of whole new
classes of disadvantaged students and
forms of discrimination (e.g., non-
English spcaking students, handicap-
ped students, sex discrimination), the
professional reformers energetically
pursue their visions of equal educa-
tional opportunity and a better and
more just society. A key means of this
pursuit, and one of the ma:  mportant
aspects of this development, clearly is
the *‘litigation explosion."” Although
not confined to educational affairs,
this phenomenon has been extraordi-
narily salient and influential in these
affairs, frequently and heavily affect-
ing the nature of the public school
curriculum (cf. van Geel, 1976).

While it is likely that much gnod
has come out of these efforts, the
discussion so far should be sufficient
to suggest why from some points of
view the professionalization of reform
is a mixed blessing. Not only has it
increcased the pace of disturbing
changes, but, with the assistance of
the law, it increasingly has imposed
the cosmopolitan and secular values
of the professional ref2rmers upon the
people of **middle America.*"

Constraints Upon Policy
Innovation

On the other side of the coin are the
various constraints upon policy inno-
vation which irhibit change or ¢ven
the consideration of certain kinds of
alternatives. The importance of these
constraints is such that th 'y require a
search well beyond the dramatic do-
main of crisis policy-making in our
quest for a complete understanding of
curriculum politics.

Viewed as a group. all of the con-
straints upon policy innovation can be
seen to be related to the maintenance
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needs of society, communitics, or-
ganizations, and individuals. While
the literature on the subject tends to
focus on cither the institutional level
or on the individual level, in reality.
individuals make choices with regard
to innovations in the context of the
structure of incentives created by the
institutions within which they find
themselves. Thus, professional re-
formers'® housed in action/
innovation-oriented organizations
maximize their advancement by being
‘nnovative. But within the perverse
structure of incentives in the Quasi-
monopolistic, nonprofit bureaucracy
of the public schools, the costs of
innovation for administrators and
teachers often, or even generally, ap-
pear to outweigh the benefits
(Michaelsen, 1977). Yet, public
schools do adopt innovations. How-
ever, as Pincus (1974) suggests,
“*private firms arec more likely to
adopt innovations that promote
cconomic efficiency, whereas [pub-
lic] schools are more likely to adopt
innovations that promote burcaucratic
and social stability™” (p. 119).

Nondecision-Making

Some of the most potent of these
constraints upon policy innovation
emanate from the fascinating realm of
nondecision-making. In an oft-cited
article, Bachrach and Baratz (1962)
arguc that there are two faces of
power--one manifest in actual politi-
cal disputes and their resolution, and
the other expressed covertly through
the ability of powerful interests to
control the agenda of decision-
making and prevent the discussion of
*‘unsafe’” or ‘‘undesirable’ issues.
The suppression of possible issues or
alternatives can result from them ac-
tually being vetoed in nonpublic de-
liberations or, even more effectively,
by the creation by powerful interests
(past and present) of a **mobilization
of bias** iu terms of widespread and
pervasive values and beliefs—
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throughout an organization. commun-
ity, region, or socicty—which de-
limits what it is “*safe”” to do and
what **should not** be done.

Nondccision-making and the
mobilization of bias, by keeping po-
tential issues and alternatives from
being discussed or, in some cases.
cven recognized, are formidable bar-
riers to change. The strength of local,
regional. and cthnocultural mobiliza-
tions of bias mandate that profes-
sional reformers often have to work
hard at *‘consciousness raising™ to
get their reform proposals taken seri-
ously. For example, as Tyler (197
notes in reviewing the educational
issues attacked by the federal gov-
crnment during the 1960s. such as
scgregation and the problems of th-
disadvantaged:**. . . in most cases,
they were not cven recognized as
problems on the local level until the
Congressional debates and the availa-
bility of federal fvads breught them to
local attention'’ (p. 185). In matiers
such as the segregation issue, it took
years of effort to get the initial fzderal
action started.

A graphic example &f the problems
associated with the mobilization of
bias—in terms of the WASPish myth
of the culturally homogencous, unit-
ary community and its cducational
corollary that all students should be
treated alike—is found in the frequent
“invisiblility’' of culturally different
students (Waserstein, 1975). A simi-
lar kind of problera has often existed
in regard to the various classes of
students with special physical, emo-
tional, or learning problems, whose
needs sometimes are ignored or who
somatimes are misclassified and then
effectively consigned to oblivion.
Budoff (1975), for example, de-
scribes the extraordinary efforts that
were required by a coalition of con-
cerned citizens and child advocates to
get the Boston Public Schools to treat
these kinds of students properly. A
conclusion which emerges time and
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again from accounts such as this is
that, because of the combinaticn of
cultural blinders and insufficient edu-
cational resources, special classes of
students, witose needs are expensive
and troublesome to meet, are likely to
remain neglected in many school sys-
tems unless the systems are compel-
Ied, by some legal mcans, tc behave
otherwise. Thus, a substantial part of
the litigation explosion in education
has been neccessitated by this cold
reality.

The Zone of Tolerance, Vulnerability,
and Conflict Avoidance

Within the boundaric. set by the
mobilization of bias in a given com-
munity, and the predominant com-
munity values and expectations con-
cerning the public schools, there
exists a ‘‘zonc of tolerance’* within
which local educators are free to
excrcisc professional Ieadership.
When educators exceed the bound-
aries of the zone of tolerance (which
may be broad or narrow and clearly or
poorly defined) they come into con-
flict with values dear to the particular
community and face the likelihood of
controversy and opposition. How-
ever, cducators are strongly inclined
to avoid conflict and hence are cau-
tious about testing the boundaiies of
the zonc of tolerance. Thus, tiic
cautiousness inhibits innovation in the
curriculum as well as in other aspects
of the educational enterprise.

Conflict avoidance tends to be a
salient orientation in the minds of
school administrators because it is a
leading theme in the ideology of their
profession, because it is reinforced
through the nature of the typical re-
cruitment and socialization process
they go through, and because of their
frequently keen sense of political vul-
nerability (Boyd, 1976). This sense of
vulnerability, along with the paucity
of incentives for risk-taking within
the aonprofit, quasi-monopolictic
structure of th« public schools, tends
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to make school administrators and
teachers reluctant to incur the psychic
costs and risks of innovation and pos-
sible controversy.

Research indicates that the latitude
or discretion granted to local
educators varies primarily according
to the type of community and, even
within communities, according to the
type of issue or policy question that is
faced (Boyd, 1976). For instance,
speaking in broad generalities, rural
school districts and districts located in
the ‘‘sun belt’’ of the United States
tend to have relatively conservative
constituencies. These conservative
constituencies are more sensitive and
restrictive about the content of
courses, such as social studies, litera-
ture, and biology, which touch core
cultural values; but ir; all but the most
cosmopolitan districts, educators
have less freedom of action in these
kinds of courses than in the more
abstract and value-free subjects such
as mathematics. At the same time,
however, the method of teaching
abstract skills such as mathematics
and reading is sometimes a matter of
public controversy, especially in con-
servative communities.

Noninstruction

There is evidence that community
socioeconomic status may influence
the content and mode of instruction of
pelitically and culturally sensitive
courses. In a study of high school
civic education in three Boston sub-
urban communities—one upper-
middle class, one lower-middle class,

and one working class—Litt (1963)

found differences among political
themes in civics texts, attitudes of
community leaders concerning the
proper orientation of the community
school’s civic education program, and
in the effects of the civics courses on
student political attitudes. Signifi-
cantly, the differences in political
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themes emphasized were nearly iden-
tical with the preferences of the com-
munity leaders.

In an interesting article which re-
lates to Litt’s research, Zeigler and
Peak (1970) have discussed the politi-
cal significance of unrealistic civic
education, i.e., instruction which
de-emphasizes or neglects the central
role of conflict and its resolution in
the political process. They contend
that such apolitical civic education is
common, cite considerable research
to support this contention, and argue
that unrealistic civic education fosters
a conservative orientation in the pub-
lic which contributes to the mainte-
nance of the status quo. Building on
the notion of nondecision-making,
they propose that high school civic
education is unrealistic due to
noninstruction, i.e., ‘‘not because of
what is said, but more because of
what is nor said’’ (p. 126). However,
contrary to Litt’s findings, they sus-
pect that the cause of unrealistic civic
education is less the result of the
influence of community elites than it
is of the conservative characteristics
of the recruitment and socialization
processes of the education profes-
sions.

The Politics of Controversy and
Nonpublication

Teachers have long recognized that
educators can get into a great deal of
trouble by teaching controversial mat-
ters. But even when educators have
substantial public support ang are wil-
ling to take the **heat’’ which may be.
generated by venturing into sensitive
areas, those who are offended, even if
only a small minority, sometimes can
exploit the situation to gain their ends
through a *‘politics of controversy.”’
In other words, as Block and Van
Geel (1975) put it, **. . . if one can
merely make the program ‘controver-
sial’ there is a good chance both




politicians and bureaucrats will back
off from it.”’

The politics of controversy has
perhaps its greatest impact on educa-
tion by causing textbook publishers to
go to great lengths to try to avoid
inclusion of potentially controversial
material in their publications. With
very large investrasnts at stake in the

production of new textbooks, most,

publishers feel they cannot take the
risks of controversy (Broudy, 1975).
The effects of overt censorship and
prior censorship, or nonpublication,
on the curriculum might not be quite
so bad if teachers and school systems
commonly produced their own basic
or supplementary curriculum mate-
rials. Sadly, as Kirst and Walker
(1971) have noted, the vast majority
of teachers and systems are almost
entirely dependent upon the available
published materials. The consequence
is that although most curriculum deci-
sions ultimately are made at the local
school district level, the choices usu-
ally are restricted to the available
alternatives prepared, and generally
precensored by external groups.

To make matters worse, the

problems of censorship and nonpubli-
cation are exacerbated by the under-
.standable inclination of publishers to
design their products to fare well in
the large market controlled by the
state textbook adoption agencies. The
problems here are aggravated to start
with by the fact that most of the
twenty some adoption staies are lo-
cated in the south, which tends to be
more conservative than the rest of the
country. Moreover, both Texas and
California, the two largest adoption
states, have engaged in textbook cen-
sorship which, because publishers
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find it less costly to issue a single,
nationwide edition, has affected the
content of texts distributed nationally.
Given the numerous disincentives
to innovation and risk-taking faced by
publishers, it appears that only the
federal government can command or
bring into play the resources—
dollars, authority, prestige—to over-
come these barriers and launch and
legitimate curriculum innovations that
local educators and textbook pub-
lishers by themselves would be un-
able or unwilling to attempt. In other
words, without federally supported
curriculum development efforts it is
quite likely that most published cur-
riculum materials would only evolve
incrementally and conservatively be-
cause of the market conditions pub-
lishers face. One example of this can
be found in the fact that few biology
textbooks even mentioned evolution
until the publication in 1963 of the
Biological Science Curriculum Study
(BSCS), which was supported by the
National Science Foundation.

Noncompliance and
Nonimplementation

Unhappily, for reformers, it turns
out that it is one thing to get innova-
tive schemes accepted and aunched
and quite another to get them im-
plemented successfully. Though this
might seem obvious, it really was not
until the generally meager results of
the ‘“*Great Society’ and ‘‘War on
Poverty** reform efforts of the 1960s
prompted a close examination of what
was actually going on at the sites of
innovative projects that the full and
extraordinary significance of the im-
plementation problem became clear.

One of the best documented exam-
ples we have of the complex politics
of implementation is found in studies
of Title | of ESEA (e.g., Murphy,
1971; Hughes & Hughes, 1972). As
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van Geel (1976) has noted, if all the
statutory requirements, regulations,
and guidelines of Title I had been
fully enforced, it would have resulted
in a virtual revolution in educational
programming at the local level. But, a
host of political and organizational
problems blunted the intent of Title I.

Of course, depending upon onc's
point of view and the issue at hand,
the looseness in the federal system
that enables evasion and non-
compliance may be a good thing. One
of the goals of our founding fathers,
of course, was to build into our gov-
ernmenial structure ““checks and bal-
ances’' that would prevent the abuse
of centralized authority and promote
the need for persuasion, cooperation,
and compromise. The structured
necessity for this kind of dialogue,
though it may prolong the agony of
change on one level, on another level
ameliorates possible destructive ten-
sions and facilitates meeting the
simultaneous need to maintain society
while changing it. The difficulty for
educational reformers, however, is
that they sometimes wonder if they
are succeeding in changing schooling
at all, for the problem of the looseness
of the federal system is cancerbated
by the peculiar **loose coupling™ of
ends, means, and authority in the
educational system. This state of af-
fairs makes enforcement, supervision
and evaluation of educational pro-
grams, whether traditional or innova-
tive, quite difficult and obscures ac-
countability for educational out-
comes.

But the failures of public school-
ing, and efforts to reform it in the
1960s, increasingly have led to calls
for accountability. However, there
are a host of technical and political
problems inherent in all educational
accountability schemes so far de-
vised. Indeed, the magnitude of these
problems is such that it ironically is
proving quite difficult to implement
the very schemes designed in part to

circumvent the implementation prob-
lem.

Perhaps the most disturbing of a
great many disturbing revelations to
educational reformers in the past de-
cade has been the discovery of the
extent to which nonimplementation of
educational innovations occurs even
when local school district authorities
and teachers seem favorably disposed
toward them. In other words, beyond
active and conscious noncompliance,
there is the equally important problem
of how to successfully and fully trans-
late innovative ideas into practice
among nominally compliant educa-
tors who, nevertheless, normally have
few tangible incentives for innovative
behavior. As the authors of Behind
the Classroom Door concluded, on
the basis of observations in 158 class-
rooms in 67 schools:

. .some of the highly recom-
mended and publicized innovations
of the past decade or so were dimly
conceived and. a1 best. partially
implemented in the schools claim-
ing them. The novel features
scemed to be blunted in the effont to
twist the innovation into familia-
conceptual frames or established
patterns of schooling. (Goodlad ¢
al.yp. 72

These conclusions have been substan-
tiated by the large, systematic study
of federally supported innovation
programs conducted by the Rand
Corporation. The Rand rescarchers
found that nonimplementation was
common and that the most that could
be hoped for was a process of wmntnal
aduptation in which both the practices
in a given school and the innovative
project being attempted were mod-
ified by one another (Berman &
McLaughlin, 1976).

Conclusion

Having briefly surveyed the
ethereal world of the *‘professional
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reformers’’ and the subterranean
world of ‘‘nondecision-making’’ and
its cousins, we are now in a better
position to assess the extent to which
curriculum policy-making is char-
acterized by incrementalism—or, al-
ternatively, the extent to which
*‘crisis policy-making is normal and
normal policy-making exceptional.”
Although analysts typically have con-
cluded that educational policy-
making is preponderantly incremen-
tal, there is a very real sense in which
the ambivalence that Kirst and
Walker (1971) display on the subject
is justified. When one examines the
nature of curriculum policy-making
closely there is a paradoxical appear-
ance of incremental and nonincremen-
tal policy-making going on simul-
taneously. Beyond the frequency with
which nonincremental policy-making
occurs due to closely spaced national
crises, the *‘professionalization of re-
form’’ and the growth of the business
sector concerned with this enterprise
have greatly increased the incidence
of innovative policy-making. But the
paradoxical simultaneity of incremen-
tal and nonincremental policy-making
also is the resuit of the complexity of
policy-making within our federal sys-
tem. Thus, we often have both kinds
of policy-making going on simulta-
neously, with local policy-makers
usually maintaining the status quo or
slowly deciding to adopt innovative
curriculum ideas developed and ad-
vocated at higher levels.

Yet, since many of the curriculum
policy decisions at higher levels come
down in the form of mandates, the
local policy-makers—and ultimately
the teaching personnel delivering the
educational services—also are oc-
cupied with deciding the extent to
which, and the speed with whick,
they will comply with these man-
dates. Thus, the impact of nonincre-
mental policy-making, whether due to
the stimulation of crises or the efforts
of professional reformers, is heavily

tempered by the numerous constraints
upon policy innovation. Indeed,
nonincremental policy thrusts are far
more than incrementally modified by
the snares and hazards of the im-
plementation process. This process
amounts to a continuation of the
policy-making process through the
politics of administration.

In sum, the puzzling simultaneity
of incrementalism and nonincremen-
talism in the policy-making process
can be seen as two sides of the same
coin. On one side is the complex
apparatus of organizations and agen-
cies involved with curriculum
policy-making at the national level, a
set of machines lubricated by profes-
sionals attentive to potential crises
and devoted to heroic visions,
nonincremental reform, and their own
career advancement. On the other
side is the labyrinthine, ‘‘loosely
coupled’’ system by which education
is governed at the subnational levels
and ultimately delivered at the local
level. The extraordinary complexity
and massive nmwrtia of this loosely
linked system easily can transform
heroic ventures into pedestrian pro-
jects. Thus, along with the high
human and monetary costs of cur-
riculum change, these character-
istics—in part reflecting societal, or-
ganizational, and individual mainte-
nance needs—insure that real change
will take place slowly.?

Moreover, it is essential to note
that recent far-reaching changes in the
structure of authority over curriculum
policy-making seem likely to increase
the probability of incremental, rather
than nonincremental, policy-making.
In his comprehensive treatment of this
subject, van Geel (1976) calls atten-
tion to the increased involvement in
policy-making of the courts, state and
federal agencies, and teachers’ un-
jons. He concludes that the cur-
riculum policy-making system is now
more complex, legalized, centralized
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and bureaucratized and includes more
veto points. These characteristics,
plus their tendency to become more
pronounced and to reinforce one
another. seem likely to make
nonincreis.ental curriculum policy-
making increasingly difficult. While
we can expect the professional
reformers to continue their valiant
efforts in behalf of innovative
policy-making, they increasingly may
become entrapped in the very
machinery they helped to create.

It is hard to escape the conclusion
that the *‘business’* of =form has
grown and proceeded according to a
principle of ‘‘top-down,’’ externally
imposed innovation that is sadly out'
of tune with the realities involved in
changing American public education.
If the public were not now demanding
results it might be possible for the
professional reformers to continue
*‘business as usual,”’ assisted, as
LaNoue (1971) i.as noted, by an
‘‘educational research establishment,
with its built-in incentive to discover
failure which justifies ever more re-
search’’ (p. 305). But, the public is
now far less tolerant of this sort of
thing, though this is what the public
may continue to get, like it or not.
However, if we are really serious
about reforming putlic education it
appears that we must strike at the
heart of the problem, namely, the
perverse structure of incentives that
discourages innovation and provides
few rewards for excellence within the
nonprofit, monopolistic milieu of the
public schools (ct., Michaelsen,
1976). Assured of a captive
clientele—at least insofar as the birth
rate permits—and utilizing a
““lockstep’’ reward system based
upon seniority rather than merit, the
public schools scarcely provide a cli-
mate conducive to risk-taking, ex-
perimentation, and responsiveness to
consumers. Indeed, it is remarkable
that many public schools perform as
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well as they do, considering their
basic reward structure.*

r -['1

he most promising way out of
this insulated morass appears to be
some variant of the voucher plan with
adequate safeguards against racial,
ethnic, and socioeconomic discrimi-
nation. A voucher scheme would not
only introduce competition for stu-
dents and a.consequent strong incen-
tive to satisfy consumers, but it would
free schools of the necessity of trying
to be ‘‘all things tc all men.”’ Social
and political realities are inclined to
compel the public schools to offer a
*‘neutral’’ program which accords
with the perceived preferences of
‘‘average’’ citizens. But along with
these pressures for a ‘‘common de-
nominator’’ approach, the public
schools also must engage in activities
which at least symbolize responsive-
ness to the wishes of powerful special
interest groups. The result is that the
public schocls are forced to pursue
multiple and sometimes conflicting
goals, with the consequence that their
effectiveness is diluted and no one is
entirely satisfied. A voucher plan
would enable schools and people to
sort themselves out according to their
philosophical and pedagogical prefer-
ences and the result would be reason-
ably focused institutions capable of
pursuing consistent educational pro-
grams.

It is a great tribute, however, to the
almost blind belief in the unmitigated
virtues of the public schools—as well
as to the power of the vested interests
which have developed among
employee groups in the perpetuation
of the public system a, it stands— that
the voucher plan has not yet been
tried on even an experimental basis.
The organized resistance to the idea
has been so formidable that even the
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much touted Alum Rock demonstra-
tion was so diluted as to scarcely
approximate the essential principles
of the notion (Michaelsen, 1978). The
issues raised by the voucher idea, of
course, are complex and this com-
plexity in fact is one of the obstacles
to gaining support for the idea (van
Geel, 1978). But the policy question
we are'left with, then, is, ‘'If some
variant of the voucher plan cannot be
made digestible in the present envi-
ronment, what can be done about the
incentive system of public education
that might facilitate reform?’* This is
indeed a troublesome question, but it
is one that seems inescapable.®

Notes

VThis is a revised and much abridged version
of a paper commissioned by the Curriculum
Develcpment Task Force of the National Insti-
tute of Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. The original paper

in the Review of Educanonal Re-
search, 42, 4, Fall 1978 and will be reprinted in
Gary Sykes and John Schaffarzick (Eds.),
Value conflicts and curriculum issues: Les-
sons from research and experience. Berkeley,
CA: McCutchan Publishing Co., forthcoming
Fall 1979.

*The quotation is Lasswell’s (1936) succinct
statement of the focus of political science.

IFor insightful discussions amplifying these
problems in curriculum change, see Cuban
(1976) and McKinney & Westbury (1975).

“Research is needed on what might be calied
the *‘secondary™ reward structure of public
schools, i.c., the extent to which and cir-
cumstances under which quasi-intrinsic moti-
vations, flowing, for example, from schoo! or
community traditions, skilled leadership, or
the *‘professionalism®* of educators, produce a
level of faculty performance beyond what
might be expected simply from the basic
““lockstep”* reward structure.

30n the theoretical and practical problems
confronting voucher pians, see Cohen and Far-
rar (1977), Michaclsen (1978), and van Geel
(1978). For a provocative proposal for reform
that is related to the voucher idea, see Garms,
Guthrie, and Pierce (1978). For a voucher-
related *‘new public school compronise®” that
for some reason leaves the “‘lockstep * rrward
structure in place, see Swanson (1977).
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