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Education policy analysis has long been a neglected area in the UK and, to an extent, in the
UsA and Australia. The result has been a profound gap between the study of education and
the formulatio. of education policy. For practitioners, such a lack of analysis of new policy
initiatives has worrying implications, particularly at a time of such policy flux and change.
Education policy has, in recent years, been a matter for intense political debate - the
political and public interest in the working of the system has come at the same time as the
breaking of the consensus on education policy by the New Right. As never before,
polidical parties and pressure groups differ in their articulated policies and prescriptions for
the education sector. Critical thinking about these developments is clearly imperative.

All those working within the system also need information on policy-making, policy
implementation and effective day-to-day operation. Pressure on schools from government,
education authorities and parents has generated an enormous need for knowledge among
those on the receiving end of educational policies.

This Falmer Press series aims to fill the academic gap, to reflect the politicalization of
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Foreword to The Study of Educati: aal Politics

Paul E. Peieson

The politics of education is both a critical and a conservative discipline. It is skeptical of the
institutions that it studies, but it is cautious about proposing changes. If its treatment of
those in authority is often sardonic, it is no less dubious of proposed remedies and reforms.

Most of the scholars working in schools of education devote themselves to the
training of practitioners - the teachers, administrators, counselors, psychologists, and
special educators who staff this multi-hundred billion dollar industry. Almost necessarily,
they come to identify with the needs, values and interests of the enterprise with which
they are closely identified. They typically defend the professional against the laity, the
expert against the novice, the specialist against the generalist, the insider against the
external critic. Yet from time to time educational scholars reverse fields and propose and
help launch wholesale reforms of one or another part of the educational enterprise.

Not so are most scholars who write about the politics of education. Their skeptical
conservatism is deeply rooted. The first modern political analyst, Niccolo Machiavelli, was
the quintessence of ruthless cynicism. He advised the Italian princes of the late 16th
century not to pursue justice but to keep themselves in power. In pursuit of this goal, they
should impose necessary harms immediately upon coming to power, then let the benefits
of the prince’s rule dribble out gradually over time. The public would soon forget the
harms and become grateful for their subsequent benefits. He also recommended
memorable executions of oppositic .eadership both to deter guerrilla action and to win
public awe and respect.

The first great modern political theorist, Thomas Hobbes, who wrote in the
aftermath of England's great Civil War, was willing to concede all authority to a single
all-powerful sovereign in order to avoid a state of nature that was ‘nasty, brutish and
short.” Anything other than absolute despotism, he said, would inevitably degenerate into
mob rule. Government was not so much a positive good as a necessary evil.

James Madison, the founder of the American political tradition. was hardly less
restrained in his enthusiasms. He advocated the separation of powers among competing
branches within a federal system not so much so as to achieve good government as to keep
any one faction from gaining power. The balance of power among competing interests
was the only way to maintain liberty.

The writers of the essays that follow are steeped in this tradition. They neither
pander to those in authority, nor do they endorse recommendations made by critics of
right or left. They neither portray American education as controlled by mindless multi-
culturalists and self-serving bureaucrats nor criticize it for anti-democratic élitism. Instead,
schools are seen as a strategic battleground over which many a brigade has marched and on
which are buried the bodies of many a combatant.

It is no accident that the politics of education established itself as a field in the late
1960s. At that time, many thought social problems could be solved through political
action. School boards were thought to be vehicles by which a white majority suppressed
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minorities. If the boards could be changed, so could the schools. School administrators
were condemned for their insulation from a multiplicity of political interests. If
bureaucrats could be subjected to political influence, better schools could be created.
Claims to professional expertise were subjected to harsh scrutiny. If schools could be made
responswe to the laity, children would learn more. Some even embraced participation of
the poor in the hope of bridging the distance between the scliool values and those taught
in the home.

But if these were the circumstances that induced schools of education to accept the
politics of education as a new discipline, those contributing to this emerging discipline
adopted a skeptical stance toward much of what was happening around them. To be sure,
they agreed with those social critics who accused schools of being controlled by small
factions. Yet only a very few were ready to join hands with the civil rights groups, citizen
advocates, policy analysts and educational reformers who called for the restructuring of
American education. Too steeped in a tradition founded by Machiavelli, Hobbes and
Madison, any espousal of reform was tempered by a keen awareness that more than one
group or faction wore a self-interested hat.

Looking back on the past 25 years, one can appreciate the virtue of cautious
skepticism. Educational governance has changed markedly, especially in lary: American
cities. People of color have gained representation; teacher organizations have become an
integral part of the governing structure; states have become more involved in school
finance: and federal regulations limit the authority of local school boards. But for all these
changes in the politics of education, the productivity of the educational system itself seems
to have changed but little. If American schools have not deteriorated as much as reform
commissions have claimed, neither have they found new ways of enhancing learning
opportunities. If the system seems more stagnant than rotten, the result can hardly be
comforting to yesteryear’s enthusiastic reformers.

And so the stance of those contributing to the politics of education remains cautiously
critical. Educational reform remains as much a part of the politics of the 1990s as it was of
the 1960s. Some reformers ask that parents be given vouchers so that they may have their
choice of school, public or private, religious or sectarian. Other reformers ask that control
of schools be decentralized to neighborhood groups. Still other reformers think that
equalizing school expenditures will level the playing field. Testing teachers, chartering
schools, contracting school systems out to private firms, and ‘detracking’ classrooms:
these and many other innovations remain on the political agenda,

These reforms are not rejected out of hand in the essays that follow. Skeptical
conservatism does not preclude a willingness to explore, experiment, and innovate. But
cautious skeptics moderate claims that educational reform can bring panaceas, permanent
solutions, or a politics without problems. The reader is to be forewarned: what follows is
political wisdom, not educational whinsy.
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Introduction and overview

Jay D. Scribner and Donald H. Layton

In early 1993, the publications committee of the Politics of Education Association
stipulated that the focus and content of the 1994 PEA Yearbook should commemorate the
Association’s 25th anniversary in 1994. The Yearbook, the committee stated, should
chronicle the growth of politics of education scholarship, should document some of the
forces that have shaped its development, and should assess the prospects for political
studies of education in the vears ahead. This volume. The Study of Educational Politics, is the
result of the committee’s cail.

The Yearbook project has proved to be a challenging one both to its editors as well as
to the contributors. In the 1960s, when the politics of education was emerging as a
distinctive field, the research literature was still sparse. State-of-the-art papers and
literature reviews could aspire to be somewhat comprehensive and could state ‘what is
known' with some reasonable assurance of accuracy. Obviously the emergent field of the
1960s is in the mid-1990s a rich and maturing field of research and study, albeit disparate,
fragmented, and perhaps at times even schizophrenic. The editors have found that how
one captures and depicts this mixed bag of thought and research between the covers of one
book has not been an easy task.

Twenty-fve years ago, the politics of education had its principal moorings in political
science. The approaches and paradigms of that discipline (like behavioralism and pluralism)
had a powerful impact on shaping early studies and research questions in the politics of
education. Most political scientists who were early students of the politics of education
(such as Bailey, Minar, and Zeigler) were schooled in these traditional political science
approaches. This Yearbook’s content demonstrates just how far that the politics of
education has moved from its origins but, to be fair, the discipline of political science has
itself changed dramatically during the same time frame.

There is little doubt that the study of educational politics has been greatly enriched by
the addition of new and multiple perspectives and by the new critical approaches in the
examination of its phenomena. But as some authors suggest in the following pages of this
vearbook, there may have been some losses in the neglect of traditional foci and
approaches. As Sroufe points out in Chapter 5, putting more *politics’ back into studies of
the politics of education may be a needed and even necessary corrective at this stage of the
field’s evolution. Certainly we must continue the quest for the discovery and the
understanding of those elements which give definition, purpose, and clarity to studies of
the politics of education.

Overview of the Yearbook

The Smdy of Educational Politics consists of four parts or sections. Part 1 of the yearbook is
entitled *Values and origins.’ In Chapter 1, Robert Stout, Marilyn Tallerico, and Kent
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Scribner discuss *Values: the *“What?*’ of the politics of education.’” They assert that
values and ideology are central to the politics of education, yet are often neglected in
research and writings. Kenneth Wong follows with Chapter 2, *The politics of education:
from political science to interdisciplinary inquiry.” Wong’s essay anticipates much of the
later content of the yearbook, especially the chapters of part 3. Part 2, ‘“The political
arenas,” examines some traditional areas or foci of politics of education research. Laurence
lannaccone and Frank Lutz lead off with Chapter 3, ‘The crucible of democracy: the local
arena.” Tim Mazzoni elucidates ‘State policymaking and school reform: influences and
influentials’ in Chapter 4. Next, in Chapter 5, Gerald Sroufe, a full-time practitioner of
educational politics, addresses the topic, ‘Politics of education at the federal level.” In
Chapter 6, Francis Fowler examines perhaps the most problematic {from a definitional and
research point of view) arena in ‘The international arena: the global village.’

Part 3, entitled ‘Emerging research directions and strategies,’ explores modes of
inquiry and approaches which have had or are likely to have considerable consequences for
politics of education research. James Cibulka, in Chapter 7, dissects ‘Policy analysis and
the study of the politics of education.’ Then, William Boyd, Robert Crowson, and Tyll
van Geel explore ‘Rationale choice theory and the politics of education: promise and
limitations’ in Chapter 8. A rapidly emerging area of study is elaborated on in Betty
Malen’s contribution, *The micropolitics of education: mapping the multiple dimensions
of power relations in school polities’ (Chapter 9). Catherine Marshall and Gary Anderson
then conclude part 3 with a consideration of ‘Rethinking the public and private spheres:
feminist and cultural studies perspectives on the politics of education’ (Chapter 10). Two
chapters constitute the yearbook’s fourth and final part entitled ‘A quarter-century in
perspective: implications for future research.’ In Chapter 11, ‘Making the politics of
education even more interesting,’ Richard Townsend and Norman Robinson challenge a
number of conventional insights and findings in the politics of education. Finally in
Chapter 12, Jay Scribner, Pedro Reyes, and Lance Fusarelli draw upon some previous
discussions and metaphors in the yearbook to address: ‘Educational politics: and the game
goes on.’

The editors hope that the 1994 Yearbook will make a useful addition to the politics of
education research and reference literature. We especially desire that the volume be of
direct value to current and future students of the nolitics of education and to their
instructors. We also believe that the vearbook will serve as a fitting introduction to the
study of educational politics for those whose principal discipline and research interests may
lic clsewhere, yet seek some understandings of the politics area. And we trust that we are
not immodest in suggesting that we hope that scholars of the next century will find this
volume an imightful account and retrospective of the intellectual journey of a small but
vibrant scholarly field.
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Values and origins
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Values: the ‘What?” of the politics of education

Robert T. Stout,
Marilyn Tallerico, and
Ken* Paredes Scribner

The purpose of this chapter is to examine how divergent values and belief systems are
brought to bear in the politics of education. It will also illustrate the areas of schooling
which seem most vulnerable to conflicts produced by opposing value systems, examining
those areas over extended periods of history in the United States. We believe that in doing
so we can highlight the content of the political struggles which scholars in the politics of
education work to understand: the ‘“What?* of the field.

Appropriately, we begin with Easton's (1965) definition of a political system as:

. patterns of interacuon through which values are allocated for a soarety and these allocations are accepted as
authorttative by most persons in the saciety most of the tine. It 18 through the presence of activities that fulfill
these two basic tunctions that & soeiety can commut the resources and energies of its members 1n the settlement of
differences that cannot be autonomously resolved. (p. 57)

We could have begun as casily with lannaccone’s (1988) discussion of the place of political
ideology in political conflict. He argues that:

- .conflicts which escalate into realignment of coalitions and a redirection of policies, are reflections of
tintninsically unresalvable issues about  fundamental tenstons mherent i Americas souets . Beause conrmued
potinical conthers about such rssues are Iikelv te destrov a soctety, a substitution of conflicts takes place around 4
different nux of 1sues which promises a future solunon ro the problems posed by irreconcilable tensions But
preaisely because they are irreconcilable, at least within the hinuts of their current circunistances and technology,
the new mix of issues and related 1deas provides an illusion of solving the old conflicts. ip. 58)

We will examine five questions which seem to us to have been the *What?* of the politics
of education throughout the history of public schools in the United States:

® Who should go to school?

@ What snould be the purposes of schooling?

®  What should children be taught? :

® Who should decide issues of school direction and policy?
® Who should pay for schools?

These questions continue unresolved, only having been decided one way or another at one
time or another. We argue that the questions are unresolvable because they rest on
underlying tensions among competing values. In other words, they cannot be resolved in a
pluralist democratic system. The value tensions we will explore are linked to the value
alternatives of choice, efficiency, equity, and quality (excellence), and we will argue that
the tensions have surrounded public schooling since its invention in the United States.
What people have fought about and what scholars of the politics of education have tried
to understand are the ways in which major actors with competing value perspectives have
tried to impose their perspectives on social policy. While a great deal of research in the
past 25 years has been devoted to tracking the outcomes of conflicts over the five
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questions, we hope to broaden the context with a longer historical perspective.

We intend, 25 well, to review these questions and their underlying value tensions
within the research arenas of micropolitics, school district politics, state politics, and
national politics. We do so with the understanding that other chapters in this yearbook
will exanine each arena in much greater detail.

It is worth noting, as a preface, that the inclusion of an entire chapter on this topic in
a volume of this sort is a relatively new phenomenon. It is not that values have not been
lurking in the background of the politics of education, but rather that a direct examination
of their influence on political processes and outcomes is recent. Much of the politics of
education research intended to illuminate the structures, actors, and processes of political
decision. The value content of the issues was less well analyzed.!

One of the more widely used textbooks, Schools in Conflict (Wirt and Kirst 1992) does
include a chapter devoted to the origins of demand inputs. The authors argue that stress in
volitical systems arises from value conflicts among competing political agents. They then
discuss the four key values of quality, efficiency, equity, and choice. They quote
extensively from works by Marshall, Mitchell, and Wirt, citing particularly Culture and
Education Policy in the American States (1989). In that work, after giving credit to Kaufman
(1956), and Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (1978), Marshall ef al. elaborate their terms. On the
definition of choice, they say:

Tl is aiguably the most basic of all Amencan pubhic values ft was the pasnate beliet of the Amencan

Federalists that good govermment is defued by ity abihitn to presenve freedom of chorce tor ity aitizens . It was
summed up by Thorias Jeffersonin hts declaration. “That gevernment governs best which governs least”. (p. 89)

About yuality they say:

Given the primary role plaved by choice or hbertv m the Amenican pohingal watem, positive public policv actions
must be justified in terms of their abthity to enhance the qualizy of Bife for ciizeny Indeed, governmental action to
provide ditect services 1s detenuble only if the quality of the services provided s on the whole at feasr o goud o
could be reasonably expected to arise through private action (p 90}

With regard to efficiency they explain that:

Anterieans have had an mitense love hate relationsbip with ethoency s pablie police value v the tounding of
the Republic. The cruel efficiencies of totalitanian governments are recogmzed and feared But the productive
efficiency of Amenican business and mdustry are just as trequenty held out ava model after which to deagn public
wrvice agencies. Moreover. Americans feel o need fn an orderly, predictable. and contrelled watem o contain
private and tnterest group confhiets threatemng the social order Social unrest and the threat of anarchy tade when
government prm‘idcs for the orderlv and efiicient delivery of public sersices (7. 91)

About equity they argue:

A~ a pohey matter. equits v compheared Ttis 2 matter o redress tattier than one of address That i, policy-makers
cannot decree social equiry, they can enlv create law<e and wocial programs that reheve the effects of mequty afrer it
nas been wentified The need for govermmental action cannot be recogmized unul seme dennhable nequir ha
been shown to be serious and 0 need of remedv. Then detion i ondy stitied to e extent iecesan chnimat

the dentfied mequity. (p 92)

We return, then, to lannaccone (1988) who asserts, ‘Policy is thus viewed as resting upon
value-laden public belicfs - interpretations of the American creed or dream - as you will'
(p-49) for our interest in cxamining the connections among values and political processes
and outcomes,
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THE "WHAT?" OF THE POLITICS OF EDUCATION
Whe should go to school?

Although we risk overgeneralization, we assert initially that this question has been driven
over time by a shift from ‘choice’ to ‘equity’ as the dominant public value influencing
decisions about it. While we can find undertones of both ‘efficiency’ and
"quality/excellence,” the overall drift of public policy in the past 200 years has been to
reduce individual choice in favor of social equity. At the base of the question are individual
choices to go or not to school, to choose the persons with whom one wishes to go to
school, and to choose the persons with whom one does not wish to go to school.

At the beginning, of course, the New England colonies defined the terms of
resolution in favor of excellence, arguing that public provision of schools was essential for
the quality of life of all persons in the social order. But implementation was a sometime
matter, resting essentially on town choices to allocate funds. In other regions of the
nascent country, choice was the dominant early value. The framers of the Constitution
avoided what they saw as a series of potential conflicts by avoiding discussion of the
question altogether. This is not to argue that children did not go to school, only that
parents made the choices (perhaps under duress from religious leaders, or ‘liberals’, or
business leaders). With the advent of compulsory schooling, choice gave way to equity as
the dominant public value. But the conflict has lasted a long time, with compulsory school
attendance laws still being debated and with some states only recently deliberating
appropriate school-leaving ages.

With the rise in the salience of equity, the decision to expand (demand) school-going
to everyone seems inevitable in hindsight. But conflict over the meaning of the question
has been intense: witness conflict over school segregation, education of handicapped
children, education of Native Americans, and the like. Although we believe equity has
been the dominant value for at least 100 years, choice continues to influence policy.
Whether parents can provide schooling at homie, whether children who are violent or
truant must be schooled, whether homeless children are entitled to schooling. are all issues
which can stir substantial debate even now. With respect to higher education, the shift
from federal grants and fellowships to student loans indicates that choice may have
reappeared as a more powerful value than in the recent past.

In the micropolitical arena, the question of who should go to school has not had
substantial investigation by scholars of the politics of education. Rather, sociologists,
particularly those who have been concerned about such matters as class and race and the
interac'ions between students and teachers, have had more to say about it. But there are
examples of research which suggest that a more direct look at political ideology might
help explicate internal school politics. In studying high school dropouts, Reyes and
Capper (1991) explore the political ideologies of a sample of urban principals. Principals,
they assert, determine in part the nature of dropping out by how the principals define
dropout and what proximate causes they assign. Reyes and Capper argue, ‘In sum the
principals blamed the student, the school or community context, for the dropout of
racially diverse students. None attributed student dropout to reproducing the status quo
within society..” (p.549). They conclude by saying. ‘In summary, our findings
confirm . . . that how a problem is defined can determine if and how the problem is
addressed’ (p. 551). In effect, how the problem is defined at a school determines who is to
go to school.

More recent compendia have made similar arguments with respect to problem
definition (issue articulation) research which might be carried out at the micropolitical
level. Blase (1991) argues that, while micropolitical processes are complex and unstable,
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school principals have much to do with problem defining. He argues that in an effort to
achieve a deep awareness of self, school principals must examine their own political values
and purposes, and assess the political values of others.

A recent issue of Education and Urban Society edited by Marshall and Scribner (1991a) is
devoted to micropolitics. It is clear from this volume that conflict and accommodation.at
school sites will be a topic of research for many future scholars. We suggest that some of
the investigative effort be devoted to uncovering value conflicts among the participants
over the key issue of who is to be a student and who is not to be. We assert that conflict
over the core values of choice, equity, efficiency, and quality exists routinely in and arouna
schools in their attempts to decide who should go to school, notwithstanding the general
dominance in national affairs of the value of equity.

The question of who should go to school has been hotly contested in school districts
in the past 25 years. Major conflicts have centered on issues of race and school
desegregation (Crain, 1968, 1989, Kirby er al. 1973, Willie 1984). Political scientists have
examined the political structures and processes that drove decisions which did or did not
desegregate schools and have examined the consequences in terms of white flight,
resegregation, and housing patterns. As Crain (1989) argues, ‘In our analysis of education,
we rarely consider that the local school system is a very powerful actor - it is a major
employer and builds most of the city’s buildings (p. 318). Other emerging district issues
include treatment of truant and whether city police will apprehend them, integration of
social service delivery systems (Melaville and Blank 1993), questions of academic
qualifications as requisites for participation in school-sponsored activities (pass to play),
and youth violence.

Here we believe that the core value of equity is in contest with values of quality and
efficiency. The costs in time, money and lost academic performance are weighed against
the expressed obligation to give every child in a system an equal opportunity to succeed. It
is not clear to us how these contests will develop nor is it clear that current work in the
politics of education is sufficiently advanced to explain them, although Bidwell (1992) has
laid out the components of a po-sible scheme for thinking about urban education as a freld
of policy action. Further, Schwager and others (1992) have given us an analysis of the
complex implementation effects of district policies about retaining children in grade. They
argue that an interaction of district cultural beliefs and organizational procedures produces
different rates of retention in grade depending on the size of the school district, even when
the formal policy is the same. This produces different answers to the question of who
should go to school, since grade retention is shown to be linked to dropping out.

State action on this question, lately, has been anchored in both efficiency and
excellence (Firestone, 1990). Raising high schoo! graduation standards, either by
extending required courses, or by instituting some form of ‘leaving’ exam, is justified in
terms of excellence, as is the *pass to play’ rule in some states. Providing state money for
increased efforts ar early intervention, either through the schools, or through other
agencies in cooperation with scheels, is justified in terms of long-term efficiencies.

Federal action has been in a slow drift toward equity, intensified, perhaps, in the past
25 years. For example, inclusion and equal educational oppertunity are symbolic of a
national mood which values schooling for all children and youth. Yet, the countervailing
value of choice continues in the federal shift from grants to loans for college students, and
in, for example, the Us Supreme Court’s reluctance to enter suits over school finance.

Overall, we suggest that the prevailing value behind decisions about who should go
to school has heen equity. Although periodic incidents and decisions have been Havored by
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effriency and choice, most decisions most of the time in most political systems have
reflected a preference for equity.

What should be the purposes of schooling?

This is, of course, the most significant question in the group, because, without a clear
answer to it, the other questions are much more contentious. But, as a nation, we have
not answered this key question. Having said that the purpose of public schooling is to
advance the interests of the public as represented by the state, and to prepare a coming
generation for success in the future, we have engaged in serious debate about what those
ideas mean. The debate is not new of course, having its origins in the earliest
proclamations. In 1642 the Massachusetts Bay Colony set down a simple purpose:

It being one chief obect of that uld deluder, Satan to keep men from the knowledge of the Senptures, as n former
nmes by keeping them in an unknown tongue. so in these latter times by persuading from the use of tongues. that
w at least the true sense and meaning of the orginal mught be clouded by false glosses of samt-seennng decervers.
that learning mav not be buried in the grave of our father<in the Church and Commienweealth, the Lord assisting
our endeavors

Matters did not remain simple. The 1754 catalog of Queen's College (Columbia
University) asserted that the *chief thing that is aimed at in this College is to teach and
engage the children to know God in Jesus Christ... By 1784 the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts asserted, ‘Wisdom and knowledge, as well as virtue,
diffused generally among the body of the people, being necessary for the preservation of
their rights and liberties;..." Above the Boston Public Library is engraved, ‘The
Commonwealth requires the education of the people as the safeguard of order and liberty."

In 1749, in Proposals Relating to the Education of Youth in Pennsylvania, Benjamin
Franklin added to the debate:

As to ther studies, it would be well of they could be tanght eversthing thar v wseful and evervthing that 1
ornamental But Art 1s long and their time s short. It 15 therefore proposed that they fearn those things that are
bkely to be the most weful and most ernamental Regord bemg had 1o the several profesions tor which they are
intended

In 1848 Horace Mann was prompted to write,

Now wurelv nothimg but universal education can counterwork the tendeney to the dommation of capial and the
servibity of labar . It [education | does better than to disarm the poor of ther hosuihity toward the nich, it prevents
betng poor.

What is are the purpose(s) of education in the United States? President Bush (1991), in
presenting America 2000: An Education Strategy, said:
Education has always meant opportunits. Today, education deternunes not ust whnch students will suceeed, but
alo which nations will thrive m a world unived in purcnt of freedom 1n enterprise. (p 1)

f we want Anienica to remam a leader, a force for good 1 the warld, we musr fead the av o eduoatona
mnovation. And if we want to combat crime and drug abuse, 1f we want to create hope and apportumity in the
bleak corners of this country where there s now nothing but defeat and despair. we must dupel the darkness with
the enlightenment that a sound and well-rounded education provides. (p 2)

Think about every problem, every challenge we face. The solution to each starts with educanon (p 2)

In the same document, the report of the meeting of the Governors of the several states and
the President in Virginia at the education summit in 1990 is excerpted as:

America’s educationat performance must be second to none in the 2ist century Fducarion 1 central to onr quahi
of ltfe. it s at the heart of our economic strength and seunity, our creatvity 1 the arts and letters, onr nvention
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m the saences, and the perpetuation of our culrural values Education w the key to Amenca’s international
comipetitiveness. (p 39)

What are the purposes of cducation? Over time they seem to be whatever we decide we
want them to be at the moment, aside from a general belicf that national happiness is at
stake if they are not met.

We are not surprised, then, at the corollary debate over whether the schools are any
good (Berliner 1993, Hawley 1985, Timar 1989). As a nation we cannot possibly agree on
that issue, given our inability to agree on the prior question of purpose.

We wish we could sort out the valences of the competing values of choice, efficiency,
equity, and excellence in the debates over purpose. However we do not think that we can
within the scope of this chapter. We do not have the wisdom of hindsight except to assert
that the debates have been contentious.

What should children be taught?

In general, we believe that the question of what children should be taught has been
decided around the competing values of excellence and equity, although. on occasion, the
value of choice appears to have driven the debate. As is truc for all of the important
questions, this one has been debated in various forms for more than 100 years. In the late
1800s the American curriculum can be described best as in disarray. Choice prevailed at all
levels in the absence of any gencral agreement about what should be taught. Teachers
taught what they knew, proprietary schools taught what they could sell, parents and
students demanded different curricula depending on social status, regionalism, religion and
the like. The Committee of Ten of the National Education Association (NEA 1894)
attempted to solidify the national curriculum around subjects which were thought to
prepare high school graduates for success in <ollege. About 25 years later the Commission
on the Reorganization of Secondary Schools (1918) published The Cardinal Principles of
Education. This document argued, in effect, that the high school curriculum had to be
modified substantially to allow successful compietion by large numbers of students who
had not been in high schools in the late 1800s. The debate was thus joined between those
who argued for excellence and those who argued for equity. Both groups had abandoned
choice as a preferred value. The debate is engaged in the same terms today.

At the level of micropolitics an uneasy compromise has been reached with the tacit
acceptance of various forms of tracking, so that excellence can be celebrated for the
children who are thought to be able to benefit, and some form of presumed equity offered
for less able students (Oakes 1985, Powell et al. 1985). While these practices may be racist
or discriminatory, they allow schools to function without continual rancorous conflict.
Other compromises are known to occur (O'Reilly 1988). but are not well documented as
outcomes of value conflicts. Obvious compromises include a school faculty agreement that
some teachers can teach phonics while other teachers are permitted to teach whole-word
approaches, or to teach reading through whole-language experiences, or to avoid teaching
some subjects altogether. The closed classroom doors and the loose internal coupling of
most schools permit value conflicts from surfacing. But value differences persist.

Within school districts, Boyd (1976, 1978) has reminded us how complex and
interesting the political contests have been over what should be taught. He has given us a
model for understanding how the contests are waged. Both Peshkin (1978) and Page and
Clelland (1978) provide vivid studies of the ways in which communities can mold what is
taught so that it reflects the dominant values of the community. Although we do not
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know with certainty, it is reasonable to speculate that most local curricula reflect the
values of key actors (Boyd 1982, 1987, Burlingame 1988), whether those values are equity,
excellence, or choice. Probably few ‘pure’ cases exist, but Boyd's (1978) model might be
useful for additional research on the problem.

There is, we believe, a resurgence of earlier overt conflicts, particularly in state-level
political arenas. Marshall. Mitchell and Wirt (1989) proffer the most thorough explication
of how such conflicts result in very different choices among states. Among their seven
major policy domains which engage state legislators, three are about the question of what
should be taught: approaches to student testing and assessment, approaches to curriculum
materials, and approaches to the definition of school program. They show that states differ
across the four values and across the seven policy domains. But individual states, they
argue, have general preferences among the values. They argue also that there are general
value preferences shared by all the states. On that point they say, ‘It was surprising to find
so little priority given to approaches that would enhance the choice value’ (p.94). They
say also, ‘Note, for example, that educational guality items were ranked first in
all ... domains. . " (emphasis in the original: p. 93) and ‘Receding support for educational equity is
clearly evident in the data’ (p. 94: empbhasis in the original).

The overt conflicts are perhaps best represented by state debates over high-stakes
testing. As states attempt to attach serious consequences to various forms of the tests, the
content of them, the cut scores for passing, and the consequences of failure. As Ellwein,
Glass and Smith (1988) show, each of these debates is subject to various forms of political
compromise at each juncture.

The more recent emergence of state conflict over the inclusion of values in Qutcomes
Based Education represents other instances (see the 1994 conflicts in Kentucky and
Pennsylvania for example). We are not certain how these debates will continue, but the
conflicts seem anchored in definitions of excellence and equity. Some attention is being
paid to efficiency as states discover the high costs of new, and presumably more equitable,
forms of testing. But states, as Boyd (1987) and Astuto and Clark (1986) argue, will
probably continue to base policy on excellence as they debate the question of what
students should be taught.

Federal political debates have the same flavor. Whether the issue is crystallized in
multiple attempts to articulate the national goals (see for examp.e the Reuching the Goals
series produced by the various goals work groups of the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement, US Department of Education, {1993 and various dates|), or by the
multiple attempts to establish national curricular standards, the federal drive for excellence
scems well established unless it becomes enmeshed in technical wrangling (Us General
Accounting Ofhice, 1993). lannaccone (1985) was one of the first to suggest that a sea
change had occurred in federal political values, and that excellence had replaced equity as
the preferred symbol.

Whitt, Clark and Astuto (1986) agree and argue that public preference for the
excellence symbols is high and likely to remain so. The 1993 Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll
of public attitudes seems to reaffirm continuing public support for high curricular
standards and the teaching of traditional values such as honesty, democracy, tolerance,
patriotism and the like (Phi Delta Kappan, October 1993). This is not to argue that
excellence as a preferred value has replaced equity entirely, only that equity now has to be
viewed as a mitigating concern, rather than as the primary one, in federal debates about
what children should be taught.

What is happening, then, is what has happened throughout our recent history. The
American political debate over what children should be taught plays out at several levels,
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and continues to revolve around the competing values of equity and excellence.

Who should decide issues of schnol direction and policy?

This is a most interesting question, about which research in the politics of education has
had much to say. Over the past 100 years or so some trends are apparent. As a country we
have debated the appropriate role of citizens in the governance of schools. Governance of
local school systems changed from a diffuse and decentralized mode in tha late 1800s to a
generally centralized and professionalized mode by the 1950s. Since the 1960s modes of
governance in local school systems have become more diverse, serious questions have been
raised about the political health and viability of locally elected school boards, and new
forms of governing are being tried. We cannot even speculate on the outcome, except to
remind readers that somewhere in the debate lie competing values of efficiency and equity.
Efficiency may be represented by those who argue that local school boards, as now
constituted, are not up to the task of governing a complex modern school system. Those
who favor equity insist that the public’s right to govern its schools in whatever ways it
sees fit, and in however confusing or messy a way, must be protected.

We have seen also the increased capability of both state and federal agencies to
intervene in local school systems. Their interventions have changed the character of
decisions about schools. Finally, we have come to understand that schools are political
arenas as well, and that while influenced by districts, states and the federal government,
teachers, principals, and parents contend with one another over who will be in charge.

At the micropolitical level we have an increased understanding of the rules of political
conflict (Bacharach and Lawler 1980, Ball 1987, Blase 1988, 1991, Marshall and Scribner
1991b, Malen and Ogawa 1988). But we do not have a particularly good idea of the
content of these confiicts, and whether the conflicts are about matters of political ideology.
We suspect that they are, and perhaps more often than on occasion (lannaccone 1991,
Spring 1988, Wolcott 1977). Even in its original use bv lannaccoue (1975), micropolitics is
concerned ‘with the interaction and political ideologies of social systems of teachers,
administrators and pupils within school buildings’ (p. 43). So we suspect that struggles
among teachers, parents and administrators are about important issues, however they may
be disguised. lannaccone (1991) suggests that teasing out those issues may be difhicult, but
worth the effort in the context of resear~h on reform.

The politics of governing local school districts has been the focus of much attention
by researchers. From early in the development of the politics of education, inquiry into the
question of who decides has, more indirectly than not, surfaced questions of values.
Berube and Gittell (1968) offer views of a struggle that was over parent influence, but
about deeper ideological differences. Levin and his colleagues (1970) explored in depth the
issue of community control of schools. Fein (1970) placed the issue squarely in the middle
of ideological conflict. He wrote, ‘But it is when the issue is political-ideological reform
that the debate sharpens. .. (p. 86). Clarifying his perspective, he argued that the liberal
critics of public schools were in a quandary over how to deal with particularistic ideologies
as presented by African-American parents. ‘These several [universalistic] belicfs are
directly at odds with the theses now propounded by defenders of community schools’
(p- 90).

Mitchell (1974, 1980) has argued that school board members value differentially, and
that their values are important to the outcomes of policy debates. Crain (1968) suggests
that the values of school board members may have been one of the key variables explaining
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the outcome of community conflict over school desegregation. Others (Cahill 1964,
Kimbrough 1964) have made the same point. In fact, Cahill (1964) wrote, ‘In the second
place the political values of the participants encouraged them to select particular kinds of
political change [emphasis in the original] for attention. In this case, differences in the value
perspectives of the participants generated corresponding differences in patterns of
selection’ (p. 68). Heineke and Brand (1994) have completed careful analyses of the public
speech of school board members, and have discovered conflict which arises out of value
differences among incumbent school board members.

We can say with some certainty, then, that conflict over who should decide in local
communities is important because it is conflict over whose values will influence school
policy. Certainly the work done by those who use dissatisfaction theory begins there.
These researchers (Chriswell and Mitchell 1980, Danis 1981, lannaccone and Lutz, 1970,
Lutz and lannaccone 1978, Weninger and Stout 1989) have attempted to understand how
shifts in dominant community values produce electoral conflict over school board seats,
replacement of school superintendents, and major changes in policy directions in school
districts.

Although we cannot be certain, we can speculate that the core values discussed in this
chapter influence local political decisions in at least two ways. It may be that community
values (equity, efficiency, for example) play an important role in structuring the rules of
political conflict. It may also be that the values influence actions of key players,
independent of the rules of political conflict (Boyd 1976).

The work of Tallerico (1989) and others (Cistone 1982, Danzberger er al. 1986,
Danzberger er al. 1992, Lutz 1984, Lutz and Gresson 1980, Stout 1982) all suggest that
the rules of political conflicts in local school districts are established as a function of
community values articulated in various ways. Whether the values we have been
discussing are the best ones to assess in trying to understand the complex political life of
school districts is unanswerable in this space. Tallerico (1989) suggests that the push and
pull of activist school board members interacting with school superintendents ‘are
powerful predecisional social processes that create the conditions and <hape the choices of
alternatives upon which policies and practices are constructed. .. (p. 227).

At .he state level, values appear to influence the rules of the game in much the same
way. State legislatures may be open or closed, public- or private-regarding, accessible or
inaccessible, structurally complex or simple, reliant on staff or not, and show differences in
a variety of means and methods for controlling the flow of policy debate (Fuhrman and
Rosenthal 1981, Marshall er al. 1989, Mazzoni 1993, Mitchell 1988, Stout 1986). Whether
a reflection of the political cultures of the states or other variables is not clear, but it is clear
that state policy makers are influenced by values when establishing rules of operation. So
issucs of who should decide are first decided by values which govern the debate about who
can even be part of the debate. The most recent development has been the enthusiastic
reinclusion of business leaders in framing state education policy (Proseminar on Education
Policy 1991, Ray and Mickelson 1990).

State legislatures have, as well, worked to define the question of who should decide
by attempting to change the structures of local decision-making. As creatures of the states,
local schonl boards are inventions of legislatures, even though many local school boards
predate admission of states to the Union. A variety of mechanisms has been proposed to
break what many see as the obstructionist stranglehold of local school boards. Charter
schools and vouchers are only the most recent efforts by state legislators to bypass school
boards and put decisions more directly in the hands of parents, teachers, or both. Other
mechanisms may become attractive as well (Danzberger e al. 1992) if charter schools and
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vouchers become politically too difficult. Whether prompted by efforts to increase equity,
excellence, or efficiency, choice seems to be the public symbol attaching to the proposals.

The federal government’s attempt to define the question of who should decide needs
to be analyzed by governmental branch. The courts seem to have been much interested in
ensuring the rights of children and parents to participate significantly in decisions about
schooling. Decisions which constrain professional discretion and expand student and
parent discretion have come down with regularity in the past 25 years. The most obvious
examples are drawn from decisions about the rights of children with handicapping
conditions and who is to define an appropriate educationai environment for them. We
interpret these as decisions grounded in equity, and beginning certainly with the Brown
decision.

Congress seems to be moving in several directions. Beginning with the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, parent participation (an equity value, we
believe) in school decisions has been promoted. Recent efforts to promulgate national
curricular standards, prompted by efforts to establish naticnal goals for schooling, seem
anchored in concerns for excellence. But the obvious trade-off is argued to be with respect
to equity if the curriculum standards are ethnocentric, or biased in other ways. A second
trade-off is argued to be with choice. If schools are to adopt national standards and a
national curriculum, buttressed by national tests, the argument is that the basic choice of
parents to decide what children will be taught will have been eroded. By helping to
promote the New American Schools Development Corporation and other innovations in
school design, Congress also seems to be promoting both choice and excellence. Thus, it is
hard to determine whether any value is predominant in Congress as a body.

The Executive Branch, certainly since the election of President Reagan and mitigated
only partially by President Clinton, seems solidly to favor excellence and choice. Clark and
Astuto (1986) have described these developments in detail.

Overall, the federal government seems increasingly willing to suggest that it should
have a significant role in decisions about important matters. By establishing standards and
the frameworks for debate at other levels, the federal government has substantial influence
over who decides.

Who should pay for schools?

As is true with other important questions, we assert that over 200 or so years of our
history, the question of who should pay for schools has been generally driven by political
values. In the case of finance, we believe that equity has been the preferred value.
Although the earliest laws placed the burden for financing schools on the commonwealth,
practice was far different. The schooling of children and youth has only gradually (in the
long term) come to be accepted as a general public responsibility. Earlier efforts to fund
schooling through parent obligations, lotteries, philanthropies, and the like gave way.
over time, to levied taxes. Although Guthrie (1988) warns, ‘It is virtually impossible to
predict the valenc= of public concern for a policy-related value at a particular point in the
future’ (p. 386), we think that equity will continue t be a powerful force influencing the
answer to the question. But aside from that very broad, and admittedly risky, prediction,
debate over who should pay has intensified in the past 25 years.

At the micropolitical level, there is virtually no research to suggest the criteria used
within a school to determine the non-budgeted source and use of funds. Bake sales, teacher
purchases of materials, entreprencurial principals, gifts from parents, student councils,
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friends of the school, and business partners are all means and sources of extramural funds.
Research by scholars in the politics of education is needed to understand how allocations of
these revenues are made, both within schools and, either formally or informally, between
schools. Although weighed against budgeted funds, such revenues are probahly not
significant. A story in Education Week indicates that the Council for Aid to Education
estimated the value of gifts and services in 1990-91 to public schools by foundations,
corporations, and individuals to be $300 million, or less than 1% of annual school
expenditures (Education Week 1992). Nonetheless they may represent important
advantages to certain kinds of school communitiss, and the value of such gifts may rise in
the future.

Mostly under threat of legal action, state debates about who should pay are driven by
questions of equity, with some attention paid to questions of efficiency. Excellence is given
symbolic prominence, but not sustained financial support. Whether adequacy (as a proxy
for quality) can become grounds for either judicial or legislative action is undetermined,
but adequacy has begun to appear as a political symbol (Jordan and Lyons 1992). The value
preferences of legislators change, however, as allocation, rather than aggregation,
decisions are made. Allocation decisions, it is argued, are driven first by quality, then by
efficiency, and then by equity (Marshall er al. 1989).

The national value preference with respect to the question of who should pay seems
to be the choice. Although the federal government’s allocation decisions are not unlike
those of the states, the question of who should pay has been decided for the most part by
the courts. In the Rodriguez case (1973), the Court seems to have said that the federal
interest in answering the question of who should pay for schools must defer to state
decisions, thereby affirming state choice as the preferred value. The decision, of course, did
not challenge the federal government’s right to collect taxes and to disburse them to
schools. Both efficiency and equity values underlie federal efforts to generate revenue. But
the effects of court decisions are far greater than the small financial contribution made by
Congruss to public schools.

A question of some interest to future research in the politics of education may involve
the politics of the delivery of integrated social services for children and youth. As argued in
Gardner (1992) and Jehl and Kirst (1992), new forms of delivery of social services to youth
are both possible and desirable, but problematic in their implementation. But
implementation raises a set of questions about who should pay. These are both interagency
and intergovernmental in character. Some services will be provided by municipalities or
counties, paid for by general tax revenues; some may be provided by states. Some may be
provided by school districts and some by the federal government. And so it can go, with
various crosscuttings of sources of funds and mechanisms for delivering services. Thus the
issue becomes much broader than that of who should pay for schooling. It becomes one of
who should pay for general child welfare, particularly as child welfare can be shown to
have significant influences over schooling. We believe that the politics of this question can
be a focus of future research.

Although we cannot predict the value preferences of the future, public attitude may
reflect a growing concern for equity. The 1993 Gallup Poll (Elam et al. 1993) suggests
several threads of public concern for equity. In significant percentages, citizens favor
allocating the same amount of moncy for all students, ‘even if it means taking funding
from some wealthy schoo! districts and giving it to poor districts’ (p. 142). They are
moderately willing to pay more federal taxes to improve inner-city schools. They favor the
provision by schools of a wide variety of social services. While citizens favor being able to
choose schools within public school svstems, thev reject vouchers for private schools.

(@]
v/




ERI

PAruitext providea by esic ||~

ROBERT T.STOUT ET AL.

Stout (1993) contends that the issue is joined between those who argue for one or
another free-market strategy and those who argue that strong government intervention is
needed. Jennings (1992) has suggested that we may have emerged from about 20 years in
which efforts to make schools better have not been accompanied by efforts to make them
more equal. Although the general direction of the answer to this question has been to
prefer equity, and although we have said that we believe it will continue to be so, we offer
it as a large and inviting arena for research.

Concluding remarks

Lasswell has characterized politics as ‘who gets what, when and how" (1936). Easton
(1965) has depicted the political system as determining the authoritative allocation of
resources and values for society. The politics of education ultimately resolves distributive
questions in a material sense, as well as in terms of the citizenry’s competing values,
attitudes, and ideologies.

As Guthrie (1988) explains, “The United States political system must accommodate
individuals and groups whose values and belief systems at their roots often conflict with
one another’ (p.373). In this chapter we have attempted to document the evolution of the
politics of education by reviewing five questions which both: (a) reflect some of the most
enduring value conflicts pertinent to education, and (b) capture the broadest concepts
underlying scholarship in the field:

® Who should go to school?

@ What should be the purposes of schooling?

® What should children be taught?

® Who should decide issues of school direction and policy?
® Who should pay for schools?

We have focused on the values of efficiency, quality, equity, and choice. Wherever
possible, we have illustrated the conflicts surrounding each with reference to the work of
politics of education scholars. And we have included examples from the political arenas of
schools, school districts, statehouses, and the federal government.

In tracking the development of the field in this way, it becomes clear that the
contested nature of these questions persists. Major issues are not settled, nor are major
conclusions without controversy. The nature of *good’ education, who should govern,
who should benefit, and how it should all be financed are questions whose answers are
neither commonly understood nor agreed upon. Research on the politics of education has
made substantial progress in unraveling the complexities of competing value systems and
education, yet it is evident that our understandings of these interrelationships will remain
incomplete. While we have taken a broad historical perspective on these issues, ensuing
chapters revisit many of these questions with more specific attention to the past 25 years of
politics of education scholarship.
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Note

1. For example, Scribner and Englert (1977) did not discuss values of political ideologies in their
introductory chapter of the Nssk Yearbook on politics and education. There is onlv one indexed
reference to values in the Yearbook, and lannaccone's (1977) chapter is the only one in which political
ideology is discussed at any length. The more recent and massive bibiographic study of the feld by
Hastings (1980) does not index ‘values' nor does it index “political ideology’. Reading individual
entries in the volume reveals that some attention was paid to the interaction of values and polisics. but
not as a direct question for examination. The Handbook of Researht on Educanonal Admimstranon (Bovan
1988) provides only one index reference to *values™ and that reference attaches to a discussion of models
of organization, not to politics and education. The five chapters on politics and policy are essentially
silent on political ideclogy as a force 1n educational politics. Our effort to place the contents of research
in the politics of education within the framework we have chosen mav, therefore, weem forced on
occassion. We make no apologies for that.
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2. The politics of education: from political science to multi-

disciplinary inquiry

Kenneth K. Wong

The politics of education as a field of study owes much of its intellectual roots to political
science. Its primary concerns clearly fall in the domain of political science - power,
influence, conflict, and the ‘authoritative allocation of values (Easton 1965, Peterson
1974, Layton 1982, Burlingame 1988). This close relationship, however, is neither uni-
directional nor static. While heavily relying on the methods and concepts in political
science, the politics of education field has in turn contributed to theory building in the
‘parent’ discipline. To a large extent, then, the close interaction has been productive and
mutually rewarding.

Close connection tc the parent discipline notwithstanding, the field of education
politics has vigorously adopted concepts and methods from other disciplines. The
divergence trom political science becomes most pronounced during the 1980s, a period
when economic science gained prominence among political scientists but not among the
politics of education researchers. In my view, the divergence poses both a blessing and a
challenge. On the one hand, it is encouraging to see researchers in the field of educational
politics draw on multidisciplinary perspectives to produce a knowledge base that is useful
to both the academic and the policy communities. In doing so, the field progresses toward
defining its own intellectual identity. On the other hand, the field’s broadening research
strategies create an intellectual challenge. At issue is the degree of coherence among
politics of education researchers. What are the common conceptual threads that weave the
field together as its members approach school politics with diverse analytical lenses? This
chapter will address these issues that confront our profession as the Politics of Education
Association moves into the second 25 years.

Overall, the transformation in politics of education study toward a broadened
identity must be seen as remarkable given the field’s relatively young age as an organized
profession. This chapter examines this transformation in the context of the changing
relationship between the field and the political science discipline. It should be mentioned
that this review chapter cannot address all major topics in the field. Limited by my own
expertise, | will not review the scholarship in international and comparative education.
Nor will I examine the literature on political socialization.

The following chapter is organized into four sections. First, | discuss the extent to
which political science has shaped the politics of education field. Then, the field's
contribution to theory-building in political science will be examined. Third, I explore
several reasons why politics of education researchers diverge from the new paradigm in
political science, namely the rational choice model. The final section discusses the
implications of the field's multidisciplinary character for future rescarch strategies.
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When political science reigns

[t comes as no surprise that much of the work in the field of the politics of education is
grounded in the basic subject matter in political science. In his seminal American Political
Science Review article that preceded the organization of the Politics of Education
Association, Thomas Eliot (1959) developed a set of research strategies for the ‘continuing
analysis of how the schools are run and who runs them’ (p-1932). Studies at the district
level, according to Eliot, would include ‘structural analysis’ on the ways districts are
organized, ‘behavioral analysis’ that examines the impact of professional and citizen
leadership and interest group activities on policy decisions, and voting analysis on elections
and bond issues. Eliot also suggested the need to examine state and federal educational
policy, finance, and politics.

Clearly, Eliot’s proposed research agenda has been taken seriously by students in the
politics of education. Almost 20 years later, in their major review of the development of
the field, Scribner and Englert (1977) concluded that the robust scholarship in the politics
of education has as its primary boundary the inquiry into interactions that influence the
‘authoritative allocation of values’ (see Easton 1965). In both substantive and analytical
terms, the field has pursued a line of research that is quite consistent with what Eliot
proposed earlier. By the 1970s, according to Scribner and Englert, much of the work in
the field focused on four issues - the way educational governance is organized, the
distribution of power, the nature and management of conflict, and the outcomes and
impact of educational policies.

Indeed, these concerns about the political functions of various collective entities have
produced a voluminous amount of research during the first 25 years of PEA as indicated in
the literature reviews by, among others, Mazzoni (1993) and Mitchell (1988) on state
policy-making and interest groups, Burlingame (1988) and Wong {1992) on local school
politics, LaNoue (1982), Layton (1982), and Wirt and Kirst (1982) on institutions,
political culture, and systems analysis, Zeigler, Jennings and Peak (1974) on decision-
making and power, and Boyd (1983) and Fuhrman (1993) on policy design and content.

Because the PEA was founded at a time when ‘behavioralism’ dominated political
science, it is not surprising that many politics of education scholars are in part influenced
by this approach. Behavioralism, as Robert Dahl pointed out, ‘is an attempt to improve
our understanding of politics by seeking to explain the empirical aspects of political life by
means of methods, theories, and criteria of proof that are acceptable according to the
canons, conventions, and assumptions of modern empirical science’ (1969: 77). It involves
the construction of a set of testable hypotheses to guide and organize empirical evidence
(see Zeigler and Jennings 1974). At the same time, politics of education scholarship tends
to avoid two limitations of the *behavioralists’ (who focus on what is), namely a failure to
appreciate history (what has been) (see Peterson 1985) and the lack of normative discourse
(what ought to be) (Hochschild 1984, Gutmann 187).

Overall, politics of education researchers are ready to use political science methods
and approaches because, for the most part, they share the view that school governance and
decisions are embedded in the core practices of our political systems. Educational policy, as
Paul Peterson (1974) pointed out, routinely features a low level of citizen participation, a
central board that serves as an agent of legitimization, and considerable influence from a
small group of professional staff. However, the mayor and other public officials are
expected to be actively involved in school (just as in other policy) affairs when ‘the issue
has major budgetary implications, generates a widespread community controversy, or
involves the jurisdiction of other local agencies' (1974:365). In evaluating the key
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contribution of the field, Douglas Mitchell observed, ‘We now recognize that both the
content and the form of schooling is determined through the conflicts aud coalitions found
at the core of local, state and national political systems’ (1990: 166). In short, politics of
education research has clearly suggested the ways in which education policy is shaped by
the broader political institutions and decision-making processes.

Contributions of politics of education study to political science

More importantly, in establishing the linkage between politics and schools, the politics of
education s~holarship not only benefits from the ‘parent’ discipline, but also contributes to
the development and refinement of conceptual frameworks in mainstream political science.
In some cases, politics of education research informs policy decisions as well. Let me cite a
few examples.

Federalisn revisited

The politics of education scholarship has helped revise our contemporary understandings
of administrative cooperation and conflict in intergovernmental relations. During the
1960s, the theory of federalism was dominated by Morton Grodzins's (1966) metaphor of
the ‘marble cake,” where intergovernmental relations are marked by mutual assistance
rather than confrontation between layers of the government. Consistent with this view,
Great Society programs such as compensatory education were financed by the federal
government but implemented by the state and local agencies. As knowledge accumulated
from lessons of program implementation, the ‘marble cake’ concept was subject to
empirical challenge. Among the seminal works that found a great deal of intergovern-
mental conflict in the provision of federally funded programs was Jerome Murphy’s (1971)
detailed analysis of the ESEA Title I program in Massachussetts. The study documented
extensive local noncompliance with the federal intent of targeting services to dis-
advantaged students. Murphy attributed the program failure to the lack of organized
*political pressure by poverty groups and their allies, and to meaningful participation by
subinterest in local school district councils or other comparable devices.’

Findings like these and others (Derthick 1972, Pressman and Wildavsky 1973,
Coleman et al. 1975), together with policy reports that came from the NAACP Children’s
Defense Fund (Martin and McClure 1969) and other organizations, provided the basis for
greater federal efforts to monitor local use of program funds. More importantly, analyses
of intergovernmental conflicts have revised the way political scientists view federalism.
Instead of the *marble cake,’ the theory of federalism during the 1970s and the early 1980s
was dominated by the ‘implementation’ literature. The latter saw organizational
confusion, institutional conflict, and bureaucratic red tape in the federal grant system. The
organizational structure, according to some, can be characterized as ‘picket fence
federalism’ (Wright 1982). Based in part on the implementation view, the Nixon, Ford,
Reagan, and Bush administrations called for a decentralized federal grant system.

By the mid- and late-1980s, the implementation view of federal-local conflict was
criticized by Peterson, Rabe and Wong (1986; also see Peterson 1981, Wong 1990). Based
on a comparative analysis of federal policy in education, health, and housing, the authors
presented a ‘differentiated theory of federalism.’ First, the study distinguishes two
patterns of intergovernmental relations that are closely related to the purpose of federal
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policy. While conflict occurs in redistributive policy, intergovernmental cooperation
remains strong in developmental programs. Second, with the passage of time, even
redistributive programs become more manageable. With a few exceptions, local
administrative agencies were found to be in compliance with the federal targeting intent.
These scholarly efforts to sort out and specify the functions of the federal and the local
governments tend to provide the empirical basis for maintaining the redistributive
character of many categorical social programs. Consequently, during the midst of the
Reagan retrenchment in fiscal year 1984, over 80% of the federal grants in education,
training, and employment-related services went to special-needs groups (Wong 1989).

With the arrival of the Clinton administration, the role of the federal government is
again subject to close examination. Policy coherence tops the agenda (Smith and O'Day
1991, Fuhrman 1993, O’Day and Smith 1993). In this context of systemic restructuring,
Martin Orland (1993) proposed to replace ‘picket fence federalism® with ‘chain link
federalism.” While the former sustains organizational fragmentation, the latter is designed
to foster interdependence among various policy components. Orland sees the importance
of placing disadvantaged students within the context of broader systemic reform, where
policy is designed to facilitate problem-solving skills for all students, emphasize outcome-
based accountability, and maintain organizational coherence. Clearly, continual rethinking
among politics of education researchers about the ways federalism works in education is
critical to theory rebuilding in the political science discipline.

Going heyond the ‘elitist’ versus ‘pluralist’ debate

The politics of education scholarship, given its strong focus on local school governance,
has advanced our conceptualization of power structure and democratic practices. Because
school governance is rooted in our beliefs in democratic control, politics of education
scholarship has provided valuable information that enriches the debate among political
scientists over power structure. To be sure, there is significant disagreement over the
extent to which power and influence is widely distributed. On the one hand, the “élitist’
framework centers on how the community’s economic and political élites closely
dominate school policy making (Hunter 1953, Bachrach and Baratz 1962, McCarty and
Ramsey 1971, Stone 1976, Spring 1988). :

Indeed, even by the late 1960s and early 1970s, Zeigler and Jennings (1974) found that
public school governance was largely closed to lay influence, a finding that contradicts
democratic norms. On the other hand, the ‘pluralist’ perspective focuses on the extent to
which school policies are influenced by competing interests, partisan contention, and
clectoral constraint (Dahl 1961, Grimshaw 1979, McDonnell and Pascal 1979, Wirt and
Kirst 1982). lannaccone (1967) proposed four types of interest group politics that capture
the development of relationships between competing interests and state lawmakers.
Various case studies have found that Iannaccone’s Type 111 model (statewide fragmented)
best describes the current power structure (Nystrand 1976, Kirst and Somers 1981, also see
Marshall er al. 1989, McGivney 1984, Mazzoni 1993).

Building on the élitist-pluralist tradition, politics of education scholarship has
advanced our understanding of the tension between the authority structure and
democratic norms. Three bodies of literature provide useful examples - (1) multiple
centers of power, (2) race relations, and (3) democracy and education.

Autonomous centers of power: One set of studies is concerned about the emergence of
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seemingly autonomous power centers in shaping school policy. One contending interest is
an increasingly skeptical property taxpayer population. In many cities, a substantial
number of middle-class families no longer enrolls their children in public schools (Kirst
and Garms 1980, Wong forthcoming). The aging of the city’s taxpaying population has
placed public education in competition with transportation, hospital, and community
development over local tax revenues.

Another center of power is the teachers’ union. Grimshaw's (1979) historical study of
Chicago’s teachers’ union suggests that the union has gone through two phases in its
relationship with the city’s political machine and school administration. During the
formative years, the union largely cooperated with the political machine in return for a
legitimate role in the policy-making process. In the second phase, with Grimshaw
characterized as ‘union rule,” the union became independent of either the local political
machine or the reform factions. Instead, it looked to the national union leadership for
guidance and engaged in tough bargaining with the administration over better
compensation and working conditions. Consequently, Grimshaw argued that policy
makers ‘no longer are able to set policy unless the policy is consistent with the union’s
objectives’ (1979: 150).

In the current reform climate, greater attention has been given to rethinking the role
of the union. The Chicago Teachers’ Union has established the Quest Center to
strengthen professional development (see Ayers 1993). Drawing on lessons from various
districts where unions have become change agents, Kerchner and Caufnian (1993)
proposed a framework for ‘professional unionism.” This new organizing system has three
characteristics. First, traditional separation between management and labor will be
replaced by a mode of shared operation (e.g., team teaching, site decision making).
Second, adversarial relationships will give way to a strong sense of professional
commitment and dedication. Third, unions will incorporate ‘the larger interests of
teaching as an occupation and education as an institution’ (p.19). These emerging
concepts are likely to revise our seemingly dated understanding of labor union politics,
which to a large extent is based on the industrial relations model developed during the
New Deal of the 1930s and the 1940s.

Managing race relations: The politics of education scholarship has also contributed to our
understanding of governmental efforts to promote racial equity (Orfield 1969. Hawley et
al. 1983, Hochschild 1984, Rossell 1990). Increases in minority representation in recent
years have contributed to an improvement in educational equity. In the post-Brown and
post-Civil Rights Movement era, big-city districts began to respond to demands from
minority groups by decentralizing certain decision-making powers to the community (see
Reed 1992). By the 1980s, parent empowerment at school sites had gained support from
reform interest groups, businesses, and elected officials. Minority groups have also gained
representation at the district level of leadership. In the 1980s, many major urban districts
were governed by a school board dominated by minority representatives, who, in turn,
selected a minority individual to fill the position of school supecrintendent (Jackson and
Cibulka 1992).

Minority representation has improved educational equity for minority students in at
least two ways. First, minority groups can put pressure on the school bureaucracy to
allocate resources in an equitable manner (Rogers 1968, Ravitch 1974). As recently as
1986, a coalition of black and Hispanic groups filed suit against the Los Angeles school
district for failing to provide equal resources and experienced teachers to predominantly
minority schools in the inner-city neighborhoods (Rodrigucz v. Los Angeles Unified School
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District). Five years later, the litigation was brought to an end when the state superior
court approved a consent decree requiring the district to equalize the distribution of
experienced teachers among schools and to allocate basic resources and supplies on an
equal, per-pupil basis (Education Week 9 September 1992). Similar organized actions are
found in other cities where the school population has undergone major demographic
changes.

Further, minority representation affects personnel policy, which in turn may have
instructional consequences for disadvantaged pupils. Using data from the Office of Civil
Rights in districts with at least 15,000 students and 1% black, Meier er al. (1989)
examined the practice of second-generation discrimination in the classroom following the
implementation of school desegregation plans. They found that black representation on
the school board has contribuied to the recruitment of black administrators, who in turn
have hired more black teachers. Black teachers, according to this study, are crucial in
reducing the assignment of black students to classes for the educable mentally retarded.
Black representation in the instructional staff also reduces the number of disciplinary
actions against black students and increases the latter’s participation in classes for the
gifted. Another study found that increases in the number of Hispanic teachers tends to
reduce dropout rates and increase college attendance for Hispanic students (Fraga er al.
1986). In other words, minority representation tends to reduce discriminatory practices
and facilitate equal opportunities in the classroom.

Rethinking democtacy and education: Concerns over participatory democracy have also
renewed our interest in the ways in which formal schooling contributes to our civic
community (Dewey 1916, also see Barber 1994). In addressing the question of the moral
boundary of formal schooling, political theorist Amy Gutmann (1987) offers a framework
that is based on principled limits on democratic governance. The two key principles are
‘nonrepression’ that allows for competing ideas and ‘nondiscrimination’ that does not
exclude anyone from democratic participation and education. To achieve these democratic
goals, she sees the need for collective responsibilities from the state (Plato’s notion of
‘Family State’), parents (Locke’s concept of ‘State of Families’), and professional educators
(Mill’s idea of ‘State of Individuals'). Equally concerned about the extent to which social
structure undermines demccratic schooling, Katznelson and Weir (1985) argue that the
United States no longer practices the ideal of ‘common schooling” where children of
diverse class backgrounds are expected to obtain similar learning experiences in cheir
neighborhood schools across districts. Through a historical analysis of three urban
districts, Katznelson and Weir conclude that the coalition in support of egalitarian public
education has been compromised both by the narrowing definition of schooling, primarily
in terms of instruction and curriculum, and the declining political influence of the labor
movement.

Consequently, educational inequity is embedded in today's social geography, most
notably the isolation of central cities. These concerns about the broader societal role of
education are also shared by scholars overseas. For example, in November 1991, the
University of Chicago organized a conference on ‘Democracy and Education’ with invited
speakers from the former Soviet Bloc countries. The transition from a state-directed into a
market-oriented economy clearly has significant implications on how schools should be
organized and what should be taught in the post-Soviet era.
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Divergence from political science

By the 1980s it was clear thar political science was undergoing a significant
transformation. The process-oriented tradition established by the works of Bentley,
Truman, and Dahl has been pushed aside by the ratisnal choice model. Case studies on the
process of decision making are replaced by econometric analysis and mathematical
languages. Institutional t ~dition (e.g., party affiliation), organizational culture (e.g.,
centralization and division of labur), and collective entities (¢.g., social movement, interest
groups, legislature) are increasingly seen as incomplete in understanding public decisions.

Instcad, a new paradigm of rational choice that uses individuals as the theoretical unit
of analysis has gained prominence in political science. As Peter Ordeshook (1986) points
out, ‘(A]ny adequate understanding of group choice or action ultimately must be
reducible to an understanding of the choices that individual human beings make in the
context of institutions for the purpose of attaining individual objectives’ (p. xii). In
synthesizing economics and politics, a new generation of political scientists vigorously
apply the rational choice model to voting behavior, bureaucratic decisions, and legislative
actions (see Downs 1957, Black 1958, Buchanan and Tullock 1962, Riker 1962, and
Shepsle 1989).

Deeply concerned with the blurring of the disciplinary boundary between economics
and political science, Theodore Lowi, in his 1991 presidential address to the American
Political Science Association, warns his peers in the profession against losing their own
intellectual identity (1992). In his review over the development of the profession, Lowi
observed that its founding generation (around 1890s through 1920s) grew up during the
progressive movement and treated politics as a problem for representative government. At
that time, politicl scientists were committed to distinguishing between the formal, legal
system of democratic governance and the realities of political power and influence. As
Woodrown Wilson in his presidential address before the APSA in 1911 stated, ‘I take the
science of politics to be the accurate and detailed observation of {the] process by which the
lessons of experience are brought into the field of consciousness, transmuted inzc active
purposes, put under the scrutiny of discussion, sifted, and at least given deterr:inate form
in law’ (as cited in Lowi 1992:1).

As the national government expanded its scope beginning with the New Deal during
the 1930s, the increasingly bureaucratized state has become ‘intensely committed to
science.” According to Lowi, science not only influences the ways policy decisions are
made, it also reshapes the ways political scientists define their work. Among the sciences.
it is economics that ‘replaced law as the language of the state’ (Lowi 1992: 3). Needless to
say, the symbiotic relationship between economics and policy making has altered the
discipline of political science. The d'icipline’s two prominent subfields, public poiicy
analysis and public choice, have lar :ly replaced traditional public administration and
institutional analysis. Both subfields now rely heavily on economic thinking and methods.
Building on the carlier works of Herbert Simon and others, researchers in the two
subfields use rationality at the lowest decision-making unit (i.e., individuals) to explain
and predict collective behaviors and policy choices. For example, political scientists ute
game theory (e.g., prisoners’ dilemma) to explain such wide-ranging subjects as
diplomacy and interest group politics.

From Lowi’s perspective, the marriage of economics and political science has exacted
great casts to the profession. First. ‘Policymaking powers are delegated less to the agency
and more to the decisionmaking formulas residing in the agency’ (1992:5). Second, the
profession has not systematically examined the political functions of economic tools in
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policy making. For example, economic tools (e.g., use of indices) may temper policy
deliberation and may trivialize citizen participation. Finally, economic analysis of political
problems has made the profession a ‘dismal science,’ resulting in the loss of ‘passion.” The
latter, according to Lowi (1992:6) includes ‘the pleasure of finding a pattern, the
inspiration of a well-rounded argument, the satisfaction in having made a good guess
about what makes democracy work and a good stab at improving the prospect of
rationality in human behavior.” Very rarely do we now find political scientists who are
willing to invest their time carefully observing the daily operation of an institution at close
range in the tradition of Sundquist (presidential-congressional relations), Dahl, Banfield.
Greenstone, Polsby, and Wolfinger (urban politics), Peterson (school politics in Chicago),
Wilson (bureaucracy and interest groups), Fenno (Congress), Orfield (national policy on
school desegregation), and Neustadt (presidency).

Instead of following the path taken by political science, the politics of education field
seems reluctant to embrace economic science. In this regard, the politics of education field
departs from its ‘parent’ discipline. The divergence became apparent by the 1980s, as
illuminated by the debate over school choice. In an attempt explicitly to link politics and
bureaucracy to school effectiveness, two political scientists, John Chubb and Terry Moe
(1990). examined the relationship between school autonomy (as opposed to direct electoral
and burzaucratic control) and student performance in high schools. In their view,
educational governance is an open system where political interests have successfully
expanded the bureaucracy and proliferated programmatic rules to protect their gains.
Their perspectives is rooted in the earlier work by economists, including Milton Friedman
(1962) who argued for market competition and parental choices in education. Chubb and
Mine’s analysis tends to support Friedman's position. Using the High School and Beyond
surveys for 1982 and 1984 and the Administrator and Teacher Survey data for 1984,
Chubb and Moe found that politics and bureaucracy do not contribute to the desirable
forms of school organization that link to higher academic performance of their students.
Instead, the more market-oriented nonpublic schools are far more likely to produce what
they call effective organizations.

No doubt, the Chubb and Moe study has received a great deal of attention and has
prompted politics of education researchers to examine school choice and other mechanisms
to promote efficiency (Boyd and Walberg 1990, Weeres and Cooper 1992). However,
niost politics of education researchers are hesitant to endorse school choice. Michael Kirst
(1990), {or example is critical of Chubb and Moe’s heavy reliance on 116 items from five
sets of test: that tock 63 minutes te complete. Dayid Kirp (1990) was skeptical about any
reform that is primarily based on the concept of efficiency (particularly when it is narrowly
defined by Chubb aud Moe as improvement in achievement test scores between 10th and
12th grades). From Kirp's perspective, Politics has its place in shaping a public
education. . . {in developing a] sense of schools as belonging to, defining, and being
defined by, a community® (1990: 41). Likewise, Richard Elmore (1991) raises questions
about equality under the proposed cheice system. In his view, the analysis ‘simply
legitimates sorting students among schools by race, scial class, and the capacity of their
parents to manipulate the greund rules of choice to their own advantage' (p. 693). Elmore
coacludes that school reform is much more coniplex than Chubb and Moe suggest.
Critical to thirking about reform, but largely absent from the analysis, are teacher policy,
student diversity, and instructicnal organization (Ehmore 1991: 694).

A closer look at the politics of education field itself suggests several reasons why
politics of education researchers have not embraced economiic thinking in political and
policy analyses. First, the held, though primarily associated with developments in political
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science, has adopted perspectives from a variety of disciplines, including, among others,
sociology of education (see Barr and Dreeben 1983, Bidwell 1992), anthropology (Hess
1992), public administration (Guthrie 1990), and human development and curriculum
theories (see Fuhrman and Malen 1991).

Of equal importance, scholarship in the politics of education remains practice-
oriented and czn be broadly characterized as applied research. Although some draw on
national databases (e.g., High School and Beyond and the Principals and Administrators
Surveys), many researchers continue to gather information directly from the schools,
communities, districts, states, and the federal government. Conversations with the policy
community are frequent and efforts are made to disseminate research findings to
practitioners. Efforts to link research to practitioners are facilitated by the federally funded
Consortium for Policy Research in Education as well as over two dozen state- and
foundation-funded policy centers. This latter practice is in sharp contrast with political
science, where the leading journals in recent years have been filled with econometric
models and mathematical formulae such that only the most well-trained quantitative
analysts can appreciate their policy implications.

Further, politics of education researchers are actively engaged in not only problem
identification but also problem solving in areas that confront policy makers and
practitioners. The politics of education yearbooks, for example, have addressed such
important policy issues as urban education, school desegregation, assessment and
curriculum, service integration, race and gender equity issues, and school finance. These
are clearly issues that are central to the functioning and improvement of the public
education system.

The expanding, multidisciplinary scope in politics of education scholarship is
indicative of a field that is growing in membership, activities, and policy concerns. The
ficld has a healthy mix of researchers whose training and interest range from educational
administration, policy analysis, schooi finance, state and federal issues, private versus
public schools, and organization at the school and classroom level. Some politics of
education researchers have extensive administrative experience in the educational sector
and share their knowledge on how schools and school systems actually operate. In many
universities and colleges, the field of politics of education has merged with administration
and policy programs. Its curriculum is often closely related to the broader mission of
school governance and policy improvement.

Toward defining the field’s own identity: implications for future
research

Given its multidisciplinary approach and its connection to practice, where is the politics of
education field heading? The challenge for the field is whether it constitutes a *synthetic
entity’ as it moves from primarily political science-based inquiry to a multidisciplinary
approach. Is the field little more than a collection of studies that are situational yet loosely
connected to each other? Do researchers see their works as falling within a cohcrent
theoretical construct that defines the ways school politics occur? Is it possible or realistic to
suggest clements that tend to define the field's own identity? A useful starting point in
thinking about these questions is to look at the extent to which the field has been
redefined as a result of cross-fertilization.

Cross-fertilization has resulted in several changes in the ways we have studied
educational politics over the past three decades. These changes may provide the analytical
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basis for our research agenda in the future. In this section, I will briefly explore several
possibilities in research strategies that may help define our research direction, thereby
shaping our organization’s future outlook.

Public school reform remains our focus

Researchers in the politics of education are expected to engage in extensive examination of
major efforts to improve public education. From a broad perspective, reform efforts over
the past three decades tended to oscillate between two perspectives that can be roughly
placed along an ‘equity-efficiency’ continuum. While the 1960s and the 1970s were years
of equal opportunities, the 1980s redirected our attention to efficiency.

As we enter the mid-1990s, there are several emerging policy directions that provide
research opportunities. The Clinton Administration has assumed greater responsibility for
improving governmental performance. Like Reagan, Clinton focuses on productivity in a
period of budgetary constraint. Unlike Reagan, Clinton clarifies the federal role. Instead
of deferring responsibility to states and market-like forces, the Clinton Administration
specifies areas where federal leadership should be exerted and areas where a partnership
between the federal government and other entities would be constructive.

The current reform climate provides an excellent opportunity for vigorous research
on the politics of national educational policy (see the chapter by Sroufe in this volume).
The Clinton Administration has undertaken several initiatives to enhance policy coherence
and accountability. First, seeing a linkage between pre-school services and instructional
programs in the lower grades, the Administration strongly supports early childhood
intervention strategies. Second, federal leadership is directed at setting new national
standards and designing a national examination system in five core areas - English,
mathematics, social studies, science, and foreign languages. Third, new standards are
considered for teachers and other professions as well as for the school organization itself
(the latter is broadly labeled as School Delivery Standards).

Further, federal efforts are made to address organizational fragmentation and inter-
governmental contention. One major attempt to streamline the federal bureaucracy is
outlined by the 1993 report conducted by the Commission on National Performance
Review, chaired by Vice-President Al Gore. The report called for trimming the overall
federal workforce by 12%. It suggests the elimination of almost one-sixth of the 230
programs that are administered under the Department of Education. To reduce
duplication, the Gore report recommends extensive program consolidation both within
the education agency and between education and other agencies (such as the Labor
Department). It also recommends the creation of flexible block grants for state agencies.

Another effort toward greater accountability is the redesigning of the federal
compensatory education program (Chapter 1). The Administration-proposed Improving
America's School Act of 1993 is directed at the overall quality of the schools that poor
children attend (HR3130). It plans to reallocate Chapter 1 dollars from the more affluent
districts to poor districts. raise the standards for low-achieving students, and encourage
instruction and curriculum that teach students critical thinking skills. The
Administration’s bill is clearly consistent with major assessments of Chapter 1. As the
1992 report of the Commission on Chapter 1 argues, Chapter 1 can be substantially
improved with a new accountability framework that aims at *producing good schools, not
simply good programs.” Instead of mandating schools to meet accounting standards, the
Commission recommends that schools be accountable for student progress in learning.
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Congress is expected to adopt most of these new ideas, although it has rejected the
administration’s proposal to channel more money to high-poverty schools. Overall, the
current restructuring would reduce the ‘categotical’ nature of Chapter 1, thereby
enhancing programmatic coordination between federal, state, and local staff in poor
schools. If Chapter 1 is redesigned in ways that would produce better schools in poor
neighborhoods, then the Clinton Administration can rightfully claim that equity and
efficiency can be pursued simultaneously.

Given the enduring and complex relationship between equity and efficiency, politics
of education analysts are expected to conduct systematic study on these issues as they
evolve from the legislative to the implementation phase. New initiatives may be launched
and existing practices may be altered owing to changing circumstances. The controversy
over choice in the name of efficiency throughout the 1980s and the early 1990s is a good
example of how policy analysts gravitate to a new set of issues. The debate not only
polarizes the choice proponents and public-sector supporters but also enhances the position
of those who call for choice within public schools.

Equally important is the research on the ways in which existing concepts are altered
under different circumstances. The notions of decentralization and empowerment are
good examples. Whereas decentralization has often been associated with New York style
community control to promote racial representation since the 1960s, the concept no longer
denotes a common meaning as Chicago advances its own ambitious version of parent
empowerment and Dade County and other districts implement site-based management.
Further, when one expands the service delivery system to include higher levels of
government, one may see an emerging trend of policy centralization both at the federal
level (such as setting standards in content areas) and at the state level (such as creating a
framework on student assessment).

Understanding service delivery in a multilayered organization

Politics of education research will continue to focus on teaching and learning in the
multilayered policy organization. Given the complex organizational setting in education,
we need to reconceptualize how schools work - the ways resources are used at different
levels of the school organization, the organization and practice of teaching, and the
grouping and distribution of curricular materials to students. In this regard, politics of
education researchers have showed the macro-micro linkage between the policy-making
level and the classrooms. Assessment of federal program implementation clearly suggests
the importance of site-level variables (McLaughlin and Berman 1978, Elmore 1980,
McLaughlin 1987).

Multidisciplinary inquiry

Analysts in the politics of education are confronted with a methodological task. As policy
makers look for coherence in school services and formulate more comprehensive solutions
to address chronic social problems, policy analysts have to become increasingly inter-
disciplinary in conducting their research. Clearly, the politics of education field has been
strengthened by adopting perspectives and tools from various disciplines. We have applied
the concepts of human capital investment, incentives, and rational expectation from
economics. From sociology, we learn about the nature and functions of bureaucracy.
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school organization, the process of producing learners, social capital, and the urban
underclass. We see the importance of contextualizing our findings, as historians do. Like
political scientists, we pay attention to the governance structure, the political process,
interest groups, and the distribution of power. Taken as a whole, as discussed above,
politics of education research has gone from a single discipline-based field to one that
encompasses multiple orientations. The multidisciplinary approach will continue to define
politics of education activities in the future.

Linking research to policy and practice

Ongoing reform efforts raise questions about whether research-based knowledge can be
translated into policy and practice. Not surprisingly, there are political and organizational
barriers, among other factors, to the dissemination and adoption of innovative practices in
the public schools. The centralized bureaucracy has rarely transmitted university-based
rescarch to school-level personnel in an effective and timely manner (Cibulka 1992). The
adherence to universalistic norme in resource allocation has also discouraged variation in
local school practices. The incentive structure, which is not closely linked to student
outcomes, does not create the necessary conditions for teachers to innovate. Despite these
barriers, dissemination of policy research has been improved in recent years as government
agencies and private foundations are more involved in the process of knowledge diffusion.
In light of the communication gap between researchers and policy makers, politics of
education scholarship over the past 25 years represents an effort to bridge the two
communities. The next 25 years will continue to see a close linkage between politics of
education research and the policy community.

To sum up, as the field becomes more diverse in approaches and methods, we will see
more opportunities for collaborative undertakings. In the PEA’s second 25 years, I believe
there will be more joint initiatives between the academic and the policy communities as
future reviews of our organization report on the impact of politics of education scholarship
on school reform and policy improvement.
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3. The crucible of democracy: the local arena

Laurence lannaccone and Frank W. Lutz

Introduction

For much of our history, the governance of public education has been largely left to local
school districts. Over the years, the state and federal governments have appropriated
increasingly greater portions of educational policy making from local school boards. This
chapter focuses on the politics and governance of local school districts. It summarizes three
major theoretical perspectives and relevant research in this area.

Throughout its history, research in the politics of education has been influenced niore
by the political realities of its day by its research knowledge and scholarly theories
(lannaccone and Cistone 1974). A number of political theories have been applied to local
education governance. Among the best known and most used theories are: decision-
output  (input-output) systems theory, competition/participation theory, and
dissatisfaction theory.

Each of these theories with its related sets of concepts paints a somewhat different
picture of local school governance. These variations reflect dissimilarities in referents and
in temporal assumptions. Each theory employs different methods. Each contains
contrasting definitions of democracy which lead to different criteria of evaluation.
Theories can provide different yet correct views of the same phenomenon. No theory is
complete. Danzberger ef al. (1992) assert that there is no one best way to improve school
boards. However, theory can explain processes, make differences apparent, and suggest
conceptual solutions. We will now examine and critique three of the most popular
theories of local school governance. We begin with decision-output theory.

Theoretical model: decision-output theory

This theory, promulgated by Wirt and Kirst (1992), is an adaptation of Easton's (1965)
framework for political analysis. Easton defined politics as the authoritative allocation of
value preferences. Decision-output theory examines ihe relationship between inputs
(resources and demands) to the political process and outputs (policy and programs) of that
process as well as the subsequent outcomes of such outputs. Wirt and Kirst find that
school policies and programs are seldom commensurate with citizen demands. The under-
pinning theory, essentially economic in nature, builds upon its central assumption of a
finite pool of resources and an infinite or very near infinite craving of public interests and
demands upon those resources.

Wirt and Kirst sec the referendum as a critical component of the political process but
find it falls short of its democratic promise in school governance. ‘The promise of
referendum control by citizens [in school governance].. . has not been matched by
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reality . . . Yet the promise is not completely hollow . . . these devices can be resorted to if
their [policy makers’] actions are too offensive’ (1992: 222-223). Wirt and Kirst conclude
that the referendum is more significant for education than for other areas of public policy.

While conceding that citizens are occasionally able to compel their will at referenda,
decision-output theory still views local education governance as undemocratic. While the
picture so presented is accurate, it is also too limited, especially in its temporal features. As
such, it fails to capture important aspects of local district political dynamics. What Wirt
and Kirst view as a failure of voters to use the voting power vailable to change schools
may be more accurately viewed as evidence that voter choice in these districts is clearly
opposed to change. As Cusick (1992) states, ‘it makes little sense to criticize a system that
so well reflects society . . . coalitions of interested and appreciative citizens, students,
teachers, and administrators keep the school stable. They also make the school hard to
change [but].. . not unresponsive’ (pp. 227-229).

The bulk of the medium and smaller school districts generally find a way to meet the
needs and satisfy the values of the citizens they serve. However, implicit in this positive
judgment is the conclusion that the largest school districts where such mechanisms usvally
do not even exist cannot be democratically governed. In large districts such as Los
Angeles, the existence of such mechanisms is meaningless because the mobilization of
resources needed to use them is beyond the reach of most citizens.

Theoretical model: competition/participation theory

Zeigler et al. (1974) depend upon continuous competition and participation in the political
arena as the major measures of democracy. They found that competition for school board
membership was virtually nonexistent, describing the ‘pathways to board
membership . . . [as] apolitical, circumscribed, and insulated ... (p.36). Further, ‘the
early educational reformers, those who wanted to keep politics and education separate,
succeeded all too well” (p. 52) and “the prescribed norms of democratic leadership selection
run in the contrary direction of those seen in school governance™ (p.71).

Using a large amount of data on voter turnout in school board elections and the
competition for school board seats, the researchers found that incumbents often run for
the school board unchallenged and the turnout in school elections is low, often below
15% of those eligible to vote. Their findings of low participation and absence of
competition led understandably to their conclusion that American public school
governance is rather undemocratic. These researchers also found that ‘the less complex the
district, and the higher the mass support, the more likelihood there was of finding a school
board responsive to individual preference. .. To solve the racial and social ills of urban
education, it is proposed that control be radically decentralized in the central cities’
(pp. 92-93). This solution was offered at least 15 years before the recent efforts at site-
based management.

This portrayal of undemocratic governance is based on a rather narrow slice of the
political process. It isolates one aspect of a dynamic political process, focusing only on
elections. More importantly, it aggregates the data in a manner that hides the much less
frequent but very significant elections in which competition is high. While accurate, the
picture it draws is incomplete. Competition in school board member elections is
customarily low and voter turnout poor. As a result, most voters appear in effect to
disenfranchise themselves by choosing not to vote much of the time. Competitionpartici-
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pation theory ignores the possibility that many, perhaps most, voters are tolerably satisfied
with election results most of the time.

Perhaps the most significant difference among the theories is the difference in the time
frames used to collect data and describe the political process. Competition/participation
theory and decision-output theory use synchronic time frames. They take rather small
snap-shots of political activity at a selected moment (i.e., voting day) and occasionally
paste these together to make a point (i.e., on the average not many potential voters vote in
school board elections). On the other hand, dissatisfaction theory takes a longer view of
the political process. This theory uses a diachronic time frame. We turn now to a detailed
examinations of this theory of local school governance.

Theoretical model: dissatisfaction theory

From the viewpoint of dissatisfaction theory, continuous competition and decision output theories appear to
present us with 2 Hobsan's choice Their respective central concepts . . doom the local school district 1o disappear-
ance as a democratic governmental unit, the one by calling for . . . nearly umversal participation. the other by
sublecting us to the old tyranny, for administrator representation 1 despotism writ small. (Lutz and fannaccone
1978- 129)

By the end of the 1960s, two unrelated research programs, one in the East and the other
initially in the Midwest, thence moving to the West Coast, opened a significant, rather
similar, window to the politics of education by examining the dynamics of politics change
over time in Jocal school districts. Unfortunately, neither of these efforts became aware of
the other until much later.

McCarty and Ramsey at Cornell University produced a Community School Board
Typology based on their study of local school district governance (McCarty and Ramsey

1871). This research produced a picture of systematic consistency in the relations of the
community social system, school board operational style, and superintendent pattern of
behavior in middle-size cities and smaller school districts. These districts reflect the
majority of school districts in the United States. McCarty and Ramsey found a
relationship between the type of community power structure, the school board type of
internal relations, and the superintendent’s role behavior.

The discovery that the community’s social system is rather closely reflected in the
school board’s processes is not surprising. It reflects what a representative system is
supposed to do. As Cusick (1992) reasoned, it makes little sense to criticize a system that
so well reflects society. McCarty and Ramsey were aware of the fact that their research
had not adequately probed into the dynamics of change over time in these relations. They
pointed out that community power structures are impossible to classify into rigid
categories and are constantly changing; what may be accurate enough at any given time
may be quite inaccurate in the future (McCarty and Ramsey 1971).

McCarty and Ramsey's caution about the meaning of their cross-sectional data set
and their future discussions of the dynamics interplay of the forces at work in these
relationships are a tribute to the quality of their scholarship. They note that their data
represent only a slice in time of a highly dynamic and changing structure. As they reported
in the study:

Originally the intention was to select a probability sample within the states. However. a5 we proceeded with our
field research we discovered that we were not identifying a sufficient number of factional communities. In
reflecting on this. we decided that factional communities often restore themselves to one of the othet three
types  Therefore, unless the researcher 1510 the community at the unie a factional dispute 18 accurring, he tuns
the nik of averlooking the factional stracture (MeCarty and R ameey 1971 243)
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Several significant aspects of their research complement or parallel work that Lutz and
lannaccone had begun at Washington University in St Louis and that continued at the
Claremont Graduate School in 1964-66 (Iannaccone 1967). In effect, though each was
independent and unaware of the other, the findings of McCarty and Ramsey could easily
have been included in the theoretical argument made at Claremont in 1964-66. That
argument later came to be known as dissatisfaction theory (Lutz and lannaccone 1978).

The development of dissatisfaction theory began with the Lutz dissertation case study
at Washington University at St Louis in 1962. The research program began with an
ethnography of the political process in a school district that included 25 years of historical
data, an 18 month in-depth participant-observer-based diary, and a three-year foilow-up
case grounded on careful notes of every school board mecting during that three-year
period.

The resulting theory argued the existence of a developmental pattern over time as a
characteristic dynamic of school district governance. It posited a pattern of alternating
periods of close adjustments between the school district government and the district’s
social compusition, similar to the McCarty and Ramsey findings, gradually diverging to
very distant one producing politicization and abrupt policy changes. These changes were
seen as briefer periods of sharp conflict. Obviously, this demanded a longitudinal design,
one that could serve as a functional equivalent in critical aspects to the long living in a
community that McCarty and Ramsey had suggested was needed. Lutz and lannaccone
chose to look at the continuing process of political behavior in diachronic time as oppu-cd
to stop-action tirae frames of synchronic time. Thus, at any particular time, public school
governance may lack participation and appear noncompetitive.

Lutz and lannaccone found that when the policies ¢ rhe board and superintendent
policy-making group become too different from the community, incumbent board
members will be defeated and superintendents replaced by outsiders with a new mandate
to provide the services demanded by the district’s voters. They argued that such a
difference was most likely to occur as a result of changes in the social composition of the
community without appropriate timely adjustments of the school district’s educational
services.

The early research on dissatisfaction theory, from 1962 to 1972, did not attempt to
probe empirically the full range of the theoretical argument. The first studies went to the
core political dynamic of the argument: the defeat of incumbent board members and the
involuntary turnover of superintendents followed by outside rather than inside successors
with the antecedent condition of changes in the social composition of the school district.
Subsequent research during the next two decades has replicated the early findings and
supported more of the theory’s arguments.

What has emerged from this research is a view of politics as the process by which
persistent and pervasive social conflicts in a polity are translated into its policy. When the
policy-making core group of superintendent and board members becomes unresponsive to
the demands and values held by active district voters. the officials will be replaced by the
voters. This is the political dynamic of most American polities.

Dissatisfaction theory notes the lack of competition and low voter turnout in the
majority of school elections. It confirms the district’s unresponsiveness to citizen demands
which is the result of the unrepresentativeness of *élite* school boards. These boards view
themselves as separate from and trustees for the people (see Bailey 1965). However,
dissatisfaction theory also documents the periodic, dynamic processes that create more
competition, increase voter turnout, create more participation at board meetings. and lead
to incumbent defeat, superintendent turnover, and policy change.

P!
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Dissatisfaction theory uses a diachronic time frame and holds up the governance of
local schools as a model of grass-roots democracy. It is recognized that there are times
when participation and competition in local school governance are low. There are times
when the policy process appears to be undemocratic. At such times, one can despair about
the health of democracy in local school governance. However, the democratic process is
there. To paraphrase Lutz and Merz (1992), the people can get what they want and,
therefore, probably get what they deserve.

The evidence of over 30 years of research is clear. When voters in typical school
districts become dissatisfied enough, they act. The sleeping nonvoting giant is awakened.
Democracy is enlivened, incumbents are thrown out, superintendents are fired, and value-
laden policy initiatives are redirected to become more commensurate with the demands of
the people. This cycle repeats itself whenever the policies of the school board and
superintendent fail to remain aligned with the wishes of voters. When serious disagree-
ments arise, voters become motivated enough to act to realign school governance with
local citizen demands. When functioning properly, this system is the embodiment of
democracy. However, there is some suspicion that this system does not work as well in
large urban districts. Since most reform initiatives are directed toward these districts, we
need to examine why these reforms so often fail to take root.

Democratic participation and change in large urban districts

The local school district has functioned as the pivotal public school governance unit
throughout most of our history. Americans have long held the notion that public
education is a major means, for many perhaps the primary institution, of upward social
mobility. Frora Jeflerson through Counts (1932) to Adler (1982), American intellectual
leaders have seen and continue to sec schools as the cardinal organization of civic education
and socialization. Voters still seem to have a deeper commitment to their local public
schools than to any other governmental unit.
In reviewing the literature related to this theme, Popkewitz (1991) found that:

the school had long been viewed as an ewential element in the millennia vision ot the Umted State. the
dreams of demoktacy . matenial abundance, and spinmtuai contentiment depend on thie cuccess and progress of
P ¥ s

shooling (p 145

Public schools continue to enjoy the support and carry the hopes of Americans as the
institutior. looked upon to remedy the country's social problems. The myth of local
control is embedded in the culture and values of the people, who tend to believe that
control of ‘their” public schools is and should be a matter of local contral Supporting that
histerical tdition, Gross et ul. (1962) wrote:

Amesiea has alwavs chernhed 3 behief that face toctace demenracs . the denracs of she anail town, the fenracs
of the town meeting. v 3 cornerstone of the good lite N w Hre Bis thin B pnesopiy reveaied el oot
eariy than m our farth i the el pubhc (hosl apd the '-.~.J aohe! ' 2 gading rrmﬂp!c muse
be. “Keep the schools and the government of the swhovic sl totre pecndeo worhar the dnzens penerali man
xnow what their wnowis are dosng. and mav have an effective sorce in the school program g 2 TR 9

The point of departure tor understanding the local district’s present governance mode! -
its essential bent. its character bias, its fundamental indlination - i the monicipal reform
movement. Between 1890 and 1920, the American educational policy-making svstem was
fundamentally restructured. The manifet function of the reform movement of +be early
1900s was to remove corruption from city government. One of its latent junctions was to
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effectively separate school policy making from the poorer neighborhoods and school
government from general-purpose government.

By the 1920s, the reform movement had (1) changed the system of representation in
the urban school district 1o either appointive boards or relatively small boards elected at
large; (2) changed the social class and ethnic control of urban schools; (3) established a new
anti-Jacksonian pro-bureaucratic ideology and political myth about the governarce of
education; and (4) set into motion the forces of continuous, unlimited bureaucratic
growth and the centralization of educational policy making and governance.

The reform of local school boards divorced thern from general-purpose government.
It reduced the numbers of board members and moved from ward-elected boards to
appointed, ‘blue ribbon’ nominated, and/or at-large elected boards (Kirst 1994).
According to Lutz (1984), this and other trends are part of the reform politics that has
been the general trend for half a century, in effect removing public education from the
people. Cronin (1973) stated that, by 1920, the reform had been accomplished and ‘the
number and kinds of school boards had diminished . . . [but] the large cities continued to
warch for a s,stem that would insulate the schools even further from ... the sordid
side-effects of city politics” (p. 116).

Machine politics and school governance

The 1eform movement’s agerda was designed to weaken the traditional big-city machine.
The removal of tl.. machine reduced s me forms of cu :uption from city government and
separated the governance of public educaticn fiom general-purpose government. One
consequent effect was to disccanect the general sxr.ices previously administered by

general-purpose go'. ernment and the city political machine, e.g., legal, social, and health
services desperately needeu by the children of the miaority poo: In their classic analysis of
city government, Banfieid and Wilson (1963) contend that:

True the city machine was corrupt and sometimes vengetul But it also | rovided 10bs. feod. tuel. rent money and.
most of all, friendship to the pour and under-educated nunonties of the atics Ard these nunorities willingly
exchanged ' . votes for [that] friendship " (p 117)

Banfield and Wilson conciude that:

Even thoug" in the abstract one may prefer a government that gets its influence trom reasnable discussion of the
common good. {or].. government by middle-class to government by lower-class standards. [or] .. rule of
professional admimistrators ro that of poliicians, he mav nevertheless faver the niachine in some particular concrete
atuation. (p. 127)

The authors note further that it was always the poor, nnder-educated minorities who
favored the machine.

The reform movement tended to disenfrancise people in poorer neighborhoods. Its
‘élite trustecship’ composed of at-large elected or appointed school board members was
almost exclusivily drawn from the upper-middle and upper c.asses. Such blue-ribbon
boards appointed a university-trained superintendent who was hired to administer policy
set by the board. Callahan (1975) documented the controversy between school boards and
superintendents that led to the ‘agreement’ intended to leave the superintendent free from
board interference when administering policy enacted by the board. That agreement
remains enshrined in the culture of school hoards (Lutz 1975). The cffective disenfran-
chisement of poor, often imimigrant and black urban neighborhoods was the deliberated
result of soctal Darwinian thought. The reform effectively and deliberately disenfranchised
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these neighborhoods because the residents were viewed as less worthy citizens (Cubberly
1916).

Further decreased representativeness

Today's school districts are not what they were in 1920; they are an overblown extension
of what the reform movement produced. Each move toward reforming school boards has
taken them a further step away from the people whose children attend public schools. For
more than a century, there has been pressure at the state level to decrease the number of
school district via consolidation. The characteristic policy rhetoric that fueled the politics
of local district consolidation during most of this century paid tribute to the dominant
efficiency value of the municipal reform.

Regardless of the criteria used, e.g., teacher/pupil ratio, courses offered, availability
of specializations, or cost of materials, the policy premise was that increasing the size of
the district would produce more efficient schools and save money. In state after state, the
number of school districts declined, their size increased, and the span between their school
boards and their citizens became greater. It would, however, take a naive politics of
education researcher not to see that larger districts also meant job enhancement and
increased salaries for administrators and support staff. Consolidation reflected two forces:
(1) organized professional demands and (2) demographic mobility toward urbanization of
the whole society.

In 1932, there were 127,520 local school boards in the United States. Each of these
had a local school board to establish school policy and represent the local citizenry. The
political drive to consolidate school districts had begun at least 50 years earlier. The 1932
figures reflect a fraction of the number of boards representing citizens at the turn of the
century. In 1939-40, there were 117,108 flistricts but only 15,173 in 1991-92 (Us
Department of Education 1993a). In 1940, there was a total population of less than
135,000,000. By 1980, the population had risen to 250,000,000. Fewer and fewer people
were making the political decisions and allocating values for more and miore of the
populace.

These data become more significant when we note that the majority of students in
the USA attend urban/city schools while a majority of school boards are located in small
town/rural districts. By 1960, there were less than one-third the number of boards that
existed in 1932. And by 1992, there were 15,360 or only about 12% of those which were
governing in 1932 (US Bureau of the Census 1993). During this same period, public school
enroliment rose from 31.4 million in 1930 to 45.3 million in 1990 (US Department of
Education 1993b). This represents an increase of 44% in enrollment, using enrollment as
an approximation of the public school constituency. In purely statistical terms, a 44%
increase in the number of pupils with an 87% drop in the school boards elected to
represent that constituency spells a severe decline in the ratio of representatives to those
represented.

Since there are fewer school districts, board members represent larger constituencies.
The calculus of representation shows that it is easier for constituents to get a response
from their state legislators or members of Congress than from urban board members. As a
result, governance by local school boards has moved further from its democratic ideal.
Firally, the élite social system norms that characterize educational governance
arrangements overwhelmingly reinforce the numerical disparities, making representation
an absolute sham in many urban districts.
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School board constituencies

A second hindrance on the ability of elected officials to represent a constituency is the
degree of cultural homogeneity of the constituency they represent. It is easier to represent
a constituency whose values and demands are similar than to represent one with diverse,
often competing, values and demands. In 1960, approximately 13% of the total school
population was characterized by race as black or ‘other” (US Department of Education
1993b). By 1990, approximately 35% of the school-age population consisted of minority
students (Danzberger er al. 1992).

These data indicate the difficulties of political representation owing to the increasing
diversity of the constituencies within the largest urban districts. The greater the diversity
within a single local governmental unit, the more difficult the task of representation. In
sum, the number of constituents to be represented has vastly increased and the social
composition of the districts has become more complex and diverse, while the number of
clected officials available to represent them has decreased.

The composition of school boards

A third constraint on representation is the gap between the social-class values of most
board members and those of the constituents in urban districts. In recent years, this gap
has widened. Since social and political values are positively related to social class, the social-
class composition of school boards is a matter of political significance. By the middle of the
1920s, municipal reform had radically changed the social composition of school boards.
The middle and upper middle class had replaced the poor, ethnic neighborhood
representatives on urban school boards.

The outcome of that reform persists today. The American School Board Association
(1993) stated, ‘the most notable characteristic of school boards is their stability or lack of
change.’ Between 1982 and 1992, there was almost no change in the SES demographics of
the *typical’ school board. The social class characteristics of today’s school board members
are similar to those emerging from the reform of the mid-1920s.

However, the economic demographics of the constituency has changed dramatically.
The total number of families living below the poverty level increased from 7.2 million in
1960 to 13.8 million in 1991, an increase of nearly 50% (US Department of Education
1993b). There is no evidence that current social policies will soon alter this trend. As
Usdan (1994) succinctly put it:

A major factor. of course. is the changing demographics of Jnldren and fanulies Indeed, the growing evidence of
children’s poverty is among the most salient issues facing not onlv the «chools  but the society at large...56
mllion children under age 6 were hving in poverty in 1991 2 33% increase . ance 1979 (p 375)

Notwithstanding a decade of tremendous change in the composition of the public school
constituency, local school boards are still predominantly white and male (females comprise
about 40% of these boards, up about 10% from their 1982 percentage). Board members
are between 41 and 50 years old, earn between $40,000-$60,000 (slightly higher than 10
years before), were elected and had held office for six years (that is, they have been re-
elected once on the average). Only a few big-city boards more closely mirror the
populations they are supposed to represent. Needless to say, these demographics
characteristics are dramatically different than those of the constituencies in urban districts.

In sum, the present system of school district representation in the largest cities is
defective in at least three ways:

o8
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The social-class values and related political rhetoric of officials and their clients
cannot mesh.

The ethnic and cultural fit between the governors and those governed is
virtually nonexistent.

The calculus of representation, expressed as the ratio of representatives to
voters, is an obvious sham.

The professional machine

The municipal reform movement succeeded beyond its fondest hopes in the transference of
control of local districts from the neighborhood machine to the organized professional
employee machines in national, state, and big city governments. The preferred politics of
these machines has been described as displaving:

tendencies toward (1) the chnunation of even a loval opposition, (2) 2 reward patternn for mantanng the
status quo, (3) the absence of adequate selt-cniticisim. and (4) the estabinhment of an mrernat educational power
ehite. Nowhere at the state or local levels 1< this as obvious as 1n the case of the urban school districts, nowhere has
1t been as stultifving for schools as in the cities . . . (lannaccone 1967: 11)

McCarty and Ramsey’s concern for school boards resulted from their assessment of these
political machines:

The ygreatest blow to board imdependence has been deait by the phenomenal growth ot mmiicant teacher
unions . . Is 1t possible that teacher power has rendered vbsolete the old forms of conuol . .. 2 (19712 212)

Rogers similarly warned of the takeover of urban schools by the *professional machine':

The independence trom party pohtics {provided by the education retorm of the 19005} should have led to more
professionalism, 1t has not. Under the guise ot protessionalism a number of protective practices that are distinctly
not professional have begun . and a new form of *educational politics” has begun. (1968, 212-213)

About the same time, the New York ‘Danforth’! research team took note of the fact that
one of the district's employee organizations, the custodian’s union, was able to close New
York City schools and channel hundreds of millions of school tax dollars into the pockets
of its constituency (Danforth 1970). Thus, using processes reminiscent of the old political
machine, the modern professional machine has filled the void left by its predecessor and
rewarded its own members from the public coffers at the expense of children in urban
school districts.

Governance rerorm or political non-event?

In the 1960s, an attempt was made to give the community a greater voice in local school
district governance. The most prominent of these efforts occurred in New York City. In
1960, the New York state legislature ‘reformed’ the New York City school board by
replacing the entire central board. The new board re-established 30 local boards. In 1967,
three ‘demonstration districts’, funded by the Ford Foundation, were added. In 1968,
membership on the central board was increased from nine to 13 members in an cffort to
increase racial, ethnic, and social class representation on the board. By 1969, as a result of
the state reform legislation. which replaced the community control bill, the central board
was reduced to five paid members and 32 local districts. None of the city’s secondarv
schools was placed under the influence of those local boards. During the 1960, New York

"
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City may have been the most often reformed school district in the history of public
education.

The results of this reform, however, were less than satisfactory. The Danforth report
(1970) called the changes tinkering with the structure rather than reforming it. The report
read, in part:

. .the [central] board is. . incapable of responding to the society’s demands in 2 reasonable time. lts...a
pathological bureaucracy. Above all. 1t follows a sacred style of governance in 3 secular city, relying largely on the
politics of expertise . . . Its well intentioned memibers. steeped 1n the traditions of the reform board movement of
the early twentieth century . . . have found themselves unable to respond adequately to the demands of . . . the city.
(pp. 1V-102)

Danzberger ef al. (1992) apparently view the New York City reform of the 1960s as an
operational failure. They state that:

... the break up of New York City into 32 community school districts governing grades K-8 in the late 1960s Jid
not result m improved student achievement . .. The change to smaller community school districts . . . has not
increased citizen [not] . . . parental involvement ... . (p. 83)

In sum, the New York reform of the 1960s was an attempted revolution that failed. The
community control movement had the goal of transferring control of the city schools to
local neighborhoods. However, its proposed legislation was not passed. Ultimately, it was
defeated by the traditional power holders, led by the city’s professional machines
(lannaccone 1970).

The Chicago reform of the 1990s

The decade of the 1990s has witnessed another attempt to return local control and decision
making to neighborhood communities. Like New York City, the Chicago reform also
seeks to break up a large urban district. However, unlike New York's community control
effort, the Chicago reform seeks to restructure the city’s school governance structure to
the site level.

The policy premise of the present reform effort in Chicago is to shift control from
traditional power holders to school site boards composed of the principal, a student, and
elected citizens and teachers. This effort is more a response to political pressure and loss of
public confidence than the product of educational theory; it is driven more by the demand

for accountability than by pedagogical planning. Referring to this restructuring effort,
Rollow and Bryk (1993) state:

In response ta the entrenched, dysfunctional power relations that had calefied 1t replaced the traditional
bureaucratic control of schools with a complex of local whoul politics .. more respanuve and accountable to therr
students and community . .. (pp 98-99)

According to Lutz and Merz (1992):

The legislative action [1n the Chicago reform) turned out the burcaucratie machine replacing 1t with 2 type of
wte-based management aimilar to the machine gmvernanee privess The people and the parents now hald the
majonty of the vote on the local schoal counails. They run budget< and hire staff 1t remains to be ween if they wan
ptoduce better whools (p 148)

Restructuring the governance of schools to the site level in the largest cities may renew
the urban school district’s historic role as the crucible of democracy as Iden (1994)
suggests:
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<. 1t seems to me that . . . [this] 1s the way schools operate 1n small towns, small distnicts  as districts have gotten
larger, they have tended te become less and less responsive to the citizenry whose children they serve. . 1t 1s time
the commumties reclaim the schools they finance. (pp. 126-127)

For site-based management to become a real, lasting change in school governance, the
present educational élite - local boards, top school administrators, professional
bureaucracies, state education agencies, and very possibly state and national governments -
must relinquish much of their control of schools. Otherwise, site-based school boards will
be no more than the failed citizen/teacher advisory committees used by the power élite for
at least a half-century (Bergus 1993). Lutz and Merz (1992) warn that the reform trend
toward site-based management may well result in nothing more than political rhetoric
rather than real reform.

Reform or fad, only time will tell. But whatever its future, the Chicago reform
stands as one more admission of the weakness of the present governance system, a product
largely of the municipal reform movement of the early 1900s. As Hess (1993) reminds us:

The Chicago refarm does call winto question the unthunking connection hetween the liberal philosophical
perspective and the strategies adopted by the liberals in the 1950s and 1960s. which were linked to the
professtonalized, rational governance strategies of the early decades of this century. . The Chicago reform effort
shifts the boundanes of what 1s traditionally thought of as *schooling’. Under this reform effort, schooling m
urban centers is re-established 1n the context of local community. (pp.92-93)

Summation and a suggestion

The recent efforts toward school restructuring suggest that we may finally have to come
to realize that without fundamental changes in the governance of urban schools, reform of
such schools is impossible. Significant improvement of these school demands nothing less
far reaching than the reforms of the turn of the century that produced the present school
governance system. As noted earlier, the reform movement of the early 1900s was the last
significant school board reform movement in America (Iannaccone 1977, Danzberger et al.
19¥2). That reform no longer serves the people in the largest cities. “The major focus of
urban reform must be. .. the political process and the target of that process must be the
control and governance of local schools’ (Lutz and lannaccone 1993: 88).

After all the sophisticated sneering of the intelligentsia in 2 life-time career in world-
class universities has been suffered through, all the popular plaints of political losers have
been heard and all the cynical pleas on behalf of the poor by wealthy media, movie and
sports millionaires has been appropriately discounted, it is still a fact that more citizens
come closer to day-to-day government and have more opportunities to influence public
decisions in the typical school district arena than in any other governing body. That is
why Wirt and Kirst (1992) are correct when they say of the local school district voting
base, “The act of voting for or against - or not at all - links the individual citizen to the
school in a direct and intimate way that is unparalleled for otF  major public policies’
(pp- 222-223).

As noted above, the recent reforms mandating restructuring to the site level are
attributable more to a response to political demands and a loss of public confidence than as
the product of a careful plan for the education of the young. They are driven more by the
demand for accountability than by pedagogical considerations (Weeres 1993). To the
extent that restructuring programs like the Chicago reform effort become operational in
the governance of site-level representative structures, they may improve accountability and
enhance educational quality. But there is no guarantee that restructuring will, in fact,
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improve the quality of education. It may be one more case of reforming the reforms
{Cuban 1990).

The results of some three decades of research indicate that most school districts have
reasonably representative schools boards that produce policy consistent with active voter
wishes most of the time. The research by McCarty and Ramsey, coupled with the
development of dissatisfaction theory, conclude that voters change boards that do not
reflect their wishes. However, the largest urban districts are another story. We have seen
over three decades of efforts to increase federal control of schools and a series of urban
«chool district reforms. The most recent and to date potentially far reaching of these
reforms is school restructuring. The Chicago reform effort is the clearest example of this.

With all the other factors we usually list as ‘causes’ of the urban school disaster, we
must include our own frames of reference. Our tendency to conceptualize all school
districts, boards, and superintendents as the same sort of phenomena is erroneous. A
conceptual system that places the school districts, boards, and superintendents of New
York City and Elmira, Los Angeles and Santa Barbara, and Chicago and Champaign in
the same category is obviously flawed. Our inability to distinguish the larger number and
sorts of local districts that function as useful representative local governments from those
that do not can casily lead us to an indiscriminate sameness in ‘reforming’ all of them
together.

The body of research ignored by most of these reforms is the relatively successful
political dynamics within the majority of American school districts. The policy reformer’s
neglected model is the one that works for most of the country. Why should we not try to
use it in the places that need it most by dividing large urban districts into a number of
smaller community school districts?

One objection to this is raised by the middle-class perception that reasonably sized
urban communities are not feasible because they require a sense of community lacking in
these arcas. According to critics, the typical model will not work without that
community spirit. Indeed, without that feeling of community, the model would probably
not be applicable.

Most of the cities of the old West such as Los Angeles were built on 2 mosaic pattern
unlike the concentric ring cities of the East. Urban dwellers of the Western cities tend to
identify themselves as living in smaller sections and area enclaves within these large citics.
This identification itself pays tribute to the communities within the Western megalopolis.
But what about the rest of the country?

Summerfield’s (1971) examination of urban school district politics in a Midwestern
city indicates significant policy variation among the four neighborhoods he studied. While
his conclusions about the openness of their politics may be challenged, the existence of
distinguishable and different neighborhood education values within the larger urban
system is clear. The failure of the melting pot to eliminate the identity of various ethnic
enclaves in New York City, despite socio-cconomic successes long after the first
generation of immigration, is well known (Glazer and Moynihan 1963). The retention of
their identity suggests that, even in the largest cities, sub-arcas of communities with their
particular identity do exist and could become viable school districts. A related study of an
ltalian-American community in Boston and its destruction by federal urban renewal
indicates another instance of internal communities with a sense of affimity in an older
Eastern city (Gans 1962).

At present, Chicago is at the forefornt of efforts to restructure whools. Academics
and middle-class policy makers have no difficulty in understanding the existence of
community pirit and capability to govern of a Chicago community like Hyde Park. But
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they tend to fall back to a rabble hypothesis when thinking about the ability of the rest of
the city to govern itself. The Addams community is one of Chicago’s oldest slums. Suttles
(1968) states, ‘Seen from the inside, however, the Addams area is intricately organized
according to its own standards... (p.3). The major lineaments of the area’s internal
structure are such customary anthropological distinctions as age. sex, territoriality,
ethnicity, and personal identity. The inclusion of territoriality on this list is not merely a
convention. As Suttles goes on to say, ‘The most obvious reason for centering in on
locality groups is that their members cannot simply ignore one another. People who
routinely occupy the same place must either develop a moral order that includes all those
present or fall into conflict” (p. 7).

Restructuring Chicago style may solve the educational governance problems of the
largest school districts. Creating districts that capitalize on existing communities would
come closer to the system that works in most of the country. Otherwise, the education
failures of a few of the largest urban districts might not only terminate the reform of
restructuring to the site level, but also close the chapter on the American local school
district. Were this to happen. we might very well see the thruth of the statement,
‘Reformers conceive of themselves as the obstetricians of the future while history declares
them the morticians of the past’ (lannaccone 1967: 102).

Note

The Danforth Foundation undertook the funding of three years of studies by five teams of researchers
in Boston. Chicago, Columbus, Los Angeles, and New York under the leadership of Luvern
Cunmngham The teams included a larger number of individuals than a note such as thiv can
acknowledge. However, key roles were played by ]. Cronin in Boston. P. Peterson in Chicago. R.
Nystrand i Columbus, C. Briner in Los Angeles. and f. Lutz in New York. L. Launaccone was
intially the senior principal investigator of the New York study. He later became a fluating member of
the team concentrating on the state capital in the New York study. lannaccone joined the Boston team
with Cronin in the third vear of the study and subsequently synthesized selected aspects of all five
studies for a 1971 report to the Preadent’s Comniission on Juvenile Delinquency.
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State policly-making and school reform: influences and

influentials

Tim L. Mazzoni

Purpose, perspective, and limitations

During the past decade, the American states have engaged in a massive use of policy in
seeking to reform their public schools. Whether these nationwide efforts have had a
momentous impact on education, they might well have had such an impact on
governance. Certainly the states, more than ever, have become de facto as well as de jure
policy makers for the schools. This chapter examines from a state - and a political
influence - perspective the causes, processes, and consequences of the decade-long
‘education excellence’ movement. It does so by placing events in historical context, by
drawing upon research findings, and by applying an open systems perspective, one
concerned as much with contextual influences #pon systems as with actor influence within
systems.

Before beginning, two major limitations need to be acknowledged. The first is that
state education policy systems are complex, shaped by external forces, and unlike one
another in countless ways. The emphasis here will be on change over time more than on
variability across space. The second limitation has to do with the scholarly literature (for
general reviews see James 1991, Lehne 1983, McGivney 1984, Mitchell 1988). Despite
advancements, there still is considerable truth in Burlingame’s and Geske's 1979
conclusion that analysts have ‘spent a good deal of time in some states, some time in a few
states, and no time whatsoever in a great many states’ (p.60). As with variability across
states, shortcomings in research limit prospects for generalization.

Expanded state activism

The last ten years have certainly witnessed an extraordinary eruption of state school
policy. Though some states were vastly more aggressive than others in enacting detailed
programs and broad-scale packages, the education excellence movement left no region
untouched as it spread across the country. Mandating rigorous standards for students and
teachers was the dominant theme of the ‘first wave' of school reform (Firestone et al.
1991). In 1986, a ‘second wave’ commenced, with attention shifting from bureaucratic
intensification through statc prescription to school restructuring through decentralized
authority. By the end of the decade, some analysts and advocates were proclaiming the
beginnings of a ‘third wave,” one which called for the systemic redesign of K-12 education
(Murphy 1990).
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Background forces

The ‘why’ of the 1980s policy eruption has been cast by some scholars in broad
interpretive frames. Social historians (e.g., Cuban 1990, Tvack 1993) look upon these
events as yet another cycle in the recurring cycles of education reform that are rooted deep
in America’s past. Comparative analysts (e.g., Ginsberg 1991, Plank and Adams 1989), on
the other hand, identify international trends, with many countries described as seeking to
utilize their school systems to cope with underlying social, political, and economic
problems. Other scholars (e.g.. Clark 1993, Kirst 1984, Guthrie and Koppich 1988) point
to a confluence of forces in the United States, including: (1) America’s slow - sometimes
stagnant - economic growth, punctuated from 1978 to 1983 by soaring double-digit
inflation followed by a severe national recession; (2) escalating global competition, with
the loss by the United States of market share to other nations; (3) public unease and
unhappiness about the ascent of economic rivals, notably the Japanese; (4) two decades of
well-publicized reports decrying the softening in American schools of academic standards
and the slide of student achievement test scores; and (5) élite and, to a lesser degree,
popular dissatisfaction with the perceived productivity of America’s public schools and
inability - or unwillingness - of local school officials and educators to improve them.

Federal impetus for reform

In the context of these background forces, a political interpretation also has gained
credence - namely, that the federal governnient during the Reagan Administration created
much of the opportunity, stimulus, and agenda for state involvement on school reform
issues. President Reagan was ideologically committed to the devolution of education
policy, and he pushed to move program and funding responsibility from the federal to
state and local levels. According to Clark and Astuto (1987), the consequence of Reagan's
devolution quest, coupled with the failure of opponents to reassert a vigorous federal role,
was to ‘leave the territory open to the states and they are claiming the territory’ (p. 71).

The Reagan Administration’s exuberant use of what Jung and Kirst (1986) call the
‘bully pulpit strategy’ stimulated and shaped state activisin. Symbolic politics replaced
substantive policy as federal commissions and officials relied on evangelizing and
exhortation, rather than on expenditures and enforcement, to inspire a school “excellence’
crusade (Boyd 1988). The first and most telling pulpit was afforded the National
Commission on Excellence in Education, appointed by Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell.
In 1983 the Commission published A Nation ar Risk, a report crafted and released with a
keen eye toward both arousing - and bounding - public debate on improving education in
the United States (Wimpelberg and Ginsberg 1989).

Whatever its defects as policy analysis, A Nation ar Risk was galvanizing as political
manifesto. The imagery was one of a country in grave peril, its cconomy floundering and
prey to foreign competitors, because a ‘rising tide of mediocrity’ had been allowed to
erode the quality of its educational foundations. Within a year millions of citizens had
heard though print and electronic media about the dismal condition of American schools
and what was necessary to fix them. That the indictment of schooling was unbalanced
(Bracey 1991) - and the connection between economic competitiveness and education’s
deterioration unexamined (Cuban 1992) - hardly detracted from the report’s appeal.

A Nation at Risk was far from alone in its message. Most of the national commission
reports published during the decade, and there were dozens of them, promulgated similar
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diagnoses and prescriptions. The influence of these reports was magnified by constant
reiteration and reinforcement - amplified by extraordinary media coverage as big
circulation newspapers, national magazines, and television networks discovered the
schools (Kaplan 1992). Impact was further magnified by President Reagan’s fervent - if
belated - embrace of the bully pulpit strategy. And when, in Reagan’s second term,
William Bennett became Secretary of Education the reform thrust had a true *pit bull in
the bully pulpit,” a federal official whose zeal, rhetoric, and combativeness sparked one
controversy - and media account - after another (Ravitch 1990: 48).

In the wake of such influences, state-level task forces, commissions, and committees
did spring up across the country. Every state had at least one; many had several meeting at
the same time. National influences also contributed to mounting élite and popular
pressures on state policy makers to ‘do something’ about education. The invocation of
crisis, a repeated theme in commission reports and pulpit pronouncements, infused
urgency into the cause. Not only did these pressures - and the popularity to be gained by
responding to them  create political incentives for state officials to risk the hazards of
policy leadership, they were accompanied by education reform ‘solutions’ that could be
readily adopted by lawmakers. The national commission reports, write McDonnell and
Fuhrman (1986: 56), ‘gave the impression that easily understood, simple solutions (albent
some expensive oncs) were available . . . By providing, scemingly, straightforward policy
solutions, these reports made it easier for state officials to propose and enact legislation
quickly.’

State sources of activism

Interpretations that narrowly single out national influences give too little recognition to
state activities that preceded A Nation at Risk and too much recognition to similarities -
rather than to differences - in how state education policy systems sought in the 1980s to
improve their public schools. To begin, the states had long been active on education issues.
They did not necd the federal government to cede them that terrain; they already occupied
most of it (on state activism in the 1960s and 1970s see particularly Campbell and Mazzoni
1976, Fuhrman 1979, lannaccone 1967, Mitchell 1981, Murphy 1982, Usdan er ul. 1969,
Wirt 1977). The federal withdrawal in the 1980s from a role emphasizing programs and
funding enlarged state involvement in education, just as with other public policy domains
(Nathan 1993). State government became the target of expectations, demands, and
interests that could count on little but symbolic fulfillment from the Reagan
Administration.

Four states ~ Mississippi in 1982 and Florida, California, and Arkansas in 1983 - had
cither passed s Becping reform legislation or were well on the way to enactment before the
release of A Nation at Risk (Alexander 1986, Jenkins and Pearson 1991, Massell and Kirst
1986. Osborne 1988). And for several other bellwether states, notablv Tennessee and
South Carolina which adopted big legislative packages in 1984, the antecedents of reform
clearly traced back to earlicr state events (Achilles er ul. 1986, Chance 1986). Thus. it seems
fair to conclude. with Pipho (1986:K1), that A Narion ar Risk ‘fell in at the head of a
parade that had already begun to take shape.’

The efficiency and productivity concerns of the 1980s were not new arrivals on the
state policy scenc. ‘Accountability’ for education  and educators  had been the subject of
extensive legislative and regulatorv action throughout the 1970s. Only school finance
reform was a bigger issue across the states. Thirty-five states were reported as having
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adopted accountability legislation by 1975, with emphasis being on comprehensive
planning and statewide assessment programs (Kirst 1990, Timpane 1978). By the end of
the decade, 39 state legislatures were reported as having passed bills requiring minimum
competency testing (Pipho 1979). In California and Florida, in particular, educational
accountability became a recurrent policy theme right into the early 1980s (Herrington et
al. 1992, Kirst 1990). By that time, these states had, as Guthrie and Koppich (1988: 46)
note, ‘pioneered many of the proposals contained in A Nation ar Risk prior to its
publication.’

The reformist South

The first wave of the education excellence movement crested in mid-decade and by 1987
had largely spent its force (Kirst 1988). During this initial surge of policy activism, some
one-third of the states enacted sweeping, multiple-initiative reforms which closely
paralleled many of the recommendations being publicized in the national commission
reports. And other states adopted in a more restricted, incremental fashion a number of
the same measures (Pipho 1986). But similar language did not necessarily translate into
similar meaning or consequence, as each state’s policy response was situated in its own
unique political context (Fuhrman 1989, Marshall er al. 1989). There was, moreover, a
distinct regional cast to the start and early spread of the reform movement. Nor was the
movement quite so national in its policy legacy as many commentators made it appear.

With the notable exception of California, long a pacesetter in education, the leaders
in instituting first-wave reforms were all Southern states (Pipho 1986). And, after two
years of activity, these states remained at the top in nationwide surveys taken of reform
accomplishments, as measured by A Nation at Risk prescriptions (Plank 1988). In
explaining the South’s enthusiasm for the education excellence movement, scholars
emphasize the link between economics and education. Timar and Kirp (1988), for
example, argue that it was ‘regional competition for high technology firms and
recognition that the region’s economic future depended on a skilled work force and good
educational system [which] spurred a dramatic school reform movement throughout the
South’ (p. 97). Vold and DeVitis (1991) maintain that there was a further - and mighty -
spur to Southern activism: *discomfort with the role of perennial underachiever’ (p. 2).
The growing mood of dissatisfaction created a rare opportunity for reformers; there might
be ‘no better time. . . to make Southern schools as good as - or better than - those found
in other parts of the country’ (Vold and DeVitis 1991: 2).

The South was also the most conservative region of the country, one likely to be
particularly receptive to the ideology permeating the national commission reports and
Reagan Administration advocacy. This might explain why, for example, A Nation at Risk
became the template for policy in conservative Alabama (Rudder 1991), while it was
virtually ignored by state lawmakers in liberal Minnesota (Mazzoni and Sullivan 1986).
Also, the Southern states had typically evolved a more centralized approach to school
governance than had other regions of the country (Wirt 1977). Despite localism always
being present - and intense in some Southern states, such as Texas and Georgia - it was
not as much of a politicai constraint in the South generally a it was, for example, in the
New England and Rocky Mountain states.

The differential impact of the 1980-82 national recession contributed to the South's
being more able than other regions to focus on - and tund - costly school reform
initiatives. Although not spared, the Southern <tates were not hit nearly as hard
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economically as many states in the ‘Frostbelt.’ In such states as Massachusetrs, Michigan,
and Minnesota pressing economic issues dominated policy agendas into the mid-1980s
(Mazzoni and Sullivan 1986, Osborrie 1988).

Finally, the adoption of school reform legisiation within the South appeared to fit the
regional diffusion model of policy innovation, a model in which a state’s rolicy making is
assumed to be strongly influenced by the actions of its immediate neighbors (Gray 1994).
For example, a South Carolina official commented: *We got a lot of h.lp from M ssissippi,
even though their reforms are much different . .. the process we used 'local fora] was
similar” (Chance 1986: 53). And a Florida legislator reported that *people in the state joked
about contests between Tennessee and Florida as to who would come out first with a
merit pav plan’ (Chance 1986:83). In addition, the Southern states had regional forums,
notably the Southern Regional Education Board. that facilitaced the sharing of ideas,
proposals. and strategics.

Enabling and energizing forces

The education reform movement swelled, of course. far beyond its original moorings in
California and the South. By 1990, compret<nsive policies had been legislated i states as
diverse as Kentucky, Missouri. Illinois, New Mexico, Ohio, lowa, and Washington
(Alexander 1990, Pipho 1986, Kirst 1988). Commission reports, rulpit «xhortations,
media publicity, and high-profile advocates, when taken wogether, were certainly a
contributing - probably a necessary - cause for the nationwide diffusior. of innovation.
Still, they were not sufficient; at least four other forces enabled and energized the process.

The most basic enabling force was the instituticual capacity thar had been steadily
developing in state governments for two dicades. Modern, responsive, and capable
political institutions were gen-rally to be found in che American states by the early 1980s
(Mitchell 1981, Murphy 1982, Rosenthal 1990). Strengthened institutional capacity
enabled state governments to ianovate acrc s a range of complex issues, in which K-12
education was simply one locus of intense activity. Scores of laws were enacted in the
1980s in such arcas as water quality. air pollution. tecknology development, and energy
conservation (Doyle and Hartle 1985, Nathan 1993, Van Horn 1993). State capability
might not have been up to the challenge of producing ‘coherent policy’ for upgrading
education (Fuhrman 1993); and the intensification cf pluralistic politics, another long-term
trend, worked against such coherence (Johnson 1993, Mazzoni 1993). But state capability
was up to the challenge of enabling lawmakers to respond to - or seize upon - demands
for school reform with an unprecedented volume and variety of policy initiatives.

A second enabling factor was the return by the mid-1980s of economic prosperity.
The national recession of the carly 1980s had been deep and prolonged. Fiscal vear 1984,
howuver, saw a rebound in state revenues as the national economy improved and state
taxes - 36 states had to hike taxes during the recession - geverated ample new monies
{McDonnell and Fuhrman 1986). A growing economy and state fiscal surpluses permitted
reformers to pump enough money into the bargaining arena to accommodate conflicting
interests. The something-for-evervone compromise. a hallmark of onimibus bills that often
were vehicles for school legislation, was made possible on a broad «ale by a surge of
revenues flowing into state coffers.

A pervasive energizing factor was the escalating competition among American states
i the 19804 to attract or retain economic resources. In this competition, having good
«whools ~ or, at least, the reputation for them - was perceived as a vital asset. State after
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state trumpeted the virtues of its schools ar each sought to gain an cdge in the new global
marketplace (Deyle and Hartle 1985). Economic competition contributed mightily to the
diffusion  f state eduration reforms, a dynamic that illustrares what Dyve (1990) has
proclaimed to be the new ‘cempetiive federalism model” of policy innovation in the
Unired States.

A second energizing force was judicial intervention, largely through the resurgence at
the end of the decade of school finance lawsuits and court rulings. The court order had
Feen a prime nover of policy activism for many states during the nationwide movement in
the 1970s to redress disparities in school funding (Fuhrman 1979, Odden and Wohlstetter
1992,. Then, for a decade. these ‘equity’ concerns were submerged - though not
completely displaced (West Virginia, tor example, had to respord to a sweeping <choal
finance decision) - by the ‘exceilence’ impulse of first-wave reforms. In 1989, however,
unequal furding systems in Kentucky, Montana, and Texas were struck down by the
covrts, In the early 1990s, the litzzation momentum continued to build, with school
finance systems in a number of states being overturned for violating state constitutional
provis.ons.

Thz intervention of the court had mixed results. While most states since 1970 had
experienced school finance litigation - 42 as of late 1993 - plaintiffs in these cases had not
been much more successful than defendants - 15 rulings for plaintiffs and 13 for
detendants, with 13 cases pending, as of late 1993 (Harp 1993). Still, when a plaintiff’s
challenge was upheld, it established an agenda priority for the policy svstem to which state
lawmakers had to respond, however grudgingly and minimally. In some states, notably in
New Jersey and Texas, this process proved to be protracted and its outcome problematic.
But in Kentucky, where the state supreme court declared in 1989 the entire public school
svstem to be unconstitutional, judicial intervention combined with gubernatorial
leadership to produce in 1990 the most comprehensive approach to school reform legislated
in anv American state (Alexander 1990).

‘Windows' and “entreprencurs’

Contextual pressures also reconfigured the opportunity structure for individual system
actors. These pressures opened up, in Kingdon's (1984) terms, “policy windows,' and
there were a host of strategicallv placed *policv entreprencurs’ in and out of government
ready, willing. and able to seize the moment to *hook solutions to problemy’ and
‘proposals to political momentum® (p. 191). Predominant among these individuals were
elected officials, especially a ‘new breed’ of state governors who were hailed by the media
and depicted by scholars as pivotal actors in promoting education reforms (Chance 1986,
Fuhrman 1989, Mueller and McKeown 1986, Osborne 1988, Rosenthal 1990, Timar and
Kirp 1988). Chief state school officers were prominent in several states (Chance 1986,
Layton 1986, Massell and Kirst 1986, Prestine 1989}, In one state - Texas - an individual
businessman appears to have forcefully stamped his priorities and management philosophy
on school reform legislation (Lutz 1986, McNeil 1988).

Visible leaders were not. however, the only policy entrepreneurs puching for school
reform. Individual legislators, whose activity generally received far less media coverage
than governors, were influcntial across the states: indeed. their overall impact probably
exceeded that of any other single class of actor (Fuhrman 1990, Marshall er al. 1986).
Along with lawmakers, there were behind-the-scencs policy entrepreneurs among
officrals, managers, and specialists i state education agencies. In some states, these
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"bureaucrats’ took advantage of the agenda prominence of school reform to pur forward
their preferred solutions and maneuver them into enactments (Chance 1986, Lavton 1986,
Holderness 1992, Mazzoni and Sullivan 1986).

Besides government insiders. there were individuals outside government intusing
their policy svstems with entrepreneurial energy. Some were linked to - and drew their
influence from - national networks that had formed around such reform iwsues as
curriculum standards, educational choice, and school-based management (Kaplan and
Usdan 1992, Kirst 1984, Ogawa 1993). Others were more home grown in origin, such as
the individual policy entrepreneurs in Minnesota who, working with and through a public
interest group -~ the Citizens League - were central to moving that state along a
restructuring agenda for school reform (Mazzom 1993).

The politics of reform policy making
Process charactenistics

State policy making in the 1980s on education excellence tssues was not politics as usual, at
least not in the states where a sweeping array of reform initiatives was undertaken. In such
*high-change’ states “miuch of the tactical plan,” Chance (1936:29) observes, “was
intended to limit, control, surmount, circumvent, or avoid the constraints of more
conventional processes.” Reform politics, usually in a short burst of extraordinary policy
encrgy, suppleniented or supplanted regular politics. Education policy making transcended
traditional subsystem arenas - and their specialized and established legislator, bureaucrar,
and lobbyist actors - and plaved out in broader, more public arenas.

In reform politics, top-level leaders - governors, legislators. and Chief State Schoal
Otfeers (Cas0s) - took charge. Blue-ribbon ccmmissions were formed. Change initiatives
of every sort were put forward, sometimes dozens were combined and compromised into
a single vmnibus package. High-cost and redistributive proposals were mostly siphoned
out (kirestone er al. 1991). ‘Political imperatives demandjed|.” in Chance's (1986: 29)
words, ‘ogans and eauly deseribed, cost-contained, and swmbol-accommeodating
solutions.” Historic political alignments were often bypassed. New advocacy coalitions
were forged, with the weighty influence of business groups adding impresave clour.
“Standards.” “excellence,” and ‘qualitv’ provided unifving. mot.vating. and legitimating
wmbols. Persuasion, bargaining. and trade-offs - and, on occasion, arm-twisting prescure

mobilized supporters and neutralized opponents. The most tormidable potential
esisters, the big education groups. were brought aboard, bought off, or brushed avide
(McDonmnell and Pascal 1988). Policy visibility attracted and was expanded by media
publicitv. Popular support was awsured: political credits were amassed: pohey and
personal - agendas were attained. And a *juggernaut’ of education reforms roiled through
many a state legusiature (Chance 1980).

The scope. composition, and unity of the education reform movement varied. In
some states - for example, Georgia and Mivsourt - the reform coalition reflected essentially
an élite comensus (Fuhrman 1989, Hall 1989). In other states - for example, Florida,
Ilinoss, and California - highly pluralistic politics had to be accommodated (Alexander
198, Chance 1986, Massell and Kust 1986). In a few states - notably Mississippi and
south Carelina - coalitional efforts went bevond abgnments amang state-level actors and
extended significant politieal interaction to grassroots pamupanh (Jenkins and Peron
1991, Timar and Kurp 195 In some sates for examyplc, Cabiboria, Blino, Georgia,
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and Missouri - agreement was reached among the major interests; all embraced the final
compromise. Yet in other states - for example, Tennessee, Texas, and Arkansus - reform
politics proved to be polarizing as political leaders and their business allies squared off in
abrasive confrontation against the teacher unions and other education groups over such
divisive issues as merit pay, carcer ladders, ‘no pass/no play’ rules, and teacher testing
(Achilles et al. 1986, Fowler 1988, Lutz 1986, McNeil 1988).

Differences among the high-change states were relatively minor, however, compared
with differences across the other two-thirds of the American states as they experienced the
nationwide impulse to improve public schools. Several states in which €SSOs and
education departments played a decisive role - for example, Colorado, Washington,
Wisconsin, and New Mexico - took a critical, cautious, or containment approach to
education reform (Chance 1986, Cibulka and Derlin 1992, Holderness 1992). In other
states - for exan pl2, Arizona and Pennsylvania - governors developed and pressed for
sweeping changes, but only modest departures were adopted by their legislatures (Karper
and Boyd 1988, Osborne 1988, Sacken and Medina 1990). In still other states, governor-
led reform coalitions came to focus largely on a particular initiative - for example, carcer
ladders in Utah and educational choice in Minnesota - and succeeded, despite sometimes
powerful opposition, in passing breakthrough legislatior. (Malen and Campbell 1986,
Mazzoni 1988). And, finally, there were some states where the waves of reform washed
over the education policy system with little discernible impact on decision-making
processes other than those associated with temporarv commissions, expanded
conversation, and modest innovation (Chance 1986).

Mainstream politics

The reform movement of the 1980s plunged education ever more into the political
mainstream (Fuhrman 1987). While there also was an escalation in the policy activity of
state boards of education - and, in sorne states, they took a proactive role (Chance 1986,
Layton 1986) - the arenas for action were typically the legislature and the governor’s
office. Reform proposals by the many hundreds were picked up, packaged, and promoted
by elected officials across the country. Some of these officials, most notably governors,
regularly campaigned on educational issues; then emphasized them in new ininatives.
Their intentions and influence decisively shaped state policy making, a process in which
‘politics’ as played out in general governance arenas through symbol manipulation,
interest representation, coalition building, and give-and-take bargaining loomed large.

That politicization had come to characterize education policy making did not
represent a deviation from prior trends. Politicization of this process had become obvious
in many states during the preceding decade (Campbell and Mazzoni 1976, Geske 1977-78,
Lehne 1978. Murphy 1982, Rosenthal and Fuhrman 1981, Rost 1979). It was most
evident on the issue of school finance reform (Brown and Elmore 1983, Fuhrman 1979).
But continuity did not mean the absence of change. Education being politicized in the
1980 was not the same as it being politicized in the 1970s. Among the changes in state
school politics, three stand out: (1) the activism of governors, (2) the involvement of big
business. aud (3) the influence of national organizations and networks.
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Gubernatorial activism

The education reform movement afforded the nation’s governors a unique opportunity as
well as motivating incentive to overcome policy-making fragmentation and to marshal
broad-based support for innovative legislation. A group of able, ambitious, and pragmatic
governors - mainly but not solely in the South - took the spotlight as *policy chiefs’
(Caldwell 1985). Focused and determined, the activist governors persisted, frequently in
the face of initial setbacks, in pressing for education reform legislation. More than any
other state actor, they had the institutional authority, organizational resources, and media
access to dramatize need, frame issues, and set agendas. Concentrating their policy
arguments on the link between a state's school system and its economic competitiveness,
governors made education reform their number one legislative priority, ahead even of tax,
economic, and environmental concerns (Beyle 1990).

To pave the way for their education priorities, governors appointed blue-ribbon
commissions. Such a commission could serve many functions. For example, as Malen and
Campbell (1986) report for Utah, it could ‘mute executive-partisan tensions by becoming
an umbrella organization” where proposals could be formulated and consensus forged; it
could help fix public attention on and inspire support for education reforms; and. when
key lawmakers were commission members, it could establish cfective linkages between
itself and the legislative process (pp.265-266). Malen and Campbell point to the
commission they studied as having had a ‘central role. . .in the policymaking process’
(p. 266). Other analysts have arrived at the same judgment about governor-appointed
commissions (e.g., Chance 1986, Fuhrman 1989). ‘In many of the states that underwent
reforms,” Rosenthal (1990: 111) concludes, ‘commissions spearheaded the drive.’

To buttress the work of commissions, many activist governors engaged in high-
powered ‘issue campaigns' to arouse popular sentiment (Durning 1989). Conducted like
an election campaign, these usually consisted of ‘a campaign organization, a campaign
kickoff, a series of campaign speeches, a campaign tour, and a panoply of campaign
slogans, endorsements. advertisements, and materials’ (Beyle (1993:96). The strategy.
even when cast as an all-out appeal. was not always successful. Governor Perpich. for
example. lost in his first run at public school choice in Minnesota (Mazzoni 1989): and
Governor Schaefer could not secure legislative approval for a special math and science high
school in Maryland (Rosenthal 1990). Yet other governcrs - for example, Winter m
Mississippi, Alexander in Tennessee, Clinton in Arkansas, and Riley in South Carolina -
engendered widespread support with their campaigns.

Effective education governors were back-stage acters av well, drawing upon the
tactics of insider politics to strike accords with other influentials - or to persuade or
pressure them into cooperating. Governor Clinton. for instance, often followed through
on his grassroots campaigns by applying a *full court press” in the legislature, cutting deals
and negotiating compromises (Ehrenhalt 1993:123). Said Governor Babbitt of Arizona:
‘In any given year, | have sclected ... issues and used everything at my disposal -
initiative, referendum, the bully pulpit, the press, browbeating, trade-offs, threats.
rewards - to get what [ needed’ (Osborne 1988: 140).

Gubernatorial invalvement in the 1980s certainly excecded that in past decades.
Moving beyond budgetary responsibilities and fiscal concerns, governors took on the
education quality issuc and. in so doing, thrust state policy deep into the core of traditional
whooling concerns (Kirst 1984). On reform initiatives to which they assigned top
priority, governors usually had great influence. especially when they were committed.
tenacious, and accommodating (Rosenthal 1990). Even so. gubernatorial activism was
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complemented - or countered - by legislative activism on the part of committee chairs,
other education policy specialists, and, in some states. house and senate leaders (Hamm
1989). Case study data portray legislators as the *active pilots’ in the reform process in a
number of states (Fuhrman 1950). Such, for example, was the case for House Majority
veader Connie Levi on the postsecondary choice option in Minnesota (Mazzoni 1993); for
Senator Anne Lindeman on career ladders for teachers in Arizona (Firestone 1989); and for
House Speaker Vera Katz on the comprehensive redesign of K-12 education in Oregon
(Clark 1993). Furthermore, legislators tended to become involved in the whole spectrum
of K~12 concerns, while governors targeted their power on a relatively few themes
(Rosenthal 1990). Legislators did most of the steady work in shaping policy; governors
did the high-profile policy work, exerting a more showy influence on selected issues.

Governors were not the only executive officials advancing major proposals to reform
the schools. Chief state school officers were among the key actors in many states - for
example, in California, Illinois, New York, South Carolina, and Wisconsin (Chance 1986,
Layton 1986, Massell and Kirst 1986, Prestine 1989). In at least a few states CSSOs openly
contested governors for policy leadership. This was especially true when these agency
heads were elected ofhceholders - in 15 states as of 1992 (McCarthy er al. 1993). Having
their own political constituencies, support groups, and regime interests, elected CSSOs had
the res arces and incentives to set an independent policy course, And these powerful
actors in several states, notably in California and Wisconsin, publicly clashed with
governors over issues of school funding and reforni (Cibulka and Derlin 1992, Kirst and
Yee 1994},

Another factor constraining governors was their need for legislator backing to get
bills enacted. Executive-legislative conflict became so bitter by the end of the 1980s that it
constituted in some states a political ‘war between the branches’ (Rosenthal 1990: 200).
Conflict escalation was fueled by the growing assertiveness of legislatures, intensification
of interest group pressures, media reporting focused on controversy, candidate-driven
clection campaigns, abrasive partisanship, and divided government (Rosenthal 1990). The
last of these - divided government - had come to affect most American states. As Bevle
(1993:91) summarizes: ‘Since the mid-1980s, about three-fifths of the states had
“‘powersplits’” [i.e. governorship and legislature not controlled by the same partv]: 30
states [had such splits] following the 1991 elections.’

The constant press of other state issues - for example, taxes, jobs, welfare, health
care, and crime - could marginalize education reform on a governor's policy agenda.
Another cause of issue displacement was economic downturn. National recession and state
revenue shortfalls marked the carly 1990s just a¢ thev had the earlv 1980s (Raimondo
1993). In some states, like Massachusetts and Michigan, issues of school reform and
funding became embroiled in legislative and partisan strife (Pipho 1993), with these issues
becoming a political vehicle for more overarching power struggles. Yet despite all the
pressures, problems, and politicization, education reform did not disappear from
gubernatonial agendas. Governors have showed much more staying power on that issue
than would have been predicted from past performances. though thev remained more
episodic actors than were commuttee chairs and other education policy specialists in state
legislatures.

Biy business mvolvement

The miost dramatie politival change aseniated witle the 1980+ refurin suosenient was the
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emergence of corporate executives, organizations, and networks as cducation policy
actors. Big business, prior to 1980, had not sought such policy involvement. Participation
was largely confined to school finance issues, with the typical reaction being one of
opposition to ‘expensive’ state reforms. Business interests also were active in pressing for
tax limitation measures, which in states like Massachusetts crippled public school support
(Timpane 1984). Whether motivated by self-interest related to workforce nceds, by a
sense of crisis rooted in vulnerability to global economic competition, or by a belief in
corporate civic responsibility (McGuire 1990), big business entered state education policy
arenas in full force in the 1980s.

State Business Roundtables, or like organizations, set up task forces, special
commissions, and study committees across the country (Borman et al. 1993). Corporation
executives also served on these bodies when they were created by political leaders.
Business-sponsored studies were conducted, proposals were put forward, money was
solicited, lobbying was undertaken, and public relations campaigns were mounted. The
business community in many states became a core member of the coalition advocating
education reform and a central contributor to that coalition’s political influence.

The evidence that big business was a new and significant actor in state school policy
making is compelling (Berman and Clugston 1988, Borman er al. 1993, Chance 1986,
Fuhrman 1989, Massell and Fuhrman 1994, Mueller and McKeown 1986). Yet, just as
with governors, the impact of business as an education policy actor should not be
exaggerated. These interest groups were not uniformly influential on K-12 policy issues
across the states, nor were they as unified or powerful in comparison with other system
actors as might be supposed, given the tremendous resources and priviliged access of
corporate enterprise within the American polity (Lindblom 1977).

In a few states, the power of big business does appear to have decisively shaped K-12
reform legislation. In Texas, this influence largely emanated from computer executive H.
Ross Perot who steered - or steamrollered, depending on the account - that state’s 1984
school reform package into law (Chance 1986, Lutz 1986, McNeil 1988). In Georgia,
business officials representing the state’s multinational corporations were portrayed as
exercising dominant influence on the governor-appointed commission which paved the
way for that state’s 1985 Quality Basic Education Act (Fuhrman 1989: 66-67). Still, these
were not typical patterns. Even in states such as Arizona, Arkansas, Kentucky, Florida,
and South Carolina, where business influence was clearly very substantial, it was hardly
controlling (Alexander 1986, Collins 1991, Hatic and LaBrecque 1989, Osborne 1988,
Timar and Kirp 1988). This was even more true in states with intensely pluralistic politics
like California and, on a much smaller scale, Minnesota. The California Business
Roundtable and the Minnesota Business Partnership were certainly among the key actors
in moving their states toward K-12 reform (Berman and Clugston 1988). They operated,
however, in intensely competitive systems where all manner of executive, legislative,
agency, and interest group actors contended for policy influence (Kirst 1983, Mazzoni and
Clugston 1987). In «till other states - for example, Missouri, New York, and Wisconsin -
the role of big business in the 1980s reforms seems to have been quite modest, at least until
near the end of the decade (Cibulka and Derlin 1992, Farnham and Muth 1989, Hall 1989,
Lavton 1986).

As with any lobbving group, big business had to have the backing of governors and
hev lawmakers for its mitiatives to have any prospect of passage. State political leaders
were generally welcoming and supportive when it came to corporate involvement, but
these officaals were not the captives or pawns of business interests. Governors and
fegnlators could  and often did  select, adapt, and reformulate proposed innovations to
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suit their own policy and political requirements (c.g., see Mazzoni and Clugston 1987).
Political leaders not business leaders held the policy reins.

Nor were state business interests as representative or cohesive as ‘the business
community’ label implies. While corporation executives acting through Business
Roundtables and other organizations sought to rally business around the cause of
reforming education, some business interests were not well represented. In particular, as
McGuire (1990: 114) observes, ‘small businesses and small business organizations have not
become major players.” And more marginalized groups - for example, women and
nonwhite business owners - evidently had little voice in the councils of business élites
(Borman et al. 1993: 69). The élites who counted most were those representing America’s
big multinational corporations, the business sector most closely linked to the competitive
demands of the global marketplace.

As a state policy actor, the business lobby was fragmented, ‘even Balkanized’
(Rosenthal 1993:151). A state’s business community consisted of a number of distinct
interests, often in conflict and competition with one another (Thomas and Hrebenar
1990). In some states, a broad consensus was forged around a school reform plan. In other
states, however, different business groups put forward different - and rival - proposals,
with one important line of cleavage being over whether or not business should throw its
political weight behind privatization, vouchers, and public funding of private schools
(Weisman 1991). And in still other states, business interests divided sharply over whether
school reform justified tax increases. Such was the case in Florida when its 1983 reform
package was at issue in the legislature (Alexander 1986).

Along with being internally split, state business lobbies had to operate in highly
pluralistic political environments. By the mid-1980s, state education policy systems had
become congested with individuals and groups trying to set agendas and shape decisions.
The mainline K-12 groups representing teachers, administrators, and boards had been
joined over the decades by a myriad of other organized interests in education. In addition,
noneducation groups other than business - for example, parent, civic. urban, labor, farm,
and foundation groups - wanted to have a crack at changing schools. Crowded arenas and
competitive politics constrained the influence of any particular group. ‘There are so many
interests and so much pressure in the statehouses that only a few demands go unopposed,’
observes one scholar of state politics. *Policymaking in many places is more pluralistic than
before and any single interest is less likely to dominate” (Rosenthal 1993: 216).

Thus, for all its impressive resources - wealth, status, organization, access, and
‘strategic position,” among them (Hayes 1992: 49) - big business was not generallv the
most influential interest group operating in state education policv systems. When it got
down to head-to-head conflict in the legislature. as it occasionally did on such issues as
career ladders, testing of teachers, and school choice, the counterveiling power of the
teacher unions and other education interest groups significantly constrained the policy-
making influence of big business as well as that of other reform proponents (Cibulka and
Derlin 1992, Fiore 1990, Fowler 1988, Mazzoni 1988, Rudiak and Plank 1992).

Two major studies done in the 1980s provide attributional data as to the relative
influence of big business, teacher unions, and other interest groups in state policy making.
Comparative research by Manshall e ol (1986) in Arizona. California. Ilinois.
Pennsylvania, West Virginia. and Wisconsin involved extensive interviews with education
policy actors - legislators. executive members. agency administrators, lobbyists, ete. As
part of the wtudy, respondents rated the education policy influence of 18 state actors. The
overall assessments for 1982 85, when put into rank orders, portraved ‘all education
interests groups combined” (ranked fourth) and “teachers’ organizations” (ranked fifth) as
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being in what the study authors call the Near Circle of power (pp. 351-352). These groups
ranked behind only legislators and C$SOs as policy influentials and ahead, surprisingly, of
governors (ranked sixth). As for business organizations, they were considered under the
rubric ‘noneducation groups,’ a category of actor which in the composite rankings
finished a distant 14th. In just one of the six states - Arizona - was there a ranking (fifth)
which placed business interests in the Near Circle (p. 355).

The second study offering comparative evidence was a national survey conducted in
the latter part of the 1980s by Thomas and Hrebenar (1990: 144-145), updated for each
state in 1989. In this reputational study, which was of a general nature and did not specify
any particular policy domain, the ‘school teachers’ organizations’ were more frequently
identified by the participating political scientists in each of the 50 states as belonging in the
‘most effective’ category (in 43 states) than any other interest group. Ranked second were
‘general business organizations,” being placed in the most effective category in 31 states.
Study authors (Thomas and Hrebenar 1991) conclude that business, ‘despite its
fragmentation,” was the ‘most widespread and powerful interest active at both the
national and state levels’ in the United States (p. 74). They go on to add, however, that
‘overall in the 50 states the most prevalent, active, and influential interest is educatio,
especially . . . the state-level education association’ (p. 75).

National organization and network influcnces

State education policy systems by the 1990s had become enveloped and interpenetrated by
national organizations and connecting networks, an expansion of influences that had been
evolving for decades. The professional associations, the oldest networks, had sustained
impact on K-12 policy making dating back into the last century (lannaccone 1967). And a
school finance network of ‘academic scribblers’ was pointed to some three decades ago by
researchers as having ‘enormously influenced the course of educational policy throughout
the Northeast - and beyond’ (Bailey and others 1962:24). In the mid-1960s the first
nationwide compact for cducation - the Education Commission of the States - was
formed; and this ‘network of networks® (Kaplan and Usdan 1992: 671), though rarely a
major state-level policy influence, had fostered much dialogue and many connections over
the years among its political and educaticn constituencies (Layton 1985). In the early
1970s, an amply funded and tightly organized advocacy network was created by the Ford
Foundation, working with the federal government’s National Institute of Education. to
champion school finance reform in targeted states across the country (Kirst, Meister, and
Rowley 1984). By the end of the seventies the ‘equity network” was identified as an actor
in 11 of the 28 states which overhauled their school funding formulas (Odden 1981).
Other national organizations and networks were also pointed to during that decade as
excrting agenda-setting influence on the issues of collective bargaining, minimum
competency testing, and scientific creationism (Kirst et al. 1984). During the 1980s there
was continued proliferztion of these organizations and networks, constituting by the close
of that decade a *web of coalitions and advocacy groups. . . ubiquitous in shaping public
policy” (Kaplan and Usdan 1992: 666).

In the first rank of national organizations and networks were those containing state
political leaders. The Education Commission of the States, the National Conference of
State Legislatures, the Council of Chicf State School Officers, and other such
organizations aceelerated their education policy activities it the 198Cs. Still, the one that
clearly moved to the front in that decade - and stayed there - was the National Governors?
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Association (NGA). Indeed, it was the use by state governors of the NGA that most clearly
distinguished their activism on school reform issues in the 1980s from any previous period
of involvement. In 1983, under the leadership of Governor Alexander of Tennessce, the
NGA began for the first time to concentrate on public policy issues, with the first such
issue to receive in-depth attention being education. The NGA's report A Time for Results
(1986) gave a strong nationalizing impetus to second-wave reforms by disseminating
‘restructuring’ proposals across the states, by emphasizing their priority - and providing
rationales - for individual governors willing to champion the cause, and by putting the
staff resources as well as the prestige resources of the NGA behind them. As Massell and
Fuhrman (1994:18) observe: ‘NGA can take ideas in good currency among policy
specalists and professicnals and grant them widespread political leginmacy. National
action can be used as potential leverage for change within states.”

The NGA grasped the opportunity afforded bv President Bush's 1989 Education
Summit to gain greatly enhanced visibility and policy influence in setting a national
¢ducation reform agenda. Whether. in Pipho's (1989: 182) words. "the President took his
cue trom governors or whether kev governors were able to make their agendas overlap
with the White House.” agreement was reached at the Summit on the need for national
goals in education. And it was an NGA-created task force that fashioned the six basic goals,
which along with a set of 21 related objectives were embraced bv both the President and
the governors (Walker 1990:17). The NGA alo declared the commutmient of each
governor to review state goals and education performance “in light of these national goals’
{National Governors® Association 1990: 39). Finallv, governors were well represented on
the National Education Goals Panels which was to prepare annually a report on goal
achievement. By 1990. then. America’s 50 governors had projected their collective power
on education issues into national as well as state policy arenas. an expression of influence
that would have been unthinkable at the decade’s outser.

A second major nationalizing force was big business. National business organizations
and their executive heads plaved a highly visible role in stimulating. defining. and
expanding the movement for school reform (McGuire 1990: 112-113). By 1990. the most
powerful of these groups - the Business Roundtable (representing CEOs from the nation’s
largest private corporationsj. the National Alliance of Business. the National Association
of Manutacturers. and the Us Chamber of Commerce. among other busines
orgamzations - had come together to form a coalition to promote education reform
nationwide. Business Roundtable executives made it (ear that thev intended to enlarge
their influence in state policy arenas. Roundtable CEOs were to contact governors in all
the states in which their businesses had close ties, with the intent of forging relationships,
discussing 1ssues. and formulating plans of action (Piphe 1990). The Business Roundtable
also <et forth nine criteria for identifving ‘essential components of a successful education
svstem.” and urged local business lcaders to apply these as a standard in . nducting ‘gap’
analvses in their states (Borman er ul. 1993).

The activism of political and business networks was matched by that of the
educational associations: for thev. too. stepped up their policy involvement in the 1950k,
The most powerful were the national teacher uniens - NEA and AFT - which for vears had
sought to influence state-level issues. In the 1960« and 1970s. for examiple. these two
U[!{J“‘Ili‘il)n\ :L‘d 4 n&tl\‘n“ldt‘ push to hl\'(.’ state g(‘\'t‘rnnlt‘n!\ cnact C(‘”L‘C(l\'c }‘Jrgﬂinln‘ﬁ'
legislation. Their advocacy, according to Kirst et al. (1984: 14), resulted in “the popularity
and spread of collective bargaiming statutes 1n the states.” In the 19805, the teacher unions
maved to the forefront in promoting teacher profesionalism. school-based management.
and othier taacher-empow ering components of schiool restractanng (Oyawa 1997
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A quite different manifestation of the influence of professional associations was that
exerted by subject-matter organizations of educators. These organizations, like other
education groups, were caught in a reactive mode by the first wave of school reforms and
had relatively little say on policy. But starting in the mid-1980s, with the pioneering work
of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), this began to change.
NCTM’s curriculum and evaluation standards for mathematics, published in 1989, were
reported as having  idespread impact on state policies relating to curriculum content and
teacher preparation (Massell and Fuhrman 1994). Following the lead of NCTM, other
professional associations began the process of developing and disseminating curriculum and
evaluation standards for their respective subject-matters. This development, which Massell
and Fuhrman (1994: 14) attribute partly to *NCTM’s success’ and partly to ‘the rise of
svstemic reform ideas on the public issue-attention cycle,” created another access channel
for professional as well as nationalizing influences on state education policy systems.

Besides the standards-raising thrust, organizations and individuals came together in
national networks during the 1980s to champion other policy initiatives - for example,
networks promoting America 2000 (the Bush Administration's school reform plan).
public school choice, outcome-based education, and school-based management. The last of
these was examined in a revealing study by Ogawa (1993) who found that ‘a relatively
small set of actors shaped and promoted school-based management in the national arena’
(p- 39). The key actors were four organizations ‘linked by a network . . . if only loosely so'
(p-40). The chief initiator was a private foundation, the Carnegie Corporation, and its
creation, the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (CFEE). Joining forces with
CFEE was a political association (NGA), a teacher union (AFT). and a policv research center
(CPRE). These organizations could draw upon ample. diverse, and complementary
resources, and they were energized by highly motivated and politically skilled policy

entrepreneurs. Network activists, among their many influence tacties, publicized reports,
convened mectings, sponsored research, cultivated personal relationships, and lobbied state
lawmakers.

One focal issue for contending national influences was state hallot or legislative
initiatives which sought to provide public funding through ‘vouchers’ for parents of
private school students. On this issue, a new national advocacy orgamzation was formed
in late 1993, just before California voters by a large margin rejected a hotly contested
school-voucher ballot initiative. (Voucher proposals had also been voted down in 1990 in
Oregon and in 1992 in Colorado.) Political linkages for the new organization - Americans
for School Choice - were mirrored in its board of directors, which included two former
secretaries of education, threc governors, and several state legislators {Olson 1993b). The
organization’s stated mission was to build state-level advocacy groups, ecither by
establishing them or by linking to existing groups. Warned its exccutive director: *The
California initiative will be the last time school choice will be fought on a single
battleficid” (Olson 1993a: 17). Americans for School Choice planned by 1996 to have
mobilized proponents around either ballot initiatives or legislative lobbying in 25 states.
On the other side of the voucher issue, education interest groups and their allies had
already put together blocking coalitions of formidable strength, coalitions which could
draw upon the resources of state organizations, particularly the powerful teacher unions,
and - if pressed - upon the financial and political resources of their national associations
and networks.

Another focal issue for contending national forces was “outcome(s)-based education’
(onr). The idea of redesigning K-12 systems around challenging vutcomes and high
standards for student performance had come by the close of the decade to hold great appeal
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for reformers, with such influential organizations as the NGA and Business Rounctable,
plus many federal and state officials, calling for systemic approaches to school reform. By
the early 1990, legislative and state board initiatives to translate this idea into policy were
under way in a variety of forms and under a variety of rubrics across the country. But in
some states, beginning with Pennsylvania in 1992 (McQuaide and Pliska 1993), the
specification of outcomes as the drive clements in proposed OBE systems became engulfed
in heated public controversy.

Criticisms of outcome-based education (e.g.. Schlafly 1993) ranged over a wide
spectrum, from language vagueness and implementation costs to bureaucratic
intrusiveness. Proposed outcomes that touched upon the ethics, character, or attitudes of
students sparked the most angry outcry. Deep divisions surfaced, often in polarizing
confrontations, over what valucs the schools should teach and who should determine these
values (McQuaide and Pliska 1993). Much of the opposition seemed to be home grown,
reflecting varied constituencies and concerns within a particular state. But national
religious and conservative groups, linked through extensive networks. also became visible
and vocal participants in fanning the fires of populist discontent. Outcome-based
education became targeted for countermobilization in more than a dozen states by
Religious Right and conservative ‘pro-family" organizations, such as the Citizens for
Excellence in Education, the Christian Coalition, and the Eagle Forum (Olson 1993,
Schlafly 1993, Simonds 1993). Leading the charge for outcomes-based systems suddenly
became politically hazardous for elected officials, some of whom were reported to be
*backpedaling” in reaction to grassroats contacts and vociferous criticism (Olson 1993¢).
As assessed up by the director of a national OBE network, there was ‘intense political
pressure - organized political pressure - being placed on many. many districts in many.
many states not to do this’ (Spady as quoted in Olson 1993c).

To point to the growing involvement of national organizations and networks in state
education policy making is not to say that they eclipsed the power of more proximate
actors. Governors, legislators, burcaucrats, and interest groups exercised preponderant
influence over most issues and over most stages of policy making (Marshall er al. 1986,
Massell and Fuhrman 1994, Rosenthal 1990, 1993). These actors generally welcomed -
and often actively sought out - ideas, information. and proposals from outside their
borders: from other states, from their political and professional associations. and from
broa ler policy networks. Moreover, the states varied on a host of dimensions that affected
their permeability to external influences. A state’s political culture was probably the most
qalient of these. This culture and the *assumptive worlds™ of its policy makers (Marshall e
al. 1989) fundamentally shaped the impact that national organizations and network. could
have on a particular state education policy system (Kirst er al. 1984).

Continuity and change

Looking back over a decade of school reform efforts suggests five concluding observations:
(1) State policy activism. for all its remarkable sweep and intensity, did not mark an abrupt
break with the past: (2) The policy eruption of the 1980s accelerated as well ay reflected the
pluralism. politicizaiion. and openness of state education policy systemis: (3) Governors
and big business, usually as coalition partners, took on a vastly expanded initiating role in
these policy svstems; (4) Nationalizing influences increasingly shaped state education
policy: making: and (5) State education pohey switems became arenas for pohitical
confrontation between contending national orgamzations and netwarks.
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Some school reform issues, such as vouchers and outcome-based education, cut deep;
they raised questions of values as well as of interests. They promised ~ or threatened - to
institute basic structural changes, changes widely perceived as having profound
redistributive implications. They could be couched in evocative, motivating symbols and
slogans. They were, in short, the kind of issues around which bread-based networks could
be mobilized and their partisans propelled into the political arena. That such mobilization
was occurring nationwide was clear by the end of 1993. And it could make a decisive
difference to the course of education reform generally in the United States, given the
increasing openness of state education policy systems to outside influences, and the scope,
power, and zeal of the contending organizations and networks.
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5. Politics of education at the federal level

Gerald E. Sroufe

Fducation i 2 vate responabiliry, 2 loca! funcnion, and 3 federal concorin. (UY Sevretary of Educanon. Richard
Riles March 11, 1994)

From a leading. and effective, spokcsman of the centrality of education reform for
achieving natioual econoniic and social welfare goals, this statement from the Secretary of
Education envisions a notably modest role for the federal government in achieving these
goals. To some extent, the Secretary’s comment was offered as an antidote to the growing
fears of state governors that the federal government was embarking on a program of
increased mandates and centralization of education. It followed closcly on the heels of a
letter fiem Governor Carroll Campbell (R-SC) to the President decrying the escalating
federal influence in historic state responsibilities. Nonetheless, if this is the most to be
claimed for the federal role in education by the Clinton Administration's foremost
advocate, one is required to con:ider the merits of devoting much attention to a topic of
tertiary importance.

An examination of the <ontribution of the federal government on fiscal resources
available to carry out elementary and secondary education bolsters the Secretary's
minimalist perspective. While the fedcral share for elementary and secondary education
declined by under 6% in the Reagan administration, it i unhkely 1o go beyond 7% even
m the aggressively investment-oriented Clinton Administration. It has been remarkably
consistent, varying only from 7.9% in 1966 to 8.1% in 1978 (Jennings 1981). Viewed as a
percentage of federal expenditures, all education expenditures represent less than 2% of
the federal budget. As noted by Verstegen (1987:516), the federal government has had a
role in the financing of education since the adoption of the Constitution. but it has never
been a large rele.

Given strong traditions of Jocal control and clear state constitutional responsibihity for
education - and the imagnitude of the reforms generated at the state level during the 19805
and 1990s in contrast with the modest efforts of the federal government - one must attend
to the question of the relative importance of achicving greater understanding of the federal
politics of education.

Why study federal politics of education?

L Soudy of federal politics of education illustrates and Jurthers conceptual analysis: For
inctruction purposes, the federal politics of cducation offers many opportunitics 1o
ilustrate, examine, and test various conc- “tual approaches to understanding the breadth
and depth of political processes and phen 1ena. Because of the commonality of general
expetience and the plenitude of data, it is rewarding to teach politics of education nsing
the federal expenience. 1t iy not acordental that the classical explication of concepts wich s
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Truman's (1951) ‘group process approach,” or Schattschneider’s (1960) *scope of conflict’
concept, depends almost entirely on federal examples. Conceptual or theoretical insight is
no respecter of levels of government or political institutions, but it is easier to flesh out
concepts with the rich data available at the federal level.

2. Essential information abowt the federal politics of education is remarkably abundant and
accessible: The established procedures of the federal government make rich sources of
information readily available. No state has publications equivalent to the Congressional
Record or extensive legislative and conference reports, or routinely published reports of
ovensight, legislative, and appropriations hearings. Staff biographies, committee
directories, member voting records, chronicles such as Roll Cai, references such as Poliiics
In America, electronic legislative reports, public access requirements of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), comprehensive coverage in the education press,
numerous trade and popular books about legislation and politicians, and an extensive
network of government relations specialists serv to provide the scholar with unrivaled
access to information. Consequently, one good reason to study the federal politics of
education, as noted by Eidenberg and Morey (1969) and Peterson (1974), is that it is
possible to do so by heavy reliance on pertinent. generally accessible information of high
reliability.

3 The federal polities of education represenis a singular set of institutions: Scholars are attracted
to study of the federal politics of education because of its singularity. There is essentially a
common understanding of the federal government and its processes and procedures that is
not shared among the states and local education systems. It is difficult for a single scholar
to gain an equivalent understanding of several state political systems, and virtually
impossible to generalize among the state and local systems. There is no need to seek
generalizations about the federal politics of education as the system represents its universe.

4. Becawse it is there: Even though much less important in the lives of the typical student
ot teacher than the activities of their state legislature, the federal government is too large
and noisy to ignore. The commotion created by federal politics of education is inescapable
even while its motion is indiscernible. For example, the major piece of legislation of the
Chnton Administration to date, Goals 2000, The Educate America Act, passed in 1994,
has received nationwide media attention. Even of fully funded the reform legislation will
provide extremely modest impact for extremely modest plans to support changes already
under way in the majority of states. Still, most educators appear to be as well informed
about this legislation as they are about the education politics of adjacent sates.

Eor the reasons outlined above, it is reasonable to study the federal politics of
educatinn even when the policies and resources provided have little impact on schools. The
argument advanced in this chapter shouid not, however, be understood as a plea for more
attention to federal politics of education. Suggestions are offered below to stimulate a
richer understanding of the federal system. Relatively speaking, however. priority should
be given to improving the conceptual adequacy for study of local political systems, which
seem mired in the community power structure studies of the 1960s (Hawley and Wirt
1974). and the state systems. An excellent start on both of these topies ic made by
colleagues writing adiacent chapters in this PEA Yearbook.
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POLITICS OF EDUCATION AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL T
An important distinction: policy and politics

The Politics of Education Association (PEA) promutes the development and dissennination of research and debate on
educational policy and politics (Statement of Purpose, AERA Speaial Interest Group)

Most of our recent politics of education literature is actually devoted to education policy, a
trend noted by William Boyd and Douglas Mitchell in their chapters in the Handbook of
Research on Educational Administration edited by Norman Boyan. Writing in a section titled
- ironically in the context of the present discussion - ‘Politics and Policy," Boyd (1988)
notes the ‘huge outpouring of policy studies and associated works' (p. 502). While Boyd
offers a comprehensive ¢ itique of the limitations and contributions of policy studies, he
does not seek to delineate between policy and politics. In his chapter, Mitchell (1988) calls
attention to *the shift in rescarch on state systems from process-oriented political studies to
more content-oricnted policy analysis® (p. 458).

The thunderous movement toward prestigious policy analysis has, regrettably, been
accompaniced by a decline in political analysis. Despite the dualism as noted above in the
purpose of the Politics of Education Association, we appear to have made a swap of policy
for politics rather than having reached an improved synthesis. In making this trade,
politics of education has mimicked develupments within political science. Reflecting on his
‘pilgrimage’ as president of the American Political Science Association, Lowi (1992)

stated:

It thiy context Jratonal decivon-making} that modern pubine polics became 3 hegemonie sub disaphine i
politkal sience, over-shadowing behaviorsm elf The miodern approach s mote appropniately aalled public
policy analveis, which draws upon macro-economu methods and svonomie svstem thinking The best way oo
demenstrate the size and character of this new sub-disaphine of pohithal sience b to pemt to the presetce of polis
anatvsts courses within the polital wienee departments and the explonive growth of the separate policy analvsn
programs and the ccononue requitements in the schools of public atfairs and pubhic pohicy, and 1n the Jaw schouls
tr ¥}
The terms *politics’ and "pohicy” have a common root. of course. and are often used inter-
changeably in evervday discourse. For the purposes of this chapter, and for general clarity
within the field, and especially in addressing the ‘politics of education® at the federal level,
it is necessary to distinguish between the two terms,

Policy analysis and political analysis

Policy determinations are those which stipulate what is to happen. Policy analvsis consists
of examination of the degree to which what is happening is what is intended 1n an actual
or preferred situation. Policy analvsis generally involves cvaluative questions: Are the
intended children being served? [s the program cost-effective? What are the likelv
consequences of modifications in a program (e.g.. national health carc)? Of a new
program? Policy analysis focuses on the question: What is the case?

Policies are a principal outcome of political processes, succinetly defined by Harold
Lasswell (1936) as Who Gete What, When, How. The more formal definition, ‘the
authoritative allocation of values' (Easton 1963), helps explicate the ‘what' of politice hy
introducing a broader range of goods, services, regulations, and symbols, among the
‘values’ allocated by the political system. Clearlv, political analvsis involves different
questions than policy analvsis. Rather than cvaluate question< one considers aspects of the
political system and its actors, processes, and structures in order to explain or predict wh.
will get what. The goal of political analysts 11 to determine why what is of value 1
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allacated in a particular manner or, most optimistically, what might be the case.

Political and policy analyses represent equally meritorious endeavors. They are often
closely linked, as when policy analysis stimulates political actions necessary to provide new
pohcy For example, the Clinton Administration has sought to achieve a much higher
concentration of funds available through Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) for school districts with the highest concentrations of poor children.
This policy initiative was created in large part from policy analyses indicatiny that many of
the poorest children were not being served by existing policy which tended to allocate
funds to all school districts.

Unfortunately, the policy suggested through these analyses did not tully address the
political circumistances surrounding the issue. It soon became apparent that poor children
in the districts of the chairman and ranking member of the House Education and Labor
Committee, the chairman of the Subcon.mittee on Elementary, Seconda:y, and Vocational
Education, and the president of the Senate would all lose funds for poor children in their
districts and states through the redistribution suggested by the policy analysis.
Congressman Dale Kildee, a leadirg supporter of a strengthened federal role in the
education of the disadvantaged, noted that he wished to reach a policy understanding that
‘would be effective, equitable, and would achieve 268 votes in the House.' Clearly,
political analysis is different from policy analysis. The admirable cducation policy was
scrapped 1n the House of Representatives because of the very predictable politics of the
situation. Interestingly, one careful analysis of the implementation of Chapter 1 - a policy
analysis - concluded that it had been ineffective in achieving the objectives sought largely
because of the political culture of local school svstems (Herrington and Orland 1991) as it
responded to the objective policy mandates.

The imporance of the distncaon benween polines and poly

The bulk of scholarly writing about the role of the federal government in education is
devoted to analysis of policy rather than politics. One illustration of this singular focus,
and the dysienctions inherent in it, is provided through an examination of the pohcy
analyses of the Reagan Administration provided by Clark and Astuto (1986). Perhaps the
most provocative cuestion betore the Politics of Education Associaiivn fur the past decade
was kindled by thrir p-olific publications arguing that the Reagan Administration had
reversed fundamentally the tiond toward an increasing federal role in education. The field
is much indebted to the intellecnal contributions of these scholars, which extend well
bevond their cxtensive publications to leadership in many forums on campuses and in
Washington. It iy because thev have written with such forcefulness and charity and
frequency - that their analytic posture is readily accewible for analysis.

One aspect of their analysis that is unequivocal is their exclusive ¢onsideration of
policy at the expense of politics. For example, n “The agniticance and | rmanence of
ch.mges in federal education policy,' (Clark and Astuto 1986) they use the term ‘political’
only once, and ‘politics’ not at all. They do uce: policy, policy agenda, policy analysts,
policy changes, policy continuum, policy debate. policy development, policy direction,
policy mterests, policy makers, policy jreterence (three tumes within ax linesy education
policy, social policy, and truncated policy.

There are two prableme wath the feld’s prevceupati i with poliey analsae e n
that it makes littde contnibuton o the problen ot explanation o pndldmn. which s
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generally considered a desirable aspects of scientific endeavors; a second is that it leads to
arguable incorrect positions.

An important guestion which is beyond the range of policy analysis such as offered by
Clark and Astuto, by way of illustration. is how the programs which the Reagan
Administration sought to curtail came to be. Kaestle and Smith (1982) observed of the
programs generated by the Johnson Administration *that there has been a tremendous rise
in federal aid to elementary and secondary education over the past twenty-five years, and
that it has had a profound impact on local education’ (p. 399). Similarlv. Samuel Halperin
(Haiperin and Clark 1990) reports that in 1965 the Bureau of the Budget was unhappy
with Title 1 of F5EA because it “would limit spending to about $8 billion® (p- 205. There
are political explanations for the profound federal education policy changes that occurred
in the 1960s which are chronicle* by Halperin and Clark and Kaestle and Smith (e.g..
Graham's [1984] The { ‘ncertain Triumph). While it is clearly a moral responsibility to pay
attention to policy concerns (e.g.. equity issues) at any point in time, it is equally
imperative for scholars to seck to explain why such policies exist and under what
circumstances they amght be changed. Such analvsis cannot to accomplished apart trom
considerations of the politcal svstem.

Exclusive attention to poiicy analysis. unfortunately, leads one toward static
smapshots of phenomena that are more accurately represented as being in motion.
Consequently, 1t was no doubt reasonable to observe, as did Clark (Halperin and Clark
1990) that *In the last four years the National Education Association has been ineffectual in
national politics . .. ridiculed by the President . .. helpless while the new Department of
Education has been cut in half* (p. 24). But the day after the election of President Clinton,
Ronald Brown went to the Association and deciared, *we could not have won the election
without vou." and the NFA's pitiful fortunes improved considerably in the new
administration not only with regard to education issues central to the organization fe.g.,
private school choice) but also on health issues vital to their members.

As v argued below. the Clark and Astuto analysis is vulnerahle because it does not
attend sufficiently to the political structures and process that h Ip explain the policy
phenomena dentitied, namely, the House Education and Labor Committee and the federal
bureaucracy within and vutade the Department of Education. The point, of course, is not
that scholars such as Clark and Astuto do not know intimately the political aspects of the
tederal policies they decry, but that poiiey analysic leads one away from eHective
consideration of these essential political dimensions.

One secking to apply the collective wisdom of the *politics of education® to a practical
task such as influencing an area of federal education policy is at a similar disadvantage to
the policy analyst. In fact, even those who have written and taught courses about
education policy are often pootly prepared to work within the political arena of the federal
government. It 15 as though one has discovered most of a familiar board game: one knows
m general how the game is supposed to go - what the obiective is, for example - but if
some of the key pieces and rules are not available, it is hard te appreciate the game fully or
to plav it well. Tt is abso difficult to judge whethe. it is being well or poorly played.

Emphasis on policy matters provides steady work - there is literally no end to fresh
poticy considerations - but provides an incomplete understanding when. as often is the
casc, poliical matters are not sufficiently understood. Many of our efforts to chronicle
policy events are unsatisfactory because they lack attention to the basic political structure
and processes. thereby providing an incomplete and. frequently. erroncous nnderstanding
Examples of addional picces of the federal politics of education pusele that must
(nmplvnwm pnlicv ,uu)ym are antroduced helow
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Additional pieces of federal politics of education puzzle

Politics does not permit policy development to end

For reasons of logic and convenience, most studies within the federal politics of education
take a compelling piece of legislation (e.g., The Uncertain Triumph as a depiction of the
politics of ESEA) or time frame (e.g.. the Reagan years) as the unit of analysis. Generally,
the narrative assumes that issues arise, are recognized and addressed by competing forces,
and concluded. Occasionally epilogues a1 - added to the episodic tales, as in Eric Redman's
Dance of Legislation (1973), in an effort to accommodate the actual process from legislation
to implementation. This artifact of traditional narrative style makes for clear and
manageable presentation, but is very misleading. At the federal level issues are never fully
ended; each perio.’ of quictude simply becomes the backdrop for the next stage of intense
activity.

One familiar illustration of the continuing nature of policy development through
implementation, of course, is Bailey and Mosher (1968). Their analysis uses the politics
involved in the passage of ESEA legislation as but rhe preamble of policy decisions - and
political struggles - associated with administration of the law.

Policy analysis seems particularly prone to analysis of events at a point in time,
leading skilled observers to overstate the situation. For example, examining federal
education policy at one point in time, Clark and Astuto (1986) assert that ‘the current
bipartisan consensus is a new consensus in support of a different federal role rather than a
new consensus in favor of existing programs,” encouraging them to assert that the *scope
of redirection will be broadened over the next 5-15 years’ (p.4). Recent events
demonstrate that bipartisan consensus has certainly gone from Congress, along with most
of the Reagan Administration policy directives featured in the Clark 2nd Astuto analysis.
Indeed, given the historical perspective provia J by the Bush and Clinton
Administrations, it znpeared that Lowi's (1992) observation about "the inability of the
Reagan Administration to te;munate any important New Deal programs’ (p.6) also
applies to its inability to eliminate the Johnson Administration's education programs.

There are several reasons why federal education policy issues never die, the chief
having to do with politics. The beliefs and values of Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-MA) are
simply not those of Sen. Nancy Kassebaum (R-KS), the ranking member on the Labor
and Human Resources Committee during the 103rd Congress. Neither education
advocate is likely simply o give up and move on to ather issucs, as do the weaker animals
in: the public broadcasting nature films. They will return to the issue over time and with
regard to unrelated legislation; they will seek, and find, many other opportunities to
express their valu:s in education policy.

One opportunity to do so is in the annual appropriations process. One consequence of
an annual appropriation is that few authorized programs in education are ever secure. For
example, every Us President since Dwight Eisenhower has sought to eliminate funds for
impact aid (e.g.. a federal contribution in recompense for assumed burdens of serving
military dependents in the USA). None has succceded, but the impact aid interests,
including those in the bureaucracy, must always be in a state of readiness. and the political
struggle is renewed cach year.

A second opportunity to kerp issues alive is through the authorization process.
Fducation programis are typically authorized fo, five vears. This me: 15 that there is 2
guatanteed review at that point, and that the contending parties are certain of a rematch.
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Additionally, oversight hearings held frequently between authorizations give all parties an
opportunity to searcl: for advantage in achieving the values represented by an education
program.

A third reason why issues are never fully resolved is that education is important as an
issue of political symbolism. The key role of the National Education Association in the
clection of President Clinton assuredly has meant that there simply will be no more
discussion of private school choice plans in his administration. Nonetheless, those
advocating private school choice, such as Rep. Richard Armey (R-TX), find it in their
interest to propose amendments to every picce of education legislation to secure their
values, or at least to demonstrate to their supporters that they are working hard to do so.
Even with zero chance of success, it is still in the interest of Rep. Armey to continue
secking to achieve his objectives, thereby preventing any issue from being closed.

Politics of the exeeutive branch

An additional, important reason why the episodic treatment of education policy formation
is not realistic is that a bill passed must still be administered: regulations drafted, staff
hired, implementation policies created, and funds secured. Each of these tasks represents a
political process very similar to the legislative process. The essential difference is that the
process does not work to provide the same degree of access to the same groups, thus
keeping issues ‘resolved’ by voting in the legislative process uncertain in the administrative
process.

One illustration of the differential access provided by the administrative processes was
the enforcement of civil rights legislation during the Johnson Administration. Achieving
the Equal Educational Opportunity Program was regarded, appropriately, as a major
victory for Johnson, attributed by many to his Southern roots and political expertise.
However, little was achieved in the way of «hool desegregation under the program
because of the political problems awsociated with its implementation. For example, the
agency was constantly understaffed and funds were unavailable to fill allocated slots;
regulations created a huge burden of proof on the federal agency; adjudication processes
involved cxaminers provided by the Navy, traditionally the branch of the armed services
that recruits most heavily in the South, and the wdmmistrative hearings were political
mismatches: several low-level bureaucrats against a school superintendent and his
Congressman and.'or Senator.

This is not intended as an example f poiwtical hypocrisy. Rather, the examplr
illustrates how the political forces that were insufficient to keep the desezregation
legislation from passing were more than adequare to keep the policy frou being effectively
implemented. Federal political pro cesses carry on beyond passage of the legislation, as was
amply documented by Stephen Bz ley and Edith Mosher in their seminal book, Eska: The
Office of Education Administers A 1 v (1968), and by Kirp and Jencen in Schoo! Duys, Ruls
De+: (1986) nearly two decades tater. Obviously, some contenders nave mors access to the
reg1lations and administration of programs than to the crafting of the kgislation, but the
latter has reccived most of the attention of schelars of the poitcs of education,

Few politics of education scholars have taken their research inside the executive
“ranch. There are some excellent perspectives provided, however. One 1 Terre} Bell's
(1988) chromcle of his years as s Secretary of Education seeking to work with President
Reagan and his advisors. And no doubt someone will even.ually explain why President
Clinton offered only two paragraphs shout education in fus 1994 State of the Union

)
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address. one of which encouraged private management of schools. Clearly, there are
winners and losers daily throughout the executive branch, and the political system
associated with the administration of policy at the federal levzl is as worthy of attention as
is the legislative system.

The centrality of ~ugressional staff and commitices

It is a natural tendency to associate federal education policy with paramount political
tgures. Newspapers and electronic media during the past 25 years have depicted President
after President signing educarion bills. Hugh Graham (1984) demonstrates unequivocally
how important individuals in the executive such as Samuel Halperin and Francis Keppel
were to achieving the Johnson Administration education policies, as well as the
importance of congressional leadership.

Periodically, a political scientist calls attention to che important role played by staff in
the federal policy process. However, politics of education scholars scem not to have heeded
these admonitions, preferring to chronicle the activities of those in most visible roles, such
2 the President. This is an un‘ortunate oversight, for to understand how any bill becomes
a law requires an understandir.g of the staff dynamics associated with the bill. It is often
stated that 'not every member of Congress voting on a bill knows everything thatis in it.”
Closer to the mark would be, ‘no congressman knows everything in any bill, including
those bearing their name.” Those who know, intimately, are the staff members and
especially the members of the committee staff.

Among the important responsibilities of committee staff are to: (1) identify and
secure witnesses for hearings; brief them; (2) prepare reports of hearings and conferences;
(3) write language for legislation; (4) meet with interested parties inside and outside the
legislatare, including interest groups; (5) seek compromiscs with those opposed to the bill
to gain support or at least inaction; (6) prepare a final conference report about the bill; and
(7 brief members about the bill.

An illustration of the importance of staff can be viewed at any session of the House or
senate when legislation is being managed on the floor - the person handing the member
the correct paper at the right time is a member of staff. During the Bush Administration
legislation of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement was held over until the
next session of Congress in part because a key Congressional staff member handling the
bill resigned midyear. There was no way to proceed with the bill absent her expertise. A
further case in point: The legislation signed by President Clinton in 1994 for the
reauthorization of the federal research programs evolved over a four-year period; in the
[ouse 15 hearings were held involving nearly 100 witnesses. However, in the final
weeons of the Hoase and Senmate conference on the il nll]}' two ataff membery were
involved, and they were the only two who knew clearly what final compromises were
made and why.

An analysis of federal »ducaticn research policy independent of federal politics of
education research will be unlikely to offer any sense of predictability or explanation, and a
atisfactory understanding of the federal politics of education trequires much greater
sttention o the role and polities of staff i both the Tegilative and eXCCUtive agencies.
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Committees continue to be central

The modest reforms of the 1980s accomplished some diminution of the role of committee
chairs, but did little to modify the centrality of the committee structure in shaping the
federal policy process. As noted by Woodrow Wilson in his classic Congressional
Government (1885/1981), the work of the Congress takes place in committees, and
understanding the politics of education requires much more attention to committees than
has been the case to date.

Congressional committees comprise political systems in their own right. They
allocate hearing schedules, witnesses, field hearings, and other Congressional perks
essential for re-election as well as influencing policy, on a political basis. The witnesses
appearing on the third panel of 2 morning hearing are likely to be those recommended by
the minority party; the field hearings are likely to be held in districts where memebers
might be encouraged to adopt a more conciliatory view toward the majority members’
values, or at least those of the chair of the committze.

Becoming a chairman or ranking member is the goai of every member of the
Cong,.ess. Virtually all decisions regarding policy issues are designed with an eye toward
committee assignments and leadership opportunities by members of Congress and their
staff. The well-publicized political struggle within the Congress regarding the successer to
the late William Natcher (D-KY) as head of the House Committee on Appropriations
Jhould not be viewed as an idiosyncratic event. Moreover, in this case, one individual who
had been an active supporter of education and education research, Rep. David Obey
(D-W1), successfully competed against a Representative who has not shown similar
interest. While educators had little influence in determining the outcome of this internal
political struggle. federal education policies will certainly be influenced by its outcome for
years to come.

In recent vears federal politics of education has resolved around the Democratic
majority of the House Education and Labor Committec. The committee 1s casily the most
liberal in the Congress. It includes strong representation fromn radical minorities and
women, and has close ties with both the Black Caucus and the Hispanic Caucus. Issues of
equity, which appeared to Clark and Astuto to have been a policy casualty of the Reagan
Administration, have seldom been absent from the committee. In 1994, the debate over
opportunity-to-learn standards (OTL) pitted the House committee against the Democratic
administration, the parallel Senate committee, and the National Governors’ Association.
A reasonable understanding of federal education policy as reflected in Goals 2000, the
Elementary and Sccondary Education Act, and ali other federal legislation will require
investigation of the politics of the House committec.

The committee structure offers at least vne other political consequence worthy of
further examination. Not only does it serve to increase or reduce the influence of
individuals (c.g.. a strong education advuocate such as Senator Robert CGraham (D-FL) has
little influence on federal education policy as he is not on the relevant committees), 1t
moderates the influence of the wvaves of new members with new ideas that arrive with
each national clection. The freshman class, or the women's movement, tends to be
dissipated as members are assigned junior postions on the various committees.

Trite 1c the scarce resourcr

Dr Sallv Kilgore (198%), speaking of her polineaticarming from hor vears m Washington as
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Director of Research within the Department of Education, proposes two concepts as
central: time and territoriality. Her analogy, which is a useful one, asserts that all the
actors weie working on a two-year time line, and running about to put their individual
flag on as many policies and programs as possible before their particular period as a federal
policy maker expired.

Understanding the politics of education is fucilitated by a sense of th~ time frames
within which various actors operate. Despite what appears to be a leisurely work schedule,
most policy is developed in an atmosphere of urgency, resulting in late-night drafting and
even late-night floor debates. A familiar example is the recent passage of Goals 2000 in the
Clinton Administration. The appropriations committees had provided FY 1994 funds for
the program only if it were passed by April 1. The bill passed out of conference on March
18; and. following a cloture vote, passed the Senate at 1:30 am on March 26, just ahead of
the deadline.

This type of time pressure has some deleterious consequences, especially as viewed
trom the scholarly, reflective perspective often most appropriate to policy analysis.
Exploratory discourse is rare; ideas that do not lend themselves to succinct explanation,
and clear and immediate policy implications have little prospect in the legislative arena.
Similarly, ideas that cannot be reduced to ‘language’ (i.c., a sentence to be inserted or
deleted at a particular point in a bill) have little prospect of becoming policy. Equally
important, the timing of hearings and conferences is a major resource of the committee
leadership in either promoting or sabotaging a legislative initiative. Important bills that arc
introduced late in the session become vulnerable to stalling tactics and are often simply
deferred in the press to adjourn.

Individuals come with values

Our understanding of the politics of education would be er hanced by attending more to
the values of the key actors. The formal models of policy analysis and political behavior
tend to offer a highly rational model of behavior. The men and women who have held
responsible positions in Washington over the past 25 years have acted from their
experiences and values more than from formal policy analyses. Stephen Bailey (1950)
devoted an entire chapter of his classic, Congress Makes A Law, to personalities, stating
that attitudes and values of legislators were ‘questions of cardinal importance to an
understanding of the policy-making process’ (p. 189). Bailey concluded his chapter of
‘personalities” as follows:

In 3 wndv of pohcyv-making 1t 1s not enough that we understand influences external to the policy-maker

Comstnutian aad satates, public opmon and prevsures, facts and argunients. parties and patronate  these are

taroes which are tiperaant eniy as they reach and are wnterpreted and accepted by men’s minds and prejudices
[ ike the action of light on vanegated wrfaces. external factors are absorbed. refracted as reflected. acording 1 the
pecubiar qualines of the minds thev reach. (p 21R)

President Johnson's educational experiences, along with those of John Brademas, the first
Greek-American to serve in Congress, offer more explanatory coins for the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 than many dollars’ worth of
demographic or cconomic studies. Rep. Major Owens (D-NY) is the first librarian to
serve in Congress, and the school libraries and the Library of Congress have been the
benchciaries of his experiences. Sen. Tom Harkin (D-1A). ..ho has a brother with a
hearing disability. is a principal supporter of federal programs providing technical
assistance for handicapped. Rep. William Goodling (R -PA). who was instrumental in the
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development of a federai program for preparing ecucational leader:, was a principal and a
superintendent before entering Congress. 1 he primary reason the leadership program was
funded for three years on a declining basis is that this procedure r_flccts the core values of
the Congressman: He could have received . larger amount of funds, for a longer period of
time, without a built-in phase-out plan, had he chosen to do so.

As noted in Heineman er al. (1990):

At it it b level, policy malvan operates under the aswmption that Jecision making ought to be a more
ration.l process; analytic method. are assemed to enhance rationality m the policy process Rationaluy does nat
describe very weit how decisions are actualy nuade hewever. The very way m whieh humans think can Jead
their values being more wnportant in a decision-making sttuauon than purely rational condlustons based on policy
analysis. To undersaand policy making, one must understand policy-makers” values. (p. 56)

Assessment of the prospects cor policy enactinent, o1 full understanding of policy already
enacted, requires consideration of the vaies of those involved in creating and
implementing the policy.

Productive conceptual approaches tc the study of federal education
politics

General systems theory (Easton 1965, Wirt and Kirst 1992) has served wll to introduce
generations of new students to the idea of a political system. I*s strength lies in its utuity
in organizing data and explaining political phenomena at a general level. It is likely the
best and easiest teaching framework available. The inest recent edition of the justly
popular Wirt and Kirst (1992) text, Schools in Conflict, offers the field 2> good an txegesis
of the political systers approach as we are likaly to find. Unfortunately, the heuristic
question begged by the authors, ‘does it take us a small stzp in the right direction?” i
their 1992 edition was first raised by David Easton in 1965, We have Leen taking very
small steps indzed. Political systems analysis is ultimately not very satisfactory for
examining the politics of education because politics largely occurs ‘within the box’
wherein system demands and supports are converted to cutputs.

It may be more useful to consider an eclectic approach to investigation of the politics
of education than to search for a unifed tiicory, framework, o: even general system. This
is no doubt what Easton had in mind for political s;stems theory, his optimistic statement
about heuristic research aside. It is clearly what Hans Morgenthau (Charleworth 1996)
believed to be the wise course toward understanding politics:

If one wants to make 1 {peliacal saence] ints an exact s ience one has v desparr, but if one wants to iluminate the
political wene witn theoretal mwghts, | do not believe one ha o despar (p 148)

Some rich conceptual approaches have been provided in the classical literature of political
<cience that have withstood the test of time, cach serving to illuminate the scene of the
federal politics of education.

D.vid Truman's interest group uppnwh

Historically, David Truman (1951) sought to move the discipline of political science from a
normative understanding of *pressure groups,” generally viewed as an aberration in the
democratic system, toward an analytic posture He con-luded that not only were they
pnormal. but essential to the American svstem of democracy  Truman coined the term




Q

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

31.

86 GERALD E. SROUFE

‘access’ as central to analysis of interest groups. While access and accessible are currently
used to describe phenomena ranging from novelists to doorways, access continues to be a
powerful concept for analysis of the behavior and influence of interest groups.

Strategy, procedures for enhancing access relative to one's rivals, and tactics and
procedures for exploiting access were depicted fulsomely by Truman. With the possible
exception of changes introduced by television and mass communications, there is little that
any contemporary lobbyist could add to the concept developed by Truman. Private school
choice is not a federal policy issue today, and the administration is not encouraging states
to adopt private school choice plans, contrary to the fearful analysis of Clark and Astuto
(1986: 11) just a few years ago, in large part because the National Education Association
understands how to gain and exploit political access.

One particular tactic of note was explicated by E.E. Schattschneider in his small
classic, The Semisovereign People. His concept of expanding or reducing the *scope of the
conflict’ in order to change the relationships among political actors serves not only to
explain political behavior but facilitates prediction and permits one to build political
strategies. This is more payoff from a single concept borrowed from political science than
can be gained from many more eloquent theories.

Morton Grodzins's American system

Morton Gradzins (1966) devoted his professional career to demonstrating the uniqueness
of the American system of government in terms of mutually dependent levels of
government. Though he grew to regret his analogy, he proposed a ‘marble-cake’ as
opposed to the ‘layer-cake’ that was the food of traditional political science depictions of
the federal system. He delighted in examples of sharing across levels, such as the local
police force being trained at the national FBI academy, using equipment provided by the
state government.

In describing this system of shared responsibilities and functions, Grodzins also
sought to explain why it was the case. He concluded that it was because of the ‘multiple
cracks” in the system. He used ‘crack’ in two senses: (1) fissures or opportunities to have
influence; and (2) wallop, to make a difference. One of the reasons it is so challenging to
conduct analysis of federal education policies, as noted above, is that the process is never
ending. A major reason why the process is never ending is that the structure and processes
involved offer so many opportunities for policy to be made or shaped; there are many
cracks in the system. Among the reasons for the many opportunities to influence policy
within the American system are: the weak party structure, illustrated frequently by the
low vote totals of the President compared with the high totals of many members of his
party; the fact that there are separate appropriations and authorizing committees; that
appropriations are required every year and authorizations, typically, every five years; that
members of the House and Senate have different terms; the strength of the committees;
and the procedures of the Senate which permit an individual to shape policy by engaging
in delaying tactics.

An example of the impact of Senate procedures to provide points of access is the
ability to introduce amendments on the floor. There were roughly 50 amendments
introduced to the Goals 2000 bill, most of them offered by Senators not on the Labor and
Human Resources Committee. Senator Charles Grassley (R-1A) and Sen. Jesse Helms
(R-NC), for example, represented the religious right with successful amendments to the
bill on the floor that they were unable to achieve through the Commitree.
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Murray Edelman’s political symbolism

A final, useful classical text provides additional help in understanding federal politics of
education. Educators, and even politicians, are apt to be discouraged by the policy outputs
of an administration or Congress. Even Chairman William Ford relerred to an education
bill supported by his committee as a ‘piss-ant bill.’

Murray Edelman’s (1964) contribution is to declare that symbolic actions are as
legitimate a function of the political system as substantive actions. Certainly, they are as
important to politicians. We overlook much of the politics of education if we focus
exclusively on substantive legislation, somewhat akin to dismissing the forest of Georgia
pine because one knows there is a redwood growing somewhere.

Prospects for the PEA 50th Anniversary Yearbook

One hopes that over the coming decades the new, mostly young people who will shape
the research paradigm of the politics of education will work toward recombining policy
and politics into a new synthesis. The virtual abandonment of politics in favor of policy
studies will have to be redressed. Additionally, the moral fervor of rationality must be
moderated. In a chapter on ‘Policy analysis and th= political arena,” Heineman (1990) and
his colleagues seem to speak for many educators as they express their displeasure with our
circumstances:

The polny analyst mtent on bringing to truen the findings of 4 carefully desgned and exeeuted study has
discaver too late that the traditional pohitical preferences of Amenicans often create nnpassable political roadblocks
At the national level and 1n mary state and local juridictions, vested interests are adept at exploiting institutional
fragmentation and use their direet access to obfuscate and delay even the mast rationally defenable plans
tpp 13 14

-

Margaret Mead (Dow 1991) made the same point, albeit more directly, commenting on
the policy tangle encountered by the National Science Foundation resulting from its
apolitical approach to curriculum planning, with regard to Man: A Course of Study: ‘the
trouble with you Cambridge intellectuals is that you have no political sense” (p. 206). In
this instance, funding for education decreased from 42% of the NSF budget in 1960, to 2%
in 1982.

When one reviews Heineman's concerns expressed in the paragraph quoted. it
appears obvious that the policy/politics division of labor characteristics of politics of
education research in recent years has run us aground. Clearly, the solution is to move our
research paradigin from either policy dominance or political dominance to a synthesis
methodology. Kirst is corr ¢t when he argues that we continue to work toward
theoretically rich generalizations from experiences, and not retreat to simple description or
outcome analysis. Sundquist (1968) provided such an analysis of ESEA, and other major
legislative efforts culminating in the Johnson Administration. He traced the development
of the issues over a decade, examining the problems addressed by the legislation, and the
policy outcomes achieved. Finally, he sought to explain what the legislation achieved in
terms of political factors, such as ideology, policy realignment, and congressional reforms.

Developing case studies at the federal level which seek to explain policy outcomes in
the context of political phenomena, as illuminated by conceptual approaches. scems a good
way to approach the next 25 years of study.
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6. The international arena: the Global Village

Frances C. Fowler

The authors of the chapters about the other political arenas have an advantage over me; no
one doubts that their arenas exist. However, the very concept of an international arena in
the politics of education is contested (Ginsburg et al. 1990). Thus, my first task must be
arguing that an international arena does indeed exist and that it can - and should - be
studied. Having done that, I will use a brief literature review to indicate the state of the
art of research on comparative educational politics and policy in the mid-1990s. Next, to
illustrate some of the insights which can be gained from comparing the politics of
education cross-nationally, 1 will discuss and analyze two international education reforms
which have occurred in developed countries during the last 30 years. Finally, 1 will sketch
a possible research agenda for the comparative politics of education. Although 1 believe
that all countries participate in the international arena, for the sake of simplicity I have
limited m discussion to the developed industrial democracies. These countries include the
nations o Western Europe, the UsA and Canada, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand.

Is the comparative politics of education possible?
The comparability of political systems

Researchers in the comparative politics of edu.ation encounter a common response to their
work. Usually, at least one reviewer of each article and one member of each symposium
audience question the fundamental validity of comparative studies. Objections typically
take the form of asserting that political systems and the cultures which produce them
differ so greatly that comparisons are impossible. This argument is normally supported by
several myths. The researcher tries (tactfully, in most cases) to explode the myths and
move on. However, those whose studies of the international political arena include the
USA cannot move on quite as quickly as those who compare parliamentary systems, fora
large body of political science literature argues that American politics is indeed
‘exceptional.’

A thorough discussion of the ‘exceptionality” literature would far exceed the scope of
this chapter. In brief, it begins with the observation that, unlike other developed
countries, the UsA lacks both a strong labor movement and a powerful Labor or Socialist
Party. Other frequently mentioned differences include the following: (1) American
political institutions are based on the separation of powers while most other countries use
a parliamentary system with fused powers; (2) American parties are undisciplined rather
than disciplined; and, (3) American politics is not explicitly ideological (Coulter 1984,
Theen and Wilson 1986). These are important differences which everyone who studies the
international arena of the politics of education must bear in mind. American scholars, in
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particular, must take care not to project the unique features of their own system onto
other countries. Scholars of all nationalities need to maintain a keen awareness of the facts
that even similar political systems differ in certain ways and that these differences grow out
of underlying national cultures. However, importanc variations among institutions and
cultures do not erase deeper similarities.

The deeper similarities

The advanced industrial democracies resemble each other in several ways. First, they are at
similar points in the modernization process. All are urbanized and industrialized; all have
literate populations; all have high standards of living; all are wrestling with the
implications of the information age. Next, all combine some type of democratic politicul
system with some type of capitalistic economic system. This means that all experience the
inherent tensicn between democratic values - freedom, equality, and brotherhood - and
the capitalist val'~ ¢ efficiency and economic growth (Swanson 1989). Finally. all
participate in 1 world economy. Recession or expansion in one area affects other areas;
global competicion affects everyone. Inevitably, international economic forces influence

national education politics. There is no escape; economically, all countries live in a global
village (Wirt and Harman 1986).

The necessity for studying the international arena

Those who challenge the existence of the international arena implicitly accept the

questionable assumption that national educational systems are ‘largely autonomous,
somewhat insulated. decision areas” (Merritt and Coombs, cited in Ginsburg er al.
1990: 477). The problem with this view is that it is not - and never has been - true. In the
first place, it is ahistorical. No nation’s educational system developed in splendid isolation
from the rest of the world. On the contrary, from the beginning cross-national influences
were important. For example, Sweden’s school system was greatly influenced by
Germany’s. American ideas about public schooling were influenced by those of 18th-
century French thinkers. Under the 19th-centurv Meiji Restoration, Japanese leaders
toured the USA and Europe to learn how to set up a school system. Many such examples
could be cited for every country.

Finally, the assumption of national autonomy ignores the presence of numerous
education policy actors on the international stage. Many international organizations
attempt to influence education policy. Among them could be mentioned multinational
corporations like IBM and large foundations like Carnegie, Rockefeller, and Ford.
UNESCO and OECD carry out cross-national research and disseminate it. Economic
organizations like the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank also play major
roles. Universities promote international encounters among scholars, leading to the
exchange of ideas and information (Ginsburg er al. 1990). Increasingly, it is not possible to
understand the education policy ideas which circulate in high places in one's own nation
without also understanding what is happening in the international political arena.
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The international arena: state of the art

As one might expect, given the contested nature of the international political arena and
the many difficulties inherent in studying it, comparative research on educational politics
and policy has developed slowly and sporadically. As a result, the literature is scattered and
hard to locate.

The following literature review is based on a search of the Current Index to Journals in
Education (CIJE) between 1969 and 1993, on an analysis of the reference sections of several
major articles identified through the CIJE search, and on Harman’s (1979) bibliography of
research on the politics of education. It is, however. necessarily incomplete. The reasons
for this incompleteness suggest some of the problems which beset researchers in this area
of the politics of education. First, many contributions to the study of the international
arena have appeared as chapters in edited books; such chapters are not included in standard
indexes. Secord, a number of contributions to the field have been published in ‘minor’
outlets such as the Politics of Education Bulletin - also not included in standard indexes.
Moreover, I had access only to the indexes and catalogs available in a large university
library in the USA. Although these references listed numerous sources in other English-
speaking countries, they surely omitted many others that [ could have located had I been
able to make research trips to the UK or Australia - or even to Washington, DC.
Moreover, the standard English-language indexes include few works in other languages.
even in the important scholarly languages of French and German; and indexes of
publications of thesc languages are not widely available in English-speaking countries.
Finally, it is likely that sources relevant to the international politics of education are
scattered through the political science, economics, sociology, public finance, religion, and
legal literatures. Tiine and financial constraints made searches of all these literature bases
impossible. Thus, the following review is of a limited literature. However, even this
limited literature clearly reveals both the promise and the challenges of studying the
international arena of the politics of education.

Two major streams of research appear in this literature. One - the earlier to develop -
has been carried out largely by scholars in comparative education. The other, which was
established in the 1970s and blossomed in the 1980s, is largely the work of scholars in
educational administration who specialize in the politics of education. For the most part,
these bodies of research have been developed by two groups of scholars who do not
overlap and do not cite each other’s work. Notable exceptions are provided by American
Frederick Wirt and Australian Grant Harman, who publish in both literatures and often
collaborate. Although I will discuss both bodies of literature, I will emphasize the latter.
Not all works mentioned are cited in the reference section; however, enough information
about them is given in the text to permit interested readers to ‘ocate them.

Comparative education came into its own in the 1950s: t'.c major American journal
in the field - Comparative Education Review - was founded in 1757. Its British counterpart,
Comparative Education, was established cight years later. Scattered through their volumes
and those of related journals are numerous articles about educational politics and policy.
Most of these articles focus on the politics of educational reform; many also scem to be by-
products of other research projects whose authors were so struck by the politics of a
situation that they wrote an article about it. One exception is a series of studies sponsored
in the mid-1970s by the Educational Policymaking in Industrialized Countries (EPIC)
project and funded by the Ford Foundation. the Volkswagen Stiftung, and the University
of Hlinois (Wirt 1980). The comparative education literature includes research on a broad
range of countries, both developed and developing. However, Western Europe, Australia,
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and the 1" A are better documented in it than are other countries.

TE  najor strength of this literature is a major strength of comparative education
generally; 1t is often well grounded in social theories and occasionally addresses
methodological issues. The major weakness of this literature, however, is its unsystematic
character. It would be difficult to use it to obtain detailed knowledge about the politics of
education in any single country, even such major ones as the United Kingdom or
Germany. Nor have culturally related groups of cruntries, such as the Nordic nations,
been systematically studied and compared.

The literature produced by specialists in the politics of education developed la. - .han
the comparative education literature. It seems to have begun about 1970, when Wirt,
Harman. and John Ewing published articles about the politics of educatior. in the USA,
Australia, and New Zealand respectively in the same issue of the Australian Journal of
Educational Administration. Possibly it was their example which encouraged other scholars
to explore comparative subjects, for in the mid-1970s scattered articles began to appear.
For example, in 1973 Canadians John Bergen and Robert Lawson published separate
pieces comparing Canada and West Germany. Two years later Australian lan Birch
published an article comparing states’ rights in education in Australia, the USA and West
Germany. Further impetus tc comparative research was provided by the 1972 meeting of
the Commonwealth Councidl for Education Administrations (CCEA), held in Fiji.
American Jack Culbertson, then Executive Director of the University Council for
Educational Administration (UCEA), delivered a paper at that meeting in which he
proposed ways to promote international research. One result of his suggestions was CCEA
and UCEA cooperation in the development of an international directory of scholars
interested in doing comparative researca on the politics of education. American Donald
Layton was in charge of the project. and in 1977 and 1978 a directory and a supplement to
it appeared (Layton 1977, 1978). During this same time period, Harman (1976) published
an article in the Politics of Education Bulletin, calling for more comparative research and
outlining a research agenda.

Another major step forward was taken in the late 1970s when the Center for
Educational Research at Stanford and the Australian government began to fund the
s Australian Policy Project, directed by Wirt and Harman. In 1979 the project published
a book by Jerome T. Murphy, comparing American and Australian education (Wirt
1980).

It could be said that the comparative politics of education came into its own in the
mid-1980s. In 1986, Wirt and Harman published an important book on the subject,
entitled Education, Recession and the World Village: A Comparative Political Economy of
Education. In included an introductory chapter which sketched a theoreticz' framework for
such studies and seven chapters about the effects of the recession of the carly 1980s on
educational policy in different countries. In the same year EAQ published a major article
comparing the politics of the principalship in Australia and the USA (Chapman and Boyd
1986). After that, books and articles on various aspects of educational policy and politics in
the international arera began to appear rather frequently in several countries. For example,
the first Politics of Education Association Yearbook, published in 1987, included an
introduction which firmly set American education reform in an international context
(Boyd and Kerchner 1987). This volume of the yearbook was published in the UK, and
simultancously appeared as a special issue of the British Journal of Education Policy. Virtually
every FEA yearbook since then has included at least one chapter about the international
arena. Also in 1987, Boyd and Don Smart collaborated in editing a velume which
compared Australian and American educational policv. It was followed in 1989 by a book
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edited by Boyd and James Cibulka ab.ut private school policy from an international
perspective; in 1993 Hedley Beare and Boyd edited a book about school restructuring from
an international perspective.

By the early 1990s articles on the internazional arena were appearing frequently in a
broad range of journals familiar to the educational administration community. For
instance, in 1990 EEPA published a comparative article about educational decentralization
(Weiler 1990); and Education Policy (EP) published one about the United Kingdom's
Education Reform Act. The next year, James Guthrie published a comparative article
about the politicizing of educational evaluation in EEPA; EP offered three comparative
articles, two about Israel and one about reform in developing countries. In 1992, EAQ
carried an article about school choice in France, EP published a piece on the same subject as
well as one comparing teachers’ unions in France and Israel. Moreover, EP began to
publish almost regularly on educational reform in the UK. Meanwhile, the British Journa!
of Education Policy was showing a similar interest in international themes.

Interest in the international policy arena is even spreading beyond the circle of
scholars who specialize in politics and policy. For example, the American Education
Finance Association’s 1993 yearbook inciuded four chapters on education reform abroad.
Thus, as we move mto the mid-1990s. this younger body of literature on the international
politics of education is becoming ircreasingly rich and diverse.

This body of research, like the other, has both strengths and weaknesses. Its greatest
strengths are its depth and its systematic character. Most scholars who write in this area
focus on a small group of countries: the English-speaking nations and a few other nations
which historically have been associated with them. As a result, a great deal is known
about recent educational policy in the English-speaking world. Somewhat less is known
about the political processes which surrounded the development of those policies, but even
so this branch of the literature provides considerable information about educational politics
as well. This literature is also relatively systematic. In it, scholars have addressed similar
themes across several countries. For example, detailed descriptions of restructuring
attempts or privatization reforms in many nations can be found in it. Thus, a good
knowledge base exists, permitting in-depth comparisons of educational pelicy and politics
within the English-speaking world.

Unfortunately, this focus on English-speaking countries can also be seen as a
weakness. Although other nations have not been completely ignored, they have been less
frequently and less thoroughly studied. As a result, while education policy in the USA, the
UK, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada is well documented, even the major countries of
Western Europe are only sketchily represented. The smaller countries of Western Europe
rarely appear in this literature, and Japan has been almost totally overlooked (but see
Sasamori 1993). A second weakness is the tendency of this literature to focus on describing
political phenomena without trying to situate them explicitly in a theoretical framework.
Although this atheoretical approach is perhaps natural in a lite-ature which is still young,
it must not continue indefinitely. A solid foundation has been laid, but much remains to
be done.

Two international reform movements
Introduction

Arguing in 1976 for more international studies of the politics of education, Harman

wrote:
- I
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Experiences in reasearch . . . in ather countries help free us from the cuitural and drserplme restnictions of our own
environments It helps us see the wood from the trees, and to be more critical of conventional ways of approaching
problems. (p. 1)

It is the purpose of this next section to demonstrate Harman's point by drawing on two
examples of internatiunal educational reform movements: the comprehensivization of
secondary schools in many countries since the Second World War and the efhciency
reforms of the 1980s and 1990s. In order to accomplish this purpose, a theoretical
framework will first be developed. Then each reform movement will be described and
analyzed. Finally, questions for further research will be sugrested.

Theoretical framework

A major theoretical assumption of those who study the international arena is that the
world is interdependent and that global forces affect national education systems.
International economic developments are among the most important of these influences,
though others - such as wars and technological advances - also play a role (Boyd and
Kerchner 1987, Coombs 1984, Ginsburg ef al. 1990, Wirt and Harman 1986). In addition,
cross-national evidence suggests that the relative importance of political values shifts
cyclically, at least among the industrialized democracies and perhaps more widely. From
roughly 1930 to 1980, educational policy in many countries focused on equity and social
justice. Since about 1980, an international shift to concern about freedom and excellence
has occurred, with a new emphasis on a cluster of values associated with economic
efficiency (lannaccone 1987).
However, although nation-states are influenced by international forces, their
education policies are not mechanistically determined by them. Rather, global forces are
filtered through the ‘prism of each country’s unique characteristics' (Wirt and Harman
1986). These unique characteristics include economic resources, policy-making processes,
and national values. For example, global forces pressuring countries to develop more
accountability in education might stimulate several wealthy nations to invest heavily in
new testing programs. Relatively pcor countries, however, might lack the funds to
undertake more testing. Their responses might be to develop less expensive procedures;
some might not even respond to this preesure.
_ A nation’s governance and policy making structures also seem to influence its
- reaction to international forces. Among the most relevant considerations in this area are:
' (1) whether a parliamentary or a presidential political system is used and (2) whether the
country is a federation or has a unitary government (Wirt and Harman 1986). The type of
interest-group representation used also seems to be significant. In some countries, such as
— the USA and the UK, many interest groups compete against each other informally and
lobby the government in a pluralist bargaining process. In others, such as Norway,

-] France, and Austria, the government and interest-group representatives meet formally to
e negotiate in an approach to policy making called ‘corporatism’ (Duane et al. 1985, McLean
1988, Rust and Blakemore 1990).

Finally, each country has a somewhat different set of political values which include
ideas about how governments should act and what the purpose of education is. For
example, in some nations a ‘contractual’ political philosoph; prevails, leading citizens to
understand the government as an impartial arbitrator which raostly acts to protect
individual rights. In such countries, people are likely to be suspicious of a government
which overtly assumes an active role in planning and directing education programs. In
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contrast, there are other countries in which people hold an ‘organic’ political philosophy.,
believing that the government has a social responsibility ‘to take action to construct and
develop the econumy and society in desired directions’ (McLean 1988:203). In them,
citizens not only tolerate but expect the government to play an active role in planning and
directing education programs. Obviously, the government of a country where a
‘contractual’ philosophy is dominant is likely to respond to international pressures by
adopting education policies rather different from those which the government of a country
with an ‘organic’ philosophy will prefer.

The following discussion will reveal that international forces have caused almost
every country to attempt certain reforms. However, both the nature of those reforms and
their relative success have been shaped by each nation’s unique qualities, acting ‘like a
prism, refracting and adapting those influences, without blocking all of them’ (Wirt and
Harman 1986: 4).

Comprehensive school reforms

We tend to think of the 1980s and 1990s as the era of education reform par excellence, but
education reform was high on the policy agenda in most advanced industrial democracies
during the 1960s and 1970s as well. The specific reform that most countries attempted was
comprehensivization, or the replacement of a highly differentiated, selective secondary
education system with 2 more democratic and accessible structure.

In order to understand comprehensivization, one must first understand the
educational status q 10 of much of the developed world in 1945. When European countries
established their school systems in the 19th century, they chose a bi- or tri-partite,
vertically scaled structure. France, for example, ran a bipartite school system. The école
system, designed for the masses, provided a basic education up to age 14 for most children.
The lycée system provided an academically oriented education for the children of the
privileged classes; it alone offered access to universities. Other countries, such as Germany
and Sweden, had similar systems which were tripartite rather than bipartite. The Japanese
adopted the European approach after the Meiji Restoration of 1868. Thus, in 1945 almost
all developed countries practiced segregation based on social class, restricting the best
educational opportunities to the children of the middle and upper classes.

Several European leaders had expressed dissatisfaction with this system before the
war, but change did not come until after it. The Japanese were the first to
comprehensivize, though not by choice. Under the American Occupation, comprehensive
education through grade 9 was imposed (Cummings 1982, Schoppa 1991). Sweden led the
way in Western Europe; by 1971 the Swedish school system was comprehensive tk ough
grade 12 (Heidenheimer 1974, Husén 1989). Between the mid-1950s and the late 1970s,
virtually all European countries attempted to replace their old, segregated systems with
comprehensive ones, meeting with varyng degrees of success. Today the school systems of
Western Europe can be arranged on a continuum ranging from full comprehensivization
(e.g.. Sweden), to the more typical pattern of substantial comprehenivization (c.g., the
UK and France). to a little comprehensivization (Germany), to no comprehensivization
(Austria) (Boyle 1972, Budzinski 1986, Coombs 1978, Cooper 1989, Heidenheimer 1974,
Hough 1984, Husén 1989, Judge 1979, Peterson 1973, Schwark and Wolf 1984).

These reforms represented a major change in educational policy for Japan and most of
Western Europe. First, they involved a significant change in the structure of the school
system. Additionally, they meant a shift in educational philosophy from a highly selective
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syctem designed to prepare a small élite to a less selective system designed to educate the
masses.

Wirt and Harman’s (1986) theory suggests that for the same policy change to occur
in so many countries at about the same time, strong international forces miust have been
operative. Indeed, the evidence suggests that there were at least three. First, a major war
had ended, establishing the USA as the unquestioned leader of the ‘Free World.” The USA,
of course, had a long history of comprehensive schooling (Cummings 1982). Next, the
postwar period was a time of unparalleled economic growth in most developed countries;
and rising standards of living led to rising educational aspirations. Finally, equity had been
a major policy value in the international arena since the 1930s (lannaccone 1987). All of
these pressures apparently combined to encourage European countries to consider
adopting comprehensive schools and to encourage Japan to keep them after the
Occupation ended.

It is also relatively clear how the idea of comprehensive schools was diffused across
national frontiers. International exchanges and conferences spread information about the
American model. Soon there was a European model as well - Sweden. Many European
educators travelled to Sweden to study comprehensive schools in action. Moreover, British
political leaders invited several Swedes associated with the reform to visit the UK as
consultants. Finally, an international policy actor, the OECD, adopted comprehensiviz-
ation as one of its policy goals. It praised Sweden as an exemplary model, sponsoring
international conferences which showcased the new Swedish system (Husén 1989). As late
as 1979 the OECD pressured Austria to reform, issuing a report suggesting that Austria
had a problem with equal educational opportunity (Budzinski 1986).

Yet, countries responded differently to these international influences. What sort of
‘unique characteristics’ contributed to these varying responses? The evidence suggests two
which merit further exploration. It is striking that the countries which achieved full or
substantial comprehensivization have unitary governments while the two which were
least successful - Germany and Austria - have federal systems. This suggests that possibly
it is easier to make major structural changes in education under unitary governments than
under federal ones. It would be interesting to investigate this hypothesis by stulying other
structrural reforms cross-nationally. Second, it is hard not to wonder if Sweden (and other
Nordic countries) succeeded so well at comprehensivization because of political values
which place an unusually high priority on social equality. This hypothesis, too, could be
tested cross-nationally by comparing education policies regarding other equity issues such
as race, gender, and special education.

Efficiency reforms

Like the earlier comprehensivization reforms, the efficiency reforms of the 1980s and 1990s
resulted from powerful global forces which affected all countries. The 1970s brought
several rude awakenings to the developed world. In the postwar era, it had seemed that
economic growth was natural, but two oil shocks, spiraling inflation, and mounting
unemployment proved otherwise. Slowly people realized that a new set of economic
conditions had developed which meant that rapid growth would not soon resume. In an
effort to deal with what some Europeans labelled ‘The Crisis," political leaders around the
world recommended policy changes, including educational reforms. These new reform
proposals differed from the previous ones: the driving force behind them was not equal
opportunity but efficiency. Politicians were concerned both about maximizing the yield
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from educational investments and about using the schools to develop a workforce which
would enable their nation to compete effectively in the emerging globa! economy (Boyd
and Kerchner 1987, Wirt and Harman 1986).

However, these strong global forces had to pass thrcigh the ‘prism’ of national
characteristics just as comprehensivization had. Although some broad types of reform -
such as changes in assessment practices and teacher education programs - were virtually
universal, their precise nature varied considerably from country to country. Moreover, the
preferred policy mechanisms for stimulating reform varied. Several scholars have noted
that whereas the English-speaking countries have tended to favor market-oriented reforms
such as competition, privatization, and school choice, these reforms have been less popular
elsewhere (Fowler er al. 1993, McLean 1988, Rust and Blakemore 1990). I exploring this
issue, I will provide some general information about the market-oriented reforms of the
English-speaking countries and then describe different responses to similar policy proposals
in Japan and France. Then I will suggest some cf the questions raised by these
differentiated responses.

The UK might be considered the leader in market-oriented education reforms. Under
the Conservative government of Margaret Thatcher, the British implemented several
reforms designed to increase con »etition and choice. One of the -arliest was the Assisted
Places Scheme, which since 1981 ...s provided voucher-like scholarships to relatively poor
children so that they can attend élite private schools. In 1986, the government set up
quasi-private City Technology Colleges, modelled on American magnet schools; they
compete directly with the comprehensive high schools maintained by Local Education
Authorities (LEAs). The culmination of Thatcher's market-oriented education reforms was
reached in 1988, with the Education Reform Act. This law included several components
designed to make British public schools more competitive. A national curriculum and
national testing program made it easier for parents to ‘comparison shop” for schools. Open
enrollment in the public sector was permitted, and individual schools may ‘opt out’ of LEA
control altogether. Thus, parents were given several ways to choose schools and to exert
pressure on educators reluctant to meet their demands (Cooper 1989, Fowler et al. 1993,
Guthrie and Pierce 1990, McLean 1988, Rust and Blakemore 1990).

Market-oriented reforms have not gone so far in the other English-speaking
countries, but in all of them interest in or support for such reforms has been apparent. In
the USA, Presidents Reagan and Bush actively supported public aid for private schools in
the form of tuition tax credits and vouchers. Although some policies have not been widely
adopted, other forms of competition have been, especially within the public sector. For
example, selective magnet schools are common in large cities; and several states have
adopted various forms of open enrollment within districts, between districts, and between
high schools and universities. As the 1990s opened, ‘charter’ schools - similar to Britain’s
‘opted-out’ schoals - were being proposed. Moreover, corporations were beginning to
develop plans to operate private schools or to manage public school systems (Boyd and
Walberg 1990, Fowler er al. 1993).

Australia, Canada, and New Zealand have also been attracted to market-like reforms.
In Australia, the political realities of the 1980s forced the Hawke Labor Government to
abandon its plan to reduce public aid to élite, wealthy private schools. A coalition of
private school parents and Catholic bishops convinced the Labor government that its
electoral fortunes depended on continuing this aid, though it would permit Australia’s
loosely regulated private education sector to continue to weaken the government's own
school system (Boyd 1989, Smart 1989). In the Canadian province of Ontario, the issue of
extending public support to Catholic secondary schools (clementary schools were already
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supported) had lain dormant most of the time since 1928. However, in 1984 it reached the
policy agenda again. In 1985-86 the Liberal government introduced and passed Bill 30,
extending public aid to Catholic high schools. Challenged in the courts, the law was
upheld in a 1987 decision (Lawton 1989). Like its English-speaking cousins, New Zealand
has expanded the educational choices open to parents (Fowler et al., 1993).

Japan and France provide illuminating contrasts with the English-spaking countries.
Like them, both nations have been concerned about economic competitiveness and
education reform. In both, ideas and issues similar to those discussed above have surfaced -
but with differen. results.

In 1984 Japan's Prime Minister Nakasone recommended a set of education reforms to
a group called the Ad Hoc Council. Among them were several which called for jiyuka, or
‘liberalization.” The proposed jiyuka reforms should have a similar ring. Nakasone
advocated reducing the power of the bureaucratic Ministry of Education and introducing
‘private-sector vitality into the sphere of education’ (Schoppa 1991:224). Among the
reforms which he believed would introduce vitality and competition into Japanese public
education were establishing more private schools and making private ‘cram’ schools
alternatives to regular high schools. Jiyuka was not a popular reform proposal, even within
Nakasone’s own Liberal Democratic Party. He also encountered predictable opposition in
the Ministry of Education and Nikkyoso, the teachers' union. Moreover, public opinion
was not on his side. As jiyuka moved through the series of consultative groups and
meetings characteristic of Japanese policy making, it was criticized as being too
‘individualistic.” Thus it was progressively watered down. By the time Nakasone’s jiyuka
proposal emerged fom the policy process in 1987, it had been reduced to a shadow of its
old self. The final policy recommended ‘study’ of privatization and ‘respect|ing] the
wishes of parents’ rather than school choice (Schoppa 1991: 235). In short, the reforms
which had been so popular in the English-speaking world were quietly gutted in Japan.

Nor have they succeeded well in France. In fact, the French battle over government
aid to private schools differs from Australia’s in some illuminating ways. Like Australia,
France has a large private sector which is generously financed by the government. Unlike
Australians, however, the French heavily regulate private schools: the explicit purpose of
the regulations is to protect the public system’s *precminent’ status. Moreover. the private
system is not understood as a competitor of the public one; it is seen as a partner of the
government in carrying out the educational goals of the nation. Nevertheless, throughout
the 1960s and 1970s teachers’ unions and the Socialist Party advocated nationalizing the
private sector.

When Mitterand was elected president in 1981, the new government moved to make
good on its promises; a bill was developed which in effect would have nationalized private
education. After a massive demonstration in Paris in 1984, the government withdrew its
bill. However, in 1985 it passed new regulations for private schools aimed - significantly -
at making them more accountable for the public money which they received (Fowler
1992a, 1992h).

When the center-right came to power in 1993, it also moved quickly to make good
on election promises - this time to expand aid to private education and relax regulations.
However, in January 1994, parent associations, labor groups, and teachers’ unions showed
their opposition by organizing a demonstration of more than one million citizens in Paris.
This government also backed down. Writing in L 'Enseignant | Teacher] in the winter of
1994 about the demonstration, teacher union leaders put the government on notice that
the French would not tolerate further attempts to privatize and *Americanize their public
schools. Both French politicians and the French public seem more resistant to educational
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privatization proposals than their counterparts in the English-speaking world.

In light of Wirt and Harman’s (1986) theory, one might ask scveral questions about
the efficiency reforms of recent years. The global forces which encouraged them are clear
in the literature, but the way that specific reform ideas spread across national boundaries is
not. It would be interesting to go through the now abundant "terature on these reforms,
seeking to trace the development of the movement and to determine what specific
international organizations, policy conferences, and scholarly exchanges played a major
role in diffusing its ideas.

One might also ask several interesting questions about the differential responses of
various nazions to th: movement. Among the English-speaking countries, for example,
why has the UK been the leader in implementing market-oriented education reforms?
Unlike the USA, Canada, and Australia, the UK has a unitary, parliamentary government.
Is this yet another instance of the relative ease with which structural education reforms can
be achieved under a unitary political system? Or should the explanation be sought in
British political values? Or is it because the UK was subjected to an additional set of
international pressures not experienced by the other countries. .. the unification of
Europe? (For example, see McLean 1988.)

The cases of japan and France are especially interesting because, like the UK, they
have unitary, parliamentary governments. However, they differ from the UK in that they
use a relatively corporatist approach to interest representation (Rust and Blakemore 1990).
It is also likely that most citizens of Japan and France hold an ‘organic’ political
philosophy rather than a ‘contractual’ one (McLean 1988). It has been suggested that both
of these political characteristics are associated with a dislike for market-oriented education
reforms. It would be interesting to know whether this theory holds true when applied to
other countries. Moreover, what underlying values are suggested by the Japanese concern
about the ‘individualism’ of the proposed reforms? Or by the French concern about
‘Americanization’? Returning to the English-speaking world, it has been suggested that
the Canadian province of Ontario has an interest representation system with corporatist
clements (Duane ef al. 1985). It might }  enlightening, therefore, to explore Ontario’s
response to market-oriented reforms, compasiag its response to the reactions of provinces
and American states which use more pluralist approaches.

Each of these questions could provide the basis for several comparative studies, cach
with the potential for illuminating the current education reform movement and deepening
our understanding of it. Yet, few of these issues would occur to scholars studying
education reform in a single country. As Harman (1976) suggested, doing research on
more than one country frees us from the limitations of our own culture and opens our eyes
s0 that we can see new ways of conceptualizing the problems in our field.

Suggestions for further research

Among those who study the politics of education, research on the international arena is
still relatively new. Fortunately, a good foundation for developing a full-blown research
agenda has been laid. Scholars wisely began close to home, with studies of several English-
speaking countries which are closely related to each other culturally. These efforts have
established a <olid, if limited, knowledge base and familiarized researchers with some of
the methodological and theoretical issues which characterize work in this field. It is now
time to build upon that base. In the next paragraphs I shall suggest what a research agenda
for the next decade might look like.
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First of all, a bibliography of research to date is badly needed. Such a project would
have to be undertaken by a group of scholars including representatives from several
countries. This bibliography should cover a wide range of types of publications and should
be hased on indexes and other compilations of works published not only in education but
also in political science, economics, law, sociology. public finance, and religion. It should
include developing countries as well as developed ones. Moreover, major weorks in
languages besides English should be included, particularly in French, German. and
Spanish.

Such a bibliography would make it easier for scholars who investigate the
international arena of educational politics and policy to broaden the range of countries
which they study. There are some signs that such a broadening has already begun. For
example, articles on France, Germany, and The Netherlands are beginning to appear in
the politics of education literature. This trend suggests that researchers are moving
outward in a logical fashion from the English-speaking countries to the major nations of
Western Europe. However, much remains to be done, even in Western Europe. France
and Germany are still poorly understood; and. with the exception of France, the Latin
countries of Southern Europe have not been studied. Nor have Belgium, Norway,
Denmark, Switzerland, Austria, and Ireland been addressed. A matter of special concern
should be the fact that Japan has been largely ignored thus far. As a major economic power
which is also the only Asian example among the developed nations, Japan provides an
interesting special case which could probably illuminate many educational policy issues in
western countries. Once the advanced industrial democracies are better understood. the
research agenda should be further expanded to include Eastern Europe and developing
countries.

Study of the international political arena also needs to become more theoretical. It is,
of course. difficult to know which theories are most relevant when developing a new line
of research. However, the point has now been reached when those who do research on
this political arena need to give serious attention to developing or deepening the
theoretical components of their work. As the number of countries under study grows, it
will become increasingly difficult to grasp subtle similarities and differences without
situating those countries’ political systems within strong theoretical frameworks. Theory-
building should therefore be a major priority over the next decade.

Finally, in approaching all of the tasks outlined above. scholars in the politics of
education should appropriate the comparative education branch of the literature. It
includes studies of a wide range of countries which are poorly known among those who
study the politics of education. It also includes several attempts to theorize comparative
educational politics. A judicious appropriation of this literature would therefore accelerate
the study of the international politics of education by providing added breadth and depth
rather quickly.

It is an exciting time to be doing research on the international arena of educational
politics and policy. A solid foundation has been laid, but much remains to be done. In a
world which must increasingly be understood in global rather than national terms, such
research promises to be both interesting and relevant.
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Policy analysis and the study of the politics of education

James G. Cibulka

Introduction

It is a frequent observation, particularly by European scholars whom I know, that the
study of educational politics in the United States has been locked within an intellectual
straightjacket. which is variously called pluralism, empiricism, pragmatism, behavioral
science, or some other term meant to convey not a little derision.! Most scholars who
work within the field of the politics of education probably would acknowledge that there
is some truth in this characterization, at least until very recently.

Pluralism dominated the new field of study called ‘the politics of education® to a
much greater degree than it did in the parent discipline of political science. The carliest
work in the field was pioncered by Thomas H. Eliot (1959). a political scientist with
strong empiricist inchinations, and most of the work in the field for the next two decades
followed this bent. The one textbook in wide use in the field, now in its third edition.
authored by two political scientists Frederick Wirt and Michael Kirst (1992) who have
made strong contributions to the field, retains a strong behavioral orientation.

Many who have contributed scholarship to the young field of educational politics and
policy were trained within the field of educational administration rather than political
science. For the most part they followed the cues of the parent discipline of political
science at that time, albeit it lagging in their knowledge and application of developments
in political science to the study of educational politics.* Correspondingly. the tradition of
rationalism in organizational theory, and empiricism in scholarship, had a very strong
foothold in the adjacent field of educational administration, and no doubt reinforced the
pluralist biases these scholars brought to the young field of the politics of education.

Scholars in cducational administration who specialize in the studv of educational
politics often have found themiselves at odds with professors of educational administration,
who were incline? to accept the admonition that politics and administration are (and
ought to be) separate, Still, the terms of this debate were framed quite narrowly. The
intellectual challenge which politics of education scholars posed to the ficld of educational
administration was not rooted in fundamental disagrecments about the value of empirical
rescarch or scientific knowledge, or about preferred political values. However, the political
paradigm did challenge the rational-comprehensive model of organizational behavior. This
same challenge eventually emerged within the ficld of educational administration itsclf.
Critical theorists such as Greenfield (1986) and Foster (1986) pointed to the hidden role of
values and interests in urganizations, While this diagnosis displaved some affinity with the
insights which politics of education scholars brought to an understanding of educational
administration, most organizational theorists, even these critics, were not prepared to
adopt a political model of administration, even one cleansed of positivist biases.

If this debate has lost some of its punch over the vears, one suspects that it is for
another reason: the politics of education as a field has undergone a major <hift from a
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behavioral paradigm to a policy paradigm. While this transition has been unannounced
and rarely debated, it has been under way since roughly 1980. This paper deals with the
nature of that shift and its implications for the study of the politics of education.

Organization of the paper

In the first section of the paper 1 will discuss the various streams of policy rescarch and
analysis. This will provide a framework for the second section. in which 1 discuss the
contributions to policy research in the study of the politics of education, including the
transition to a primary preoccupation with policy design in recent years. In the third and
final section of the paper, after addressing earlier the problem of atheoreticism in policy
studies, [ will discuss two additional challenges facing policy research: the politicization of
policy research and use of information in policy making.

Approaches to policy and policy studies
Definirions of public policy

It is helpful to begin with a definition of public policy. Dye (1992:2) defines it as
“whatever goveraments choose to do or not to do.” Easton (1965) refers to policy very
broadly as the ‘authoritative allocation of values” for society. There are many other
definitions, some focusing upon purpose. goals, means, and even practices. It other words.
public policy can span a very broad terrain. It includes both official enactments of
government and something as informal as *practices’. Also, policy may be viewed as the
inactions of government, not simply what the government does. In fact, these two
examples alert us to how fuzzy the concept is. Some would deny that an informal practice
of a government official is policy at all, cven though it may have important implications
for what governments do and who benefits or is harmed by such practices. Such practices
may be administrative deviation from policy. More confusing still. the practices may be
attempts by administrators to make sense of policy set by legislators or boards.

Consider also the problems which ensue when policy includes ‘what governments
choose not to do.” Typically, governments enact policy with an eye to solving some
problem or ideal. Their failure to act may be intentional or may simply reflect a lack of
awareness of a problem or necd. Some would argue that this inattention has nothing to do
with policy. while others would interpret it as reflecting hidden political processes. such as
how powerful institutions shape language and our conceptions of problems and
government. So the emergence of policy studies reflects many disagreements which have a
long history in political science, disagreements which used to focus on how to define
‘politics”. These same disputes now occur over how to define policy.

Defrmnons qf‘;’olu')' stidres

Policy studies are relatively new. spanning roughly the last two or at most three decades.
The field has been a child growing up. in a manner of speaking. and as such has been
struggling for a clear identity. There are many descriptors for the field  policy studies,
policy science, policy research, policy analysis, and o on: indeed. the attempts to classify
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the aims of studying policy are almost as numerous as definitions of policy itself.

Most would agree that those who study policy have an interest in addressing social
problems by generating policy-relevant knowledge. It is usually acknowledged that
traditional preoccupations within academic disciplines such as political science and
sociology have not addressed the amelioration of social problems directly, a defect many
policy scholars are trying to rectify. For example, in political science, the behavioral
concern with voting behavior, political parties, and public opinion has not shed much
light on racial discriminiation, poverty, and other pressing social issues. This problem
orientation in the field gives rise to a common definition of policy analysis as ‘the
disciplined application of intellect to public problems’ (Pal 1992).

Policy studies actually comprises a number of separate subfields with distinct,
although overlapping, emphases. Accordingly, policy research draws broadly on many
academic disciplines. Political ~scientists, sociologists, demographers, educational
psychologists, evaluation specialists, and others contribute to the study of public policy.
This diversity has contributed to the field's intellectual eclecticism, which is both a
strength and weakness, as | will discuss later.

Table 1. Types of policy analysis.

Dimension Basic (academic) policy analysiv Applied policy anaivvis

Aspect of pohey which v of Deternmuinants. adoption. Content and impact
interest implementation, content, and
impact

Aum Understanding. explanation. and  Evaluation, change.,
prediction Justification, and prediction

Actors Researchers in umiversities or Comulting firms, interest groups,
think-tanks and government analvsts

Table 1 classifies work in policy studies. Since there has been very good work in this
area already, 1 have merely synthesized and elaborated on a classification by Pal (1992).

It is useful to view policy research as operating on a continuum from busic (academic)
policy analysis to applied policy analysis. Academic policy analysis often has been called simply
‘policy research.” Policy research, according to Weimer and Vining (1992), is closest to the
traditiona focus of academic social science disciplines, where the goal is theory
development through specification of causal relationships and propositions grounded in
empirical investigation. Policy research likewise focuses on relationships among variables
describing behavior. It is distinct from much academic research in that it carries the
narrower aim of analyzing social problems and the consequences of altcrnative
government actions or inactions to address these problems. An early explication of this
conception of policy research was offered by Coleman (1972).

Academic policy analysis (used synonymously here with research) can focus on a wide
variety of phenomena related to the antecedents and causes of policy, how it is adopted and
implemented, its content, and consequences. The aim of such endeavors is to understand
and explain, and occasionally to predict. Typically, such analysis is conducted by
researchers in universities or in academically oriented think-tanks.

By contrast, applied policy rescarch, often referred to as policy analysis, concentrates
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on solving particular policy problems for policy makers or stake holders in the policy
e process. Those who practice it are often consultants, interest group representatives, or
policy analysts in government who desire to evaluate, change or justify current policies, or
- on occasion to predict future consequences of existing policy or alternatives to it. Weimer
' and Vining (1992) describe applied policy research as ‘analyzing and presenting alternatives
available to political actors for solving public problems’ (p. 4). This often leads to a client
orientation which is very different from the way policy research: i> framed within academic
disciplines.

Evaluation studies are a particular type of applied policy analysis. Some evaluation
studies attempt to measure the outcomes or impact of policies through quasi-experimentai
or experimental designs, and in that sense are theory-based. At the same time, they
generally contribute little information as to why a policy succeeds or fails, and therefore
have limited utility to the social scientist who is attempting to build a theory of policy
making. Process evaluation and formative evaluation do shed light on why certain
— processes are occurring, although these approaches cannot always link their insights back
= to outcome data. Some examples of evaluation research include studies of federal programs

such as Head Start or the ESEA Chapter 1 compensatory-education program. Sometimes
commissions issue reports which purport to “evaluate’ the adequacy of some aspect of
American education. While often influential in shaping public opinion or the perceptions
of policy makers, they do not satisfy the canons of rigorous evaluation research (Peterson
s 1983).
i Two earlier reviews of educational policy research point to its many technical
shortcomings (Boyd 1988, Mitchell 1984). Much of this rescarch is more accurately
= ] described as *applied’ rather than ‘basic’ in its orientation. For example, Boyd (1988: 505)
observes that many policy analyses focus on the benefits of some policy - often under
consideration — while neglecting to consider its attendant costs.

Policy research in political science

- Next | turn to a description of policy research which has been conducted in that discipline,
T so that we may assess linkages between the subfield of educational pelitics and the broader
3 discipline. Table 2 describes four types of policy research which have been conducted in
political science. It is adapted from Sabatier (1991). Much of the work in educational policy
would fall under the first category, substantive area research. The focus here can be on

Table 2. Types of basic (academic) policy research in political science.
Type Examples

Substantive area research Education, health, <oaal welfare, crime
Evatuation and impact studies  Policy effect of environmental regulation

Pulicy process Research on policy determinants, implementation. individual
actor public choce

Paliey design applied Alternanive policy instruments, ¢ ¢ . command and control versus

P(\‘IC'\' Jllﬂl'\’ﬁ!\ ecanonic incentives

Swircer Adapted from Sabatier {1991)
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health, transportation, crime, social welfare, housing, and so on. Evaluation and impact
stndies, which were just discussed briefly, constitute the second group. The third group of
policy studies addresses the policy process, which includes study of the determinants of
policies, how they are implemented, and other foci. Fourth, policy design research speaks
to the efficacy of alternative policy instruments in relation to specific policy domains and
problems within those domains. I have chosen to entitle this category slightly more
broadly as policy design/applied policy analysis because much of the work in policy design
addresses specific policy situations and problems, and in that sense can be incorporated
within a broadened rubric.

These four categories, then, provide a useful framework for organizing the following
section.

Overview of politics of education research with policy
The politics of education as an ‘arca siudy’

Political scientists who have assessed work in policy studies in the discipline have roundly
criticized it for its atheoretical focus (Eulau 1977, Hoffebert 1986, Landau 1977). Part of
this criticism has been that research is based heavily on the individual policy domain - its
problems, unique context, institutional properties, and so on, with too little attention to
common features which span different policy arenas. The heavy focus on descriptive case
studies adds little to a cumulative knowledge base about politics across different policy
areas. Using this argument, the study of educational politics and policy may contribute to
understanding within its limited domain, but unless its rescarch is framed theoretically,
particularly within a comparative institutional context, research findings will not lead to
cumulative knowledge about the broader political system.

Unfortunately, this criticism applies to the study of educational politics. Much of the
work in the field has been atheoretical. While Wirt and Kirst's (1992) textbook attempts
to synthesize the research in this field, their task is Herculean in scale. The disparate and
idiosyncratic character of much politics of education research defies casy classification,
much less building on confirmable generalizations.

At the same time, there is good research which is theoretically grounded. Consider
Zeigler. Jennings, and Peak’s (1974) study of the openness £ educational policy making to
citizen influence. The authors used representation theory and rigorous research methods.
Even if their conclusions were controversial and open to criticism (Boyd 1976), the debate
addressed theoretical issues important to an understanding of the political system. At the
same time, this debate about how autonomous educational decision making really is was
seldom linked to other policy areas (for an exception, sec Tucker and Zeigler 1980).
Indeed, in his assessmen: of this debate Peterson (1974) pointed out that the research
evidence from other policy areas did not support the conclusion that educational policy
making is particularly autonomous. Thus while the debate was framed in theoretical
terms, its link back to the wider policy literature was inadequate. This may be a more
accurate line of criticism about the better research conducted in this field - not so much
that it lacks a theoretical base as that it still suffers from a provincial character.
Comparative policy research is expensive to conduct, of course, but it would not be too
much to ask that the broader political science literature inform research in this field more

fully.
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Evaluation and impact siudies

The emergence of evaluation research in the field of cducation has been a growth industry
since the 1960s, when federal dollars and policy leadership encouraged a more technocratic
approach to policy development in states and local school districts. Many of the
contributions to evaluation come from discipline-based scholars, but not particularly
political scientists. The traditional preoccupation of political scientists with study of
political behavior has produced a relatively small amount of evaluation research in that
field.

Similarly, the large body of evaluation research in education, reflecting the size of this
industry, has not been particularly informed by political science concepts and theories.
There are exceptions. Consider Kirst and Jung’s (1982) analysis of 13 years of Chapter 1
evaluation. But such .viluation efforts informed by political conceptions are rare. More
typical is a study of Chapter 1 policy by evaluation specialists {(Kennedy e al. 1987).

By contrast, the important debates about the schools’ role in promoting equal
educational opportunity and about the achievement effects of private schools have been
dominated by sociologists, such as Coleman er al. (1966), and Coleman, Kilgore and
Hoffer (1982). In part, this may be because of the methodological sophistication in
quantitative methods associated with that discipline, despite criticisms of the
morphological character of much early research on school effects. It may also reflect the
relevance of sociological conceptions of social class, which has been shown to have such a
pervasive impact on student achievement and. not surprisingly, on the structure of
schooling and learning opportunities.

Recently, political scientists have begun to evaluate educational policy. Chubb and
Moe’s (1990) comparison of public and private high schools has caused as much flap in
education circles as did Coleman and his associates in the carly 1980s. Ironically, Chubb
and Moe, relying largely on survey data, conclude that American public schools have
become too political. Political scientists will not find a great deal of disciplinary knowledge
at the heart of the Chubb and Moe analysis, although the book is indirectly informed by
work in public choice theory, to which political scientists have made considerable
contributions (See the chapter by Boyd e al. herein). Thus while the book represents a
contribution to educational evaluation from a political science perspective, it does not tell
us much about policy process. The book would have offered a more compelling critique of
American schools had it drawn more heavily on process models to show how politics
dominates the organization and administration of public schooling.

Chubb and Moe's book has been subject to a small mountain of criticism, some
inappropriately amounting to personal attacks on the integrity of the rescarchers. Apart
from Witte (1990) who has evaluated a Milwaukee private-school choice program, little
other work in political science has evaluated education policy.

Because much of the research on educational politics is driven by the rescarcher’s
concern for improving the institution of schooling, this rescarch has an evaluative thrust.
In fact, the study of educational politics has been driven by changing policy concerns. In
the early 1980s the management of declining enrollments became a research agenda. School
officials appeared to be having difficulty managing decline because they ignored its political
aspects. A considerable amount of work was done in this area by politics of education
scholars (c.g., Boyd 1982, Cibulka 1987, Zerchykov 1981). More recently, the policy
thrust toward coordinated -ervices for children has been drawing politics and policy
scholars’ attention (Adler and Gardner 1994, Cibulka and Kritek in press, Crowson and
Boyd 1993).
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One must ask, however, how much these problem-driven issues contribute to a
knowledge base about either politics or policy. Clearly, there is 2 need to draw together
the disparate evaluation studies and to distill their meaning for the knowledge base in the
neld.

Perhaps the greatest impetus for change in the study of the politics of education has
come from evaluation studies of the first wave of education reforms such as Timar and
Kirp’s (1988) comparative analysis of three states. These studies spawned an interest in
designing new policies which are more effective (see below). Again, however, in most
cases the contribution of this line of evaluation studies to a more general understanding of
educational policy making has been limited.

Evaluation research does have the potential for making a greater contribution to
educational policy analysis. Some of the recent advances within that field, particularly
constructivist perspectives (Guba and Lincoln 1989) have implications for improving
models of policy making. Implementers are seen as trying to make sense out of a complex
and often bewildering set of circumstances. This has important parallels for recent research
on the politics of policy implementation. In .hort, while it is unproductive to wall off
evaluation studies from a broader understanding of policy, much research evaluating
educational programs remains strangely disconnected from any inquiry into policy
processes which create the observed impact. There is a desperate need for cross-fertilization
among specialists in these domains. Unfortunately, disciplinary boundaries, self-defined
specialties, and different orientations to the distinction between basic and applied research
continue to be barriers to a broader approach to studying policy.

Research on policy processes

During the heyday of the behavioral revolution in political science. political scientists often
ignored the content of public »olicies. The institutions through which these policies were
administered also received little attention. However, some attention continued to be paid
to the way policy processes operate.’ Policy research began o receive renewed attention in
the late 1960s and early 1970s, at the urging of Ranney (1968), Sharkansky (1970) and
others. Some political scientists continued to work largely within a behavioral paradigm
but welcomed the renewed emphasis on policy as an opportunity to understand policy
processes better. Others saw this new policy focus as a way to apply knowledge to the
improvement of political outcomes, using a more normative frame. Today, work on the
policy process continues to reflect both *basic’ and ‘applied’ approaches. Consequently,
work on policy processes has made one of the major contributions to policy research.

Beyond stage models and competing values frameworks

Stage models have been especially popular (Anderson er al. 1984, Jones 1977, Peters 1986).
For example, consider Anderson’s decision to study policies as they move sequentially
from problem formulation, policy agenda, policy formulation, adoption, implementation,
and evaluation. However, as Sabatier (1991) points out, these models are not really causal
because they do not explain or predict how various stages of policy are linked. Therefore,
they have limited utility for building a theory which links attributes of the policy process
to outputs and outcomes. Further, the models tend to be inadequate in capturing
environmental factors to which Easton’s systems model does attend.
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One of the most prominent examples of stage research is implementation theory,
which is concerned with one stage in the total policy process. Educational researchers have
contributed to the work on implementation theory which emerged beginning in the 1970s
in political science (e.g., Bardach 1979, Pressman and Wildavsky 1986, Sabatier and
Mazmanian 1979, Williams 1980, Williams and Elmore 1976). Implementation studies
have occurred within the politics of education held and educational policy analysis (c.g.,
Berman and McLaughlin 1978, Elmore 1982, Kirst and Jung 1982, Peterson er al. 1986,
Weatherly 1979, Wong 1990). In addition there is a broader literature on implementation
in education that informs the politics of education, some of it in the literature on
education reform (e.g., Odden and Marsh 1989).

This research illustrates the problems of stage theories. The early literature on
implementation has been widely criticized as wrong in some of its key assumptions (e.g.,
Fox 1987, Palumbo and Calista 1990, Schwartz 1983). For example, much of the literature
has drawn a sharp distinction between those who adopt policy and those who implemenr
it. More recent research has clarified that those who implement policy, such as
government agencies, contractors and even the target groups of the policy, also are
intimately involved in policy design and evaluation. This fact makes it impossible to treat
implementation as a conceptually distinct policy stage. Further, since policies frequently
lack clear goals, it will not do to argue that implementors are the culprits who subvert
policy. Rather, these implementors often reconcile design flaws and conflicting statutory
objectives that many of the same people helped create at a policy’s inception, a process of
adaptation that makes the democratic process work better than it might otherwise. We
now recognize that implementors have an explicit policy role, not merely a technical one.

While these insights gained after two decades of work might be regarded as
legitimate advances toward a plausible theory of implementation, there continue to be two
contradictory views of implementation, top-down and bottom-up. According to the
former view, as described by Palumbo and Calista (1990), legislators specify goals in
statutes and implenientors set up regulations to ensure their fulfillment (Mazmanian and
Sabatier 1981). The bottom-up view argues that ‘street-level bureaucrats’ (Lipsky 1980)
such as teachers with their knowledge of what they and their clients (students) need, can
adapt policies effectively through a process of ‘backward mapping’ (Elmore 1982). This
leads to ‘adaptive implementation’ in which programs are institutionalized and responsive
to program goals, although with some alteration in the goals of the policy (at least as some
policy makers had envisioned them).' The constructivist perspective on program
evaluation fits this latter conception of implementation.

It is not clear which view of implementation iy ‘correct,’ and it may be that
clarification of the utility of each perspective will require the development of models
outside the policy implementation research. The development of a comprehensive or even
middle-range theory of policy making might not treat implementation as a conceptually
distinct stage. Certainly Easton was one of the first to encourage such a development. The
“feedback loops’ in his systems theory were an attempt to capture the politics which
occurs after policies are officially adopted, and how these shape subsequent ‘demands’ and
*support’ flowing into the political system.

Alongside stage theory, there is another popular perspective among those who study
educational politics and policy. This has been called a multiple-perspective approach
(Knapp and Malen 1994). It is the idea that there are competing values in our political
culturc such as choice, cquality, and efficiency (Guthric et ul. 1987). Similarly, Mitchell cr
al. (1989) employ quality, efficiency, equity, and choice.

For the most part, studies of educational politics use these values as heuristic devices
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rather uan to build theory, in much the same way that stage theories have been
employed. That is, research has established how such values are laden within various
policies. To some extent the coalitions which support such values have been objects of
attention, such as the role of business in advancing reform demands for greater efficiency
and productivity. However, there has been little systematic examination of how political
processes and structures facilitate or constrain the development of policies favoring one or
more values. The problem is rarallel to the reliance on stage theory. It is tempting to
apply taxonomies such as stages or types of values to describe policies or stages of their
development. This is far short of elucidating causal relationships among the relevant
features of the problem system, however.

Furthermore, since values are environmental inputs to the political systm, use of the
value framework can treat the political system as a ‘black box," revealing little about
processes and outcomes. Occasionally a study has attempted to take the classification a step
further. Mitchell er al. (1989) link these values to seven policy drmains in state policy
making, using an analysis of laws, and then link these to differences in political culture
among states. They employ policy, in other words, to study political culture as a
dependent variable rather than to examine political process. The greatest promise for
research would seem to rest in the use of values as an independent variable influencing
political processes and outcomes (dependent variables). Nonetheless, the study represents a
sophisticated attempt to use values, and the politics emanating from them, to model some
aspects of political system behavior.

There is one further problem with the way values have been treated as a feature of
educational policy by the educational politics literature. The ‘competing-values’
perspective assumes a value-neutral stance with respect to which values are preferred. It
implicitly endorses a functionalist, equilibrium model and problems of system stability over
system change. The closely related piuralist theory of counterbalancing, competing
interests has beeu much criticized. Correspondingly, a limitation of the competing-values
approach to understanding policy setting is that it offers no insight into why under-
represented groups have difficulty securing a fair share of bencfits through the political
system. Critical theorists do offer various approaches to this problem (see, for example,
the chapter on feminist and cultural studies perspectives by Marshall and Anderson,
herein). Undoubtedly, there are a variety of ways to construct theories and models of
policy making which capture power relationships more directly.

There is a need, therefore, to move beyond stage models and ‘competing-values’
perspectives on policy processes. In this section five of the maior frameworks in use in
political science and education, which have high potential for improving policy process
research, will be reviewed. I have labelled these analytical frameworks as systems theory;
multiple decision-making models; policy types, sireams. or arenas; instinutional analysis; and critical

theory.

Sysiems theory: The work of David Easton (1965) and Easton and Dennis (1969) had a
major impact in encouraging politicil scientists to move toward policy research,
particularly the incorporation of policy outputs and impact into their work. Easton's
influential systems analysis model provides the organizing framework for Wirt and Kirst's
(1992) textbeok on educational politics. The model did enjoy considerable saliency in the
field of educational politics for a time, although sophisticated applications of the model
linking environmental forces, system response, organizational ‘throughputs® and policy
outcomes generally have been lacking. The potential of the model for longitudinal
purposes also has received less attention than it should, since the concept of feedback
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permits analysis of how and why policies evolve over time. One obstacle to the model’s
use is the heavy reliance on terms which can be prone to jargon.

Systems models can capture features of the larger cultural and socioeconomic
environment which shape what enters the political system. Hoffebert’s (1986) open system
framework is a sophisticated attempt to model how these influences work. He posits that
the sucioeconomic environment and mass political behavior shape political processes.®

Multiple decision-making models: Peterson (1976) provided one of the most significant
contributions to the use of policy models in the politics of education, drawing on Graham
Allison’s models explaining the Cuban missilc crisis. Some models, for example, focus on
the policy maker as a unitary actor, while others emphasize bargainirg relationships
among competing interests. Using policy cases from the Chicago public schools, e.g.,
desegregation and decentralization, he illustrates that particular models have greater
explanatory power for some policy problem than others.

Accordingly, there may be no one best model to explain all kinds of policies. One
criterion is the uses to which such models might be put. Policy is partly science, partly
engineering and partly craft, and therefore it is framed differently by clients, professionals,
and policy makers (Elmore and Associates 1990). Or the problem may be that the models
need to be incorporated into a more comprehensive ‘middle-range’ theory (to borrow
from Merton’s classic terminology). The advantage of this approach is that it focuses
model-building on particular features of the political system such as bargaining
relationships or bureaucratic influences rather than attemipting to capture everything ir a
systems model. While widely praised, Peterson’s book has not influenced subsequent
research as much as one might have hoped. This void reflects the lack of interest in theory-
building among those who study educational politics and policy.

Policy types, streams or arenas: A third set of models tries to capture different slices of the
policy process. Their grouping here is largely for convenience. What they shars in
common is their differentiation of the policy environment to understand how it works.
The strategy can be to build a morphology of policy types, a classification of policy
subsystems (*streams’) focused on diffcrent issues and problems, or a coalition approach
showing how policies get reshaped over time.

The earliest work in this tradition was done by Lowi (1964) and has proven a helpful
organizing principle (e.g., Meier 1987), despite criticisms of the model's imprecision
(Greenberg et al. 1977). In the area of education, Wong’s (1992) attempt to explain
different kinds of politics associated with different aspects of education policy making may
be a useful point of departure for such inquiry.

Kingdon's (1984) work on policy streams attempts to model how policies get
adopted. In a study of federal health and transportation policy, he documents the presence
of three parallel, often independent processes: streams of problems, policies, and politics.
New policy represents the convergence of fortuitous developments in these three arenas.
While not yet applied to education, his work helps reframe the debate about the
significance of ideas versus pressure and influence in political agenda-setting.

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) offer an ‘advocacy coalition framework’ which
posits policy change over time to reflect three sets of processes: the competition among
competing advocacy coalitions (actors from a variety of public and private institutions
with common beliefs and goals, and similar strategies) within a subsystem: changes
external to the subsystem in the environment and other parts of the political system; and,
finally, stable system parameters such as social structure and system rules. The latter two
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processes provide opportunities and constraints for the advocacy coalition. His work
draws on elements of systems theory as well as a renewed focus on institutional behavior,
discussed next.

Institutional resear-h: The return to an interest in institutional behavior in recent years is a
very eclectic development. In part this is because it draws on several disciplines, among
them economics, sociology, and political science. In political science, for example, the so-
called *new institutionalism’ differs from traditional theories of political institutions in
critical ways, including basic assumptions (March and Olsen 1989).

A full description of the richness of the ‘new institutionalism’ is beyond the scope of
this discussion (sce Boyd, herein, for a fuller treatment). Two examples will illustrate its
potential for informing the study of policy. One of its foci is how institutional rules affect
behavior, and here public choice theorists have made seminal contributions. Public choice
uses the individual actor as the starting point for identifying how institutional rules shape
the behavior of organizational actors (March and Olson 1984). Keech er al. (1991:219)
have called this political economy approach ‘choice-theoretic reasoning,’ which has been
applied by economists and political scientists in a variety of ways.

Kiser and Ostrom (1982: 180-181) describe the metatheoretical framework that uses a
microinstitutional approach:

It starts from the ndividual as the basic unit o explain and predict individual behavior and resulung aggregated
outcontes. It 1v an “institutional’ approach because major explanatory varables imclude the set of insututional
arrangements individuals use to affect the incentive systems of a souial order and the impact of incentive svatemns on
human behavior. Patterns of human action and the results that occur in mrerdependent choice-making situations
are the phenomena to be explained using this approach.

Kiser and Ostrom’s model posits that institutional rules, the attributes of the ‘public
good’ being sought, and nature of the community (environment) shape the decision
situation, to which the individual brings certain values and resources. In turn, the
individual's actions, activities, and strategies lead to results. Policy is shaped at three levels
- directly at the operational level and indirectly through collective choice arrangements
(¢.g.. rules governing an agency), and at the constitutional level.

Not all proponents of the new institutionalism in political science adopt this
reductionist and utilitarian public choice approach. For example, March and Olsen (1989)
expound a perspective which attempts to explain the organizational basis of politics. This
includes, among other things, explaining how meaning is elaborated through political
institutions, a concern addressed by sociologists of organization. Policy pronouncements
(as well as structures of decision making) are tools for enacting institurionalized myths in
modern society, such as the salience of professional expertise in solving political problems
(Mever and Rowan 1977).

The new institutionalism has received relatively little attention until recently among
scholars of educational policy and politics (for exceptions see Boyd 1992, Boyd and
Hartman 1988), although it has received some attention in the literature on organizational
theory (Mawhinney in press, Ogawa 1994, Powell and DiMaggio 1991).

Of course, the study of educational politics has leaned heavily on the traditional study
of governmental institutions, such as the literature on intergovernmental relations. Yet
those tapics, too, are being influenced by newer approaches to the study of institutional
behavior. For example, Vincent and Ostrom’s model shows how the institutional rules at
higher levels of government indirectly shape actions at the operational level.

Of particular interest to politics of education scholars are the literatures on federal
policy and on state-local relationships. Work on intergovernmental relations has drawn on
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policy insights for the development of its theories, dating back to Grodzins (1966). Yet in
much of the literature the dependent variable is government structure, not policy. For
example, there is an unresolved debate over centralization versus decentralization
(MacManus 1991). While some of the literature does take policy as the dependent variable,
e.g., Wong's (1990) comparison of education and housing policies, it is the exception.
This has led to rather separate streams of research which in fact have strong overlapping
concerns.

Another example of this theoretical fragmentation is the literature on the impact of
President Reagan's federal policies on state and local policies (e.g., Clark and Astuto
1986). Here the dependent variable is policy (state and local). However, the literature has
been framed rather tutrowly to address how the new federal policies affected state and
local behavior, without much attention to how these impacts can help generate an
improved model of intergovernmental relations. Intergovernmental relations is one
example of how study of institutional behavior, if it is recast. can contribute to answering
a larger puzzle: how to link policy problems/issues, political pracesses, and outcomes.

Critical theory: There is a considerable literature in education coming from what may be
termed broadly a ‘critical theory’ perspective. This label really covers a wide range of
theorists on the political left. Relatively little of this literature has a policy focus drawing
on a political science tradition. Critical theories in educational administration tend to focus
on organizational variables rather than the broader policy environment (e.g., Foster 1986,
Greenfield 1986). Much of the work on micropolitics works from this perspective (Ball
1987, Blase 1991). (See the chapter by Malen, herein, for a fuller discussion of micro-
political models.) Sociological perspectives have had a heavy influence on critical theory,
some of it with a policy empbhasis (¢.g., Popkewitz 1991). (For a more complete review of
work in feminist and cultural studies, and its implications for the study of the politics of
education, see the chapter herein by Marshall and Anderson, and the book by Marshall
1993). One of the few examples of a critical perspective {(with a strong libertarian stream)
employing a political and policy framework is by Spring (1993).

The distinguishing feature of this line of analysis is use of power to enforce social
inequality of racial minorities, women, the poor, and underrepresented groups such as
gays and homosexuals. While the breadth of such critiques defies easy summary, much of
the work rejects a sharp distinction between political and social life, and focuses on hidden
uses of power through such means as socialization and use of language. Such approaches to
policy tend to reduce the focus on policy process as it has been described earlier, in favor of
showing the importance of policy antecedents, e.g., inequitable distribution of wealth or
access to information, or, alternatively, showing the link between policy outcomes and
inequitable social outcomes, e.g., how unequal spending and resources among schools lead
to school failure and attendant social problems.

It will remain a matter of debate whether policy processes are as insignificant in
shaping policy outcomes and life chances as most critical theorists assume to be the case.
One of the advantages of this approach is that it focuses explicitly on power arrangements,
whercas many of the new policy models, including the new institutionalism, tend to lose
this focus and thus are unable to explain how power really operates in a camulative fashion.
At the same time, many critical theorists tend to minimize the importance of societal
values other than equality, such as efficiency and choice. Also, their analyses often can
explain better how a social system preserves the status-quo rather than how that system
changes and progresses. Some of these issues have concerned critical theorists working
within the wider field of policy analysis (see the next section).
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In sum, research on policy processes can be expected to proceed on a number of
different front,. In time, one or more of these lines of inquiry may gain ascendancy. But
for now we can expect theoretical eclecticism.

Policy design

Most of the work in educational politics in the last decade has focused on education reform
and the problems of designing policies to address the needs of reform. While this literature
has developed largely independent of developments elsewhere in policy research there is, as
Sabatier points out in his review of the literature, considerable work emerging in this area
(Linder and Peters 1989, Salamon 1989). Some of this work is quite critical of the
behavioral tradition in policy research (Bobrow and Dryzek 1987). This does not mean,
however, that critical approaches eschew theory construction, as Forester’s (1993) attempt
at ‘critical pragmatism’ exemplifies. Pal (1992) also reflects a post-positivist orientation yet
incorporates model-building. At the same time, other work continues to be done in a
broadly positivist vein which is primarily oriented toward building a cumulative
knowledge base (Schneider and Ingram 1990).

A major theme in the emerging policy design literature is how to select appropriate
policy instruments which suit the policy problem (e.g., Cibulka 1990, Clune 1993,
Elmore and Associates 1990, Fuhrman 1993, Malen and Fuhrman 1990, McDonnell and
Elmore 1987, Schneider and Ingram 1990). This concern with the instrumental aspects of
policy has tended to decrease emphasis on how such reforms reflect fundamental political
processes, although such research has been conducted (e.g., Fuhrman 1988, Fuhrman and
Elmore 1990, Heck and Benham in press: Malen and Ogawa 1988, O’Day and Smith
1992 Ddden and Wohlstetter 1992, Smith and O'Day 1990, Timar and Kirp 1988).

The growing use of a policy design approach in study of educational policy has much
merit if it can help make the study of educational policy and politics more relevant to the
«olution of educational problems. For instance, Crowson and Boyd's (1993) attempt to
develop a model of effective coordinated services could be an important guide to future
reform efforts in this direction.

Perhaps the most influential work in policy design is Smith and O’Day’s (1990)
‘systemic reform’ model, which helped shape many of the education policies of the
Clinton Administration. This framework is being used to revamp federal policy and
realign state and local policy systems. This is a rare instance of concepts in the *politics of
education’ actually reaching policy circles and becoming part of public policy. Systemic
reform illustrates how influential the work in policy design can be. At the same time this
theory has not been tested empirically. Rather, it grows out of the tradition of applied
policy analysis. Policy design should not be seen as a substitute for the compelling need to
build better theories and models of policy. Progress in that realm will not only advance
hasic research, but it should improve the quality of advice scholars can give to policy
makers as well.

Future research challenges

Much of this review has pointed to the atheoretical tradition in policy rescarch and the
problems this has posed for development of the field. Two remaining problems are the
politicization of policy rescarch and the utilization of policy information to improve
policy.

<y
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Politicization of policy analysis

Many political scientists have argued that policy analysis, far from being a scientific-
technical enterprise, is itself a political resource used to advance partisan interests (Margolis
1974, Wildavsky and Tennebaum 1981). Much policy analysis claims that its focus is social
improvement. But this raises a corresponding problem: the borderline between policy
rescarch and policy argument is razor thin. Policy argument is the use of research to fit a
predetermined position with respect to a desirable policy or, alternatively, stretching
findings to fit a predisposition. In the case of applied policy analysis, in contrast to basic
policy research, the dangers of bias intruding into the work of those who serve clients
= seems obvious, since the clients are likely to color the way research is conducted or dictate
’ 1ts interpretation.

The biases of basic policy research are sometimes more subtle. Consider, for example,
Hanushek’s (1981) well-known critique of policies which pay teachers for advanced
& education and greater experience, and policies which lower class size. Hanushek employs
sophisticated econometric tools to reach his findings. which are subject to numerous
qualifications, but his conclusions interpreting these findings do not particularly display
caution. For example, he characterized current spending policies as merely ‘throwing
money at schools,” a position which was eagerly embraced by the Reagan administration
- to undergird its fiscally conservative policies.

Coleman, Kilgore and Hoffer's (1982) study comparing public and private high
schools, because of its controversial finding that Catholic high schools, ceteris paribus,
produce higher achievement than public schools, quickly entered the arena of policy
- debate. Coleman and his associates were accused of engaging in policy argument by
B tailoring their analysis to permit the conclusion thev wished to draw. Thcse charges are
B malicious. However, the dispute does illustrate how policy research on controversial
matters can be treated as if it were biased. The same scenario has surrounded Chubb and
Moe’s (1990) rescarch comparing effective and ineffective schools.

The widening interest in education policy in recent decades arguably has politicized
policy-oriented research in the field. More accurately, the latent political functions of

X policy analysis have become more widely recognized. On the positive side policy research
can promote what Reich calls ‘civic discovery® (1988: 3-4):

The core responabibity of thase whe deal m public pehicy  elecred otharals, admimistraton, polics analvsts s not
simply to discover as objectively s posble what people want for thanselves and then to determine and miplement
the best means of satisfving these wants. Tt 15 also to proside the public wath alternative visions of what s devirable
and possible. to stmulate deliberation about them. provoke a4 reexanmnation of premises and values, and thus o

broaden the range of potential respanses and deepen soctet s undenstandimg of atself

- Yet the proliferation of acadeinic ‘think tanks’ in recent vears illustrates how political

) resources influence what can be studied and how public opinion can be influenced and
g manipulated by dcliberately slanted research. Thus, what has been called ‘the
argumentative turn in policy analysis’ (Fischer and Forester 1993) can cut both ways,
cither as a device for enlightening the mass public and widening its influence over policy
or, to the contrary, as a tool which works to legitimize the p:eferences of élites. There is a
- considerable body of research which portrays policy setting in the latter light (e.g., Dye
. aud Zeigler 1975).

: As an empirical fact, it will be debated for a long time what ultimate role policv
analysts play in improving the effectiveness and responsiveness of our political system. As a
matter of cthics, however, policy analysts must confront their obligation to capture and
report the truth as they see it.

12

Q

ERI




Q

JERICH

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

POLICY ANALYSIS 119
Policy information and analysis in policy making

This obligation in favor of truth-finding and truth-telling is greatly complicated by the
fact that the most effective policy analysts in the political arena tend to shed the cloak of
technical expert in favor of an advocacy role (Jenkins-Smith 1982).

Further, there is now a fairly conclusive body of research showing how information
from policy research is used. Mitchell (1978) has studied this matter in education policy.
Sabatier (1991: 270-271) summarizes the overall findings on the use of policy information
a. follows: within policy areas there is wide discussion of topics such as the severity of the
probietn, impact of past policies, consequences of alternative policies, and so on. However,
such information tends to be used in an advocacy fashion by policy makers to do battle
with opponents. The information is used to protect turf, delay action, or bolster
credibility.

Still, policy information is more than a tool for short-term manipulation. Kingdon
(1984) shows how timely policy information combines with perceived problems and
opportune politics to establish new policy. Further, while individual studies rarely carry
much weight, accumulated evidence can shape decision makers' perceptions. Policy
research thus serves an enlightenment function (Weiss 1977) in which substantive policy
information can play a role alongside ideology in shaping policy decisions. This influence
of the policy analyst is accentuated by the fact that policy élites often form rather
autonomous policy subsystems (e.g., Hamm 1983). Because the general public tends to
have limited information and interest in many policy matters, policy élites do have
considerable influence.

These overall findings about the role which policy information plays in policy making
are ambiguous. They offer reassurance that there is a working space for the policy analyst
wherein information is not entirely captive to partisan maneuvering. How to be politically
effective, yet retain objectivity, remains a major tension, if not a dilemma.

Furthermore, insofar as policy analysis has made public policy-setting more complex,
this poses a great challenge for democratic control. It is a specific manifestation of a
fundamental problem in democratic theory and practice - the respective role which élites
and masses play in the control of government and its policies.

How can we more effectively use data to change policy (Dery 1990)? More
fundamentally, how can we design policy systems which use information more
intelligently to improve their performance? Typically, we think of policy systems as means
of regulating societal needs or resolving value conflicts. However, an equally powerful
conception of policy systems sees them as learning systems much the same as organizations
potentially are, capable of utilizing feedback and using this learning to improve their
functioning (Argyris 1982, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993). The process may be more
challenging in policy systems than in organizations, since the latter are more likely to have
a unitary command structure. However, the differences are only matters of degree. There
is a wide perception that our political system is no longer working effectively. This is at
least in part a recognition of the limits of ‘interest-group liberalism’ as a system of
governance.® Can policy analysis help us evolve a better democracy in which policy
systems develop a greater capacity to improve themselves?

Conclusion

This review has raised issucs both internal to the study of the politics of education and,
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more wide v, about the role of policy analysis in improving education policy. A relatively
narrow, but nonetheless vital issue, is whether we are witnessing the withering away of
the study of educational politics per se, and its replacement by a broader field of inquiry
which enjoys a similar label, ‘educational policy studies.’

The study of educational policy and politics often is hyphenated or treated almost as
though they are opposite sides of the same coin. Yet much of what is considered
enlightenment in the study of educational policy has little or nothing to do with politics,
as a cursory examination of what fills the pages of the journal Educational Policy will
quickly reveal. The fact that many scholars of educational politics have now moved over to
a policy paradigm has only added another layer of confusion to this development. For as |
have taken pains to establish, the link between such policy research and the broader
commitment to study of political processes has been sharply attenuated. Some of these
problems of linkage between policy studies and political science research have beset the
mainstream discipline. But the linkage has been all the more tenuous in educational
politics research, which is one step removed from that discipline’s knowledge base and
therefore even less inclined to understand how the two might contribute to one another.”

While there is much to welcome as more policy research is conducted in education,
its arrival will be lamentable indeed if it contributes to the demisc of what we have learned
in the study of educational politics since Eliot first charted an agenda for the ficld in 1958.
Policy research should enrich that foundation and help it reach its potential, not commit it
to a premature death.

1 have argued that basic policy analysis can enrich the study of politics, while at the
same time applied policy analysis can help us improve public policy making. Scholars in
educational politics, drawing on the concepts and disciplinary knowledge of political
science, have much to contribute to the discussions and debates about how we should
redesign educational policies and educational policy systems. As specialists in the study of
educational politics shift to more of a policy focus, they must take care that their identity
as scholars with a special knowledge-base distinct from educational administration or other
subfields is not diminished. If they heed this admonition, they will enrich educational
policy studies and contribute to the maturing of policy analvsis in politir='  * nce itself.
We may also hope that politics-of-education scholars will have - N on the
development of a new knowledge base in educational administration.

At the heart of policy analysis there will always be a tension between pursuing theory
or practice, between capturing what is or secking what ought to be. These are not new
tensions or novel dilemmas. While policy analysis is a recent development, the role of
experts and advisors in government is not. Many centuries before democratic government
existed as we know it, emperors and kings were*hedeviled by the problem of how to hold
their experts accountable and use them to improve statecraft.

This old problem has taken on a new urgency today. Information and knowledge-
based means of production are now a principal source of power, if not the primary factor
shaping social and economic relationships (Castells 1989). Will this information
revolution, which has helped to create the need for policy analysis in government,
democratize the flow of information and increase the role of the citizenry? Alternatively,
will it strengthen the ever narrower and autonomous spheres of experts possessing and
controlling such information? The challenge facing policy analysis is to help us adapt
democratic government to this new global transformation.
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Notes

1. Students unfamiliar with these political science terms may wish to consult a basic political science
textbook for details, For example, Lowi and Ginsberg (1992:12) refer to pluralistic politics as
‘competition among leaders or among powerful groups outside the government.” According to them
(1992: 3) behaviorai science *focus|es] its attention primarily on the processes aud behaviors awociated
with governnient .. .. {1t does not| deal directly with the linkages between various processes and
behaviors and the content of public policy.” Pluralism and behavioral political science have been criticized
on many grounds, particularly their tendency to overstate the responsiveness of the political system to
underrepresented groups and to ignore the unequal distribution of status, wealth, and power conferred
by the pohtical system.

2 One can always find exceptions to this cancature, to be sure. Political scientists working in the field may
be least prone to such provincialism (e.g.. Easton and Denus 1969, Eulau 1972, Hawley 1975, Peterson
1976, Salisbury 1980, Wirt and Kirst 1992).

3. This focus never held entirely, of course. Lowi's (1964) distinction among distributive, redistributive,
and regulatory politics generated considerable discussion and research in the field. Also, specialists in
foreign policy emiphasized its unique attributes, and many continu.a to pay close attention to the
content of policies.

4. Some of the pracesses of adaptive implementation have been observed in federal education program

supporting educational change (Berman 1980, Weatherly 1979). The Elementary and Secondary

Education Act, for instance, mandated both special aid to educationally disadvantaged cluldren and

getieral aid intended to placate diverse constituencies. This problem had to be resolved at the

implementation stage and continuously reasserts itself during  Congressional  reauthorization
proceedings.

Not all rescarch supports this proposition, Also. the theory has been criticized and has undergone some

revision. For a summary of the wsue, see Sabatier (1991: 275).

6. Lowi (1969) fist criticized this governance system av one controlled by powerful interest-groups
pursuing narrow aimis, in which the public interest is conceved as mierely the byproduct of the
equilibrium created by these interests. Interest-group liberalism is sometimes used synonymously with
the term ‘pluralism.’

7. Frederick Wirt has commiented inughtfully on this problem in a letter to the author. He argues that
‘{politics of education] studies are too much focused on the administration and evaluation of school
policies. Leadership studies continue to be framed narrowly, political socialization is ignored, inter-
governmental politics are underplayed, the role of the media iv unexamuned, the study of electoral
politics has fallen dormant, there is little scholarly analysis of the courts, crosy-national comparisons
remain rare, and so on' (personal communication dated April 25, 1994).
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Rational choice theory and the politics of education:
promise and limitations

William Lowe Boyd, Robert L. Crowson and Tyll van Geel

Few people would disagree that politics is a contest over ‘who gets what, when, and how’
(Lasswell 1936). Clearly and inevitably, it involves strategy and tactics, gamesmanship,
bargaining, coalition building, and the like. How to ‘win’ at politics has fascinated
humans since the dawn of history. But, until comparatively recently, the ‘how to win’
literature was mainly a collection of pithy insights and proverbs. It was far from anything
resembling a science capable of analyzing, let alone predicting, the relevant strategic
permutations. With the advent and development of rational choice theory - of which
game theory (von Neumann and Morgenstern 1944), collective choice theory (Arrow
1951, Black 1958, Buchanan and Tullock 1962, Riker 1962), and economics are but three
branches - all this has changed. Rational choice theory has altered the face not only of
political science, but of sociology and organizational theory. While not dominant, and
indeed often controversial in these fields (e.g., Lowi 1992), these new approaches, grouped
under the rubric of rational choice theory, have permanently altered their landscapes.
Moreover, beyond influencing the social science disciplines, the new approaches have had
profound effects on the practical world of policy. The whole field of policy analysis (for
better or worse) is heavily influenced by economic models and the cost-benefit paradigm.
Government policies, big business strategies, and international calculations with respect to
war and peace are increasingly influenced by mathematical modelling and game theoretic
approaches (see, e.g., Bueno de Mesquita ef al. 1985, Lewyn 1994).

Since the politics of education is a subset of the larger political scene - and 2 domain of
growing strategic and fiscal importance in a competitive world economy - one might
expect to see the best of the new analytical methods widely deployed to illuminate this
arena. With a few notable exceptions (e.g., Peterson 1976, 1981), however, this is not the
case.! Those specializing in the study of educational politics, most of whom are housed in
colleges of education, have made only limited use of rational choice and economic models.
Despite this, economic models nevertheless have had a profound impact on education
policy (see Boyd 1992). The reasons for this state of affairs, the promise and limitations of
these approaches, and the prospects for the future are the subject of this chapter.

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section provides an overview of
rational choice theory and its various branches. Section two reviews a small amount of
work that has relied on the rational choise paradigm to study the politics of education.
The third and concluding section comments on the promise and limitations of this
approach.
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The advent of the ‘new’ analytical approaches: theory and
fundamental findings

What are called ‘new’ approaches here are not really new, as they date from the 1940s and
1950s. But they are foreign enough to traditional ways of thinking about politics (from
political science, sociology, and social psychology) tat they have been slow to catch on
widely. Like many things ‘foreign’, some view them as suspect and maybe even harmful.
Economics, of course, is w.dely known as the ‘dismal science,’ a discipline bereft of a
human heart, insensitive to inequality and human suffering. It is a field, that, many feel,
should be condemned rather than emulated. But it is easier to condemn than to stamp out
economic behavior. Similarly, many people view with horror politics and the manipulative
gamesmanship that goes with it: These are reprehensible things to be avoided, if they
can’t be eliminated. Sadly, for those of this persuasion, politics not only cannot be
eliminated, it is impossible to avoid. Political behavior and gamesmanship occur even in
organizations that strive to minimize hierarchy and maximize democracy in the
workplace.

Few will disagree that democracy is a laudable goal. Democracy based on majority
rule, and coupled with adequate legal protections for individual and minority rights,
provides a framework for fairness and social justice. But what if there are problems in
devising voting schemes that consistently and reliably reflect majority preferences?
Unfortunately, there are such problems and astute politicians have recognized and
exploited this fact (Riker 1986).! One of the greatest contributions of rational choice
theory has been to document and analyze the very significant ramifications of these
problems. Many scholars who embrace democracy and decry the individualistic, ‘self-
interested’ approach of rational choice theory fail to appreciate the inescapable nature of
these problems, ro which we now turn.

Broadly speaking, to offer a rational choice of social phenomena means nothing more
than saying that social phenomena result from individual human actors ‘whose actions are
directed by their beliefs, goals, meanings, values, prohibitions, and scruples. Human
beings, that is, are intentional creatures who act on the basis of reasons’ (Little 1991: 39).
Based on this assumption, a historian, sociologist, political scientist, economist and even
an anthropologist can seek to offer explanations of a social phenomenon, e.g., crime rates.
Thus, in a real sense rational choice theory is not new at all but dates from at least the
origins of microeconomic theory, with its theories about how individuals and firms make
choices, taking into account the costs and benefits of the alternatives they confront
(Alchian and Allen 1977). It is even argued today that Marxism is, at bottom. an elaborate
rational choice paradigm (Little 1991).

What is new is the effort to use the basic starting assumption systematically to build
models of social and political life. The branch of rational choice theory known as game
theory had its origins in the 1940s ar.d 1950s, the same period in which the theory of
collective choice was being developed by Duncan Black (1948, 1958), Kenneth Arrow
(1951) and Anthony Downs (1957).

Many people find this way of looking at human behavior in general. and politics in
particular, uncongenial and alien. The sense of strangeness some people feel toward
rational choice theories is perhaps best addressed by outlining the general idea of the
approach and then elaborating on some of the branches of the field. Rational choice
theorists attempt to make sensc of the complexity of human action by starting with a few
simple, but ultimately powerful, assumptions or axioms about human motives and
behaviors. By deduction, they develop the logical implications of the assumptions to
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explain and predict behavior, taking into account the behavior of others and different
‘institutional’ settings, such as voting rules, agenda-setting rules, and incentive systems.
As a social science perspective resting on ‘methodological individualism,” rational choice
theory claims that all social phenomena are derivable from the propertics of individuals,
after taking into account the setting in which they are located. It presumes that all
political actors - voters, professional politicians, bureaucrats - have preferences and make
rationally calculated decisions to maximize the realization of their preferences at the least
cosi. Thus, the different branches of rational choice theory assume that people have
preferences and act to attain them.

The study of people to attain their preferences proceeds using four concepts: (1)
preferences, (2) strategies, (3) action, and (4) outcomes. Rational political actors develop
and execute strategies for action designed to bring about the outcomes they prefer. While
the paradigm proceeds from u priori assumptions about human behavior, it is capable of
generating empirically testable propositions. The specific theories developed out of the
rational choice approach thus should be evaluated according to how well they predict or
explain behavior, nor according to how well they correspond to humanistic notions of the
complexity of human motivation and social behavior. Like all models <. theories, rational
choice approaches simplify reality and contain significant built-in biases that need to be
reckoned with (see Boyd [1992] and the concluding section of this chapter).

The best developed of the rational choice theories, is economics, the concepts and
tools of which have been used to study not only standard behavior in the marketplace but
also bureaucracies and even families (McKenzie and Tullock 1975, Putterman 1986). The
other branches of rational choice theory of special interest for educational administration
are those which deal with modeling social life in terms of ‘games,’ coalition formation,
public choice and voting processes. bargaining, the forecasting of political decisions, and
conflict (Riker 1962, Hamburger 1979, Raiffa 1982, Bueno de Mesquita er al. 1985,
Mueller 1989, Brams 1990, Dixit and Nalebuff 1991).

The richness and diversity of rational choice theory and research are far too extensive
to review in depth in this short chapter. The most that can be done here is to give an idea
of the field by a quick review of some of its branches and some of the important findings of
those branches.

Collective choice theory

The theorists who examine public or collective choice and voting process address a variety
of topics, but they all tend to be concerned with ‘the action of individuals when they
choose to accomplish purposes collectively rather than individually’ (Buchanan and
Tullock 1962: 13). Collective choice theorists have most centrally looked at the effects of
different voting rules on the outcomes of the voting process. What we learn from this
work is that different voting rules - Condorcet, Borda, Bentham - can yield towlly different
winners when wsed with the same group of voters holding the same preferences (Riker 1982). Out
of this research came one of the most important theorems in all political science - Black's
(1948) median voter theorem - and the discovery of the ‘voting cycle® or ‘paradox.” To
understand Black's theorem, consider the voter whose preference is located at a position
where 50% of the voters are located to the left and 50% to the right. The median position
is, thus, determined by the point where there are an equal number of voters on each side.
It is not necessarily the average position. The theorem holds that under a certain condition
(where the voters - e.g., members of a legislature - have single-peaked preference curves)
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the outcome which coincides with the median voter’s position will receive a majority of
votes against any other outcome (Strom 1990). The median voter theorem is also used in
making predictions regarding the behavior of candidates for elective office - e.g., the best
policy position for a politician is the median position (Brams 1985).

The ‘so-called voters’ paradox or cyclical majority problem, has been discussed by
Condorcet, Borda, Dodgson, Black and Arrow since the eighteenth century’ (Frohlich
and Oppenheimer 1978:17). The voting cycle is called a paradox because in this case
rational voters collectively produce an irrational result, i.e., a set of intransitive preferences.
Rationality is defined here to mean that if a voter prefers A to B and B to C, then the
voter also prefers A to C. These preferences are transitively ordered.? But suppose three
voters - James, Sidney, and Lynn - are faced with three alternatives, A, B, C, upon which
they vote in a pairwise comparison, i.c., A is pitted against B, B against C, and A against
C. Suppose the preferences of the voters are ranked as shown below.

James Sidney Lvon
A B ¢
B C A
C A B

The preference ranking of these three voters means A gains a majority against B; B
wins against C; but C beats A. Collectively, the preference pattern is instransitive or
circular; thus any given alternative is defeated by one of the others. In this case it is not
possible to know which alternative the voters will select. The existence of this possibility
opens the door to agenda manipulations and other sophisticated moves which can be and
are used by astute politicians to achieve preferred outcomes (Riker 1986, Strom 1990).

Kenneth Arrow (1951) carried our understanding of this paradox one step further
when he proved the impossibility of devising a democratic procedure for reaching a group
decision that insures transitive and yet nonarbitrary group choices.® As Frohlich and
Oppenheimer (1978: 27-28) put it, this means that:

we must face the oucluaen that tranativity i sacrtficed m demoecratic govertiments and examine the
unphcations of tha: sacntze. Giving up tranvnvin leads ather 1o endless wdhing and ndectsion, or o arbatrary
chonces. Since even democratic governments must make Jowes, the resalts must be arbitrary.

The possibthty of intranutive social cheaces micans that the order i wiich nsuesare put to avote determmies
which alternative will be adopted. In any evehical majonty atuation (where losers are chinnnated), anv alternative
can get 2 majonty 1f put to a vote at the appropriate nme. Thus, control of the agenda in a eycheal majonity
situanon 1 tantamount to dictatorial power.

Thus. m an evaluaten of 2 democratie svatem, we may well focus our attention on the control of agendas. and
on whether there are any groups with a monopoly of such control The relevant questions rased by demaoeracy
mav not be who votes, but who deades on how the voung s to take place.

The study of the implications of different ways for organizing the agenda for policy
outcomes has been central in the research of those investigating collective choice processes

(Riker 1986, Strom 1990).
Bargaining and coalition theory
Bargaining theorists have worked on predicting the outcomes of bargaining, the effect of

certain bargaining tactics on the (otherwise) predicted outcome, the dynamics of the
bargaming process when there are more than two plavers ar the table, the dynamics of
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mediation and arbitration, and the use of threats (Raiffa 1982, Brams 1990, Young 1991).
Coalition theory, which may be seen as a sub-branch of bargaining theory, deals with
questions of which coalitions form, what the political goals of that coalition will be, the
size of the coalitions, and how the members of the coalition divide the booty they win by
becoming a winning coalition. The general approach is to assume that potential coalition
partners will join that coalition which leads to the greatest payoff for them; this is when
the division of the booty among the members of the winning coalition becomes crucial.
One of the principal findings of this body of theory is that if a coalition is big enough to
win, it has no need to take on additional members, a finding known as the *minimum
winning coalition” principle (Riker 1962, Young 1991).

Game theory

Researchers addressing both collective choice processes and bargaining concern themselves
with political outcomes which depend upon the deliberate strategic choices by two or
more actors. This work is thus part of the field called game theory which seeks to explain
and predict outcomes when players are making their choices in light of the choices other
plavers have made or that they believe the cther players will make. When rational choice
theorists use the word *game,’ they do not mean games such as football or chess; nor are
they referring to simulations or the ‘games people play.” What they do refer to are
situations in which people find themselves where the *players’ make choices that affect
cach other. It is from game theory that we get such familiar terms as ‘zero-sum,’ *free
rider,” ‘chicken,’ and the ‘prisoner’s dilemma.’

It may be tempting for the uninitiated to regard game theory as merely an arcane
intellectual exercise of doubtful utility. The truth is, however, that game thcorv as a way
to think about and test political strategies (and ethical rules), has reached even the popular
press and government and big business strategizing. For example, in ‘A new way to think
about rules to live by,” Carl Sagan (1993) discussed game theory in a perceptive and
accessible way in Parade Magazine (which is not widely known for its intellectual
demands). In particular, Sagan drew on Robert Axelrod’s (1984) book, The Evolution of
Cooperation, which shows the superiority of the ‘Brazen Rule’ over the ‘Golden Rule,’
etc. For another example, in *What price air?,” Lewyn (1994) described how not only the
FCC, but all the potential bidders (such as Pacific Bell, MCl, Bell Atlantic, ctc.) are
employing game theorists for strategic guidance in a mega-stakes auction the FCC will
hold to allocate licenses for new wircless phone systems known as  Personal
Communications Services (PCS). Lewvn’s article opens by recounting an obiject lesson,
which vividiy illustrates why game theorists were being employed:

Australun barcaucrats thought they had seruck it nch Tast Apnd when thes auctioned o nghts o use the airw aves
for g gt TV savice Anivatinent group caiied Loom Proprictany Lrd, subnntted o sealed bid toar $152
nulhen, tar above government prowections: The problem was that Ucons had neontennion of spending that much
It deitberately detauited on it winming bid. torang the governmient tosurn to the next iwerbid - winch was alae
Ucom's The company proceeded to detault on oae bid atter another betore finally stickmg with one that was just
sirghtiy ngher than the bid ot elosest mval, whick by then bad dedhed our 1 oam walked off wirh she benee ot
S84 nnlhon settimg off an uproar that nearly cost Australia’™s Commiunicatons nimster s b (Low vn 1994 4%

Having illustrated the significance of game theory, we can turn to its methods and tools.
Game theoreticians have developed a rich vocabulary and a set of graphic devices for
describing social phenomena. Sometimes the interaction of players is described using two
by two matrices, and sometimes using decision trees with sequences of branches which
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reflect the dynamic sequence of choices available to one player, then the next, then the first
player (Ordeschook 1992, Morrow forthcoming). In addition to their graphic tools, game
theoreticians talk in terms of games of complete and incomplete information, games of
cooperation and games of conflict, and strategies and equilibrium points. This rich set of
concepts and modes of graphic presentation have allowed them to begin to describe a
varicty of social phenomena in a systematic way.

For exanple, to describe the emergence of cooperation without coercion, it is uscful
to introduce a standard way in which game theorists graphically depict the set of choices
two individuals may face. The graphic device is a matrix comprising intersccting rows and
columns.

Plaver #1
Column  Column
#1 #2

p
I R B. S T. 7T
2 #i
v
v
' Ruow

#2 T.T S. B
#2

One player has the option of choosing between the left- and right-hand columns -
choosing a colummn is a ‘move.” The other player chooses between the top row and the
bottom row. The intersection of a column and row forms a cell in which there are letters
or numbers representing the *payoff” or outcome for each player. Thus the top left cell
contains the payoffs for the two players when the *column player” has chosen the left
column and the ‘row-plaver’ has chosen the top row. By convention, the payoffs in the
cells are listed with that of the row plaver first, and the column player’s payoff listed after
the comma. Also, by convention, the absolute value of the numbers used in the matrix is
not significant. What is important is that the relative value of the numbers, i.e., (1. 0) is
equivalent to (5, 4), in that the first number is marginally greater than the second number
in each et of parentheses. Letters may also be substituted for illustrative purposes, hence
B = best payoff; S =second best payoff; T = third best; W = worst payoft.

This matrix format is used to describe a variety of social situations including thosc in
which getting cooperation among the players is a central problem of their relationship.
Take the case of two friends who want to do something together on Saturday evening,
but Will wants to sce a movie and Joe wants to shoot some pool (Luce and Raiffa 1957).
Both would prefer to do something together rather than go their scparate ways, even if,
for example, Will must play pool to be with Joe. This situation is represented in the next
matrix.

Reading the matrix, we can see that it Will and Joe agree to go to the movies (Will
choases the top row and Joe chooses the left colamn), then Will receives a payoff of 2 and
Joe a pavoff of 1. The situation is different if they agree to play pool - Will receives a
henefit of 1 and Joc a benefit of 2. If they go their separate ways they receive no benefit (0,
0). Clearly, the advantage for both is to cooperate, but the issue is cooperation by doing
what? The term of the agreement is the point on which they disagree. They could seck to
wolve the problem by bargaining. One form such an agreement might take is an agreement

14i
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Joe
Movies  Pool

Movies

to go to the movie this Saturday, and }." ., pool the next. Note also that either of the two
‘players’ could make a forcing move. ‘I'm going to the movies; join me if you want.” If
Will did this, Joe would rationally calculate it would be to his immediate advantage to
join Will since he had more to gain by joining Will than by going his separate way
(compare Joe's payoff in the left and right columns). Thus, given this situation, we might
predict the possibility of a ‘forcing move,” and we can predict that they will cooperate in
some way, even if the precise te.ms of the cooperation are not certain without more
information about the players and their longer-term relationship.

Notice that thix is not a *zero-sum’ game in which one person’s gain is another's loss.
There are possibilities of mutual advantage in this game (and in another game to be
discussed later), as well as conflict of interest. The game is a mixed-motive game in which
there is a mixture of conflict and agrcement of interests. A significant feature of this
situation is that each party can only gain if the other also gains.

There are many situations in the school setting which can aptly be described by this
game (sometimes called 'Battle of the Sexes’). School board-union relationships are
sometimes aptly described in these terms, as might be the relationship between a
supervisor and teacher. Or take the case of teachers engaged in team teaching who need to
cooperate on development of the next project the students will undertake. Another more
political example is the case of a veven-person school board voting on an issue that requires
a two-thirds majority. Suppose four members of the board are willing to vote for a bond
Issue necessary to raise the money to construct two new buildings, and these board
members are indifferent regarding where the larger of the two new buildings will be put.
Two more votes are necded to pass the bond issue, but the two board members who are
willing to cooperate by voting ‘yes' disagree on the location of the buildings. Not to vote
‘ves’ dooms the project, i.e., everybody goes his or her separate way and the pavoffs are
zeros. But to vote ‘ves’ and to pass the bond creates the problem of the terms of the
agreement regarding the location of the buildings. One way one of the two board
members could force the issuc would be to turn-in a proxy vote which specified that his
"ves' vote was contingent upon the larger building being located in a certain place, and
then leaving on a vacation where he could not be reached. If the bond issue is to pass, the
rationally calculating other yes-vote would have to agree. or suffer the consequence of a
zero pavofl.

The game just described is just one of many games which have been developed by
game theorists which wem to have empirical terest, i.e., thev capture real-life
interactions that occur with some frequency. Other games that have been described
include the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ game - the game which to date scems to be the most
generally applicable game - and the games of *chicken’” and *convergence.” We shall return
briefly to such games in the next section of this chapter.
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These games, as noted, can be described using either the matrix format or in the form
of a decision tree. Today, for a variety of reasons, game theorists increasingly have opted
to use the decision tree to represent their games. The decision tree better represents the
sequence of moves and the decision tree’s graphic representation lends itself to the addition
of many ‘bells and whistles” which allow for the effort to represent ever more complex
strategic interactions. For example, using the tree, one can casily redesign the tree to
change the order of play, i.c., which player moves first; one can represent with certain
graphic tools the degree to which the two players know the same thing or must engage in
the play with asymmetric information; one can add uncertainty to the game. for example,
by allowing ‘nature’ to make the first move and not letting any of the plavers be sure
exactly what the move is that nature made. In short, the decision tree has become a very
sophisticated vocabulary that allows the construction of models that take into account an
ever more complex set of social situations (Morrow forthcoming).

The advantages to the political scientist of trying to describe reality using the
vocabulary of these models are multiple. It provides a way of being very systematic in
relating the relevant variables one is concerned with to cach other - one can see and
understand fully the effect of independent variable X on the outcome. The researcher can
systematically think through the likely logical effects of a change in one variable, e.g.,
change the game so that Jane moves before Joe. Thus one can develop hypotheses
regarding the effects of changes of variables. These models are typically further specified in
the language of mathematics, and the logic of that discipline helps the rescarcher work
systematically through the effects of changes in variables with great precision. Once
Jdeveloped the model, to an extent, takes on a life of its own and the research is led to new
invights and possibilities regarding ‘reality’ which then can be cenfirmed or discomfirmed
through empirical research. The model can act as a kind of flashlight illuminating features
of the situation one had not noticed when looking at the actual data, Having suggested
that something may be found in the data, the modeler can now return to the data set to
see if what the model suggestod is in fact empirically born out. For example, if you look
back at the ‘battle of the sexes,” the basic matrix suggested the possibility of a forcing move
by one of the players. The modeler might not have realized this possibility before drawing
the matrix. Having constructed the matrix the forcing move becomes an obvious
possibility. Thus the modeler can return to the data st and wee if a forcing move
cecurred. Now a series of additional questions present themselves  when is or is not the
forcing move a real possibility? What if we avsume the two have an ongoing relationship
as opposed to a single-event relationship? How' does that affect our prediction that a
forcing move will occur? Thus, in this way the modeler explores and generates new
hvpotheses for further testing.

Review of research using the rational choice paradigm

As noted carlier, little research on educational polities bas been conducted uang rational
choice. and none of this research to date bas actuadly relied on formal model bulding and
testing. However, some research exists that can be seen to have been mtluenced by rational
chowe theory, some of wineli tocuses upon educational inues, and come of which deals
with other parts o the pohtical wwram but nevertheless of duect refevance o
understanding educational politics.
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Collective choice and quislaliuv processes

No topic has been examined more closely by rational choice theorists than collective choice
processes and, especially, legislative processes. These investigations have focused on the
effects of different voting and procedural rules upon the behavior of voters, legislators, and
legislative outcomes. In fact, one of the significant findings of this body of work is that
procedural rules commonly found in legislative bodies, such as the division of the question
rule (under which a complex piece of legislation involving, say, two distinct issues, is
divided into two parts with a separate vote held on each part), make it possible for there to
be a stable legislative outcome reflective of the preferences of the median voter-position on
each issue. In the absence of such procedural rules, there might not be a stable outcome, as
the legislature muglit get caught in the voting cycle discussed carlier (Strom 1990).

Two important phenomena of the legislative process discovered and analyzed by
rational choice theorists are the *saving’ and “killer’ amendments. Any amendment to an
original bill has the effect of placing before the legishture three options from which to
choose: the original bill, the amended bill, and the status quo. Depending upon the
distribution of preferences of the legislators, these three options create the possibility of a
‘voting cvcle” that can be exploited. If such a cycle is possible, astute legislators can use a
‘saving’ amendment to exploit an intransitive voting cvcle to save a bill that otherwise
would have gone down to defeat. A “killer” amendment creates the same voting cvele. but
is exploited to lead to the defeat of the original bill (which otherwise would have passed)
and the maintenance of the status quo.

Professor William Riker (1986: 114-128) described the operation of a killer
amendment in conjunction with a school aid bill before Congress in 1956. The original bill
would have provided federal aid for the comstruction of school buildings, but
Representative Adam Clayton Powell, an African-American elected from New York City,
introduced an amendment to the bill that required that nioney be given only to schools
which did not discriminate on the basis of race. Powell introduced the amendment to force
members of the House to go on record in favour of racial integration. The effect of the
amendment, however, was to create a voting cycle involving the original bill, the
amended bill, and the status quo (no federal aid for construction). The Republicans in the
House, who opposed the original bill, saw their opportunity. Although thev preferred the
original bill to the amended bill, in the first vote, which put the original bill against the
amended bill, they voted *insincerely” for the amended bill which passed. Thus, the final
vote was between the amended bill and the status quo. Now the Republicans joined the
Southern Democrats to form a majority which deteated the amended bill; thus the status
quo prevailed. Powell may have achieved his symbolic victorv, but his amendment
operated as a ‘killer amendment.

Political particyation amd the f'}('(' nder’ ]'Y.‘He'”l

One virtue of the rational choice approach v that ot calls arrennon to 3 nuniber of
important costs {e.g.. information, opportunity, and transaction costs) anvolved m

political behavior that the traditional approaches of political wientint neglected or
underestimated. Thesc costs are usefully identified in a number of related concepts that can
be applied, tor example, to the study of voting behavior (Downs 1957), and to the

problemy of mobilizing political action and forming and maintaining interest groups
(Obon 1965). Such notions can be related in propositions that illummate the difficaltios of
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citizen participation in education policy making (Weeres 1971, Peterson 1974). For
instance, the costs of obtaining information, of participating in decision making, and of
mobilizing political action all increase as the size of a governmental unit, such as a school
district, increases (Black 1974). Similarly, the costs of an individual's foregone
opportunities, and the small probability that one’s own actions, by themsclves, will
significantly affect the ability of a large organization to achieve some general objective,
tend to discourage individuals from contributing to the organization’s efforts. Morcover,
if the objective should be achieved, it is sometimes the case that nonmembers of the
organization will benefit as much as members.

Such is clearly the case with public or collective goods, such as public education, and
this raises what economists call the ‘free rider” problem (Olson 1965). A public or
collective good is one that, if provided, is available to everyone and no one can be
excluded. Clean air and national defense are examples of such goods. The difficulty with
this property of collective goods is that it creates a situation where it is not to the
advantage of any rational, self-interested person to contribute to the provision of the good.
Instead, it is to his or her advantage to take a free ride, enjoving all the benefits of the
collective good without incurring any of the costs of providing it. The result, of course, is
that collective goods ordinarily will be provided only if government undertakes them and
compels evervone to contribute to their costs. This principle also applies to private or
voluntary organizations, which must be able to compel or specially reward contributions
to their cfforts. The insights into the problems of collective action and, indeed, the
likelihood of collective inacrion under certain circumstances revealed by this line of analyis
forced a major reassessment and reformulation of the body of interest group theory that
for so long guided much of American political science (see, e.g.. Wilon 1973).

Goals, rules and self-interest

Another virtue of the rational choice approach is that the paradigm immediately calls
attention to the difference - and tension - between the goals of individuals (maximizing
their own welfare) and the professed goals of organizations. As a consequence, it provides
a rational explanation for much behavior that otherwise appears irrational or pathological
in terms of the announced goals of organizations. In a profit-secking. private-sector
organization facing competition, the incentive structure of the organization motivates
self-interested emplovees to engage in behaviors convergent with the maximization of
profits. This structure necessitates satisfving customers, thereby presumably achieving (or
at any rate approaching) the organization's announced goals. In the case of public schools,
the primary announced goal is the production of valued student learning outcomes. But,
as Jacob Michaclsen (1977) and others have pointed out. public chools are quasi-
monopolistic, nonprofit government agencies whose financial support comes through a
political process in the form of a tax-supplied budget rather than directly from satisfied
clients. Thus, the crucial linkage that inwres consumer sovereignty is broken. because of
the assurance of a budget independent of the degree to which individual consumers are
satisfied. Since there are no profits in public agencies (including public schools) to motivate
and reward managers (and teachers' sdlaries are based on seniority rather than
performance). Michaclson (1977: 329) contends that. in place of profits,

we may aetme that bureaucrars, modinding sohoalmen. wok msread ro sanone teenfarge the soope ot thet
atnnies, to gam prestige, to avend contliet, to control the vrgamizanon and content o thar dahy roand s much

i pesatbie AT e e 0w protitan Mind By accpting th thoees e o we Jovnor rule e
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altrustn Admimarators and teachers, bhe entreprencurs, take pride in ther work and simne tor excellence The
sue s not whether bureaucrats are altruisne but rather whether there are imcchanisin available to harness ther
self-seeking to the public interest.

In the contest between individual goals and the announced goals of school systems,
Michaelsen (1977) and others have shown how public employees stand to gain greater
benefits and face lower costs (c.g., lower information, opportunity, and political
mobilization costs) in pursuing their personal goals (‘unofhicial benefits’) from the
organization than the lay public faces in secking to insure the attainment of the announced
goals (or *official benefits’) of the school system. Downs (1957) and Niskanen (1971) abso
have shown the valnerability of legislatures (e.g., school boards) to manipulation and
lobbying by burcaucratic excecatives and employees. Furthermore, the exclusivity of
unofhcial benefits and the non exclusivity of official benefits create substantial difficulties
(especially the *free rider’ problem) in mobilizing collective action (i.c., in forming and
maintaining interest groups) for the public that are not faced by employees or others
interested in the unofficial benefits. Taken together, the rational choice paradigm provides
a comprehensive explanation for commonly observed differences between consumer groups
(the lay public) and producer groups (i.e., public employees, such as public educators) in
political organization and action in behalf of their respective goals.

Interestingly, Chubb and Moe’s (1990) controversial analysis took the next logical
step beyond the critique of ‘producer” capture of the public schools: They concluded that
political governance of schools is unlikely to work effectively, regurdless of whether the lay
public or the producer groups control it. Their evidence, they contend, suggests that
school effectiveness depends upon schools being autonomous, free of the overburden of
political control and excessive regulation they believe typifies American public schools.
The heart of the problem, they assert, is that political control ensures a steady growth of
burdensome bureaucratic regulations, as interest groups (and not least the ‘producer’
groups) use the process to protect and advance their policy preferences. Thus, in a startling
conclusion for political scientists, they call for an end to democratic contral of schools.
(This is a growing trend: see Plank and Boyd 1994.) Rather, they say, the public schools
should be placed squarely into a market svstem. Recognizing the likely incgalitarian
consequences of an unregulated *free market,” they advocate a ‘regulated’ market for
schools, which places them on a slippery slope from the perspective of free market
economists: How much regulation would be enough, and how much too much, cither in
economic terms or in terms of their own theory of «chool autonomy?

Game lll(\lr)'

Whether trying to design reforms, improve schools or simply choose political tactics or
strategies that will succeed, reformers and practitioners often face «ituations in which the
outcomes depend, not simply on their choices, but ‘on the deliberate choices of other
rational decisionmakers® (Little 1991: 51-52):
This waattion ot craseen catiomalins Pt b et rhemdiod ol dgprends on i eacesmnad s
the ather plavers Soceach dessaomimaker et connidur the tarnal cloniations ar the otiore and Choose thar

spton that naxamzes hisor her pavotf geen the acampian that 2l the athers mabe 2 ranonad dooseon as well
thide 1991 30

Gamie theory illuminates this arena and its special problems, such as those embodied in the
famous *prisoner dilemma’ situation, in which two thieves who are accomplices are
interrogated separately and end up incriminating cach other, out of fear the other will
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‘talk,’ even though both would have been better off remaining silent. Von Neumann and
Morgenstern (1944) developed game theory to better understand their favorite game -
poker. Given a particular hand, their goal was to determine the best strategy to pursue -
bluff, fold, stand pat, or raise. Tyll van Geel (forthcoming), who now offers a course for
educational leaders based on rational choice theory, explains the applicability to education
of various game situations, such as the famous ‘chicken’ game:

The game is best illustrated by two automobiles driving at great speed in upposite directions directly at cach other.
The first driver to swerve is the “chicken.” but failure of either to swerve spells disaster for both . The gamie iv 2
usetul way to tllustrate difficult confrontations, as occurred between the school board of the City School District of
Rochester. New York, and the teachers umion headed by Adam Urbanski. The confrontation arose over the need
for the board to make 2 mid-vear reduetion in the school budget The board favored cuttimg salanes and services at
the school building level. e.g. elementary school libranians. and a give-back of teacher salaries, while the union
favored reductions in central office staff. Fadure of enther party to swerve would wend the board, union and
community mto further debt. the need 1o borrow money and o down-grading of the dntrict’s credit ranng. Yet tor
cach party the rational choice may be to be hard-nosed. School board members faced iegal and other prescures that
made 1t impractical to engage m a full scale elmnnation of centrat office sobs. Union officaals faced foss of posiionin
the next unon election. But, certamly. the pressure to reach an agreemwent was severe. for failuie to do so would
have landed the two plavers (2 well as the community) n the [disaster] cell. Negotutions dragged on tor some
months until finally the board was forced to act unilaterally imposng a variety of steps that led to the laving off of
approximately 150 people The board™s relationship with the umon remans ditheult 4 vear atter these events. (van
Geel forthcoming 12)

( )(Qdﬂi:dli&ﬂdl eCOROMICS

The relatively new ficld of organizational cconomics (Moe 1984, Barncy and Ouchi 1986)
is full of insights for those who desire to retorm or better understand educational
organizations. Indeed, it is onc of several areas that deserve much more attention than we
can give them here. Interestingly, at this time of de-bureaucratization, the organizational
economics literature directs attention anew to questions of organizational hierarchy. The
key construct is the ‘principal-agent’ relationship - wherein it is assumed that agents up
and down an authority structure are ‘induced’ to pursue the objects and expectations of
the superordinates (i.c., their ‘principals’) (Moe 1984, Stiglitz 1987).

Agency theory offers an initial insight of value into just why individuals join
organizations in the first place (the employment “contract’). The argument is that by
entering into authority relations, usually arranged hierarchicallv, individuals save
themselves the “costs’ of coordinating their own productivity (Coase 1937). Classroom
tachers, for example, as autonomous as they are or would wish to be. depend heavily
upon the personal ‘cost-savings’ provided by an organizational structure that identitics and
enrolls pupils, provides and maintains facilitics, allocates space. distributes teaching
resources, guards employee and client safety, and imposes a common calendar.

A second contribution of importance from agency theory is its full recognition of,
and rational explanation for, the ‘messiness’ of the employment contract - of the deep
conflicts of interest, the ‘asymmetries” in the information available to principals and their
agents, the many ambiguities regarding rewards and performance expectations. and the
added costs of effort to monitor the ‘compliance’ of agents (Moe 1984). In ‘economics of
organization” terms, goal displacement or an under-supply of effort can be highly rational
behaviors - as McCubbins ef al. (1987) illustrate in noting that public-sector boards of
control tend to be reactive in monitoring their administrative agents (attending especially
to ‘fire alarms’). Thus, the chief administrators - never certain as to just when and for
what reasons an alarm might go off - tend to be extremely cautious and conservative.

Finally, agency theory represents a uniquely open and political approach to the
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economics of organizational hierarchy - in that it extends to its notions of principal-agent
relationship in ‘systemic’ fashion, far ‘above’ and ‘below’ the narrowly institutional. The
point is nicely illustrated for education in Jane Hannaway's (1988) discovery that district-
level school administrators rated tasks thev perceived to be of statc and federal origin as
‘more important’ than work tied to their own districts’ key ‘production’ concerns (i.e.,
teaching and learning). Similarly, Galvin (1993, forthcoming) uses organizational
economics perspectives to illuminate cross-boundary decision making about cooperation
among educational organizations, and shows the naiveté of arguing that cooperation
among such organizations is inevitably a good thing. Since cooperation can be hard to
achieve and can have a political dimension (Blase 1991), the insights of organizational
economics can benefit studies in the politics of education.

Political forecasting

Although not yet applied to educational politics, the new tools of political forecasting have
the potential to make valuable contributions. Some of the most interesting and advanc:d
work on political forecasting and conflict is being done today by Bruce Bueno de
Mesquita, based on an ‘expected utility” approach to understanding human choices. Based
on his mathematical models and using a minimum of political data, Bueno de Mesquita
can and has predicted the outcomes of such political decision-making processes as the
negotiations between Great Britain and the Republic of China over the fate of Hong
Kong, and the negotiations among the members of the European Union over such matters
as the year in which they agree that certain pollution control requirements will go into
effect on automobiles (Buena de Mesquita er al. 1985, Bueno de Mesquita forthcoming).
Bueno de Mesquita has developed related models which he uses to forecast the outcomes of
international conflicts, e.g., whether two nations will go to war, bargain, and even
whether one or the other side will yield or capitulate to the other (Buena de Mesquita and
Lalman 1992). These models can be used in connection with domestic conflict and
domestic political decision-making, even at the level of the local school board.

Policy implications of rational choice research

The ‘market model’ and ‘rational choice’ critiques of the monopolistic pathologies of
public sector organizations and, indeed. of the welfare state itself have had profound
consequences for public policy and politics, not just in the USA but worldwide (Boyd
1992). Acceptance of these critiques, and their growing influence, were accelerated by the
worldwide economic problems beginning with the OPEC oil embargo and associated
‘stagflation.” In the public education sector, along with mounting concern about declining
student performance, and about the deterioration of the moral order of schools, a
substantial part of the continuing *school choice’ or ‘voucher plan’ debate has been fueled
by these critiques. More broadly, economic models and related productivity concerns have
substantively influenced the policy debate on American school reform.

For instance, whatever onc may think of Chubb and Moe's (1990) analysis, or of
voucher plans, there is no denying that the newest growth industry in policy design for
American education involves efforts to free schools from excessive bureaucratic and
political control, while at the same time creating new and, hopefully, cffective
accountability mechanisms to harness educators’ (and students') efforts. The rapid growth
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of the *charter schools’ movement, the new and related ‘contract schools’ movement
championed by Paul Hill (1994), the privatization and ‘contracting out’ movement
cpitomized by Educational Alternatives, Inc. and by Whittle Communication’s Edison
Project, and diverse efforts to reinvent American schools and, above all, to revive or
replace our failing large-city school systems all exemplify the new growth industry.
The accountability and outcomes or results-oriented strand of these developments
owes a good deal to the economic;/ rational choice critique of schools as they formerly and,
sadly, too often still exist: Where student outcomes are viewed as mainly, or sometimes
entirely, the responsibility of children and their families, there is no need to ‘grade’ schools
or teachers. From an economic or rational choice perspective, the resulting low cost to
educators for inefficient behavior creates, in effect, a ‘demand for inefficiency,” permitting
educators not otherwise driven by altruism to wallow in unaccountable sloth (see
Chambers 1975, McKenzie and Tullock 1975). At the same time, with *social promotion’
students can behave ‘rationally’ by making minimal efforts at learning since they know
they can graduate from high school largely by just putting in enough ‘seat time." Unless
these incentive problems for students and educators are corrected, economic analysis
suggests that efforts to improve school performance may amount to little more than
‘throwing money at schools” (Hanushek 1981, 1986, see also Boyd and Hartman 1988).

The prospects and limits of rational choice theory

The rational choice literature has established a number of theorems and concepts of great
power - e.g., the median voter theorem, the Coase theorem, Bank’s monotonicity
theorem, the Nash concept of equilibrium, the Bayesian theorem, expected utility theory,
and, as noted earlier, Arrow's theorem. These theorems, concepts, and theories are today
being creatively combined to develop other powerful theories of human beliavior which
have been empirically tested and which yield remarkably accurate predictions. One of the
best of these new models is the model, noted earlier, of political forecasting developed by
Bueno de Mesquita. Strides have also been made in using rational choice models to
understand the operation of hierarchical organizations (Bacharach and Lawler 1980, Moe
1984, Miller 1992), and the impact of law (Posner 1992).

Despite the enormous progress that rational choice theory has made, it is important
to remember that this theory is still in its infancy and, thus, still has important limitations.
Some of the models do not yet yield the kind of finite predictions of the Bueno de
Mesquita model, i.c., the models point to a variety of possible outcomes, but do not
specify which will in fact be the outcome. Thus, in some cases it is still possible to use
rational choice thinking to arrive at seemingly contradictory conclusions, e.g., that
democracy in the workplace will lead, on the one hand, to instability and inefficiency, but,
on the other hand, to better, more efficient decisions (Miller 1992: 64, 81). It is also true
that people do not always behave the wav some rational choice models say they will Take,
for example, bargaining: rational choice models of bargaining tend to predict that the
bargainers will reach efficient decisions and will extract the most each can out of the deal.
But these prediciions arc confounded by social psvchological experiments and observation
of real life which show people acting ‘irrationally’ and making mistakes in bargaining
(Young 1991). It is also true that this mode of analysis has not yet been extended to explain
a variety of sociai phenomena. These models do not seek to explain why people have their
basic preferences - the models take these preferences as a ‘given.’” There are also
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phenomena in social life that these models have had difficulty explaining. Curiously, one
of the more difficult questions of social life, which the theory has not yet fully answered, is
why people vote. Why does a rational person take the time, energy, and run the possible
(if unlikely) risks of an accident on the way to the poll when his or her vote has so little
chance of having a meaningful impact among the millions of other votes cast?

As rational choice modelers address questions such as these, they confront the issuc of
whether the world should always be looked at in individualistic terms. In other words, is
it the case that “Rational choice is about how individuals make choices, and sociology is
about how individuals have no choices to make’ (Miller 1992: 206)? While the difference
between the disciplines is narrowing, as sociologists take up rational choice (e.g., Coleman
1990), and as rational choice theorists become concerned with, for example, ‘corporate
culture,” and ‘conventions,” many critics remain who argue that rational choice models are
severely limited because, in their view, they are simplistic, seriously incomplete, or
inappropriate or wrong-headed for educational institutions (e.g., the emphasis on
competition despite much evidence that successful schools stress cooperative relations
among students and teachers).

Without doubt, economic approaches do contain significant biases that need to be
reckoned with (Boyd 1992). The economic paradigm. and the ‘technocratic’ policy
analysis often associated with it, are certainly not value-free Indeed, Laurence Tribe's
warning in 1972 about the ideological dangers embedded i1 these approaches remains

valid:

[ Tlhe policy sciences” intellectual and social hertage i the classical economics of unfettered contract. consuttier
sovereignty, and perfect market< hoth brings them witinn 2 paradigm ot consaious chaoree guided by values and
mclines them, within that paradigm, toward the exaltanon of unbitanan and weli-mterested indiy duainm,
ctficiency, and maxmmzed production as agamnst dintnbutive ends, procedural and historical primaples. and the
values . awociated with pervonal nights, public goods. and cotmmunitatian and ccological goals. (Tribe 1972, 103)

Tribe’s fears were borne out by the trend of American social affairs. Following on the
heels of disillusionment with the Great Society and War on Poverty programs of the
1960s, the economic problems of the 1970s brought a resurgence of conservatism in
America and an associated rehabilitation of the free market metaphor. In the reaction
against the perceived failure of government social programs, the ‘Great Society’
envisioned by liberal sociologists was replaced by what can be called the ‘Fragmented
Society,” a society shaped by the views of economists who stressed the nced to design
policy to harness the energy of ‘sclf-interest maximizing individuals’ (Schultze 1977,
Bellah 1983).

In this context, policy analvsis guided by the economic paradigm of the “self-interest
maximizing individual’ itself contributed to the dramatic shift in the nature and semantics
of American discourse about social policy and the public interest during the Reagan and
Bush years. Dialogue and concern moved from equity, social justice, and the common
good to questions of liberty, choice, excellence, and efficiency. In education, this trend
was particularly evident in the erosion of support for common, public schools and
concomitant interest in private schools, tuition tax credits, and voucher plans. All of these
developments reflected a decline of concern for community and the legitimacy that the
self-interest paradigm gave to competitive struggle. What happened was just what the
proponents of value-critical policy analysis (c.g., Rein 1983, Prunty 1984) warned against:
The pervasive paradigm of pursuit of self-interest eroded and deflected attention from the
value of community.

By the time Bill Clinton was clected president, there were signs that a synthesis
might be emerging between the extremes of the ‘great sodiety’ and the *fragmented
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society.” The ‘communitarian’ movement had formed in response to the erosion of a sense
of commonweal (Etzione 1988, 1993). Policy analysts and reformers wishing to ‘reinvent’
government were secking ways to avoid the twin dangers of market failure and
government failure (Weimer and Vining 1989, Osborne and Gacbler 1992). Diatribes
against public school monopolies were being replaced by more practical policy proposals.
such as charter schools and contract schools. The debate, at least among mainstream
groups, had moved to accept part of the rational choice critique of government schools
and the welfare state, but tempered it with revived concerns about community, equity,
and social justice.

With respect to work done in the rational choice tradition, two main kinds of
challenges have been levelled. One set of challenges is really aimed, as aoted above, at
economics-based policy analysis. Thus, the use of cost-benefit analysis has been challenged
because it ignores matters such as inequalities in the distribution of wealth, and the
prescriptions which arise from cost-benefit analysis may aggravate incqualities in wealth
distribution. The other kind of challenges are the sorts of issues taken up in Daniel Little’s
(1991) superb book - challenges to the philosophy of science behind the kind of work, for
example, that political forecasters such as Bueno de Mesquita do. Thus, these challenges
are more along the line that this sort of science is culturally biased and only useful for
explaining phenomena in certain Western cultures and, at that, not all phenomena in
western culture. One answer to that charge is proof that the approach does explain and
predict better than the critics charge.

A different kind of charge that critics make is that rational choice does not really
capture ‘the meaning’ of events from the subjective perspective of the participants. But the
true test of rational choice models is whether they offer sound explanations of phenomena
employing a real causal mechanism, and whether they are predictive of a wide range of
phenomena. If the models do not explain and- or are not predictive, then they need to be
improved. But since the kind of work that many rational choice theorists are trying to do
is descriptive and predictive. the criteria by which it should be assessed are not ideological,
but those which arise out of the canons of science and philosophy of normal science. Of
course, one can challenge the canons of the philosophy of behavioral science, but then one
spins off into issues of epistemology and the kinds of problems taken up by Little (1991).

Conclusion

The limited use of rational choice theorv by scholars in education schools derives, in part,
from characteristics of schools of education and. in part, from perceived limitations of this
body of theory. Very few faculty members in schools of education have been trained in or
exposed to economics. It is not uncommon even for people teaching school finance or
business management to have had little economic training. The low visibility of economics
in education schools is not entirely accidental: The perspectives of business, economics,
and administration tend to diverge from. and not easily harmonize with, the professional
ideology of teachers and their mentors. For example, tensions between teachers and school
administrators are sometimes echoed in schiools of education. Moreover, the ideology of
education schools, and the self-interest of their inhabitants, make ‘improvement’ of
schools acceptable, but not “criticism’ of schools, (*Don’t bite the hand that feeds you'.)
In this context, the economic critique of public schools as prone to monopolistic
pathologies is nearly treasonable. The accepted view is that public cducators are  or at any
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rate ough: to be - almost entirely driven by altruism. Hence, it follows that the
monopolistic, self-interest critique must be wrong.

Still, the mounting calls for *systemic reform’ and the ‘reinvention’ of American
education are being heard even inside schools of education. So, even if they disagree with
the rational choice critique of public schools as institutions, education school faculty are
increasingly open to serious discussions about fundamental restructuring of schools. These
discussions are most likely to take a sociological approach, emphasizing the need for
enhancing and protessionalizing the workplace of teachers. Inevitably, however, thesc
discussions will need to contend with the issue of incentives, which opens up the
possibility of analysis and action more in accord with rational choice theory.

Thus, at this juncture, the niost likely predictions about the future role and impact of
rational choice theory in the siudy of education politics is that it will gradually gain more
attention and use simply because of its growing acceptance and use in the other social
sciences, hot to mention its rather central role in policy analysis. It waits in the wings for
those venturesome enough to exploit its potential in the ficld of education.

Notes

1. For other examples of the use of ranonal chowee theoey in the analvas of education pohtes, see Bovd
(1950, 1982). Bovd and Crowson (1981), Michachen (1981), Pincus (1974), Shapiro and Crowam
(19%6), van Geel (1978), West (1967).

One of the cases Reker documients (desenibed later o this chapter) v olved a 1956 ball for federal aid 1o

educanion.

3. Tranwtiaty exints when all alternatives can be ranked unambiguousty from most to least preferred.
Sports fans are famuliar with the problems when transinviny 1 faching I we tn te cank three foorball
teamis when Texas beat Arkansas, Arkansas beat Okiahoma, and Oklahoma beat Texas, we wall have
trouble deciding wlich 15 to be ranked first” (Frohhch and Oppenheimer 1978, 7).

1 It was prinapally for this accomplihment that Arrow received the Nobel Prize

ro
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The micropolitics of education: mapping the multiple
dimensions of power relations in school polities

Betty Malen

‘Micropolitics” is generally viewed as a new field of study. Since its conceptual boundaries
and distinctive features are elusive and contested, this chapter adopts a working rather
than a consensus definition of the field. Micropolitical perspectives address the overt and
covert processes through which individuals and groups in an organization’s immediate
environment acquire and exercise power to promote and protect their interests (Ball 1987,
Blase 1991b, Hoyle 1986). They emphasize the public and private transactions through
which ‘authorities’ and ‘partisans’ manage conflict and meld consensus about the
distribution of scarce but prized material and symbolic resources.! The processes through
which actors broker roles, develop agreements and make decisions and the impact of these
exchanges on the distribution of valued outcomes become the foci of study. Micropolitical
models could be applied to units at any level of the system (e.g., Bacharach and Mundell
1993). Since the referent in education is often the school, this chapter provides an overview
of the 'micropolitics’ of schools, synthesizes select research, and identifies issues
confronting the field.

Overview of the ‘micropolitics’ of schools

Elements of ‘micropolitical’ perspectives have been evolving for some time. These
developments and other forces have rekindled interest in and spawned research on multiple
dimensions of power and politics in schools (e.g.. Marshall and Scribner 1991).

Conceptual developments: organizations as political entitics

Various literatures have supported the notion that organizations are ‘intrinsically political
in that ways must be found to create order and direction among people with potentially
diverse and conflicting interests’ (Morgan 1986: 142). Moves from rational to natural and
open systems models of organizations paralleled if not precipitated efforts to develop
political models (Scott 1992). Criticisms of sociological and psychological explanations of
organizational dynamics (e.g., the tendency to presume consensus or reify structure and
personality) complemented, perhaps catalyzed efforts to develop political explanations
(c.g., Bacharach and Lawler 1980, Hardy 1987, Pfeffer 1981). Studies of policy
implementation discovered that the political bargaining endemic in enactment continues
throughout implementation as ‘street-level’ service providers (Lipsky 1977) ‘re-make’
policv (Bardack 1978, Berman and McLaughlin 1978, Weatherley and Lipsky 1977).
Rescarch on ‘planned change' ventures identified organizational *politics’ as a factor
shaping their outcomes’ and corroborated claims that change processes are incscapably
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political (Mangham 1979, Mann 1976). Treatises on administration also referred to
political views of organizations and the ‘politics’ of management (e.g., Bowles 1989,
Burns 1961, Campbell 1977-78).

These and other political conceptions of organizations echo and augment ideas
evident in the sociology of education (e.g., Lortie 1969, Waller 1932) and the politics of
education (Campbell er al. 1985, 1987, lannaccone 1975, Sroufe 1977, Wirt and Kirst
1975). Scholars in these fields have long recognized that schools are mini political systems,
nested in multi-level governmental structures, charged with salient public service
responsibilities and dependent on diverse constituencies. Confronted with complex,
competing demands, chronic resource shortages, unclear technologies, uncertain supports
and value-laden issues, schools face difficult, divisive allocative choices. As in any polity,
actors in schools manage the inherent conflict and make the distributional decisions
through processes that pivot on power exercised in various ways and in various arenas.
These processes are amenable to political analyses, but they have received limited
examination, in part because ‘politics’ has been seen as an *unprofessional” activity to be
avoided, not an inevitable force to be addressed (Viteritti 1986). Simply put, the politics of
schools has received more attention than the politics in schools.?

Empirical studies: power-relations emphasis

The literatures sketched above provide orienting frameworks for studying politics, but
they have not yielded an over-arching theory of ‘micropolitics’ (Bacharach and Mundell
1993, Burlingame 1988, Townsend 1990). Since power is a central component of political
analyses, much of the work seeks to map how power is acquired and exercised in schools.
Since power is a ‘primitive,” contested concept (Bacharach and Lawler 1980: 14), studies
reflecting the ‘cardinal assumption’ that politics is about the acquisition and exercise of
power draw on different definitions of power and its companion terms, authority,
influence, and control (Geary 1992:9).

To illustrate, some employ *pluralist” views and concentrate on the overt manifest-
ations of power evidenced by influence (or noninfluence) on salient, contentious decisions.
Others draw on “élitist" views that emphasize the more covert expressions of power
apparent in the suppression of dissent, the confinement of agendas to ‘safe’ issues, the
manipulation of symbols and the ‘suffocation’ of ‘demands for change in the existing allo-
cation of benefits and privileges’ (Bacharach and Baratz 1970: 44). Still others draw on
‘radical’ (Lukes 1974) or “critical’ views. These delve into the more opaque if not invisible
‘third face’ of power and derive inferences on how power relations shape aspirations and
define interests through subtle but presumably detectable processes of socialization’indoc-
trination that elude the awareness of the individuals who succumb te them but may be
evident to the analyst who searches for them (Gaventa 1980, Lukes 1974). All these views
of power have their advocates and critics (Geary 1992). All have made their way into
studies of the *micropolitics” of schools.

Spectrum of studies and focus of chapter: actors and arenas
Since research on site-level politics embodies different ‘faces’ of power, the literature is

diverse. Studies span the space from neighborhood politics to classroom and corridor
dynamics, move from organizational to interpersonal, at times intrapersonal units of
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analysis, encompass a maze of actors and address a range of topics (e.g., how political
orientations are acquired; how political contests are conducted or averted; how politics
impacts on careers, how it affects/reflects issues of race, class, and gender).? These works
cannot be exhaustively reviewed in a single chapter or elegantly arrayed around a
parsimonious theory. Thus this chapter synthesizes, in an illustrative versus exhaustive
fashion, major findings on actor roles and relationships in select formal and informal
arenas. It concentrates on professional-patron and principal-teacher interactions since
those have received the most empirical attention. It is confined to prevalent themes and
focuses on stakes (the what of politics, the content of contests), patterns (forms or *styles
of play"), strategies (how patterns are promulgated) and outcomes (impacts on participants
and schools).

Professional-patron transactions in formal decision arenas

Principals, teachers, parents and community residents interact in formal arenas, such as
program-specific advisory committees, school-wide advisory councils and school-based
governing boards. These avenues for citizen involvement are rooted in ideals of local,
democratic control; criticisms of closed, cumbersome ‘bureaucratic’ systems; and issues
surrounding the equity and quality of educational opportunities. They have been created
and re-created in response to federal and state laws as well as local pressures.” They have
been examined through surveys of participant responses and case studies that depict
decision dynamics and impacts.®

Stakes

Surveys and case studies indicate that professional-patron tensions pivot on who has the
legitimate right to decide policy and whether the school has provided appropriate
ewacational services. Generally speaking, principles and teachers subscribe to the tenet that
professionals should make school policy and parents should endorse their decisions (e.g..
Davies 1980, 1987, Mann 1974, Moles 1987). While parents express different preferences,
they often accept that presumption {e.g., Davies 1981, Malen and Ogawa 1988).” But they
also intermittently, at times vociferously challenge that premise, reassert their right to
participate in decisions and place demands for reform on schools.” Parents tend to mobilize
when events (e.g., desegregation plans, curricular changes, school closures) signal that
discrepancics between community expectations and school operations exceed the ‘zone of
tolerance’ (lannaccone and Lutz 1970). Yet professionals recognize that parents could level
criticisms that threaten the stability and legitimacy of the school at any time. Thus
tensions regarding the role of parents in policy making. fears of ‘intrusion’ by ‘outsiders’
(Hempel 1986: 136), anxicties about the school’s ability to with “nd scrutiny and conflicts
over divergent views of appropriate, equitable education are ¢ r-present.

Prominent pattern

These sources of stress are typically managed through cordial, ceremonial exchanges that
refect and reinforce a traditional pattern of power wherein professionals, notably
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principals, control school policy, teachers control instruction, and parents provide support
(e.g.» Davies et al., 1977, Jennings 1980, Malen er al. 1990). There are exceptions to this
pattern, but it encapsulates the prominent themes in studies of (a) program-specific (e.g..
Chapter I, Title I, special education) advisory committees where the final authority to
make decisions is granted to the principal (e.g., Davies 1980, Fisher 1979, Shields and
McLaughlin 1986) and (b) site-based decision-making bodies that broaden the jurisdiction
of councils and suggest rhetorically, if not structurally, that parents are *on parity’ with
professionals (e.g., Berman, Weiler Associates 1984, Bryk er al. 1993, Malen and Ogawa
1988). Since studies were open to if not guided by pluralistic views of power that assume
partisans (parents) can influence authorities (principals), the signs of limited parent
influence appear to be an attribute of professional-patron relations, not an artifact of a
preemptive assumption that ‘élites’ inevitably control decisions.

The pattern of limited parental influence is evident in several ways. The parent-
populated councils studied rarely address critical issues of budget, personnel and program
(e.g., Davies 1980, Fisher 1979, Jennings 1980). Parents typically depict agendas as ‘trivial’
and identify issues they would prefer to discuss but are not able to raise (e.g., Davies 1987,
Malen and Ogawa 1988, Mann 1974). In some cases parents *provoke critical conversation
about education practice, tracking, multiculturalism and racism and the splitting of
vocational and academic curricula’ (Fine 1993:699) and voice other concerns. But parents
also get *stonewalled,” (Fine 1993: 699) or sanctioned when they do so (Malen and Ogawa
1988). As a result, councils rarely function as forums ‘for meaningful discussion of
significant issues and for educator-citizen problem-solving and power sharing’ (Davies
1980: 63, Davies et al. 1977, Malen et al. 1990). They may operate, on occasion, as a caucus
and influence policy at the district level (e.g., lannaccone 1991, McLeese 1992). But at the
building level the councils tend to be ‘artificial bodies’ whose existence |gauged by
opportunities to influence policy] is *more significant on paper than in practice’ (Berman,
Weiler Associates 1984: 166). However, the councils may be useful entities since they can
‘create the impression’ of parent involvement (Huguenin et al. 1979) and provide a means
for contentious issues to be brought ‘into a supportive structure under the control of
district and school administrators’ (Shields and McLaughlin 1986:8). Since council
membership does not, on demographic dimensions, reflect the economic, social, racial and
ethnic composition of the school community, assessments generally conclude that councils
are not representative bodies (Conway 1984, Malen er al. 1990, Mann 1975, 1977). Given
these features, various parent councils have been characterized as ‘proforma’ units and
public relations vehicles, not democratic decision-making bodies or policy-making entities
{e.g.. Davies 1987, Mann 1974, 1977, Popkewitz 1979). Thus parent influence in these
arenas is more a goal to be pursued than a condition that has been realized, especially for
low-income and minority populations (e.g., Delacy 1992, Fine 1993).

Strategics

The above pattern is produced, in part, by the principal’s capacity to preempt or curb
parent voice. That is not to say principals are omnipotent actors. At times besieged by
community pressures and constrained by community expectations, principals mav be
‘captives of their environments® (McPherson et al. 1975), powerless middle managers
(¢.g., Goldring 1993) caught in cross-currents of legislative mandates, district regulations,
union contracts, constituency demands, teacher expectations, student pressures and their
own convictions. Still, by virtue of their powtion as gatckeepers, principals can filter
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demands and affect deliberations in potent ways. They can leverage the composition of
councils, an advantage that enables them to invite traditional supporters to be members,
coopt vocal critics and ‘socialize’ parents into a supportive, at times submissive role (e.g.,
Goldring 1993, Malen er al. 1990). As the ones in charge of and accountable for the
schools, principals have resources (e.g., stature, information, prerogatives) that can be
used to control the agenda and ‘create an aura of smooth sailing and mutual admiration
that [leaves] policy determination intact in the principal’s hands’ (Mann 1974: 295).
The principal’s ability to control decision processes and outcomes is augmented by
teachers’ willingness to align with the principal to keep major issues in the purview of
professionals (e.g., Berman, Weiler Associates 1984, Mann 1974) and the ability to circuit
contentious topics to private arenas such as a “subcommittee’ of principals and teachers
(e.g., Malen and Ogawa 1988). The pattern is also the result of parents’ reluctance to
challenge the dynamics. For a mix of reasons such as deference to the expertise of
professionals, limited information on actual school operations, ‘serve and support’
orientations, appreciation for being ‘invited’ to join the council, parents tend to be
reticent partisans (e.g., Berman, Weiler Associates 1984, Chapman and Boyd 1986,
Salisbury 1980). Further, norms surrounding professional prerogatives and harmonious
interactions can mute discussion, muzzle conflict and maintain traditional patterns of
power (e.g., Huguenin ef al. 1979, Malen and Ogawa 1988). The often vague but narrow
authority delegated and the modest supports (e.g., time, money) provided also restrict
parents’ incentives and opportunities for influence (e.g., Berman, Weiler Associates 1984,
Fager 1993). Finally, the propensity for participation to be socially stratified suggests that
matters of race, ethnicity and economics affect parent access to, hence prospects for
influence in these arenas (e.g., Fine 1993, Malen and Ogawa 1988, Mann 1977).

Alternative styles of play

Whether efforts to lift the structural limits on parents’ influence through policies that
grant parents choice as well as voice will succeed remains an open, empirical question.
Data on the impact of parent choice on the capacity to influence policy are thin, but they
suggest the option to exit one school and enroll in another does not translate into influence
on school policies, particularly for low-income and minority populations (e.g., Cohen and
Farrar 1977, Kirp 1992, Moore and Davenport 1989). The most current, visible and
studied experiment with school-based boards that significantly alter the balance of
professional-parent power is under way in Chicago (Moore 1991). Even here, the pattern
of limited parent influence is apparent on elected councils that give community members a
numerical advantage, grant them the right to hire’fire the principal and otherwise expand
their formal powers (Bryk et al. 1993, Wong 1994). There are sites where parents have
become active through ‘adversarial politics’ and sites where principals have stimulated
and/or parents have seized opportunities to move toward ‘strong democracy’ (Rollow
and Bryk 1993b). But the incidence of ‘maintenance politics’ and ‘consolidated principal
power’ suggests parents may be peripheral players at many sites. Although policy
provisions redistribute formal powers in ways that should redound to the parents’
advantage, factors that constrain parent influence may still be operative (Malen 1994b,
Wong 1994).
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Outcomes

Professional-patrou interactions in these arenas beget mixed reviews. Across studies,
professionals express appreciation for the support parents provide and concerns about the
stress generated by the inclusion of constituency groups in decision areas and the
apprehension that issues could get ‘out of hand’ (e.g., Chapman and Boyd 1986, Wiles
1974). Parents report gratitude for instrinsic rewards they procure (e.g., a sense of
belonging) but frustration with ‘token involvement.” Professionals and patrons indicate
that interactions can foster understanding among individuals and groups and intensify
tensions among them; they can foster support for and intensify dissatisfaction with the
school (e.g., McLeese 1992).

While council interaciions engender mixed sentiments, the evidence indicates that
traditional professional-patron influence relationships are not fundamentally altered and
may well be reinforced because the formal arenas operate as vehicles to air complaints and
assuage concerns (Mann 1974, McLeese 1992); as forums to rally support for/reduce
resistance to policies made elsewhere; as symbols of parents’ right to voice in decisions and
as signs that the organization recognizes that right. In these and other ways, the formal
arenas can regulate conflict, reduce the likelihood that familiar influence relationship will
be challenged and increase the chances that established relationships will be sustained
(Malen et al. 1990, Popkewitz 1979). It is plausible that interactions could catalyze changes
more commensurate with reform expectations (e.g., Moore 1991, Salisbury 1980), but the
evidence to date suggests that maintenance patterns may be more probable.

The available evidence also indicates that council interactions have not substantially
affected the quality and distribution of educational outcomes. The councils may stimulate
adjustments, but these are often ‘cosmetic’ or ‘cutback’ in nature, in part because the
tendency to revive parent councils during periods of intense fiscal strain puts the focus
more on what to cut than how to improve (e.g.. Fine 1993, Malen 1994a, McLeese 1992).
That councils ‘struggled to maintain theit basic operations, few produced significant
improvements’ captures the conclusion of much of the research (Berman, Weiler
Associates 1984:1ii, Malen et al, 1990). Whether these tendencies will be reversed under
‘empowered’ councils created by the Chicago reform remains an open, empirical question.
Various styles of play are evolving; signs of ‘democratic politics’ and organizational
adjustments are surfacing in about a third of the elementary schools (Bryk et al. 1993).
Ongoing research on how these developments affect the patterns of power and the
quality/distribution of services should bolster our knowledge of (a) the conditions that
precipitate different patterns of politics and (b) the connections between governance
structures, political processes and education outcomes (Malen 1994b).

2
Professional-patron transactions in informal arenas
Professionals, parents and community residents interact through informal exchanges.

These transactions have not received much empirical attention, but several studies address
how principals manage exchanges with parents and publics.”

Stakes

The studies indicate that. as n any political exchange, the capacity of authorities or
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‘allocators’ of resources to manage conflicts that arise as partisans or ‘petitioners’ make
demands on the school is a central issue (Summerfield 1971). The amount of resources, the
distribution of services, the dispersement of rewards or sanctions and the meaning of
propriety and fairness are also matters of concern and contest (e.g.. Blase 1989, 1991a).

Prominent patterns and strategies

The actual or anticipated tensions are mediated largely by the principal through strategies
to avert or contain conflict (e.g.. Hempel 1986, Wiles 1974). The principal, structurally
situated as ‘gatckeeper,’ is positioned to buffer the school from external influences and to
filter, forward or forestall demands. That is not to say principals act unilaterally or
uniformly. Different communities engender different dynamics (e.g., Bryk er al. 1993) but
in all cases principals surface as key actors whose primary political function is to ‘minimize
conflict between the community and the neighborhood school” (Summerfield 1971: 93).
Their strategies have been most fully articulated by Summerfield (1971). Likening
‘neighborhood based’ politics to interest group politics, Summerfield argues that
principals recognize the ‘potential power of the public and its groups’ and use four major
situationally derived strategies to contain conflict and procure deference (1971: 4).

First, principals act as leaders. They seek resources from central authorities and use
acquisitions to reinforce community support and redirect conflict toward central rather
than school authorities. Parents and publics defer to school authorities in exchange for
their signs of hard work or their success in securing resources. Second, principals behave as
passivists. Amidst the presence of need but in the absence of a community impulse for
action, passivists do not press for resources. This strategy avoids conflict and procures
deference through limited knowledge of unmet needs. Third, principals act as symbol
managers who lack the community consensus to mount resource campaigns and rely on
‘symbolic reassurances’ to ‘assuage parental anxiety’ (Summerfield 1971:87). Deference
fAows from a ‘denial of real problems’ (Summerfield 1971:95). Finally, principals act as
*nice neutrals’ who occasionally call on the community to petition authorities but typically
operate so that discontent is not aroused. Deference is secured by sustaining the perception
that the school is doing well.

More recent works document additional actions that principals take to manage
conflict with parents or community groups. Principals may selectively enforce discipline
policies to ‘avoid direct confrontation with outsiders," notably parents who might expand
the scope of conflict by involving the board. the courts or others (Corbett 1991: 94). This
strategy accommodates some parents but, from the teachers’ standpoint, undermines their
authority and erodes the integrity of instruction, the consistency of discipline and the
fairness of rules. Under pressure from high-status parents, principals learn to ‘finesse
requirements, to ‘‘wink'’ at improprieties and develop ‘‘live”* and *‘let live’” agreements’
(Hempel 1986: 27). They also press teachers to alter grades, modify class content, adjust
homework, or grant ‘favored status’ to students in particular programs (Blase 1988).
These actions suggest that parents influence through private but poignant exchanges.
They indicate that principals are not simply buffers that insulate the school from outside
forces, but arbiters of disputes, negotiators of private compacts and conduits for parent
influence on programs and practices.
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Data on the frequency and impact of these strategies are limited but several observations
can be made. The broad strategies arrayed by Summerfield seek to minimize conflict, not
equalize power. They enable principals to regulate whether and how patrons are engaged
in efforts to secure resources and address problems. Since principals who act as
spokespersons for neighborhoods are better positioned to secure allocations. patterns of
neighborhood politics may have consequential effects on the distribution of resources to
schools, if not the distribution of power among professionals and patrons at schools.
Whether individualized private agreements fundamentally alter the professional-patron
power equation or intermittently moderate it, select parents exert influence on important
aspects of the school. The cases suggest micro-sized deals have ‘more than *‘micro-sized”’
effects’ (Corbett 1991:87). They may undermine teachers’ efficacy, lower morale,
intensify stress and erode commitment, particularly when the deals violate cherished
norms of propriety and fairness (e.g., Blase 1988, Corbett 1991). They may affect student
attitudes and student access to programs. They may placate the demands of select parents
in ways that are unfair to less vocal or powerful constituencies. They may ‘maintain
smooth operations by deflecting fundamental challenges to those operations’ (Bryk et al.
1993: 7) and thereby reinforce existing patterns of power and privilege (e.g., Rollow and
Bryk 1993a).

Principal-teacher transactions in formal decision arenas

Principals and teachers interact in a variety of formal arenas like faculty meetings, site
councils and improvement teams. These shared decision-making forums have been part of
school governance structures for decades and have been examined through surveys of
participants’ responses and case studies of decision dynamics.

Stakes

Surveys and case studies indicate that transactions center on tensions surrounding who has
the legitimate right to make decisions in particular territorial (e.g., schoolwide, classroom
bounded) and topical domains (e.g.. budget, personnel, curriculum, instruction).
Principals and teachers are not monolithic groups. Principals are inclined, however, to see
certain topics (e.g., budget, personnel) and territories (e.g., schoolwide policy) as
administrative prerogatives in part because authority over these matters has been vested in
the principal’s office (e.g., Conley 1991, Weiss 1993). Teachers are interested in acquiring
influence in these domains and protecting their authority over other areas, notably
classroom instruction (e.g.. Bacharach et al. 1986, Rowan 1990). Since topics and terrains
of interest to both parties fall in ‘contested zones’ (Hanson 1981), principals and teachers
negotiate who should have influence on particular decisions. They constantly broker the
boundaries of their respective ‘spheres of influence’ (Hanson 1981). In so doing, they
negotiate what if any changes will be permitted in school policies/ practices and what (or
whose) conception of the school will prevail (c.g., Ball 1987).
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Prominent pattern

Principals and teachers tend to manage these tensions through polite exchanges that
mirror and muaintain the traditional pattern of power wherein principals retain control
over school-level policy decisions and teachers retain discretion over classroom-level
practices (c.g., Duke et al. 1981, Malen and Ogawa 1988). Corwin captures the essence of
the transaction: “Teachers purchase discretion within classrooms by relinquishing their
opportunity to influence school policy’ (1981:276). While there are exceptions, this
pattern captures the dominant themes in research on principal-teacher interactions in
formal arenas. Since studies have embraced pluralistic views of power that assume partisans
(teachers) can influence authorities (principals), the maintenance of conventional relations
is an unanticipated finding. It is apparent, however, in that major topics (e.g., budget,
personnel) get mentioned but are not regularly addressed (e.g., Malen e al. 1990, Weiss
1993). Teachers view agenda items as *rivial and tangential, as ‘small decisions’ (Mauriel
and Lindquist 1989) and depict options for input as token gestures that rubberstamp
decisions already made (¢.g.. Johnson 1989, 1990) as ‘pseudo-participation’ (Ball 1987).

Slrat(‘g ics

The above pattern is prouuced in part by t'e principals’ capacity to control decision
processes. Given their position, principals arc inclined and equipped to protect their
managerial prerogatives by controlling the agenda content, meeting format and
information flow (e.g., Ball 1987, Corcoran 1987, Gronn 1984, Malen and Ogawa 1988,
Mann 1974). In some cases they reciuit supportive teachers as council members, form
coalitions with teacher allies or overturn troubling decisions by not implementing them
(c.g.. Bryk er al. 1993, Hanson 1981, McLecse 1592, Weiss and Cambone 1993). But the
pattern is also rhe result of teachers’ reluctance to challenge the principal’s definition of the
situation, a reluctance shaped by many factors but rooted in the fear of social and
professional sanctions (e.g., being cast as a troublemaker, a malcontent) that may be
applied by principals and pe.rs alike (e.g., Corcoran 1987, Duke er al. 1981). Such
sanctions (actual or anticipated) are potent because they can taint reputations. jeopardize
advancements and denigratc per-ons (e.g., Ball 1987, Weiss ef al. 1992). Further. they are
perpetually reinforced by ingrained norms (e.g., harmony, civility) that can mute dissent,
miinimize conflict, and maintain stability (Malen and Ogawa 1988). Finally, the pattern
may be related t> the hmited authority delegated to sites and the modest supports (¢.g..
time, 1noney) provided (e.g., David and Peterson 1984, Fish 1994, Stevenson and Pellicer
1992).

Alternative styles of play

The prominent pattern is not universal. In some settings teachers report that they
influence school policy decisions (c.g.. Bryk e al. 1993, Carnoy and MacDonell 1990,
DeLacy 1990, 1992, Smylic 1994, White 1992). Even in these sites, however, their
influence is contingent on the principals’ willingness to share power (e.g., Smylic 1992,
Weiss and Cambone 1993) and the administrators’ (district and building) propensity to
disperse responsibility for decisions on contentious issues like budget cuts (e.g., Corcoran
1987, McLeese 1992, Smivlic and Tuermer 1992). Thus it ts, as Weiss notes, ‘hard to aveid
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the sense . . . teachers are being coopted,’ rather than ‘empowered’ (1993: 89).

To be sure, there are cases in which teachers mobilize coalitions that effectively check
the principal’s capacity to control policy decisions or override principal-supported or
principal-instigated initiatives (e.g., Hanson 1981, Muncey and McQuillan 1992, Weiss
and Cambrone 1993). There are instances where teachers voluntarily align with the
principal’s agenda around sets of shared interests (e.g., Goldman er al. 1993). There may
be instances in which teachers initiate as well as ‘implement’ policy forged elsewhere. But
such episodic interruptions do not markedly alter the dominant pattern wherein site actors
‘make’ policy within fairly narrow parameters set by the broader system (Fish 1994,
Hargreaves 1991), and, within these circumscribed boundaries, principals retain control of
schoolwide decisions and teachers retain control of classroom-specific decisions (e.g., Ball
1987, McLecse 1992). Despiie the recurrent infusion of ‘new’ structures to bolster
teachers” influence, the traditiondl pattern persists, even in sites with extensive experience
in and commitment to shared decisions (Lichtenstein er al. 1992, Malen 1993, Weiss 1993).

Ontcomes

Principal-teacher interactions in these formal arenas engender consequential effects. The
studies indicate that interactions can augmient or crode teacher efhcacy, kindle or curb
their willingness to participate in decisions, direct or divert attention to the instructional
component of schools, contribute to or detract from satisfaction with work and
commitment to the organization {e.g., Chapman and Boyd 1986, Conway 1984, Rowan
1990, Shavelson 1981, Weiss er al. 1992). By and large, teachers may be initially
enthusiastic. But they get weary and wary. They get exhausted by the demands and
become skeptical of the prospects tor meaningful influence and suspicious of the requests
for their involvement (c.g., Johnson 1990, Malen er al. 1990). Principals are also
apprehensive. While some endorse the broad ideal, they too get exhausted and frustrated
by the demands of participatory processes and struggle to retain control over issucs
perceived to fall within their topical and territorial domains (e.g.. Bennett er al. 1992,
McLeese 1992). While incremental changes may be brokered, major changes in actor
roles/relationships or school operations/outconies are not apparent in many of the settings
studied (e.g.. Berman, Weiler Associates 1984, Bryk of al. 1993, Malen 1993, McLeese
1992, Weiss and Cambone 1993). The link between teacher participation in school
decision-making and the alteration or improvement of classroom instruction is dificult to
establish, but this ‘classroom connection’ (DeLacy 1990, 1992). is not apparent in most
sites studied (e.g., Fullan 1993, Smylie 1994).

An analysis of reasons for these outcomes goes bevond the scope of this chapter.
What is more relevant here is that, despite mixed responses, there are strong indications
that these structures serve important political functions, comparable to those of parent
councils. They operate as vehicles to air complaints and assuage concerns (e.g., Ball 1987,
Mann 1974, McLeese 1992); as forums to rally support for policies made elsewhere (e.g.,
Hanson 1991, Malen 1993, 1994a); as synibols of tcachers’ right to a voice in Jecisions and
as signs that the organization recognizes that right. In these and other wavs, interactions
in formal decision arenas can reduce the likelihood that tradiional patterns of nfluence
will be challenged ang inerease the likelihood that established patterns wili be sustained. [t
iv possible to engender effects more consistent withy reform expectations (e.g., Goldman ¢,
al. 1993), but the evidence suggests mamtenance patterns mav be more probable,
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Principal-teacher transactions in informal arenas

Principals and teachers interact through a variety of informal contacts that occur in
schools. Many writings allude to the political character of these conversations, but few
array the political dynamics of principal-teacher exchanges in these ‘backstage’ arenas."
The relatively recent efforts to examine these exchanges from explicitly political
perspectives are derived from ethnographic studies of ‘cveryday interactions’ in schools,
case accounts of ‘change’ (leadership succession, program adjustments, carcer advance-
ments) and reports of political practices in schools (c.g., Ball 1987, Blase 1989, 1991,
1991c).

Stakes

These works suggest that teachers’ professional security and integrity are at risk. Simply
said, teachers are vulnerable to the criticisms of principals, peers, parents and students
(c.g.. Blase 1988). Thus they insulate themselves from the pressure and pain of interactions
that can damage their reputations, diminish the quality of their work life and disrupt their
ability to carry out their responsibilities in ways congrueat with their views and values.
They are cognizant of the principal’s power to support or sanction their actions. Principals
can allocate discretionary funds, adjust assignments, influence evaluations and promotions
and otherwise affect teachers’ well-being. The vulnerability of their position. the
uncertainty of the principal’s response, and the perception that principals (and others)
practice ‘favoritism’ (Blase 1988) in the distribution of rewards and reprisals make
‘evervday interactions' consequential conversations for teachers.

From the vantage point of principals, what is at stake is their capacity to exercise
control over and engender commitment to school policies ' practices (Ball 1987: 84). As the
one ultimately responsible for the organization, the prircipal is in a vulnerable 2s well as a
pivotal position. Their stature in the svstem, their ability to carry out their duties in wavs
congruent with their views and values are on trial (e.g.. Bridges 1970, Hanson 1981).
Thus both principals and teachers seek to protect ther well-being, preserve their respective
‘spheres of influence’ (Hanson 1981), and procure 4 climate of harmony in the «chool and
an mage of legitimacy in the community (e.g.. Ball 1987, Blase 1991a).

Prominent pattern and strategres, alternatiee syles of play

Teachers and principals tend to manage thew interrelated interests and uncertainties
through strategies that maintain familiar role boundaries and established organizational
practices. While there are exceptions, the maintenance pattern is prominent in the studics
and is produced through strategies indicative of, but not confined to. those asociated with
the subtle faces of power.

Teachers” strateyies: Teachers, gencrally speakine, deploy a set of protective strategies with
principale. Following Blase’s (1958} tvpology of learned responses, teachers acquiesee.
Thev accede to directives and requests initiated or supported by the principal even though
the actions sought and secured may violate their views of ethical practice. Thev conform
to rules and norms in part because thev concur with them and in part because thev
caleulate the costs of questioning them (c.g.. alicnating the principal, eveking sanctions
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from the principal). Thev circumvent {e.g.. quietly disregard directives), sabotage
(surreptitiously undermine the principal’s credibility through gossip, innuendo), and
adopt other forms of ‘passive resistance’ (Blase 1988). They ignore requests or create
ingenious responses that blunt or ‘veto’ directives primarily because the requests violate
thetr views and values.

Teachers also deploy a set of promotional strategies, apparent in efforts to ingratiate
by flattering or appeasing the principal, to voice positions in diplomatic ways, and, in rare
instances, to confront directly the issues at hand (Blase 1988, 1989). Morcover, teachers
deploy what might be termed ‘preparatory strategies’ to accumulate resources for
influence (c.g.. do extra work, secure visibility for work, develop expertise for more
informed advueacy). On occasion they use these and other resources to mobilize factions
and forge coalitions. to persuade and pressure principals, to advocate and advance counter-
proposals and contain or curtail the principal’s initiatives (Blase 1991a, Hanson 1981). But
these more assertive, collective strategies appear to interrupt, not overturn, the reliance on
protective, individualized strategies of ‘acquiescence’, ‘avoidance®, and ‘accommodation’
(Blase 1991a: 363). As earlier noted, teachers appear to be ‘reluctant partisans’ for many
reasons, including the fear of censure and sanction that may be imposed by principals and
peers (Blase 1988). While teachers’ strategies to influence principals will vary with the
issuc, the ‘style’ of the principal and the strength of alignments, *protective’ strategies are
pronounced in the sites studied.

Principals” strategies: Principals, generally speaking. emplov an array of control strategies
with teachers. Principals may lcarn through induction processes to avoid or contain
conflict (Marshaii and Mitchell 1991). Be it for these or other reasons including a genuine
desire to advance their view of what is best for the school (Hanson 1981), principals may
confine agendas to safe issues, ‘consult’ with teachers selectively or ritualistically to

preempt or coopt resistance (Ball 1987, Blase 1988); broker agrecments or grant favors that
dispel opposition, engender indebtedness, or ‘induce loyalty® (Blase 1988: 163, Ball 1987).
Thev may ‘stifle talk” (Ball 1987: 110) or “silence’ teachers (4 nderson 1991: 136) through
rhetorical devices that define discussion av “subvenvive’ action, break faculties into
fragmented factions and- or *stigmatize and iolate opponents’ Ball 1987: 137). They may
also manipulate the information flow and ‘manage the meanings’ ascribed to actions
{Anderson 1991: 122). While these and other strategies do not go uncontested, and while
their form and frequency may vary with the *style” of the principal and the sue at hand,
the stock of strategies suggests principals can effectively “block. stifle. dissuade or ignore
groups in school who advocate change™ (Ball 1987: 79, Berman and McLaughlin 1978,
McLaughlin 1987). Principals can and do deplov other strategies. Thev can coalesce (as
well av control) teachers through moral uasion (e.g.. Greenteld 1991); thev can *bring
out the best in teachers’ with strategies (e.g., recognition, praise) that mav engender a
ditferent style of play, if not a diferent balance of power (Blase and Kirby 1992, Greenfield
1991). Still, the prominent pattern in studies of ‘everday mteractions” 1 marked by
strategies that cumulatively and synergistically sustain conventional roles and practices.
While this prominent pattern is not universal, it appears durable. Simply put, vanious
efforts to redefine roles (¢.g.. to create teacher leader posts) or otherwise ‘change’ «hooks
have a tough tme taking hold in part because the subtle exchanges betw een prinapals and
teachers translate “new’ ventures into conventional arrangements fog, Loveie 199, Malen
1993). Cave studies of these imtatives indicate that teachers and prinapaly broker
provisions to avert the wcial sanctions and contentious exchanges that can accompanv the
redetinition of roles and relationships in organizations (c.p.. Malen and Hare 1987,
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1987b). Accounts of other change ventures suggest that various initiatives are subject to
ongoing political negotiations that often marginalize the impact of the planned change
(c.g.. McLaughlin 1987, Muncey and McQuillan 1992, Weatherley and Lipsky 1977). To
be clear, these outcomes ought not be construed as indictments of educators’ character,
competence or courage but as responses to a host of pressures that evoke survival tacties
and protective posturings.!’

Qutcomes

These informal exchanges appear to have contingent effects on teachers. When principals
rely on ‘control’ strategies. teachers may become 'less engaged, less motivated and less
committed’ (Blase 1988: 124); when principals exert pressure and teachers accede to
demands that violate their values, teachers may become more stressed and more inclined to
exit the occupation (Blase 1988: 154). Conversely, other strategies may enhance teachers’
morale and commitment o the school (Blase and Kirby 1992).

The *politics” of principal-teacher interactions is a major source of stress for principals
(Bridges 1970, Marshall and Mitchell 1991) and a force that has organizational effects. As
in any polity. informal exchang:s between principals and teachers ‘bring an acceptable
degree of order and stability” to the school (Hanson 1981: 266) and tend to make change,
for better or worse, an cremental if not an incidental vutcome (c.g., Ball 1987).

Observations on the ‘micropolitics’ of schools

This illustrative look at research on the "micropolitics’ of scheols supports three general
ubservations.

First, the "mucropohitics” of schooks iy a disparate field. Its conceptual boundaries and
distinctive features await defisition. The spectrum of work suggests the terrain s clusive,
at times all-inclusive. By some accounts, anv human interaction is 3 political interaction,
CVETV CONVETSation is a caucus, every move is a mancaver that somchow affects refects the
‘politics” of the site. Clearly, conversations can be sources of poliucal mtelhigence, arenas
of pohncal negotiation, conduits for political connections and avenues ot political
mitluence, Actions can have political conveguences whiethier they are meant to or not. Bue,
if micropolitics tv much ado about evervihimg, i much ade sbout anvthing? What is the
cwence of micropolitics? How does it differ from macropolitics? Or does it? I
‘micropolines” defined by the size of the arena? The level of the svstem? The unit of
analvais, which i works reviewed here seretches trone the pavche of the mdividoal ro the
pality ot the orgamzation? I defined by the avle ot plavy s nuaopohnes essentially the
polities ot “privatization” (chattschmeder 196050 4 polings that contings the seope ot
conthat to sate isuies, restricts the game toansider exchanges and puts the emphasis on the
J\\!lli\l(l(lll ol .uqmnu-nu-? HS lmuu}mil(l\\ A ‘IIIIIIH'LI set of ZAHICs 1h the 1mudrl 'cu-‘mg\
of games” thitcrone 19507 dn Jhors whar e the omeepruan parameivis
Jitineaishing Yearuris of the held” Forronecbe ooress rooaddress these issies are under
wav te g Bacharach ad Mundell 1993, Bafl pis®, Hootlow d Brvk 93y, Winie thewe

develomionts e ot vet vielded g conseas Qe by hase recred e v
the need tor conceptaal dantications ad reondas s b r pande reveanon and
wroumd underst mdinges
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the acquisition and exercise of power in a polity, an assumption upheld in this -hapter,
then one challenge confronting the field is the fortification of a research base for whatever
‘face’ of power is the focus of study. Much of the research reviewed here concentrates on
the first face and examines how power is manifest in influence (or non-influence) on
decisions. The prominent patterns indicate that neither parents nor teachers exercise
significant influence on significant issues in formal decision arenas. While there are
exceptions, the tendency for processes to maintain familiar power configurations is
pronounced. Our capacity to account for these dynamics is constrained by the lack of
longitudinal and comparative data. Further, our capacity to grapple with the consequences
of different patterns of politics is constrained by the limited attention to connections
between political processes and education outcomes. More robust designs that probe actor
relations, the conditions that produce, perpetuate or precipitate shifts in patterns of
politics and the consequences of these styles of play for the distribation of valued outcomes
would bolster our ability to interpret the politics in schools. Moreover, much of the
rescarch reviewed here underscores the importance of examining additional *faces’ of
power. Actor roles, strategies and interactions in formal and informal arenas resemble the
subtle, covert processes associated with the second and third faces of power. A problem
here, however, is that these processes are exceedingly difficult to untangle. Efforts to get
at them encounter methodological minefields that scholars have tried to attend, largely
through applications of anthropological methods that require extensive and intensive time
in the setting under study. The most credible research in this tradition has been based on
vears of time in the sites of study (¢.g.. Gaventa 1980). The extensive ethnographic work
required to illuminate these subtle processes would be a substantial investment but an
important, if not essential complement to the research presently available.

Third, if power is a key component of politics, then attending to the relationship
between the three faces of power constitutes another challenge. One way to view the
relationship is to see the faces as complementary. To illustrate, the nrst face concentrates
on overt political action in decision arenas, on how power is activated and exercised. The
swecond and third faces uncover the subtle precursors of political action such as how
political oricntations are formed, political efhicacy 15 acquired, power resources are
accumulated, public 1ssues are defined and how broad structures as well as actor strategies
converge to regulate the flow of inﬂucncc Taken together the three faces give a fuller
understanding of political processes.! Recognizing that there are other wavs to attend to
the multidimensional nature of power, the point to be made is that diverse efforts to map
power relations in schools are important steps. But these efforts might vield a more
comprehensive, coherent account of politics it the “faces” of power were umgr.md nlore
effectively.

These three vbservations could be made about the study of polities writ Trge, not
int the study of "mucropolities” per s, This chapter leaves to others debates about the
validity and virtue of even makimg a distinetion between ‘nicro” and *maero’ politics.
What seets crucial is that we understand polities as 3 torce, tor good or 1l and work o

develop a keener understanding of the complexities and the consequences of power
relations and political processes. The school s certainly a sensible place to anchor effore, T
iv an intritution for pohitical soaahizanon, an obrect of political contest and an arena of

potitical negottation, It s sureiv 4 pobty the warrnts our tervent artention and our finest
analya,
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Notes

Following Gamson (1968). authonues are orgamzational actors with the formal power to make
binding decisions. Partisans are unofhcial actors who might influence authorities While authonties
may influence partisans and other authorities, the kev distunction s their formal power to make binding
decisions.

While studies often cast politics as an unanticipated barrier 10 the comonant mstailation of proposed
changes or av a penpheral problem to be averted by traiming in “human relanions’ (Bolman and Deal
1991). they have documented the presence of *politics” i schouls.

Historans, philosophers, sociologists, anthropologists, critical theorists and others have addressed
politically consequential aspects of schaols (e.g ., their social-civic purposes; the impact of governmental
actions, public pressures and community mores on schools: the accomniodations made to maintain the
appearance of orderly. legitimate operations in schools). These works reveal the political character of
whools and provide general profles of power relations 1n schools, but they do not focus on the
processes through which proximate actors (1.e., prinaipals, teachers, parents, students) exercise power,
or the manner n which contexts mediate their ability to influence policy or practice

Accounts of dvads of master-mentor teachers, coalitions of school-community groups or partuerships
of varous sorts illustrate the maze of subsvstems addressed (e g., Baker 1994, Conley er al. in pres.
Heckman ef al. 1994). Studies of teachers as 'poliey brokers” n the Jassroom (e.g.. Schwille e ul. 1980,
1983) and accounts of classroont interactions indicate that ‘authorities’ (teachers) and ‘partisany’
(students) develop “treaties” that have both atutudinal and instructional consequences (Powell er al.
1985, see alyo, McNeil 1986, Sedlak er uf. 1986). These and other works suggest the classroom may be a
telling *nucropolitical’ arena (e.g.., Bloome and Willet 1991, Elmore 1987, Guttman 1989). Cases of
adult student or peer-group mteractions m infornial arenas may illunnnate <chool politics, particulariy
polical socialization processes (e.g.. Blase 1991c, Opotow 1991). Bevoud erubracing multiple arcnas,
studies concentrate on different aspects of power and politics such a5 the mterests and ideologies of
actors, their “asumptive worlds,” or perceprual sereens {e.g.. Marshall and Mutehell 1991), their “logics
of action,” their scts of assumptions about means-end relationships (e.g.. Bacharach and Mundell 1993),
even thewr “mner struggles' for ‘identity in institutions that have the power to legatimate o
delegitimate their voices” (Anderson and Herr 1993:59). Some emphasize the strategy of 1deologicat
control, the management of meanings and myths and the suppression of dissent {¢.g.. Anderson 1990)
the "polities” surrounding a particular policy action (¢ g . Ball and Bowe 1991), or organizational
phenomenon (e.g.. leadership succession; personnel selectiony. or the manner in which wwues of race
and gender are evident in and influenced by the nucropolitics of schools (e.g.. Ball 1987, Marshall
1993).

For an overview of parent ivolvement and commumty control movements, see. Camipbell ol
(19587). McLeewe (1992), Reed and Mitchell (1975). Rollow and Brvk (1993b), Tvack (1981)

Studies Bave been conducted by parent advocacy groups, research imsntutes, commumty acthivist
argamzations and professors. The data are pientiul but probicmatic. W hide wurvey mstruments can
¢iicit reievant data on compliance items {e.g . whether councails mec.) and secure global assessmients ot
participants” involvenient i school affairs, they do not generate the detailed depictions of decision-
making dvnanues needed to determune whether *mvolvement” at vanous stages of the process translates
mto meanimgtul or weager influence on maor or nuner twuey Unchecked by the coreoboranng or
correcting) patterns denved from deprctions of influence processes. general asesments may cloud mote
than Janfy condusions about the constellations of power and the exerunse of mfluence (Malen 1994h)
Unfortunately, there are few swatematic studies of decismn-makimg dvnanies, few eomparative cases
and few longitudinal exanunations (e.g.. Mcleese 1992).

Studies conducred over the past two decades deciment that pacnts want preater intuence ona broader

: L
band of 1sues than educators deem approprare Areas ot contest andude diaphne, catnostum,

progem, tmanee ind persennel selection and evaluation For g review, see Mol ecse (1992)

A Drachler desenibed 1t dormant forces erupt, parents actvate and ahign wath community groups,

e, of wach mebadizanen esealates, the ‘neighborhoad «hool fean beenme} the people’s ety hall’

(1277 199), the object and arena of intense contlict that an polanze, at tmes paralvze the svstem Nt
wity activian oy beangated or

embraced by profesaionals and operate toalter and mprove she erem Sull commumes mobihzation

poses 2 challenge profesaonals generally seck to avert or contamn
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Mitchell 1981, Boyd 1976). Studies of school-based dynamics are quite rare (e.g., Rollow and Bryk
1993b, Wiles 1974).

The sheer volume of research on teacher participation n deaiston-making precludes thorough atation
here. For reviews, see Conway (1984), Conlev (1991), Rowan (1990). Much of the survey research
focuses more on psychological dimensions (e.g., how participants feel about involvement) than political
dimensions (e.g.. whether parucipants influence decivion outcomes). Thus survey data are used to
inform judgements about expectations for participation and general responses to it. Case studies of
teacher influence on decisions focus on a small number of schools in a particular context at a point in
time. Most studies cited here were conducted in Us schools, but some (Chapman and Bovd 1986, Ball
1987, Gronn 1984) were conducted in Australia and Britain. Since Us studies often sample *exemplar’
sites, the representativeness of cases is questionable. Since there are few longitudinal or comparative
studies, the ability to *explain’ patterns 1s hanted.

studies of policy impiementation and planied change acknowledge “pulitical problenn,” but 1arely
analvze political dynamics. Studies that focus on poncipal-teacher pohcal dvnamics were done in
schools located in the Usa and Britain.

As Hanson descnibed 11, ‘Many teachers were magmficent in making 1t appear av though they were in
complete support of an administrator’s formal or informal mtervention while all the time they were
1gnoring its every intent. . . . They genuinely saw thennelves as guardians of the dassroom and had to
hold the line against what they considered to be fads ... “giimicks™ .7 (1981; 269).

This contextualized interpretation is developed in a number of writings. See for example, Ball (1987).
Blase (1988), Malen and Hart (1987b), Sarason (1990), Weatherley and Lipsky (1977).

Such an orientation has heen carefully articulated by Clegg in his treatment of ‘circuits of power* and
hi discussion of how this conceptuahzation enables one to *demonstrate how networks of interests are
actually constituted and reproduced through conscious strategies and unwitting practices’ (Clegg
1989).
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10.  Rethinking the public and private spheres: feminist and
cultural studies perspectives on the politics of education!

Catherine Marshall and Gary L. Anderson

One of the tasks of critical scholarship is to understand how fields of study have been
constructed. Yearbooks like this one play a strong legitimization role in that they reinforce
what counts as the politics of education. In this chapter we challenge the parameters
defining the field of educational politics and the dominance in the field of a single
paradigm. These parameters have created a structured silence with regard to the exercise of
power and gender, social class, racial, and sexual difference. By legitimizing new
paradigms and theories, we hope to broaden the parameters of the field and thus
contribute to an exploration of these areas of silence. First, we will briefly review current
feminist theories and work in the interdisciplinary field of cultural studies as they relate to
educational policy and politics. Then, we will provide an example of how cultural studies
and feminist theory combine and explore how our definition of the ‘public sphere’
determines how we think about educational policy and politics.

New theories, new paradigms

Theories, when used heuristically, are lenses or windows that provide a particular view of
social phenomena, opening up vistas not to be seen from other windows/theories. In this
way new theoretical perspectives can make visible those aspects of traditional educational
phenomena made invisible by previous theoreticai frames. New theories can also
illuminate previously ignored phenomena, opening up new area- for critical examinaticn.
Much as feminist theory in the 1970s opened up the personal as as arena of political
struggles, feminist and critical theories have problematized and politicized areas of
education that previously, if viewed at all, were viewed zs nonpreblematic aad non-
political,

Tkeories are embedded in paradigms. The dominant paadigm in the politics of
education has been characterized by a theorv of socicty that emphasizes a consensus of
values, social intcgration and coherence, and the need for regulation in social affairs
(Burrell ard Morgan 1979). This paradigm includes theorctical approaches to political
phenomena such as political systems theory, bureaucratic theory, exchange theory, social
action theory, symbolic interactionism, and theories of negotiated order. Tn this paradigm.
when confiict and lack of consensus occur, they are viewed as t.mporary aberrations
which are ‘fixed’ through political processes. The nonrational, paradoxical, non-
categerized phenomenon or group is seen as a minor Jisruption,

The last two decades have scen as increasing interest in theories of society that
emphasize structural conflict, domination/emancipation, and forms of human agency
involving various strategies of appropriation. accommodation and resistance. In this
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chapter we discuss ways of incorporating feminist, critical and postmodern theories and
cultural studies into the study of the politics of education.

Feminist theories and cultural studies

We wish to demonstrate how new theoretical perspectives based on alternative paradigms
of social analysis both provide new lenses for understanding the politics of education in
traditional arenas and provide new political arenas that have been hidden by the exclusive
use of traditional lenses. We will concentrate primarily on the intersection of two
theoretical lenses: feminist theories and cultural studies.

Feminist theories have been applied in recent years to the study of pedagogy and
curriculum, but the predominantly male field of educational politics has generally not
benefited from its theoretical insights. Cultral studies are currently enjoying considerable
popularity outside the field of education, and provide an interdisciplinary - some would
say anti-disciplinary - approach to cultural analysis that incorporates many of the insights
of critical, feminist and postmodern theories.

Both feminist theory and cultural studies provide lenses that force one to re-vision the
very notion of politics and policy. First, both are concerned with micro-analysis of the
more covert ways in which power is exercised. This leads researchers to study those areas
not previously defined as relevant political arenas, e.g., popular culture, informal aspects of
organizational and social life, and personal experience.

Second, while politics of education researchers acknowledgz that sccial institutions
represent negotiated orders (Bazerman and Lewicki 1983), temini:t theories and cultural
studies insist on viewing social negotiation as occurring wthin uncqual and often hidden
power relations based on class, race, gender, and sexual crientation.

Third, feminism and cultural studies challenge the sepiration between theorizing and
acting. According to Grossberg (1994) ‘cultural studie' is both an intellectual and a
political tradition. .. where “‘culture’ is simultaneously the ground on which analysis
proceeds, the object of study, and the site of political cri.ique and intervention® (p. 5). The
same could be said of feminist theory with regard to women’s personal and social
experiences.

We will demonstrate these points through illustrative vignettes, through brief
overviews of cultural studies and feminist theory, and by identi{ying the intersect between
these theorists and policy analysis. We will then demonstrate how these theories expand
our definitions of politics and our notions of the public and private spheres.

Feminist theories: challenging old definitions, opening new arenas

The federal education official (female!) declared: “The problem of sex equity in schoohing has heen handled by Tatle
1X lang ago . . . . [ see no need for further study and leguslative action” and the acuvisty wha spansored the aarw
report watched helplessly as their carefully constructed study. amed at generating new legislacton with teeth, was
amply tossed avde av the federal offical's words Bt with the master natrauve that tramed pohov e
wdentification.

As the schoal baard meeting agenda continued toward mdmight Estelie (Asastam Supermtendent) and George
(Superintendent) were on a roll, getung therr plans approved with dwindling rewstance and 2 dwindhng audience
In the back of her mind. Extelle was prepaning fot the awkward end-of-meeting debriefing. alone with Genrge.
with betih of them feeling victonous and close. Intustively slie ktiew that part of her job was to prevent the goad
feelings from escalating into sexual feelings, 1t she wanted to keep her b she had to make wre that she, George,
Urenrge’s wite, commumity members  that nabody weuld view thest relationshap as threatenmg e sispedt
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These vignettes illustrate areas in which feminist theory has the potential to inform the
politics of education. The first vignette sets the stage for discussing some of the differences
that exist within feminist theory and that will be reviewed in the section. The second vig-
nette illustrates those informal arenas of politics that are ignored by traditional scholarship,
but which are recognized by women as a crucial aspeer of educational politics.

Writing againse the grain: a diversity of perspectives

Feminist theory ‘brings to consciousness facets of our experience as womer that
have . . . contrdicted predominant theoretical accounts of human life' (Keohane er al.
1981: vii). Feminist education scholarship is marginalized, flourishing only when it focuses
on classrooms and teachers, on children and women. Therefore, feminist scholarship offers
a challenge to scholars of educational politics to call attention to power and political
dynamics that have, heretofore, been occluded by embedded male domination of
institutions and thought. Politics of education scholars seldom focus on gender; a feminist
politics of education exists only outside the mainstream (malestream) of politics and policy
analysis. Feminist theories point to new arenas of political contestation and provide
possible new lenses and tools for reconfiguring current masculinist models, ultimately
benefiting both men and women.

This section provides a brief overview of three current perspeciives within feminist
thought: liberal feminism, difference feminism, and power and politics feminism. This
overview provides the grounding for a challenging new field: feminist critical policy
analysis in education, or feminist politics of education.

As with any theoretical developments, feminism has a history of debates and eritiques
(Eisenstein 1993, Tong 1989, Weiler 1988). One strand of feminist theories and rescarch
emphasizes the barriers to females’ access and choice. This Liberal Feminism strand has
recognized how differential socialization and opportunitv have limited women. It has
generated liberal policies - laws that assume that \imply eliminating barriers and placing
wamen in positions will change institutional and cultural values, a politically naive stance
(Ferguson 1984, Marshall 1993). Liberal feminism is the basis for policies such as
affirmative action, the Equal Rights Amendment, and comparable worth. While working
for cquity has obvious merit, what is missing is the realization that the people with power
in political, institutional, and professional cultures that created sexisi and differential access
are being relied on to create new power and access processes and to willingly and thought-
fully give up their power and privilege.

Difference: Feminism is a second strand emphasizing and ppreciating women's
perspectives and differences. Tong calls this psychoanalytical feminism: Eisenstein calls it
the ‘women’s studies’ strand. It differs from traditional sex roles sociatization theory in
that Difference clearly posits a need to value women's ways. By demonstrating that
women have different socialization, different orientations to moral decisionmaking, ways
of knowing, and ethics (Belenky er al. 1986, Chodorow 1978, Gilligan 1982, Noddings
1988), this strand names and values women's subjective experience. This strand makes an
important contribution; it validares women’s studies; it provides o challenging Lhtigue ta
every field whose theory and research base ha excluded women, from medicine to political
science to literature, to history and all sc’ences. However, this strand goes nowhere until it
presses on the political nature of the process by which men's wavs, socialization
experiences, and needs have beconie the mantream legitimate ones, embedded in all
institutions, especially 1 pohtics. As important, this Difference strand tends to
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homogenize women (and men), (the “essentialist’ critique) as if there were one women's
experience or one feminism, ignoring class. race, political and sexual orientation, and
other within-women differences.

Another strand emphasizes power. Power and Politics Feminism includes the cultural
reproduction theorists, the radical critique, Marxist, socialist, existentialist, and
postmodern strands of feminism. All identify the institutional, economic purposes and the
political and culturai processes which create and maintain exclusion of females. Socialist
feminist thought emphasizes how the power of capitalism and patriarchy combine to
oppress women. Existenrialist feminism points to the myths and stereotypes created to
maintain women in the place of 'Other’ - with men in control of myth-c.cation and
maintenance and men deciding women's feminine identity. Postmodern feminism also
recognizes power, assuming that all structures are social constructions, created for some
political purpose, often hurting women, and targets for decomstruction. For example,
conventions for behavior and discourse and norm for leaders and for professionals. which
are for demonstrating competence, are artifices; when they exclude women, they become
part of sexual politics.

This Power and Poliics the retical strand recognizes that simply gaining power in
the context of existing power structures must be rejected. *Much feminist thinking has,
therefore, gone into seeking ways to restructurs power relations” (Boneparth 1982: 14).
MucKinnon (1982) cautions against simplistically seehing representation in pelitical spheres
and power to create the world from one’s own point of view, ponting out that these are
the political strategies of men. combining legitimization with force. Instead, MacKinnon
argues, ‘feminism revolutionizes politics” (p. 3).

Thus. a range of feminisms emphasize the subtle politics of women's oppression. The
Power and Politics strand holds the most promise for combining the study of politics and
gender because it identifies the ways in which political systems act as societally constructed
institutions which reproduce gendered power relations.

With these strands of feminist theories av the undergirding substance, polities ot
education scholars now have the opportunity to conduct a new kind of policy analysis.
Feminist Critical Policy Analysis is new and rare; it begins with the assumption that
gender inequity results from purposeful (if subconscious) choices ta serve some in-group's
ideology and purpose. It is rescarch conmerned with identifving how the political agenda
benefiting males is embedded in school structures and practices. Feminist critical policy
amaiysis is research that conducts analyses for women whil " cusing on policy and politics,
and it asks about every policy or political action, "how doc his affect females?." an often
neglected question. Reformis of schooling: have “failed to challenge the “*male-as-norm™
conceptinns of educational purpose, of students, of teachers. of curnicula, of pedagogy,
and of the profession of education” (Leach and Davies 1990 322) Feminist curriculum
theorists, education philosophers. and researchers of teaching areers and dassroom
dynamics have made important contributions to the field of education, but few scholars in
politics and policy have been engaged with gender issues and feminist rescarch. Feminist
critical policy analysis will end that «lence.

In the following section we deseribe another new theoretical perspective, cultural
«tudies, and the wavs it refincs politics as "cultural palitics’ and draws on feminist and
other critical traditions.

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




FEMINIST AND CULTURAL STUDIES PERSPECTIVES
Cultural studies and cultural politics

Patrwe s a voung Black temale, in cleventh grade She avs nothmg all dav in whowd She it petfecthy mute No
need o coerce her st slence She oftan wears hier ceat un diass Sometimies ahe L her bead on het desk She
never disrupts Never dicobeve Never speaks. And s never wentified as s problam s she the student who couldn 't
deveiop two votces and so stfeniced both? B she o filled with anger, she fears 1o speak? O afilled with depression
she knows nat what 1o wavd (Fine 1991 50 31)

Atrer the new Dean announced the st of andidates tor the four pestens o aoecats deat st cellege tacaiing, g
Launa taculty member raned her hand. In 2 halung vore, she aked of any tonderation had been given 1o
ucluding ethnc minomy candwdates, ponting out the lirge pereentage of ethme mimonties i the southw estern:
state 1n which the college was located, There was wilence wround the reonn Fhe Dean mdicared that she had
approached 2 couple o nnory tacuity about the poutions and that they had shown no nterest o then, Thi
seeiied o satify the facules that the real problem was nat racm, but rather 1 lack o mterest on the part of
runenty faculty i bemg part of the Dean’s adninisteative teain, and the Dean mosed on 1o th - next agenda item.

Scenes like these take place in educational institutions every dav. The apparent passivity of
Patrice and that of the Hispanic faculty who showed no interest in the associate dean
positions is awumed to be mere passivity rather than passive resistance. To view the
behavior as passive resistance would raise questions about what was being resisted and
why. Educational institutions are rife with countless forms of active and covert resistance.
The Latina faculty member described above continues actively to challenge injustice in the
system, but her active forms of resistance have carned her a series of ‘abels that serve to
marginalize her and discredit her views. Patrice, the cleventh grader, and the other
minority faculty have simply chosen not to play the game, opting instead for the more
covert resistance that their silence and apparent passivity svmbolize.

To the extent that both active and passive forms of institutional resistance can be turned
back onto the individual. institutional legitimacy is maintained. The individual is labeled,
marginalized, pathologized in order to protect the legit: macy of the institution. A cultural
studies approach to the politics of cdiucation iahes the claim that a centrai roie of educational
administrators and velicy makers is to maintain the legitimacy of the status quo by plaving a
gatckeeper role over the policy agenda and by *managing’ conflict and silencing resistance.

Cultural studies: reframing old questions and constnecting new ones

The above examples raise questions that are the foci of cultural studies: How are somie
events defined ay political and others ac nonpolitical? How 1s polities mediated by culture?
Whose interests are erved by differing definitions of the cultural and political? Within a
critical framework, culture i no longer merely a way of life, but must be understood a5 a
form of production that takes place within asvmmetrical power relations. Quantz (1992)
argues that we cannot talk about culture without talking about some conception of
cultural politics. According to Quantz, *culture s not so much the area of social life where
people share understandings as that area of «ocial life where people struggle over
understandings’ (p. 487). Quantz cites Keesing (1987), who. plaving on Geertz's famous
definition of culture, remainds us that ‘cultures are webs of mystification a« well ac
agnification” (p. 487).

The Cultural Studies tradition has promoted two principal <hifts in the locus of
analyars of educational politics and policy. The hest shift involves the relationship between
the macropalicy arena and its local o *street-level  impact. “Traditional models have view ed
the policy Altering process av flawed but capable of beang ratonalized through Detter
mplementation model Cultural dadics saggat that mictopohities at the Jocal level
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involves complex forms of cultural and political resistance, accommodation, and
compliance rooted in the informed intentionality of social actors. The second is a shift
from viewing education primarily as schooling, to an analysis of the impact on social
actors of popular culture, the media, and other institutions that ‘educate’ (sce Roman et
al. 1988, Giroux and McLaren 1994).

Both of these shifts are, in part, due to the influence of the Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies at Birmingham, England, in which cultural and policy analyses were
done simultaneously. This early work focused on reconceptualizing the role of the state in
educational policy. While structural Marxists tended to view schools as part of a network
of “state ideological apparatuses’ (Althusser 1971) that imposed ideology from the top
down, Marxism lacked a cultural theory that aided in understanding the complexity of the
cultural politics that took place within these social institutions on an everydav basis. Thus,
Willis (1977) and McRobbie (1980, 1991) submitted social reproduction theory to cultural
analysis and found that *school failure’ was a complex social construction involving a
dvnamic and interactive relationship between youth subcultures and the dominant culture
represented by the school. North American studies, inspired by educational ethnography
and critical and feminist theory, have provided numerous cultural analyses of school
subcultures and educational policy (sce Fine 1991, Wexler er al. 1992). They have called
into question  deminant notions like “drop outs’, "at-risk’ students, and ‘conflict
management” and have brought issues like institutional silencing and marginalization,
identity negotiation, resistance, and popular culture to center stage. Should the feld of
educational politics and policy continue to ignore this important work, then it will
becone tereasmgly relevant ro the presest ensis of our public schoal wrem

Applying feminist and cultural studies perspectives: defining politics
and the public sphere

One of the areas of analysis which has become increasingly important for educational
politics in recent vears is the definition of the public sphere. Feminia theory and cultural
studics have led the way in analyzing the complex relationships between the public and the
private. This section discuses different ways i which femintsm and cuitural studies are
currently reconceptualizing the public and the private spheres.

The public phere s e and the privare e s Gropale

While the relation of pubiic and private spheres to issues of gender 142 commen preminse of
gender studies, 1t 18 seidom acknowledged i the field of educational pehiey and politics,
The separation of the public and private spheres and the corresponding separation of the
male and female worlds have their origins in the rise of capitalism. Although patriarchy
predates capitalism, it 1s with the advent ot capitalisin that the separanion of the pubhic and
the private spheres intensifies. Smith (1987) provides the following account of this proce.:
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to 2 reduced local sphere af action orgamized by partsculanistic relationships . The diferentiation of pubhc and
private w hich we have come to take for granted 1s structured in this progressively masuve shift. Formerls comimen
to both women and men, the dumestic became a discrete and leswr sphere confining and conhned to women and
o which the domam atrogated by nien has contmually encroached (p 3)

For minority women, this relegation to the private sphere often meant that their work -
domestic work - was done in dominant culture homes. The differences in status which
have resulted from this division of the public and private spheres have carried over into
those areas of public life in which women predomnate. These differences have negatively
affected the status and economic rewards of feminized professions such as teaching. social
work, and nursing and reduced parenting to an unrecogmzed and unvalued part of
‘women's work." Meanwhile, as women enter the public sphere, primarily by sheer
economic necessity, the domestic sphere remains the responsibility of women. The now
commonly acknowledged phenomenon of the ‘double shift’ for women who must work
both inside and outside the home is thus produced. These issues and many others related
to this public ‘private gender dynamic, while heavily theorized in other disciplines,
remain almost uatouched in the areas of educational policy and politics. The politics of
curriculum as well as of teacher and leadership training tends to accept as unproblematic
the built-in assumiption that the work of wonien is un- or under-valued.

The private in the public and the public in the private

Traditional definitions of politics mclude: *who gets what when and how* (Harold
Lasswell), *the authoritative allocation of values® (David Easton), and ‘turning personal
troubles wmto public issues” (C. "Wright Mills). The last definition, with cultural and
feminict perspectives added, raises questions about which personal troubles stay personal,
and which (or whose) troubles get public attention and resourees in political arenas, The
Greek polis designared the atfains of maie atizens to be the public sphere; all else was the
realm for women and slaves. Nowadays, politicians (mostly male) negotiate over the
public nature of isues like abortion. ¢hild care, matermite leave, adolescent picgnancy, and
wxual harassment.

Schmukler (1992) desenibes 3 *public-private border zone® in which, through
constant interaction between social actors and public mtitutions, private needs are turned
into demands on the public world. Constant negotation takes place i this zone as
formerly domestic concerns ke thosw mentioned above become the vonvern of the pubiic
sphere (Wexler 1982). Furthermore, as women increasmgly enter the public sphere, they
bring with them maav of the wavs of knowing that have the potential to change the
nature of orgamzational politics. This notion from difference femmmist, however, Tegures
a power and jolities feminism to understand what happens av characreristies from the
private sphere are taken into the public one. Ferguson (1984) has demomstrated how thie
potential for femaieness to democratize orgamzation i« thwarted by hicrarchical Prower
relations:
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The caltural and faninnt approach to the micopolitics of orgamzational Iite contributes
to an understanding of the distorting effect § power and the wavs that power 1s exercsed
mvivibly - However, these insighte are selde . evident i the work of these swho wek to
danacratize the puihic sphere at the msttunonal tevel Fducational iourmals are full of
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accounts by scholars and practitioners of how to ‘empower teachers’ and ‘involve
students, parents and the community.’ Most of this literature lacks even a rudimentary
understanding of the many subtle ways that power is exercised in the public sphere to
Jtifle democracy (see Anderson 1990. Dunlap and Goldman 1991, Malen and Ogawa 1988,
and Robinson 1994 for exceptions).

Not only does the feminist and cultural studies approach illuminate private msues
within the public sphere such as the sexual politics described in the above vignette about
Estelle and George, it also shows how the public sphere has insidiously invaded the
private, disciplining and administering even our most intimate thoughts and acts.
Bookchin (1978) describes how the increasing burcaucratization and administration of the
private sphere replace traditional social forms, undercutting the kind of sociality and
solidarity necessary for social opposition:

Under capitalism, tedav, buteaucrane imtitutions are net mierdly aatms of sl control, thes are heerathy
istitutional substitutes for sal torm Hlowever sk b snarher sonaety i advatne prodint o foree i tabes
1ts hintorraal rovenge not onb o the ratienahizatien it miliete s wesets . but the destracten it gl on the bghls
arteutated sl relationy that wnce provided the spring L tor g viable sociad oppositiene g 1%

Community is replaced by clusters of autonomous individuals, cach with a personal set of
individual concerns. Individuals become de-politicized as bureaucratic and market
rationality make the notion of community and solidarity. at best. an inconvenience and, at
wors o 4 bad rish. Ferguson (1984) hay pethaps most cloguently deseribed the dangers of
this expamion of the public sphere:

Frecdom m careaucr st captalnge folois fe ai alcie 2 Privecs arreanding cach indindual, protected tnan
encrok BMIENt By other i sduais, Conmmoimdy, T T GVBRD Do A bl Pt e e IR
Attangelie it sy alleady aurenvimens hn.\m T3 1 197y

Constrained valees and sinwnures in the public spher

Lourde's {1984) provocative statement, “You cannot dismantle the master’s house using
the mastar’s tools' (p. 112), introduces an important critique of accepted public sphere
structures. The srructures that, over centuries, have functioned to channel public policy
debates and policy alternatives in ways that exclude large groups. even in democratic
weicties, are not the best structures for dismantling the ways privileges are currently
structured. In their analysis of gender issues in leadership. Ortiz and Marshall (1988) said:

Berriaps thes aiteade o dhiana O T R L L T Lt e s aeers Seenaley

e formre aind atru toees that wonnd hallonge oxsting partorne ot cenrret and distnibution of powerer p 136

Stromgunt s (1993) review of sex equiry policy miplementatien confirms this explanation:
with little effort at monizoring. traimng, or enforcement, and with ample attention to
protecting dominant interests trom any ill effects of sex equity, gender equity is still
problematic after 20 vears of policy nonmiplementation

Thus. traditional pelicy activity, policy analysis and policy studhes will not sufhciently
capture the issues of the disempowered. The master”, tools do not work for them: they
may create alternative tools, but traditional policy analysts may not recognize them a
policy initiatives.

Similarly. the accepted values in the public sphere mav not capture those envisioned
by woren. Traditionatly. education policy analvsts document the wave i which publi
domain values Jdash. For example, Marchall er al. (1989) «tudied how equity. choice,
quality. and cfficiency values dirccted poliey choices i state legidatures. However, from
‘difference femintom” new wave of viewing values, ethics, decisionmaking. and leaderdup
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are emerging. The traditional boundaries of the public sphere (and scholars of policy and
politics) have not incorporated these new perspectives.

Women's experiences have led to women having different wavs of knowing and
valuing. Gilligan (1982) demonstrates that women's moral decisionmaking is more
attuned than men’s to relationships and caring: Noddings (1992) proposes an ethic nf
caning as the basis for behaviors and structures tor wehooling: Regan (1990) critiques the
masculinist, corporate-styled hicrarchical model for school management and displays a
feminist leadership that creates connections and collaboration.

Traditional policy tools and traditional analvaes of values work onlv with a
comtrained view of the public sphere. Politics of education scholars must work o expand
that view.

The expamding murketplace: the provanzanon of the public sphere

In s speedh ampounonny the araation of the Task Force on Fducational Fxccllenee, the Caneror sand, 1 ann s
proned thar fraecpoc b twoof she maer rdustie ! have seread o € Chanr b vl mipaortage oo L
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The cconomne hirerature in educinon dentifies 1 need oo use market princples to create
greater accountability {e.g.. scheol choice, vouchers, ete)) and business as a source of extra
resources in a time of cconomic cathacks (e.g., school-business partnershios). It has aiso
been tramed by neo-liberal economists as the privatization of the public sector of our
economy. Fueled by the analyses of pio-voucher researchers (Chubb and Moce 1986) and
the political muscle of corporations like Whittle Communications, many policy makers
seem willing to privatize major segments of our public school sy<tem. Scholars like Apple
(1993) have turther pointed out that, W o world of gieater compention and shrinking
markets, the public schoois represent a major new market to be apened up and developed.

Historians have documented how the management svatems, burceracies, and
leadership models from corporate Amernica have been embedded in schools, perpetuating
class, race, and gender differentiations (Callahan 1962, Katz 1971, Tyack 1974). Thus, the
basic structure of schooling makes it amenable o further privatization. The decp-
seatedness of market assumptions makes it difficult te end the silences and raises questions
about teacher-proof curricula, policies that separate ligh achiovers from low achievers, or
policies that increase choice, resources, and aceess only for advantaged groups. Confustons
about distinctions: between the puble and private cconomie sphietes have become
commonplace. This casy and unexamined transfer of cconomic and market principles to
the public discussion ot protound normative issues with the logic of efficiency and marker
torces:
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Unless scholarsin the polities of education can deepen ther analvses of how these politieal
and economue effects will impact on our conception of 3 public \jphere, we will soon find
surselves with a pubhic sphere that is colomized by corporate interests. while we hold on to
trivial defimtions of democracy and participation that mereds serve o legitimize thase
Hiterests,
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Theorizing the public sphere: a feminist encounter with critical theory

Feminism and cultural studies can reframe current debates within the politics of education
at both macro and micro levels, providing interdisciplinary dialogue and critique among
feminist, critical, and postmodern theories.

Critical theorists relentlessly pursue analyses aimed at identifving and cradicating
institutional practices that prevent democratization. For example, Habermas is concerned
with creating a public sphere in which communication can proceed without distortion. He
describes the pubiic sphere as:

4 theater momodirn sooetion i which pobtsal partapation b ciated througls the mediun ot tath o T the
space i which anzens deliberate about their common afars, hence, an innruvonahized arens of dicurave

wvrmton This arena v convepruallt dintint o the stare, 1 the ate tor the prowfucner and Grealanon of

diwourses that can m prngg®e be cntial o the stare: The public sphete e Habermas s sense i i votieeptuaih
dietinet froom the oficat comomy s e anarena of marker relations bt rathor it diar e 1ol

thraser 1994 Gting Habermas 1989)

In Habermas's ideal, public sphere discussion would be accesible roalls inequalities of
status would be bracketed; no merely private interests would be admissible. Public
deliberation would have outcomes which represent the common good. The power usually
exercised by dominant interests would no longer distort public debate.

While Habermas has gained uncritical aceeptance among aitical theorists in
education, Fraser’s (1994) work provides an example of a feminist cultural studies analyvis
of cducational politics. She criticizes Habermas and calls for a reconceptualization of the
public sphere.

According to Frawr (1994), Habermas's ¢nitical theory of the public sphere makes
conceptual errors common to mainsiream madernist narratives of politics. Finst, it
assumes, as does much politics of education literature. a vingle public sphere in which I
can participate  Fraser points out that multiple *hidden” public spheres have alwayvs
existed, incluuing women's voluntary aswociations, working-claw organizations, and
others, and that a plurality of public spheres is preterable to Habermas's notion of a single.
commor one. She cites the existence of *counterpolitics’ compased of subordinated social
groups, such a« women, workers, peoples of color, and gays and lesbians. These counter-
publics

aivent and crculate counerdiwouraes, which m tur penny en e termuiare oppoaeonal meepretatiors of

thoir wlennities mterests, and needs Perraps the move enkng exaanpte torhe U TR CLTIC L COLTREY s T
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Fraser further argues that Habermad's claim of openness to partidipation vastlv under-
estimates the subtle wavs m which imdividuals and groups are excluded ‘rom participation
in the public sphere. Fracer points out that discursive interaction within ihe largelv male-
dominated bourgeois public sphere has always been governed by protocols of style and
decorum that were themselves markers of status inequahity. Teecent pohities of education
research confirme that isues of cultural capital operate i hared governance structures in
schvols (Maien and Ogawa 1988), but Fraser takes the notion a step further. She suggests
that public spheres set up for open deliberation can serve ava mask for domination. She
ates Mansbridge (1990) whe aseerts that.
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and when they deoses they divover they are not heard, [ Thev] ate sienced. encouraged to keep therr wants
inchoate, and heard to v "ves” when what they have sad o no 7 p 127)

The relevance to participatory decisionmaking in schools and school districts should be
clear: as we attempt to set up shared governance structures by creating public spheres for
deliberation, we seldom acknowledge competing counterpublics that exist aniong und
within scheol constituencies, much less the subtle ways that domination is exercised
within the formal public spheres that are created for democratic deliberation, i.e., school
boards, school restructuring councils, curriculum committees, Individualized Education Plan
(1EPy meetings, staff meetings, schoolwide assemblies, ete.

Moreover, in economically and socially stratified societies culture and political
cconomy have a synergistic relationhip. Not only do unequally empowered social groups
tend to develop unequally valuca cultural styles, but they have less access to the privately
owned. for-profit media that constitute the material suppoit for the circulation of views.
. Thus, ‘*political economy enforces structurally what culture accomplishes informaliy’
- (Fraser 1994: 42).

Fraser (1994) provides educational politics with several critical insights. Firvt, she
challenges critical theorists’ conception of the public sphere as an unrealized Utopian ideal,
cnd instead views it as a ‘masculinist ideological notion that tunctioned to legitimate an
' emergent form of class rule” (p.79). Second, she conceives of the public sphere as

historically constituted by conflict among multiple counterparts. Finally, and perhaps
most important tor educational politics, she suggests that structures for open deliberation
in public spheres can become mechanismy that mask domination.

- Dheorszing bowndaries heneecn publec and private

=, The politics of education has friled to theorize adequately the boundaries between the
public and the private. Feminists, tor example, have pointed owr that the ways of defining
issues like domestic violence as part of the domestic private spl te have kept these issues
~ from being dealt with as widespread systemic features of male-dominated societics.
Feminits liave noted how, in social welfare public policy, social workers are free to invade
- the private sphere of those dependent upon assistance such av AFDC and food stamps
’ (Connell 1987, Ferguson 1984, Franzway er al. 1989, Hill-Collins 1990). In education,
feminist scholars have had to fight against assumptions that girls” vocational choices,
o adolescent pregnancics, and women's unequal ade=ss to educational leadership are matters
of private choice, not 1ssues fur the public policy arena. Politics of education scholars need
to study the negotations which determine whether an issue is deemed private or public.
Students in schools construct their identities within the borderlands between the
public and private. Recent studies using narrative and ethnographic rescarch methods are
exploring the cultural politics of those who work in and are clients of educational
= institutions. Anderson and Herr (1993), Fordham (1988), Wexler et al. (1992) and many
others are attempting to link the identity pol tics of being a student to institutional
structures and practices. Similarlv, feminist scholars are exploning wsues of alencng and
resistance among adolescent girls (Fine 1992, Gilligan and Mikel Brown 1992, Gilligan o
al. 1990)
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The social construction of the public sphere

Perhaps the most important statement from feminist cultural studie- is the recognition
that the accepted notions about th. appropriate public sphere are sucially constructed
notions. Furthermore, they are constructed to provide advantages to those who had the
power to construct them, usually white males. That people accept the dominant notions
of the public sphere enhances its power. Other ways, alternative voices, and differently
framed priorities are delegitimized as personal problems or fringe-group interests.

Fraser's and other cultural studies approaches to politics and policy (see Bennett 1992)
make important linkages to other feminist and cultural accounts of the cultural politics of
identity, silencing, and resistance. Un. ] this rescarch begins to appear in reference lists of
scholars of educational politics, a rigid and narrow definition of the political will continue
to restrict our research to a single paradigm.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have attempted to suggest powsible linkages between research in the
ficld of educational politics and current work in feminist theory and cultural studies,
partrcularly that which reconceptualizes received notions of the public sphere. Qur effort
has been to legitimize a broadening of current parameters of educational politics to include
alternative theoretical perspectives and phenomena that have previously not been viewed as
political.

This brings us back to Estelle, the assistant superintendent, who must manage the
sexual politics of central office; Patrice, the high school student who sits in stony silence
because she's lost her voice, and the outspoken Latina faculty member who is marginalized
because she bas retained hers. Why has the field of educational polities overlooked this
level of cultural politics?

The politics of education s a field of study has wistorically been closely allied with the
field of educationa’ administrat on, which has tended to use a2 management lens to view
political phenomena. Because of this connection to educational administration, leadership.
and policy analvas, it mav seem *unhelptul” to analyze polities trom the perspective of the
participants in educatioml institutions. Taking the vide of intitutional resisters - both
active and passive - like those cited above may even seem heretical in a field that seems
more interested in impression management and the politics of legitimization and denial
than in confronting the causes of persistent social inequities.

Feminist and cultaral studies approaches to the politics of education represent a shitt
awa-* from the management oriented, top-down view of social phenomena, allowing us to
understand by ‘standing under’ our unite of analysis, Viewing the public and private
spheres i which politics 1s constructed from this understanding perspective is not unlike
viewing America's ‘discovery’ from the viewpoint of those who were its victims rather
than its beneficiaties.

A paradigm shaft m thie politios of education field will require us to ask new questions
and sce previously invisible sacial phenomena. While this kind of shift may make little
wnse 1 a ‘power over’ world, it makes a great deal of sense m the “power with' world
that we hope to create in onr educational intitutions
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Note

1. The authors wish to express thanks to Edith Rusch and Jean Patterson for their substantive suggestions
on this chapter.
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11. Making the politics of education even more interesting

Richard G. Townsend and Norman Robinson

The time has come for studies in the politics of education to become even more
interesting. The interesting sharply attacks the old truth. For instance, Lowi (1964) is
interesting when he questions the notion that policy is a dependent variable of political
decisions. He construes policy as an independent variable that distinctly affects the nature
of subsequent politicking. Lowi’s perspective-switching, now a part of political science’s
structure, deinonstrates that the interesting can also be true and important.

With such defiance of accepted ways of thinking, the interesting elicits practical and
theoretical attention (Davis 1971, Weick 1979). In cclebrating heterogeneity and
oppositional statements, the interosting also is postmodern in tone. It questions ‘what has
peen taken for granted, what has been neglected’ (Rosenau 1992: 8).

At bottoin, we question the importance and interestingness of many truth-telling
works abou: the political /policy context of education. They serve as little mnore than
handy means to demonstrate our productivity. Frankly, these highly ethnocentric and
catchword-prone reports are not worth the time and effort of reading onto an audio-tape
for a blind colleague or of translating into another language for a friend overseas. Rather
than *praving’ that charge by citing disappcinting studies, however, below we select 2
few conclusions that climb nside surprising realities. Witl. empirical backing, they can
turn vital ideas around.

As an exemplar of what we call for, first we review iconoclastic. recent. and
significant work on Max Weber ('In academe, it has long been thought . .. '), Weber has
beer: a titan of scholarship for such a long time that we assume we know him, but that is
not necessarily the case, and here we recover him as rather 'new.” Our background claim
is that the interdisciplinarity, multiple levels of analysis, rang: of sources, methodological
biending, and surprise-making of this German genius have pertinence tc those concerned
with poiitics in and around today's schools (‘Any sense of Weber's limited relevance is
vitong..."). Then, for our foreground theme, we find similarities between (a) the
fertile contrary-mindedness of Weber and (b) nine types of propositions advanced by Davis
(197C) ("Much as Weoer develops interesting ideas, our inventcry shows certain modern
scholars .. . "), Finally, we suggest benefits would accrue if. Webvr-like, more scholars
were to confront established, central ways of thinking (*Further and careful negotiations
of impurtant commonplaces are recommended . . . ).

Five elements make Weber interesting and relevant today
Allusions to this “great dezd” German thinker's 7738 pages of scholarly writing are made

only rarely within the politics of education subtield. In all our extensive “modern’
literature, fewer crestive ideas 2ppear than in older texts. vet we pretend that only
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writings of the past 30 years are germane. In a way, this pitiful ahistoricism is curious for,
well before the subfield was ‘opened up’ in ti:~ 1960s, Weber was politically engaged and
attentive to the management of interest groups that impinge upon education. Like his
successor-investigators in the politics of education, doubtless Weber's understandings of
power, leadership, conflict, civic virtue, and intellectual freedom as well as his beliefs in
strong constitutional democracy were influenced by his administrative experiences, his
disputes with fellow-professors, and his crusades within university (as well as party and
national) politics.

In academe, it has long been thought that Weber is important primarily as a
marvelous structural-functional analyst of burcaucratic design. Thus he has been pictured
‘as a detached, impersonal scientist, chiefly concerned with building a scientific sociology
comparable to physics in its power of precise observation and abstract generalization’
(Wrong 1962). Une element that makes Weber germane today is the erosion of this one-
sided view. Parsons (1937), his main popularizer in the West, now is being recognized for
having seriously misunderstood his many-sided master. Hence, in contrast with a persona
as mechanistic architect of technical rationality, Weber is garnering respect for his
attention to ‘cultural and historical contexts, as well as |for] the various motivations,
conflicts, and influences whick condition the nature of human interaction’ (Samier 1993).
Weber's stern critique of bureaucracy’s deep structures as a dehumanizing ‘iron cage’ also
is gaining wide attention from some who would ‘re-invent government’ in democratic
terms. (While managing a hospital during the First World War, Weber took more of 2
more facilitiative and human relations approach than a starchy bureaucratic one.) Thus, 75
years after his death, Weber is attracting champions, primarily European, not only for the
accuracy of his insights on government, but for his profound connections of sociological,
economic, legal, social psychological, religious, anthropological, philosophical, and
political relationships.

A second element that now makes Weber's creative miediations interesting is that
they move across all levels of analysis, from the individual, to the group. to the public
agency, to the nation-state. Seldom do writers on the politics of education integrate so
much, from the formal to the informal, from instrumentalities to values, from
micropolitics within organizations to macropolitics of world histories. In prudently
restricting their canvasses just to site or neighborhood or district or state-provincial or
national affairs, they may penetrate deeply - but at the cost of closing readers off from
much of the life that is in flux.

For a third element of interestingness, consider the range of Weber's sources in, for
instance, his last major writing, ‘Politics as a vocation’ (1918/48). While current
researchers commonly limit their footnotes to reports and to colleague-professors who till
the same academic vineyard, Weber stunningly pulls together - within just a few short
pages - sources such as Trotsky, Li Hung Chang. Emperor Max, Dostoevsky, Gladstone,
Krishna, Machiavelli, the Us party boss, er al. Those sources often articulate more
fundamental ideas than academic specialists conventionally deliver. Weber's writing also
takes on some of the poetic Aavor of these artists of prose when. for instance, he warns of
grim politics in a *polar night of icy darkness and hardness.” (Times were to be darker and
harder in Germany than even he could have imagined in that dawn of Hitler.)

A fourth compelling teason for out taking cues from Weber is his methodological
foresight. Weber prescribed that we must be explicit about our value judgments, not
hiding them behind veils of scientific competence and impartiality, and so *(v)irtually all
the criticism leveled by recent philosophers of science [such as Kuhn, Feverbend. and
Popper | against logical positivism can be found in Weber'« early methodological writings'
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(Huff, p.8, cited in Samier’s very important study, 1993). Methodologically, Weber
transcends the core duality of our era’s approaches to research. His cross-cultural and
cross-historical technique merits respect for its potential to bridge our era’s two most
distinct, strongly contesting, and uncompromising ways of knowing. Put another way,
Weber's approach can help unite the *hard’ logical positivism of objective cause-and-effect
explanations of behavior (which Weber calls Erkliren) with the ‘soft” interpretivism and
personal meanings of hermeneutics (Verstehen in Weber’s terms). Thus, compared with
our era’s protagonists of one but not both of these approaches, Weber - the mediator
between objective and subjective levels of reality - commands notice not only for what he
wrote but for how he wrote. Students of educational politics and policy today who wish to
rise, interestingly, above the separateness of Verstehen and Erkliren could do well to
observer Weber qua methodologist in linking behavioral concerns to historical,
institutional, and interpretive ones.

It is a fifth element of Weber, though, that deserves special honor here, his intellec-
tual surprises. Here are two:

® In The Protestant Ethic and The Spirit of Capitalism, Weber repudiates the
widespread understanding that a society’s religion is determined by that
society’s economy. Taking a different tack from the Marxism of his day,
Weber holds that a society’s principal religion actually has an affinity for that
society’s economy.
Before his major work Econorny and Society, society’s stratification system was
considered monolithic. After Weber's depiction, however, stratification in
certain circumstances came to be seen as comprised of three independent
variables, i.e., political power, economic class, and status prestige.

From our vantage point in the 1990s, these inversions do not seem especially unexpected;
we are quite accustomed to them. But at the time of inception, they were riveting.

To suggest more of what we mean by the non-interesting and the interesting, allow
us to ‘play with’ Weber’s most renowned typology. It is a trilogy that Weber returns to
in his aforementioned “Politics as a vocation.” Let us engage in a little stratification of our
own:

®  First, the traditional authority for leaders in the academic subfield of politics of
education is academic success, i.e., publisning conceptual and theoretical
Diamonds - as, for example, Mazzoni and Malen (1985) achieve with their
article on interest-group mobilization, much as Lighthall (1989) does with his
Harvest of years of work on problems, processes, and persons in school
governance. In no way are these pieces Baked Alaskas, delectable and topical
concoctions that are sure to perish.!
Second, assuming that the politics of education subfield is a natural breeding
ground for political doings and that some academic careerists will hold office
therein, leaders exert legal-rational authority by undertaking refereeships,
program chairships, presidencies, editorships, and other positions of
responsibility. Wimpelberg, for one, rates statutory authority as a longtime
treasurer, mobilizer, discussant, and host for the subfield’s association of
professors.
Third, the resolve and capacity for inspiration at times of crisis and confusion
that connote charismatic authority, are associated with Marshall - among other
foci in presentations, she inspires followers' devotion with advocacies for more
involvement by women in school governance.
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This puncturing of the laymaa’'s notion that scholars are monolithic ‘dry-as-dust grinds’
may be gossipy, but that is not enough to qualify as intellectually interesting. The three
points above are just specifications of a trilogy about authority that academics more or less
assume to be helpful. Alas, no accepted view of leadership is taken apart. No breakthrough
is presented, like Parson’s (1937) unraveling of legal-rational authority to include expert
authority.

For a new ‘truth’, we might assail Weber's formulations. Were we, however, to
deny all assumptions connected to his notions of traditional, legal-rational, and charismatic
authority, our argument would not be believed. At the same time, if no assumptions were
denied, our rendition would be regarded as obvious, as a mere replowing of ancient
grounds. Hence, to deepen understanding while maintaining credibility, an interesting
assertion can only be moderate in its provocation, not too startling, not too predictable.

An impressionistic stab at that:

Weber's distinctions help organize our understandings of authority within the
politics of education academic subfield, but those distinctions miss much. Thus, at
different times, Mazzoni and Malen, Lighthall, Wimpelberg, and Marshall exhibit all
three kinds of thought-leadership, plus other kinds yet to be named. Instead of the
three discrete kinds of authority relations that Weber isolates, there is a continuum -
or perhaps there is a three-stage model where academics ‘earn their spurs’ with the
traditional articles, then move to a legal-rational role in an academic community, and
finally achieve the charismatic. Expressed differently, if an academic scribbler gives
reality a new meaning, that author may become recognized which may in turn lead
to being asked to officiate. Polished officiating in crisis situations may lead to new

chances to produce good research, to be a gatekeeper, and warmly to personify a
hitherto-neglected perspective.

Should this construction nibble at the edge of being intcresting, it is because it takes on -
however gingerly - the mighty Weber. In any event, any sense of Weber's limited
relevance (or any seminal thinker's limited relevance) to the politics of education is wrong.

Interesting claims within the politics of education

Much as Weber develops interesting propositions, the inventory below shows certain of
our modern scholars reversing everyday understandings. Similar to Davis’s (1971) appraisal
of general sociology, we review a number of the'more familiar propositions in politics of
education studies. Considerable risk attends our brief account, for necessarily we simplify
findings that are complex (just as we also overlook many of the field’s most valued
thinkers).

Davis codifies types of contrasting propositions, and we use his same ideal types. We
are not attempting a comprehensive delineation such as Weber might produce. Nor are we
cataloguing paradigm shifts, much more sweeping sorts of cognitive reorientations than
are interesting propositions. Aside from maintaining that the generation of interesting
ideas is heuristically useful, what we do, though, is vouch that Davis’s propositions can be
learned and followed. That done, the politics of education subfield would not have to
continue doing has been done up to now - leaving (in Davis's phrase, p.312) ‘the
interesting to the inspired."’

Nine of Davis's contrasting propositions, in smaller type below, are followed by
political ideas about schooling. Because of space limits, we skip Davis's three most
infrequent strands of propositional pairings.?
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The ORGANIZATION of phenomena:
Type 122 What seems to be a disorganized or unstructured phenomenon s in reality an organized
phenonienon.

Davis sees the main thrust of a young ripening field a- developing the Organizing
Proposition of Type la. Before lannaccone and Lutz’s (1970) presentation of citizen
Dissatisfaction Theory, the cause of the involuntary turnover of superintendents was
considered manifold and fairly indeterminate. That this turnover could be related precisely
to the in-migration of new residents and the election of new board members was an acute
and thereforc interesting attack on preceding understandings. What had seemed to be too
disorganized and unstructured a process to have been logically sequenced could be codified
after all.

Type b, What seems to be an organized or structured pacnomenon is i reality a disorganized or
unstructured phenomenon.

The thrust of an old stagnating field in need of rejuvenation is to develop Disorganizing or
Critical Propositions of Type 1b. The adequacies of previously accepted Organizing
Propositions thereupon are called into question. Not just any Disorganizing Proposition
proves interesting. What matters most are those, like Eblen’s (1975-76) on the
Iannaccone-Lutz Dissatisfaction framework above, that fault previous organizations of
phenomena that have become widely accepted. (Eblen argues, for example, that in-
migrants to 2 community, far from bringing new values with them, can be so attracted by
the community’s education that they wish for no change in programs, board members,
and superintendents.)

More recently, in assessing the seemingly well-structured policy of the Reagan
Administration towards excellence in education, Timar (1992) finds that Washington’s
funding categories strained traditional relationships, spawned competition among special
interests, and eventually produced ‘a fragmented and generally incoherent system of
school finance’ (p. 11), especially in California. Timar thus counters an almost everyday
view that fiscal centralization leads to more equity and rationality in allocations.

With Shimaski in a subsequent article, Timar (1993) revisits this same leitmotif of
‘what seems organized is really disorganized.” Again revealing the aggregated as
disaggregated, he portrays the balance of power in California as pivoting from urban to
suburban school districts. That shift sets in motion an altogether unclear political scenc. In
both reckonings of policy impact, Timar discerns things falling apart, leaving the murk of
uncertainty.

The COMPOSITION of phenomena:
Tvpe 22, Whar seem to be assorted heterogencous phenomena are in reality composed of a single element.

The strategy here is a reductive one, looking as Plato did for the simple in the apparently
complex. '

Thus Peterson (1974) argues, contrary to the wisdom of that time, that school
politics is not much different than other forms of local politics. In effect, the uniqueness of
educational governance is an illusion and its fundamental nature lies ‘below’ its surface.
Later, in a comparable spirit, to understand non-redistributive policies of school boards,
Peterson (1981) urges us to understand the nonredistributive nature of general policies in
the great cities: these cities are dependent upon and constrained by higher-level financing.
Before long, Jacobs (1984) pulls together global and historical data to build a case that the
function of cities, more so even than ‘higher-level’ nations, is economics and wealth
creation. Later, Stone and Sanders (1988) adduce data to maintain that, also contrary to
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Peterson, urban regimes are one of the controllers of city growth - and therefore of
schools’” development.

Type 2a proposition-makers show how factors not associated with each other are
manifestations of a single explanatory dimension. In this mode, Weeres and Cooper
(1992: 59) subsume citizens’ participation in school politics as being distributed by income.
Hitherto, this participation has been thought a function not only of factors such as
ideological values and lengths of time in a community (Iannaccone and Lutz’s factors) but
also matters such as age, sex, class, public vs private regardingness, educational
background, levels of urbanization, and degrees of contraction in public education (other
academics’ ideas). Contradicting surface impressions that each of these diverse factors has
potency, Weeres and Cooper monofactorially perceive the affluent as having their
educational wants satisfied privately. In their schema, the poor lack resources to participate
while middle-income families evince both resources and needs to participate intensely.

Type 2b:  What seems to be a single phenomenon is in reality composed of assorted heterogencous elements.

Here, complexity is found in the simple, and patterns often are identified only after
multiple observations. Our impression is that this is the most popular variant of
interestingness within the politics of education subfield.

Local politics has its share of these typologizing propositions. Among the more
enduring ones, Mann (1976) concludes that school principals do not have a single
orientation to their neighborhood, but have three (delegate, trustee, and politico). In the
still underresearched arena we call mesopolitics, Crow (1990), Wiles et al. (1981), and
Summerfield (1971) disentangle multidimensional relations between school sites and
central otfices. One of Summerfield’s principals, for instance, deals aggressively with the
community’s demands - and receives ‘Downtown’s’ resources differently from less
mobilizing principals. Of late, Goldring and Rallis (1992) detail other strategies for those
who would redesign their organizations and maneuver to ‘fit’ their environments.

Moving up the chain of command from principals, McCarty and Ramsey (1971) note
that relationships between superintendents and their localities’ power structures can be
seen as heterogeneous - as four patterns affect=d by four types of community.

The ABSTRACTION of phenomena:
Tvpe 3a:  What seems 10 be an individual phenomenon i< in reality a holistic phenomenon. e.g.. in sociology.
suicide - thought to be an individual characteristic - 1s in reality a societal characteristic.
Type 3b:  What seems to be a hohstic phenomenon is 1n reality an individual phenomenon, e.g., in sociology,
territoriality - thought to be a societal characteristic - is in reality an individual characteristic.

Qualifying as Type 3a propositions are assertions that delineate the ‘assumptive world’ and
‘political culture’ of state/provincial politics. What appears to be the property of an
individual is portrayed as actually the property of a whole polity of which the individual is
a part. In demarcating traditionalistic, moralistic, and individualist cultures and com-
binations thereof, Wirt (1977) lays out a far-reaching set of holistic propositions.

In particularistic propositions of Type 3b, what appears to be the property of a whole
is delineated as the property of the individuals who comprise that whole. Thus, rather
than discussing breakdowns in conmunication channels, Morris et al. (1984: 121-127)
memorably define, as the ‘Crazy Mother,’ individuals who would improve school and
society in ways that are ‘off the wall’ to the educational establishment. Ortiz and Ortiz
(1993) have a similar individualistic focus, reviewing female Hispanic superintendents as
having uniquely critical properties for moving systems toward societal equity.

Intermediate between holistic and individual foci are propositions that attend (a) to
the community rather than to the society and (b) to the organization rather than to the
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individual. Accordingly with their look at union solidarities, Kerchner and Koppich
(1993) position the locus of human phenomena at a level betwe n the overarching polity
and the particular person. Probing this intermediate context too are some of the earliest
studies in the politics of local education, e.g., Hunter’s Regional City (1953), Vidich and
Bensman’s Smalltown (1960, especially pp.174-201), and Dahl's New Haven (1961).
Perhaps someday a researcher will revisit these same sites, thereafter turning on their heads
the ‘old’ propositions about power and socialization that these earlier scholars designed.

The GENERALIZATION of phenomena:
Type 4a:  What seems to be a local phenomenon is in reality a general phenomenon.
Type 4b:  What scems to be a general pheromenon is in reality a local phenomenon.

These too are fairly common types of propositions. Most key scholars, but not Weber,
sought the generalizing proposition that encapsulated universal truth, or at least some
rough approximation of it. Increasingly now, with the outlook that elements can vary
considerably among different populations, more openness exists for propositions that are
localizing.

Thus with rig .us procedures, based on a two and a half-year study of 12 high
schools in 11 states, Weiss (1993) puts into a general and national context what
professionals likely know about a nearby school or district’s shared decision making
(SDM). SDM may give teachers some influence and ownership over limiteu issues, but so far
it has not especially led teachers to ‘stress innovation nor craft creative strategies to
improve student achievement’ (p. 89).

Teacher commitment may be regarded as local and idiosyncratic until a persuasive
countrywide literature review on that subject, (e.g., Firestone and Pennell 1993) comes
along to weave together findings, logical deductions, evaluations, and caveats to confirm,
challenge, and extend readers’ outlooks. Firestone and Pennell hence offer an interesting
proposition when they argue that formative feedback - which ‘everyone knows' as
characterizing the supervision process - also characterizes teacher commitment. Prior to
that review, effective feedback had not been much linked to commitment, and so
Firestone and Pennell somewhat ‘catch’ us by asking that we ‘imagine how schools can be
reconfigured to provide teachers’ (p. 519) with supervisory feedback.

All of us have understandings that we take for granted, and so a denial of the
localizing proposition, along with an emphasis on variation, can prove interesting too.
Thus, through her negation of a one-size-fits-all approach to home-school relations, Graue
(1993) shows that certain behavioral or policy characterizations hold for some parental
groups but not for others. Unlike Europeans, American scholars in the politics of
education today largely ignore the Russian Vygotsky, but not Graue. Through that
Russian’s framework, she examines the language and actions of parents to illustrate how
local contexts can set up assorted kinds of home-school relations.

The STABILIZATION of phenomena:

Type 5a:  What seems to be a stable and unchanging phenomenon is in reality an unstable and changing
phenomenon.

Type 5b:  What seems to be an unstable and changing phenomenon 1s 1n reality a stable and unchanging
phenomenon

Fortunately the subfield has beckoned researchers with the historian’s penchant for sifting
through data on temporal continuities or lacks thereof. Rogers and Chung (1983) on New
York, Schwartz on Alberta (1986), Rury, Cassell et al. on Milwaukee (1992), McNeese on
Salt Lake City (1992), and Mirel on Detroit (1993) are among those who work effectively
tracing change and stability.
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For a Type 5b proposition, Wong (1992) finds few choice programs in the midst of
powerful central bureaucracy in the urban district.” Wong meanwhile observes ‘dedicated
parents vigorously involved in [new] site-level governing councils while others continue
to exit to the nearby district or the non-public sector.” Overall, new governing structures
co-exist with old mechanisms, yet, in Wong’s view, the remaining stabilities have strong
advantages. That 1s, the still-powerful central bureaucracy of a city possesses institutional

emory, policy enforcement capacity, ability to conduct program evaluation, and
coordinative authority for mediating rival interests.

In the exposé mode (not done enough in our field), Madsen (1994) also points to
unyieldingness in the face of mandated reform. That schools eat change agents for
breakfast does not surprise the professional. Still, in this era of ‘break-the-mold” schools in
the USA, a state department of education is ‘supposed’ to have a different aura, at least
carrying forward a fresh perspective. Lest laypersons be so rash as to believe all state
legislators and functionaries, however, Madsen's behind-the-scenes vignettes specify how
‘new’ programs are neutered these days. (What is interesting to a professional and to 2
layperson can differ.)

The FUNCTION of phenomena:
Type 6a:  What seems to be a phenomenon that functions ineffectively as a means for the attamment of an
end is in reality a phenomenon that functions effectively.

One example: through a study of desegregation in 119 districts, Rossell (1990) refutes the
convention that mandatory reassignment is the only way to achieve school desegregation.
More effectively than usually assumed, voluntary plans function in facilitating students’
racial integration, she concludes. Indeed, compared with mandatory plans, voluntary plans
are judged superior in equity, efficiency, and effectiveness - which also is not what
seasoned civil rights proponents have anticipated, given their predilection to liberals’
strategy of court rulings to advance their interests.

Such a Type 6a proposition can involve rejecting a manifest (i.e., a generally apparent)
dysfunction within a phenomenon and then finding a latent (i.e., not generally apparent)
redeeming function therein. In an analysis of causes for a wholesale reform of school
governance in Chicago, Hess (1993) argues that it was the liberal strategies (a manifest
function) that failed. Defeat did not come, Hess says in contra-distinction to common
belief, because of the liberal perspective of bringing extensive political changes peacefully (a
latent function).

Type 6b:  What seemns to be a phenomenon that functions effectively as 2 means for the attainment of an end
is in reality a phenomenon that functions meffectively.

Sykes (1987) points to the pathological adaptations teachers make to personnel incentives ~
certain ‘rewards’ turn out to be disincentives.’ But, more typically in the literature, local
boards of education seem to exemplify this surprise. Elected boards may have developed
originally to provide for lay control, but Zeigler and Jennings (1974) uncover scant
evidence that these bodies actually usher in ‘responsive and responsible governance.’
Rather, electoral ‘competition is limited, with sponsorship and pre-emptive appointments
common. Opponents of the status quo are infrequent; incuinbents are rarely challenged
and more rarely still defeated’ (p.245). Whenever superintendents are ensconced as
dominant figures, board members become spokespersons to the community for those
superintendents, no longer brokering grassroots concerns. Granted, a fair amount of ink
has .een spilt in academic journals contesting this proposition. yet the view of democratic
lay control of education by boards has been questioned, interestingly and importantly.
Type 6b kinds of propositions can be radical. An implication is that we ought to try
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changing or ven abandoning political institutions that have destructive consequences.
Chubb and e (1990) lately refute the Zeigler and Jennings proposition, insisting that a
large part ot what prevents public schools from fostering high achievement has been this
very element of democratic control. From research on two districts, Hannaway (1993)
yields a more subtle finding: contrary to the standard thinking that organizational
decentralization expands the discretion of those closest to the problem, teachers in
decentralized schools appear to have less discretion thin those in traditional settings.

The EVALUATION of phenoniena.
Tvpe 72 What seems to be a bad phenomenon 15 reality a good phenomenor.
Type 7b:  What seems to be a good phenomenon 15 1n teality a bad phenomenon.

To bolster the dismal rating of an activity, the researcher can choose indicators that
‘authenticate’ the brightness of the phenomenon as a whole. Accordingly, if her or his
objective is to offset a view that schools are awful, the maker of interesting propositions
can scout out indicators that emphasize achievements. Second, the researcher with reason
to be gloomy about today’s schools can try to shift the rating of a phenomenon by shifting
the standard with which it is being compared. This sort of skew of consciousness is
essentially what Chubb and Moe (1990) do in moving the public schools’ comparison base
to better-achieving, market-oriented, non-public schools that do not have to respond to
democratic pressures.

Of course, for their part, analysts inclined to undercut their audiences’ appraisals of
schools as lackluster can muster comparisons too. Comparisons can be to (a) other
societies’ schools, (b) schools’ past history, (c) schools’ potential futures, or (d) some
edition of Utopia. Comparisons of cours* can be negative as well as positive. Thus
Scheurich (1993) compares coordinated children’s services with the violence inflicted on
poor minorities. Scheurich’s point in short is that coordination by professionals of other
people’s lives, rather thai enabling, is patronizing and disempowering.

If various partnerships presently are taken at face value, business input is a ‘good” for
education, leveraging money and cxpertise to meet identified school and community needs
(McGuire, 1990). With an eye on lower-income groups, however, Spring (1992) as well as
Borman e al. (1993) are among those who demur. Such critics argue that
‘overwhelmingly, business interest and involvement in education reform have been
compelled by narrow business self-interest, contradictory to the interests of women,
people of color and children . . . . Little optimism for future business-led efforts to generate
structura] change in education can be expected’ (Borman er al. 1993:69). In making that
case, these anti-business critics chose negative indicators, shifting the standard away from
workplace productivity. Potential inequities for students are cast as flowing out of the new
partnerships.

| TR O AL —— i

The CORFLATION of phenamena

Type 8a.  What seem to be related or interdependent phenomena are in realiry uncorrelated or independent
phenomena.

Type 8b What ceem to be unrelated or independent phenomena arc in realitv correlated or nterdependent
phenomer .

The impact of schools on children has been the subject of both sorts of co-relationa!
propositions. Until 1979 or so, an accepted view among a number of high-profile scholars
was that public schools, in the end, appear not to have any impact upon class and ethnic
differences in students’ achievements (Coleman et al. 1966, Jencks 1972, Plowden Report
1967). In due course, however, Rutter ef al. (1979) proposed otherwise, showing that it
did matter which secondary school a child attended. Giving impetus to the cffective school
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) movement, these Britons also established that the way a school is organized is crucial to
- setting conditions for learning.

: The CO-EXISTENCE of phenomena.
-] Type 9a:  What seem to be a phenomiena which can exist together are w reality phenomena which cannot
exist together.
Tvpe 9b:  What eem to be a phenomena which cannot exist together are in reality phenomena which can
= exist together,

These types of interesting propositions are relatively rare, since few phenomena are so
incompatible with one another that they completely negate the other’s existence.

British research, though, again provides a quick example. England’s Educational

Reform Act of 1988 abo'ished restrictions on attendance boundaries, thereby making it
possible for parents to choose freely which schools their children would attend.
= Ostensibly, schools would be obliged to accept any child provided the school had space.
The principle of free choice was designed to give all parents an equal opportunity.
Legislators saw choice and equity initially as compatible co-equal objectives of the Act.
Over time, however, choice and equity do not seem to be able to co-exist comfortably.
Hence, in those well-endowed schools which typically have more applicants than spaces,
- school authorities regularly exclude children with a history of emotional or behavioral
problems (Woods 1992). These ‘problem’ children are then forced to seek places in less
- favored schools. To a degree, then, choice tends to produce inequity.
For 2 North American example, Rallis (1993) proposes that elected school boards and
— school restructuring may be a contradiction in terms. She observes that the innovation
necessary to move American education ‘back on track’ is antithetical to the operational
styles of most board members.

Examples of Type 9b propositions occur in the oxymorons of commentators on
politics and policy in education. These include dynamic ambiguities such as ‘organized
anarchy,” ‘loose coupling,’ and *principled compromise.” Qualities that seem incongruous
or contradictory can co-exist, maybe even with satisfactory outcomes.

The IMPOR TANCE of phenomena:

To suggest that Davis (1971) has not fully mapped the domain of what is interesting (as
well as important and true), we invoke a pair of propositions that he missed. First:

a What seem to be important concerns are in reahity not centrally unportant.

Thus, with great faith in Second Chance programs, Levin (1992) musters an intriguing
idea that undercuts received wisdom: for good reasons, he does not see the dropout issue
as one which schools need to be importantly concerned about. Second:

b: What seem to be unimiportant concerns are 1n reality phenomena which are cen*rally important.

- Up until now, the literary style in which a policy is writtca has hardly been considered
critical. Woods (1994), however, recently has claimed that the wording and presentation
of a policy affects teachers’ engagement and subsequent support of the policy involved.
Thus at a time when various mainstream scholars insist that institutions matter, leadership
matters, external resources matter, and implementation techniques matter, one small voice
draws upon reader-response theory to suggest that (of all things) liveliness in writing
matters.

Any number of other types of interesting propositions is possible. For instance, a
scholar could write about well-accepted concepts that are unworkably narrow or
confusingly wide, or reframe discussions from the overly technical to the moral.
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Beyond interestingness to paradoxes, Weber, and more

In a highly selective account, we have pointed to a handful of seemingly contradictory
assertions in studies of the politics and policy of education. While not exhaustive, our
search has been sufficient to suggest that the subfield is not riddled by groupthink. Yet
because we have had to ‘dig’ to find these seeming contradictions, our hunch is that many
# articles in this subfield have not been as interesting as they might have been. Either that,
or authors in our field commonly do not call readers’ attention to the new departures they
take.

Authors of some of those and more substantive articles may rebut, either arguing that
(a) the world is more gray and less black-and-white than contrasting propositions
presume, (b) the contradictions we seek would only ruffle people of action who crave the
decisiveness of certainty, and (c) a lack of consensus within the scholarly community leads

to the public's low estimation of educational research. Also, we may be told that the

. interest-monger hedonistically craves novelty and wild surmise while lamely forgetting

i that many find security in denying the interesting. The rejection of garden-varicty

understandings is only an intellectual game, critics also may say (perhaps by way of
advancing research games of their own).

Notwithstanding these dissents to our theme, we see a cultivation of the interesting
as a call for flexibility and for interim understandings. ‘Weigh your own and others’
. assumptions, even at the risk temporarily of putting the research community into

s disarray,” we see Weber, Davis, -nd ourselves as saying, ‘and always examine conflicting
or opposite hypotheses. Move beyond (1) the verifying of accepted ideas and (2) the unique
] vision that lacks rigor. With your propositions, have an openness to assorted realities and
to notions that differ from your own. So, if you want to help establish truth, keep
thinking.” That strikes us as fair advice for a subfield 25 years mature. Further and careful
negations of important commonplaces are commended.
— Although Davis does not use the word ‘paradox’ to describe the import ot his search
) of the contrasting view, his whole approach stimulates us to do what paradoxe-. do - plant
doubts and keep us open to possibilities, including the central political thought that
understanding does not necessarily come in the form of unequivocal answers (Tinder
- 1991: 21). Not for nothing is the patron of politics, Janus, two-faced. In our experiences,
: truth in the intricacies of politics and policy, and in education too, rarely is confined to one
universally compelling proposition. As Milton notes in Areopagitica, where there is
- knowledge in the making there of necessity will be much arguing, much writing, many
' opinions.
indeed, the ‘either-or® alternative that marks western thinking might be transcended
by a ‘both-and’ resolution that reveals the interdependence of qualities upon their
opposites (Barlosky 1994). As students of Tao have remarked, without *off* there is no
N ‘on.' Without ‘dark,” there is no ‘light.” Without ‘messiness,” there is no ‘order.’
- Difficult and easy complete one another. High and low determine one another. Front and
' back give sequence to one another (Lao Tze 1958: 143).
: What will this sort of ying-yare thinking do to the subfield? One answer can be
- found in that final 1918 lecture of Weber's in Munich. Weber evokes two propositions as
! being played out by those in the vocation of politics:

1. He characterizes an ethic of ultimate ends with fiercely held personal principles.
Elsewhere, Weber alludes to this commitment to a cause as a passion to reform
a corrupt world, no matter what the consequences.
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As a ‘*guiding star,” Weber interestingly and contrarily-mindedly invokes an
ethic of personal responsibility to the cause of politics. In that ethic, purities of
principle are tempered pragmatically. There, politicians soberly act with regard
to the consequences of their actions and of the world’s actions.

In VVeber's construction, both contrasting ethics - the ethic of passion as well as the ethic
of personal responsibility — are necessary.’ But how to overcome the seeming duality, and
other dualities as well?

Weber summons a mediating force between individuals’ autonomy and responsi-
bility. He defines this force, this *decisive psychological quality’ allowing calmness and
concentration, as proportion and perspective. Weber holds that somehow the politician (and
the student of educational politics, we would add):

_reaches the point where he save: "Here | stand: | can Jo no other * Tisotar as this s true, an ethic o ulnmate
ends and ethic of responsibility are not absolute contrasts but rather supplements which only i union constitute 2
genume man a3 man who can have the “calling for politics’. {1918 48.127)

Thus, after agonizing over two paradoxically opposing ethics, Weber points to room for
both. Anticipating the next decade’'s work by Mary Parker Follett on integrative
solutions, Weber urges politicians to take a stand by fusing contradictions.

Unlike some behavioral scientists, Weber does not quantify the desired portions
between passion and responsibility, nor does he lay out analytic decision trees to help us
reach accommodations. Yet he leaves no doubt that he expects politicians to piece together
proportional adjustments where the ethics of ultimate ends and of responsible
consequences harmonize with cach other.

In an overview like this for one subfield, certainly it is never too late to allude to the
perennial debate about the purpose of the subficld’s scholarship. In that debate, we sce
oppositional ethics similar to those that Weber marked. That is, we sce a passion for
theory and for the subfield taking on more of the dimensions of a cognate and theory-
building discipline; Burlingame (1987) is only one of the more explicit spokespersons for
this pro-understanding view. We also observe a strong ethic involving personal
responsibility. This disposition toward statecraft responds to cries of administrators,
reformers, and others who demand practical help today in solving political problems
engulfing schools (Sroufe 1980). We would be exaggerating to suggest that the subfield
might experience a polar night of icy darkness over this and other tensions (e.g., ErkLiren
vs Versichen), but esteemed writers and speakers on panels often seem to talk past each
other, as if little chance for compromise existetd between aspects of the field.

Through the crossfire that such contesting positions promote, those with a calling to
study and learn from the politics of education might be stimulated to move on to more
paradoxical thinking. Those with this calling might reach for, and achieve, that very
proportion and unison that Weber values. Thereafter, who knows? Their balances might
turn out to have more wisdom than what is strictly interesting.

Notes

Diamonds, Harvests, and Baked Alaskas are terms that Vanderieulen (1972) uses to Jasafy
manuscripts submitted to an economics journal.

Hence, we do not deal with: the CO-PARIATION of phenomena (i.e.. what seemis to be a positive co-
varation between phcnumcna 18 in reality a negative co-varation, and what seemis to be a negative co-
variation is in reality a positive one); the OPPOSITION of phenomena (1.e.. what seem to he similar or
nearly identical phenomena are in reahitv opposite, and vice versa); and the CAUSATION of
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phenomena (i.c., what seems to be the independent variable in a causal relation is in reality the
dependent phenomenon, and vice versa.)

For this reference, we are obliged to Carol Bartell.

An example of this transcending quality in the politics of education subfield is the insight, attributed to
Kaufman, that centralization creates countervailing needs for decentralization, and vice versa. So it is
too that administrators appreciate that they often have to change just to preserve their schools’
stabilities. Paradoxically too, authorities who make political appointments appreciate that compeiling
arguments can be made for choosing representative or unrepresentative groups as well as for picking
groups that represent the whole society or just the clientele. Finally, students of policy realize that
behind every policy goal (e.g.. equality) are conflicting but plausible conceptions of that goal (e.g..
equality in process vs equality in distribution).

Weber's openness is similar to that of physicists who ms {e scientific advances at Cambridge in the
1930s: on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, they applied wave theory to explain light; then on
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, they adapted the seemingly irreconcilable newer photon/particle
model of quantum dynamics. Paradoxically, physicists ultimately determined that both forces, wave as
well as particle, are at play.
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The game analogy not only makes the political process easier to understand, 1t also draws attention to the dy name
nature of the process. A game, after all, is not static but full of action. So 1t v with the game of American politics,
for the action v noristop (Frantzich and Perey 1994, 3)

This commemorative ycarbook explores the competing values that shape the rules of the
game, examines the high-stakes political arenas in which the educational politics game is
played, and illuminates the policy outcomes and consequences critical to the education of
children. The Study of Educational Politics challenges us to venture forth into uncharted
territories, beyond the classical paradigm that some say inspired us to adopt a bureaucratic
view of a game where the players behave as cogs and wheels within precisely defined
game-board boundaries, while conforming to strictly enforced rules. Games played on the
constantly changing playing fields of the politics of education are rarely this boring. They
arc highly contested. continuously in motion, and played on ficlds where boundaries are
obscured and rules blurred by the exigencies of social change. In using the game analogy
to conclude the yearbook, we draw heavily on our colleagues' analyses of value conflicts
within political arenas where power is the medium through which plavers, rules,
strategies, and outcomes affect all those accountable for our education in our socicty.

We examine content themes addressed throughout the yearbook while simultaneous-
ly considering trends over the past qu- . century that may foreshadow new directions
for research in the 21st century. For iustance. we ask questions about the impact
playing-field conditions have on whether an educational reform persists or not, We offer
examples of ways educational politics and policy games are played. Finally. we recognize
the disillusionment prevalent in educational research with mechanistic models of human
behavior and the attendant problem of values, universals and objectivity. We advocate
diverse ways to study educational politics and policy games. Qur position supports
theoretical and methodological pluralism in the polmcs of cducation, a stance that
embraces a holistic approach inclusive of various theoretical perspectives and
methodological approaches which have been largely overlooked in inquiries into the
politics of education,

Changing playing fields and educational reform

The nature of the playing field is determined by where the game of educational politics is
played, how it is played, and who wins and loses. Playing fields are characterized
simultaneously by relatively stable governmental jurisdictions, by established communities
and other similar territorial dimensions, and by constantlv shifting cultural traditions,
norms, expectations and values. Reforms come and go in the United States despite
institutional continuity because of changing playing conditions resulting from recurring
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conflicts over fundamental values in schools and society at large. Knowledge of the
conditions under which the game of cducational politics is played assists us in
understanding the focus of education reform.

At the outset of this yearbook, Stout. Tallerico and Seribner assume that playing
fields generate conflict and that those conflicts are unresolvable in a pluralist democratic
systemn because they reflect tensions among competing values. This contention is well
documented in the literature (Cuban 1990, Guthrie 1987, lannaccone 1967, Marshall e al.
1989). Within our political culture, the inevitable contests over contemporary issues
taking place in political arenas at all levels of school governance absorb our immediate
attention. Yet, over the long term, as a relatively conimon set of rules for playing the
politics of education game passes from one generation to the next, ideologies persist;
couservative and liberal values appear, reappear and appear again (Burnham 1970, Cuban
1990, Schlesinger 1986).

Thus, playing fields change as individuals move in and out of political arenas. When
conservative values dominate the playing fields, the players concern themselves with high
academic standards, orderliness, efficiency, and productivity; when more liberal values
dominate, issues concerning equity, student access to programs, linking schools to work
in the community, and reducing academic achievement gaps between studer+ groups are
emphasized.

One of the principal conflicts generated by this tension over competing values
concerns the role of ideology in education. Ideological belief patterns are expressed in
terms of how individual players apply their personal experiences to the decisions and
policies made in political arenas (i.e., in schools, districts, state and federal bureaucracies),
and, likewise, how players with similar beliefs and attitudes view such issues as equality,
the purpose and size of government, the inevitability of change or the virtues of stability
and order. These periodic shifts, as Mazzoni suggests, have been “energized” by dramatic
events, new leadership, media attention and the bully pulpit. The playing fields differ
among the different states as evidenced by contrasts in values and attitudes associated with
the highly contested battles over school finance reform, school choice, school desegre-
gation, and religion in the schools.

Playing fields change because of individuals who are in a position to wield influence
over other players. As Sroufe asserts, the players themselves bring personal experiences and
values to the playing fields that shape their agendas and the nature of the game they wish
to play. Among his examples are President Lyndon B. Johnson, a former educator who
created our nation’s largest educational program, and more recently Senator Tom Harkin
whose influence on the passage of bills concerning techuical assistance for the handicapped
undoubtedly grew out of his first-hand experience with a brother with a hearing
disability. Throughout this volume several writers have argued that the players, including
school administrators, legislators, governmental leaders, community élites, interest group
leaders, and the like bring their own predispositions, visions, and values to the political
arena as they seck to control agendas and determine outcomes, manage bureaucratic myths
and their own images, gain control of real and symbolic resources, and manipulate
implementation processes.

Playing fields also change largely because of the prevailing ideological preferences of
the times as has been expressed, for example, through educational reforms enacted during
the administrations of the seven United States Presidencies since the inception of the
Politics of Education Association. Administrations in Washington, DC representing
different ideologies can be distinguished between those who have emphasized equality of
educational opportunity and fiscal and academic equity (social justice), and those who have
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seen government in 2 more limited role, placing high priority on orderliness, efficiency,
and productivity.

Cibulka makes it abundantly clear that these distinctions have in recent years
engendered not only ‘politicized policy-oriented research, but academic think tanks (in
Washington, DC and elsewhere) representing conservative or liberal values’ that use their
‘political resources’ to influence what is studied, and how public opinion is to be
manipulated by ‘deliberately slanted research.’ Interestingly, Wong suggests that the
recent resurgence of a federal interest in education backed by some modest improvements
in amounts and redistributions of resources under the Clinton administration breaks the
mold by combining two competing values, ‘achieving equity and efficiency simultaneous-
ly.

In sum, during this first quarter century of the evolution of the politics of education
as a field of study, educational policy has moved from an earlier call for school district
consolidation with fewer people making political decisions and allocating values for more
people to the recent trend toward more inclusive, participatory (site-based) decision
making.

This shift in emphasis, however, is far from permanent. lannaccone and Lutz remind
us that because of shifting power bases and changing playing fields, local control has
become 2 myth and representativeness of diverse populations a fiction. Malen further
submits that within schools where instructional and curriculum decisions are made
tensions exist over who has the legitimate role and right to make decisions in particular
areas. There is a great dispute among educators as to whether the recent emphasis on
restructuring through shared decision making will produce a lasting change in educational
governance or whether it represents merely a pause in the movement toward ever greater
state and federal involvement in education.

Educational reform emanates from persisting conflicts over unresolvable values.
Understanding how playing fields and political arenas influence the game is crucial to
understanding educational reform. Playing fields are in perpetual motion, and political
arenas are constantly shifting boundaries where governing powers between national, state
and local units of government are shared, and the outcomes of the games played are shaped
by values emanating from cultural, historical, and technological changes. As indicated
earlier, Wong claims that since the inception of the politics of education field reform
efforts have tended to oscillate between two perspectives that can be roughly placed on ‘an
“‘equity-efficiency’’ continuum.’ These two perspectives create tensions and, thus,
winners and losers.

Educational policy games: winners and losers

Because tensions between competing social values are ever present in schools, they rise to
the surface when external events trigger individuals and groups to voice policy differences
and demand change in schools. These dilemmas require political negotiation and
compromises amony policy makers and interest groups. There is no solution to these
conflicts; there are only political trade-offs. In this sense, as Sroufe suggests, the game
never ends. These conflicts and political trade-offs are what make it difficult to determine
the winners and losers in educational politics games. Sometimes only one player or group
of players win, in other situations more than one player wins, and in still others most of
the players lose.

That winners and losers are difficult to determine is a theme found in many of the
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yearbook chapters. For example, those concerned with mapping the strategies and tactics
used in determining or predicting winners and losers have adopted a variety of analytical
models. Boyd, Crowson and van Geel offer game theory as an example of a rational choice
theory that can be used to predict winners and losers of political games. Zero-sum games,
positive-sum games, mixed-motive games, prisoner’s dilemma, chicken, and convergence
games are offered as ways to play the politics of education game. Policy researchers
systematically sort out the logical effects changes in one strategy (variable) will have on
other factors in an imminent contest.

Cibulka offers disquieting evidence about the outcome of macropolitical games being
decided by the accuracy and thoroughness of information available to the players. He
argues that one can indeed determine winners and losers. Policy élites most typically win
because they control information. As players, they are fewer in number and active in as
many arenas as possible. Their primary strategy is to control agendas so as to manage the
flow of information and minimize outside influence. Outcomes of micropolitical games,
however, appear to be in the hands of the principal who controls information, sanctions,
and rewards. Malen asserts that both teachers and principals use strategies of every
description to protect their turf, and ‘avert the sanctions and contentious exchanges’ that
threaten traditional power relationships. Depending on how the game is played, teachers
will either withdraw from the playing field into the classroom arena, or collaborate,
compromise, and form positively directed coalitions in the workplace.

The movement toward the privatization of public schooling offers another kind of
educational policy game. Leading examples of these policy games are the charter schools
and school choice movements, movements which are gaining increasing momentum in
several states, as well as the national level. In these games the traditional winners are the
private organizations that take over the responsibility for schooling. Potential losers in this
game are school professionals and possibly a large segment of low-income families and
their children (Boyd and Kerchner 1988).

The distinction between ‘public’ and ‘private’ has traditionally occupied an
important place in our political and legal notions. During the ‘Reagan revolution’,
however, the public and private distinction became less well defined, perhaps even inverted
(Wolin 1989). A concerted attempt was made to make a profitable business out of social
problems previously thought to be in the public domain (Brooks ef al. 1984). Given recent
political trends, this blurring of distinction between public and private spheres will likely
continue well into the next century.

The appropriation of public goals by private cnterprise suggests that state power via
the policy arena is being expanded, but no longer flowing from a common center (Wolin
1989). If this contention is correct, then the players of this educational policy game will
have to consider the possibility that policies such as site-based management and
decentralization, which are ostensibly offered as tools to provide more local control and
freedom of choice to individual schools, will produce opposite effects. These policies may
only serve to strengthen the involvement of the ‘state’ in local affairs. Further, if these
policies fail to produce measurable results in student outcomes, then a justification for
further direct involvement of state control, not to mention the contracting out of
educational services to private-sector firms, could result. Privatization and school choice
initiatives are policy games in which the payoff for the winners (business and élite
interests) usually comes at the expense of the losers (uninformed, undereducated public).

According to Stout, Tallerico and Scribner, educational policy games beg the
question: What should be the purposes of schooling? Is the primary purpose of schooling
simply to teach the ‘three R’s'?> What should be taught beyond the basics? Given the
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demonstrated importance of physical and menrtal health for student success, should we not
also try to care for the whole child by coordinating a variety of social services at the school
site? Do we have a moral obligation to do so? How will such services be funded? And
who will be responsible for the implementation of these services? Given the necessity to
bring in local, state, and federal agencies to develop such programs, who will control these
initiatives?

In contrast with the privatization game, the movement toward the integration of
social services into schools is an educational policy game in which some of the needs of
most of the players are actually met. This movement is increasingly viewed as a critical
element in the overall improvement of education. As a location containing large numbers
of their clients, schools provide a natural clearinghouse for the services offered through
public and private organizations. The emphasis on treating the whole child, coupled with
the increasing variety of problems affecting today’s youth, suggests that multiple services
offered through a coordinated delivery system need to replace the current patchwork of
support services (Commission on Work, Family, and Citizenship 1988). This educational
policy game can offer benefits far beyond the game being played at a given school site.

As one implements collaborative services and interagency partnerships necessary for
meeting the needs of most of the players in these games, a significant amount of political
conflict may result. One of the most frequent barriers found in the creation of
collaborative services is the struggle for power over the nature, direction, and control of
sucl. initiatives. Conflicts arising from the development of such partnerships frequently
stem from conflicts over competing values and ideologies,

This contention is supported by Fusarelli and Laible (1993) who found conflicts over
competing values and ideologies to be one of the principal threats to the creation,
implementation, and success of such partnerships. Where the potential for meeting all
players’ needs exists, conflict can serve to build coalitions of support, mutual
accommodation through the exploration of differences, and ultimately to stimulate
change. The coordinated social services movement is an example of a positive outcome or
positive-sum policy game which some researchers believe produces many more winners
than losers.

Policy arenas and policy games: playing the reform game

Playing-field boundaries and political arenas shift from state and federal levels to local
school districts and local school sites where educational politics and policy implementation
impact on the student. Federal and state activism are examples of the shifting boundaries
and arenas within which the game is played. The increased federal and state activism and
involvement in education at the local level open up a variety of avenues for macro-level
research on the complex interplay of these actors in shaping education policy. A growing
tension exists between these institutions as they seck to determine the shape of education
in the 21st century. Odden (1991) notes that, on the national level, the federal government
is playing an ever-greater role in shaping educational policy.

President Clinton's Goals 2000: Educate America Act: A Strategy for Reinventing Our
Schools (US Department of Education 1993), calling for the creation of a National
Education Standards and Improvement Council, is an example of the increasing
involvement of the federal government in shaping the local restructuring of schools.
According to Echternacht (1980), this standardization works against the aims of local
accountability and autonomy. National standards moderate and limit the autonomy of

210




10 IR P A (G R e O

206 JAY D.SCRIBNER ET AL.

local interests (Resnick 1981). Therefore, despite the lack of additional funding earmarked
for education, it is likely that the federal government, with the cooperation of state
governments, will become increasingly involved in infliencing the structure and
regulation of education.

The movement toward a nutional curriculum with performance standards to ensure
accountability, as conceptualized in President Clinton’s Goals 2000 program, provides
new areas for research into the federal role in educational policy. Concerns about low
student performance, coupled with ever-rising school district tax rates and the increasing
unwillingness of taxpayers to support continued bond issues, have renewed interest in
increasing educational productivity in schools. Political conflict produced as a result of the
increasing emphasis on accountability is sure to increase in the decades ahead. Serious
scholarly attention must be given to the effects of this movement on relationships at both
the macro and micro level in education.

Of particular concern for many educators is the increasing federal and state emphasis
on accountability, in which high stakes rewards are provided for high performance and
there are significant consequences for failure. This rhetoric is similar to that of former
President Bush in his 1990 State of the Union address in which he emphasized the need to
focus on achievement and accountability. The degree of consistency and continuity
between the rhetoric of former President Bush and President Clinton’s education
programs suggests that the federal government is likely to become increasingly involved in
shaping local school policy well into the 21st century.

On the state level, Mazzoni notes a trend of state leaders exercising ever more of their
plenary responsibilities and authority over the conduct of public education at the local
level. High-stakes testing demonstrated to states that they could require a heretofore
locally controlled entity (a local public school district) to participate in an accountability
context (Baker and Stites 1990). This new era of activated state government in education is
likely to create further friction between the interests of local educators and state educaticn
officials.

The preeminent question for researchers is how these intergovernmental conflicts are
addressed, particularly in light of changing demographic patterns. How, for example, do
the bottom-up strategies of decentralization, teacher empowerment, site-based
management/shared decision making, and school restructuring square with top-down
quality control (Baker and Stites 1990)? These questions are a core concern for researchers
studying the politics of education but have not been adequately addressed by researchers in
the field. Since these games are not value neutral, intense conflicts erupt over who will
control these initia.ives and whose vision will prevail; in essence, who will win and who
will lose the policy game.

In summary, the decade of the 1980s brought about a renewed interest among state
and federal policy makers in educational reform. In fact, the 1980s will be remembered as
the decade of reform in education. Buzzwords like outcomes-based education,
performance management, site-based management/shared decision making. restructuring,
and decentralization were invoked like some holy mantra used to cure a seriously ill
patient. It will be up to researchers in the politics of education to determine whether any
of these reforms were successful. Preliminary data, however, suggest that reform efforts
are spotty. A recent study of high school reform efforts found that only 18 out of 3380
schools are currently implementing all of the following reforms: interdisciplinary
teaching, standards and outcome-based education, site-based management, and block
scheduling (Teacher 1994).

Cuban (1990) notes that few reforms make it past the classroom door. The peripheral
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problems of schools and the traditional methods of teaching persist despite decades of
efforts to alter them. Changing schools is lixe punching a pillow; they absorb innovative
thrusts and soon resume their original shape (Boyd 1987). Given the emphasis among
policy makers and educational researchers on comprehensive restructuring of the public
schools, these findings do not bode well for the prospects of systemic reform of the
educational system.

Moreover, existing tools of understanding are no more than inadequate metaphors
for understanding the failure of reforms to alter the regularities of schooling substantially.
It is the task of researchers in the politics of education to develop new approaches,
methodologies, and theories to explain the persistent failure of school reform. Researchers
must gather data on specific reforms and trace their life history in particular classrooms,
schools, districts, and regions. More can be done, Cuban (1990) concludes, by studying
reforms in governance, school structures, curricula, and instruction over time to
determine whether any patterns exist.

Ways to study politics of education games

Throughout the chapters in this yearbook, several authors point out that our field lacks
conceptual clarity and that a multiisciplinary perspective is apparent in the way we study
the politics of education. Wong suggests that the field has benefited from our multi-
disciplinary perspectives. Yet Cibulka indicates that this multidisciplinary perspective
weakens the field and urges scholars to pursue work that is both theoretical and applied in
nature. In the same vein, Boyd, Crowson and van Geel propose game theory, which is
framed within the field of organizational economics, as a vehicle to build the theoretical
base in the field of educational politics and policy. Marshall and Anderson offer feminist
theories within the cultural studies framework to study the politics of race, gender, and
class in schools and educational policy. They indicate that the feminist perspective offers a
new lens through which an understanding of the playing fields of education can be
viewed.

This section does not pretend to offer a comprehensive coverage of each of the
perspectives and methodologies: yet its purpose is to provide avenues for scholars to
pursue as lines of inquiry in their future studies. After all, this chapter's intention is to
tease out our curiosity and to provide different notions of micro- and macropolitical theory
as it relates to the politics of education. It seeks to provide avenues for exploring who
plays the game, why and how it is played (the rules of the game), and who wins and loses
as a result of the contest. The first perspectives we address is that of political sociology.

Political sociology

Much of the contemporary analysis of education reform ignores the history of education
and takes as its rhetoric the definition of change. Scholars and policy makers have initiated
education reform assuming that intervention is progress, and that a better world results
from new programs, technologies, and organizations which increase efficiency, economy,
and effectiveness. The literature is full of instances where programs are identified that scem
to be ‘successful” as evidenced by principals or teachers (Comer 1980, Levin 1989, and
Slavin ef al. 1994 among others). Also, policy makers and scholars give value to the
perceptions and behaviors of people involved in schools, assuming that the reasons, intent,
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and practices of those involved in the reform determine the objective outcomes of the
reform and change. Yet there is a fundamental element missing in this analysis of
education reform: the perspective of political sociology which analyzes education reform as
a social and political practice.

Within political sociology, there are several issues or constructs that may be useful for
the analysis of education. First, the idea of social regulation is advanced within this
perspective. It has been articulated that ~ducation reform may be conceived as part of a
process of social regulation. For example, Popkewitz (1991) indicates that ‘reform is a
word whose meanings change as it is positioned within the transformations that have
occurred in teaching, teacher education, education sciences, and curriculum theory since
the late 19th century’ (p. 2). He asserts that reform has no essential meaning or definition
and that it does not signify progress in the absolute sense. Popkewitz, however, suggests
that reform does entail a consideration of social and power relations. In other words,
reform is conceived as social regulation.

Social regulation is a concept not yet fully understood in the politics of education. Yet
this concept is critical since schools are social regulatory institutions that construct realities
and knowledge for others. Also, schools are social institutions heavily regulated by the
state. For example, several researchers indicate that in the last two decades state regulation
of the curriculum has increased in many states within the USA (Fuhrman and Malen 1991,
Wise 1979).

Thus, education reform has been used as part of a process of social regulation. The
tasks of socializing students for a particular purpose (e.g., to get a job at IBM) and the
state’s form of knowledge (tests) used in schools to shape the views and realities of
students are just two examples of the concept of social regulation. Students of social
regulation in education may consider asking the following questions: What constitutes
reform? What are its changing meanings over time? How are these meanings produced?

Another major construct of the political sociology perspective is that of social
cpistemology. Epistemology provides a context in which to consider the rules and
standards by which knowledge about the world is formed, the distinctions and
categorizations that organize perceptions, and ways of responding to the world (Rorty
1979). On the other hand, social epistemology ‘takes the objects constituted as knowledge
of schooling and defines them as elements of institutional practice, historically formed
patterns of power relations that provide structure and coherence to everyday life’
(Popkewitz 1991: 15). In other words, the researcher takes the ‘knowledge of schooling’
and considers the relational and social embeddedness of knowledge in the practices and
issues of power in schools. Accordingly, the concern with social epistemology is a political
as well as conceptual practice.

Students of social epistemology, for example, question the relation of institutional
practices and the regimes of truth as they change over time (Foucault 1980). Regimes of
truth are the rules and standards by which individuals define what is good and bad;
reasonable and unreasonable; rational, irrational, and nonrational (Foucault 1979).
Conceptually, social epistemology makes visible the rules by which certain types of
phenomena and social relations of schooling come to be the objects of reform, the
conditions of power in these constructions, and the continuities and discontinuities that
are cmbedded in their construction.

The idea is to focus on the social epistemology of schooling as part of power relations.
To be specific, students of social epistemology question and study the very nature of
knowledge and how such knowledge structures different power relations among those
involved in schools. The task of inquiry is to understand which particular social actors
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maintain their positions of dominance and power, as well as the mechanisms which
position them in power, and the elements by which such inequities in power may be
eliminated.

Political philosophy and inquiry

In the politics of education field, some have been obsessed with establishing an identity. In
doing so, scholars have been profoundly influenced by the literature of the philosophy of
science. and they have derived a vision of empirical inquiry from philosophical
reconstructions of the character of scientific explanation. This influence has not been
carefully examined despite the fact that it has affected nearly every methodological premise
of the discipline.

The doctrines of logical positivism and logical empiricism have been especially
influential in primary theoretical formulations and in works dealing with inquiry (see
Easton’s theory of political systems [1965]). In our search for identity we have turned
either directly or indirectly to those schools in the philosophy of science for authoritative
statements regarding such matters as the goals and standards of empirical inquiry, the
criteria of adequate explanation, the meaning of concepts, the character of theory and its
relation to observation and factual support, standards of objectivity, and the relationship
between facts and values.

This theoretical philosophy and approach to inquiry have led a great majority of
scholars to consider only one way to generate knowledge at the expense of many other
approaches which may yield a different kind of theorizing about the politics of education
and policy decision making. Kuhn (1970) indicated that ‘the image of science by which we
are now possessed has been extracted from textbooks, from philosophical reconstructions,
and from various other accounts of scientific accomplishments rather than from the history
of research activity itself’ (p.77).

Whether or not this assessment is correct, it is clear that we need to analyze the
historical development of this field. Scholars need to develop new theories of politics in
education - new conceptualizations that go beyond logical positivism and logical
empiricism (see Marshall and Anderson [Chaper 10] in this yearbook, also Marshall 1993).
We believe that logical positivism and empiricism have made great contributions to the
field. Nonetheless, we also believ. that for any field to grow intellectually, the field needs
to be open to new and different perspectives and methodologies.

For example, contextual notions that may define the political behavior of individuals
within schools have not been explored as a possibility in the politics of education arena.
Contextual theory defines compositional factors, structural factors, and global factors
which affect individual political behavior (Books and Prysby 1991, Marshall er al. 1989).
For instance, compositional factors may include the level of poverty at the community
level and its relationship to political behavior of principals or school board members. On
the other hand, structural factors would include the degree of property segregation or any
structural property of a community.

Books and Prysby (1991) indicate that such variables may affect the political behavior
of any members of such a community; thus, it may be useful for scholars in education to
consider such a level of analysis to develop and understand the political behavior of
education professionals. Finally, global factors are characteristics attributable to the
context itself. An example of global factors is media stimuli.
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Psychology and political leadership

If one determines that all educational policy makers, including school administrators, are
political leaders freely chosen by a community, then it is a standard principle of democratic
theory that all leaders be assessed periodically. These two tenets, coupled with the
expectation of responsiveness, underlie political accountability (Mitchell er al. 1981). Thus,
governing boards, legislative bodies and the citizenry-at-large should take seriously the
evaluations of leadership performance of educational policy makers. According to
Kellerman (1984), there are a number of institutions and individuals who specialize in
providing ways to a-sess political leadership performance. Yet the criteria to assess such a
construct are not well established.

Political leadership in education has become more accepted in recent years (Blase 1991,
Marshall and Scribner 1991). Thus, political accountability becomes a viable concept to
assess political leadership performance in education. This is an area which has not been
explored in the writings or empirical work of scholars in the politics of education. One
logical area where we may begin this work is with theory, research, and practice which
addresses itself to effective and impaired psychological functioning. In this area, one
analyzes models developed by psychology and psychiatry over the last t=n years that are
relevant to the assessment of psychological functioning in political roles. It would be of
interest to identify the latest work in this area and further test the ideas espoused in such
models.

Postmodernism is another stream of thinking that has gained ascendancy in the
humanities, arts, philosophy, and the social sciences. According to Denzin (1991)
disciplinary boundaries are nonexistent. For example, literary studies include sociological
questions; while social scientists write fiction and so on (see Geertz 1988, Lather 1991).
Postmodernism rejects the notion that any method or theory, discourse or genre, tradition
or novelty, has a universal and general claim as the ‘right’ or the privileged form of
authoritative knowledge. In fact, postmodernism suspects all truth claims of masking and
serving particular interests in local, cultural, and political struggles. According to
Scheurich (1994) postmodernism does not automatically reject conventional methods of
knowing and telling as false or archaic. Rather, it opens those standard methods to inquiry
and introduces new methods, which are then subject to critique. Yet few scholars in the
field have fully embraced postmodernism as a lens to study educational policy and the
politics of education (notable exceptions include Marshal' and Anderson [Chapter 10 of
this yearbook ], Lather 1991, and Scheurich 1994).

These are some of the possible lines of inquiry for those interested in studying the
politics of education. Different notions of macro- and micro-political theory as they relate
to the politics of education have been examined and a number of alternative approaches
suggested. In the concluding section of this chapter, we make preparations for the future
of the politics of education as we move into the next century.

Preparing for the next century

If the game analogy introduced in the beginning of this chapter to describe the politics of
education is accurate, then it is a most unusual game we play. Few games have such
frequently changing rules, participants, negotiations, compromises, and levels of play as
the politics of education. As Frantzich and Percy (1994) suggest at the beginning of the
chapter, the action is nonstop. Interestingly, since, as Stout, Tallerico and Scribner claim,
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there are no permanent solutions to political conflicts in this field, the game never ends! It
is a wonder that anyone would want to play at all. But play they do: in every arena, at
every level, and in a multitude of ways, as the authors of this yearbook have shown.

The preceding chapters have offered a variety of approaches that scholars may use to
study the politics of education during the coming century. These approaches are as varied
as their advocates. lannzccone and Lutz call for a return to research derived from basic
democratic theory in the local arena. Likewise, Mazzoni emphasizes the use of multiple
perspectives in understanding the impact of educational reforms in federal and state arenas.
Further, Wong notes that research in the politics of education has broken away from its
parent discipline of political science by not embracing models of rational choice and
economic analysis. Boyd, Crowson and van Geel predict that such models will receive
increased attention in the future. Others, like Marshall and Anderson, call for research in
the areas of power, gender, social class, and race. They suggest that valuable insights could
be gained from cultural studies, feminist, critical, and postmoderni-t approaches to the
study of the politics of education. Townsend and Robinson exhort us to challenge our
traditional ways of thinking about school governance and to be open to all sorts of new
possibilities.

There is agreement among the authors about the need for more theory-building in
the politics of education. Cibulka notes the paucity of theory in the area of education
policy. Fowler makes similar remarks about the lack of theory in comparative politics.
Malen states that the area of micropolitics is a disparate field with little unifying focus.
Sroufe argues that traditional political systems analysis is not helpful for understanding
federal education policy. He suggests less emphasis on rationality and more on theory
devoted to explaining what occurs ‘within the box.’ As he remarks, rationality does not
describe well how decisions are actually made.

In summary, we have reviewed some of the major theoretical perspectives that may
be useful to study further the politics of education. With each perspective, there is a
methodology or methodclogies that may be vseful to continue scholarly work in any
given area. As Wong suggests, such research is likely to be multidisciplinary in the future.
The multidisciplinary scope of inquiry in politics of education scholarship is indicative of a
field that is growing in membership, activities, and policy concerns. Combined with the
alternative approaches suggested in previous chapters, scholarships in the politics of
education has a bright future; and we look forward to the next quarter century where, as
Don Layton so aptly puts it at the outset of this Commemorative Yearbook, exciting and
interesting scholarship can be expected in this still very young, yet fast maturing field
from second- and third-generation politics of education scholars and researchers.
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