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INTRODUCTION ’ : /
. Since Brown v: Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas social

science research has had a direét influence on‘educational bo]icy
development, in these United. States. It is not surprjsing that. 'f
social science research is replete with instances of ?rre]?vance
‘and confusion, together with unsound methodology, resL]ting in
litt]é 1mbrovement of the educative process. Since the majority
of the children in this country attend public schéols, educators .
frequently fail to uﬁderstand the views of minorffy parents.
.The purpose of this paper is to examime the relationghip
between éducational\aolicy and minority community concerns; more -
- specifically, to examine the perceptions held by minority community
leaders concerning the role of social science research on policy.
development. .
Throughout the paper, the definition of educational policy includes
both professionél and non-proéessional input. Additionally, for this
paper's purpose, the definitions of management and adm1n1s£ration will
be. synonomous, tQ meaﬁ (1) those 1nd1v1duals'responsible for the déter-

mination of organizational goalss; and, (2) those charged with the respon-

sibility of facilitating the operations of the organization toward those

established goals.'




POLICYMAKING PR'ocsss

R -

The formu]ation of educational policies 1nvolves the ut111zat1on
»of rather complex decws1on-mak1ng systems. These-systems are often
ut111zed in 1mprov1ng the substantive content of an educational systems
1nst1tut1ona1 dec1s1on -making-processes. The.condition of this struc-

.\‘
tural relationship contextually determines the level of symmetry that

exists between an educational systems functional objectives and the

informed publics subjective interﬁfetation of a particular policy's
i ’ T
construct validity. s

\ . - .
Assessments of the construct validity of a given policy tends
. , ‘ 5/
however, to require a policymaking system to respond to structurally P!

' diverse interpretations of a particular policy's level of systemic . ~

significance.

Structurally, the diverseness of these inbuts conditions the 1eve1
of functional consistency and leverage that can be associated with a
given policy or its alternatives.' Policy alternative§ are intended to
provide sets of optionally pafterned conceptual or procedural specifica-w §
tions that can be applied to a given pattern of organizational activity.
A s The functional significance of these alternatives is clearly linked to
the paradigm that is structured by the organizational approach to a given

policy problem. ‘ ,

Policymaking is often interpreted as.an administrati;:\EttTv?ty-that

\
affords to delineate and integrate variables that can be applied to a

measured assessment of a policy's level of control over the decision systems

long-range institutionally prescribed objectives. To better understand € R

" . |
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éducat1qna1’p011cy formulation, 1; ts 1mperaﬁ1ve that one understands

the policymaking process. :
Policymaking has been studied extensively. Michael Cohen has
given ample coverage in his }emarks concerning policymaﬁing.
First the 1nst1tﬁtional networks through which policies
pass can fruitfully be viewed as political processes.
Meaning that policies-often generate divergent interest
and opinions which should be adjusted in order for
agreement to be reached. For two reasons, other ways
of proceeding are usually-closed. One of these reasons
is the interest and opinions which are usually backed by
independent sources of power, including institutions, °
. experts, and allies. Another is that all the interests.
and opinions may have some claim to legitimacy. Conse-
quently, reaching agreement depends upon mutually adjusting
the difference by such means as negotiating compromises
and bargains, which is the essence of the political process.
Policymaking is not to be used in' the singular sense because

there are policies which initiate new programs and policies which.reVTZE/

existing ones.3”

Cohen further indiicates that policies often derive from existing
policies, in other words "from what is alréady there." He further implies
“that policy rgv1§1on or replacement is the outgrowth of activities internal

to the process itseff.é Specialized uhits are.formulated to:
1. Administer policies and quite often consider anq suggest revisipns.
( 2. Reintroduce revisions of proposais which were deféated earlier.
< .Units designed to search out, formulaté and suggest revisions
‘and nnovations.
’“Policymaking is an on-going process where the ground was brokeq long

ago, and where the-process for searching out and prbposing 1n>bvations

and revisions are well developed and ipstitutionalized."s

5




Making Policy Decisions

~ Lindbloom discusses two distinct ways of making policy decisions.

\ . The two methods are: Ratiopal<Comprehensive (Root) and Successive
' 6

Limited Comparisons (Branch).
"A. Rational-Comprehensive (Root):
. C1$rificaf}on'of values or objectives distinct from and usually
prerequisite to empirical analysis of alterndtive policies.
2. Po]icy—formu]atidh»is therefore approached though means to
achieve them are, sought. : e
¢ 3. .The test of a “good" policy is that it can be shown ﬁo be the
most appropriate means to a dés1reg’en&. ' '
4. Analysis is comprehensive, every iﬁgortant re]eyqnt factor is
taken into account.
5. Theory is often heavily relied.upon.
SuéEes§ive Limited Comparison (Branch): - 0
1. Selection of value 90515 ;nd empirical analysis of the needed
action are not distinct from one ano(her but are closely inter-
t%idéd.
Sﬁnce’means and e%d are not distinct, heané-end éné]ysi§ is oftén
%nabpropriate or limitedf_
The test of a "good" policy is typically that various analysts .
find themgelveskgﬁrectly agreeing on a policy (without their

agreeing that it is the most appropriate meanslto an agreed

objective).
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Analysis {s drast1ca11y IZmited.

(a) Important pos§1?131vi ; *g neglected

(b) Importaht alte7r§§Q e§ pbt fa1 policies are nedlected
(c) Important affecté&‘valyqs &re neglected

A succession of comparisons greatly reduces or eliminates

rel1ance on theory. ;

L1nbloom makes the comment tbat the first of tpese methods or approaches
would be impossible for large scale problems but very appropn1ate for re-
latively simple ones. The second approach is most commonly used 6y

administrators and management.7

As indicated, making policy is a difficult process. Cdnsideration was j}

given to one who illustrates wisdom in making policy such as. "his policiés™
~Will ach1eve only part of what he hopes and at the same time will produce
unanticipated consequences he wogld have preferred to avoi;‘."8
In summatioﬁ, polfcies.are elements that change‘fhrouéh modification
and redesign. "ﬁolicymaking is a proéess of successive approximation to
some desired objectives in which what is desired 1tsg1f continues to change
under reconsideration." Educational policy is not made i& a vacuum. The
policymaking process can be structured to provide the organization with
administrative guidelines that are structured to provide substantive '
‘information that pertains to the contextual range of a particular educa-
tional policy problem area. Specificity in the identification of a g1vén
problem, area, lével of issue, and policy significance tends to determine
the substantive content of a given policy issue area. This fact and its
attendent correlates tend to structure the character of a given policy's

problems degree of institutional significance.

-

7
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Managerial-Administrative Function i 3 /

As ;e discuss the functions’ of manegemeﬁt/admini§tration in }‘i
policymaking process, we must congeduently discuss the various 3ppects
‘of administrators functioning within the educational system. Much has
been written relative to the theory of the administrators funttion aed )
we will discuss them briefly.

' "Unfortunately, little can be briefly communicated aboyt minimizing

" ‘the burdens and maximizing the opportunities of stressful’ situations that

will face all managers making decisions."9 Inevitably, the educational

administrator.will find himself reacting to stressful conditions as he
_ - makes decisions: An administrator's work associates undoubtedly will
Jearn about his skill and style in coping with the exceptioﬁa] and the -

-

tr‘ying.]0

As Likert has ‘v‘td, "Perhaps the most critical managerial act in-
P

velves the degree 0 ccess withawhich supervisors act as "Tinking pins.“]r
Most~observers of management stress the importance and the de]icacy of the
mediqting activft{eﬁ‘of the "man in the middle."12 An organization and
ftﬂsAmembers afé what they are by the influence of the "linking process."13
A §ﬁcce§sful_admini§trator tends to extrqct the 1nevitab1F things of value
in even the most stressful situation.

The manager has absolute confidence wheﬁ he believes all removabie
uncertainty may lead him to believe that his deeisions involve risk.]d
Although we assume that managers (adminstrators) make decisioes ra;ional]x,
there are 1imits‘upon their rational;ty as discussed by Downs:]5
1. Each decision maker can devote'only a.1im1teq amount of time to

decision making.
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Each decision maker can mentally weigh and congider only a limited

amount of information at one‘tinw. .
The functions of most (administrators) requjre them to become
invé]ved in more activities’ than they cdn Lonsider simultaneously;
hence, they must normally focus their'at ention on only part of
their major concerns, while the rest r¢mains latent.!6
The amount of information initially yai]ab]e to every Hecision
maker about ‘each problem i§ only a/small fraction of all the
information potentially availabl¢ on the subject.
Additional information beariﬁg on any particular problem cah
usually ‘be procured but the costs of procurement and uti1iza§ion
may rise rapidly as the amount of data increases.

~Important aspects of many problems involved information that can-

_ nbt be procured at all, especially concerning future eventé..

, Hence, ‘many decisions must be made on the fact of soﬁé ineradicable
uncertainty. -

It should be made clear that, administrators cannot do all th¢ work
involved in these functions. Generally, he concérns him;elf with initiating
these activities and with making final decisions concerning them. Much of
the actual work is delegated to subordinates.

The' contemporary administrator faces new challenges in‘the complex
social environﬁent in which he now finds himself. And, to sﬁrvive inbthe
field of educational administration, a school administra;or must act as a
major agent of changé'?n directing his organization. The main task for

-administrators at all levels in scHool syétems, is tb make continuing effor;s

“to improve their abilities. Today‘s’broblems, being complex and ever changing,

9
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'requires an updated, constantly improving preparation.
5 e ’ ot
'AS we see it, administrators have four specific activities that they

‘y

are responsible for:

;1. Standards of actountability, i.e., he establishgs measuring stigks

for production.'

Measures work in progress, i.e., keeping récords.

.

Interpreting results, i.e.,.evaluation in terms bf standards.

Taking corrective action, i.e., administrators decide what to do

when variations take p]ace.‘7

’ In essence, our complex society and environment greatly affects the

administrator in his decision-making process, just as it affects the policy-

1

making decisions of the administrator. Surely, the administrator must be B

# cognizantﬂﬁ? the role he or she must play in the so;io-pglitica1 éystem
of schools.!8 It is increasingly apparent tbat fhe:;Qle;3f administfatof
is being changed by mény other factors as well as those mentioned. ' ﬁAmdng
&hese are inflation, humén right;l affirmative action, 6ilitéry involve-
meht on a global scdle, and other local, state, and national issues. The,
need for an administrator who can make broad, integrative decisions is
magnified by tﬁe pbtentiq]l{ exploéive matters.. A sense of urgency is

-

present because each day seems to bring even horexchallenging problems .

that must be successfully resolved."!9

. . \ .
A brief look at the varying concepts of administrative or managerial

+ functions shows that a variety of disbiplihes have contributed ‘to. the ever
increasing knowledge of management. Behavioral scientists, economists,
mathematicians, politicians, ministers, soldiers, educators, and physical

. 1
g I

10




scientists have all contribuqu to tﬁE\deve1ooment of management, both

~

as a science and as an art.

The first writers were praciionérs”who described personal experiences,’

which were generanzed to broad principles. "These writers Were mainly

pragmatists who wanted. to share with others'the.practices that worked

.

for them. On «he other hand there were‘oﬁherv writers whose interest

/
/

in admmnIstratlon was so]e]y sc1ent1f1c Between these extremes of
pragmat1sm and sc1ent1sm (theory), there are a gredf many others who

contr1buted to the.l1teratﬁre on administration. Their professional /back-
<
grounds draw a broad spectrum of disciplines inc]uding sociology, pgychology,

law, educat1on mathemat1cs and polftical science
Zi A il
For the. purpose of this paper adm1n1stration is defined as th tak1ng
. ‘. - oyl
charge by 1nd1V1duals with. the persuasfveness and intel]ect to get

accomp11shed through the efforts bf others. Adm1nistration formu]a es,
interprets, defends, and supports policy. The administrator dev1se‘ means:
to reach obJect7Ves accomp]1shed through the efforts of humans. Human

product1v1ty under the guxdance of adm1n1strators becomes the means to an
end. The end quite often becomes p011cy Adm1nfstrat1on 1hf1uences po]icy

'-..

in a direct fashion. Adm1n1strat1on recommends pol1c1e; to- asslsttﬁhe
| o

organization inpits efforts to funct1on . G D )'] i

s

g ek i
In summary, this section sets up a framework that{s intended to be
used in thinking about the subject ‘af educational administration; planning

‘and control systems. Moreovers described in some detail is the-distinguishing

characteristics of the maim elements of the functions of administration and
' ’

the po]icymakiﬁg process.

v
-
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Policy Process Models ' : o

Policy process'modeis tend to structurally define and assist the
policymaking sysfem in identifying the contextual range and applicablility
of a given problem's issue area level of systemic app]jcab111ty. Process .

- models are constructed to provide decisfon systems with contextﬁaily
specific analytical correlates that define the steps in the policy proceés?
Mast process models appear to be the steps in the process by subjecfiVely '
assigning methodological pa?ameters to the steps in the policy procéss.
Below is a Qiagramaéic reﬁreséntation of the -steps and dynamicstof the
processes as they are applied td the fdur basic mode1s.'

(SEE) MODEL OF THE POLICY PRQQFSS

The policy significance of thésé*prqqess models is testablg in ~
noréative situational analyses that are ethyctured to test the policy
s1gn1f1cance of a given problem level of sysgemic significance. The
policy 1mportance of these models p]aces a higVer level of stress on the
dynam1cs of the pol1cy system because it requires the decision system to
respond to the correlation that ex1sts,be;ween the pol!cy issue area and

P 1 .
the dynamics of a education systems decision-making process.

Model Theories
The policymaking hrocess‘can be tested by using three different

model theories from Thomas byg\s Understanding Public Policy. Although

Dyé's book discusses in detail the uses of models in the public sector,

we will relate these various models of the‘bo1icymaking proéess to the

educational system. . S ) : -
The.model thedries that will be ‘tested and analyzed for use are the" I

Elite Theory, Group Theory, and the Rational Theory.2

12




MOOELS OF THE POLI

A

CY PROCESS

‘e.b )

Bureauerat! &’

Political® -

Dec{son-Making © -

' smévnn'w: .
POLICY PROCESS

-

By decision-maker(s),

Py

By decision-nal r(s), o,

ment and other act- . . '

+ Identificati By officials, in | Ry officials, in’
& on basis of over-all | terms of import- | terms of na in terms of thelr
S “{mpact on achievement | ance to agency of {ssue and pos- |perception of the
. of natiengl goals. goals, interests | sibility of ‘en- {ssues, the environ-
v . |and resources, hancing own power,
. | with duesregard position and re- [ors, with due regard
s | to interests of putation, to personal, insti-
other agencies ~ mt{m and natfonal
¢ - \ g
armuTatibn Tternatives which Policles formu- | Policles formu- i%‘umtivu definkd,
% % will cope with pro- - | lated in terms lated in terms in terms of goals,

biems devised, evalu-
ated in terms of costs
. and benefits, and

of factors 1ist-
ed above, accord-
ing to standdrd-

of position, role
and need for power
Choice s outcome

|above, according
significance attach-
ed to these alterna-

: chosen by DM on basis | 1zed procedures, | of ®pulling and [tives but )imited by
of net expectations | with particular | hauling® among acceptability of
(output=input). reference to use | players in the means to¢DM. Choice
of own resources.| game. : on basis of net v
Choice on basis benefits. ¢
4 of avoidance of .
' loss and minimi-
. zation of uncer-
3 tatnty, through "
¢ barganing and a_ >
= ! alliances. ; :
CegTtimation_ || Assured by ration- | By outcomes which| Yhrough Inter- speTled out;
ality of process; conform to roles,| actions among » presumably
support insured missfons and re- | players, in which [deterwined by degree
b because alternative sources' of inter-| the power of the |of consonance with ' "
generating "greatest | ested agencies, several players [values of DM, fnsti«
N good” selected. ncti!:: by in-| is displayed-and |tutional patterns
-89 agree-| (more or less) 'goverrment,  structure
: ment, accepted, and norms of society
- etc.
. Application Under direction of According to pre-| By action chamnels % spelled out; ° »
top, DM, in unitary | scribed admini- | designed to main- |however, presumadle
fashion, strative patterns | tain position and on medans a

frequently in un-
coordinated fash-
fon.

power of dominant,
player(s), fre-
quently in confus-

methods, as long as
these do not violate
norms. :

. ed fashion,

Evaluation Tn terms of costs Tn terms of con- | In terwms of con- ||In terms of effect )
and contribution to | sonance with pre-| sequences for on sitvation, on ;
achievement of goals. | ferred behavior power, prestige |enviromnment, and on

} patterns and in - | and influence of society.
\ terms of conse- | players.
quences for ‘Posi-
4 tion, interests 3

and resources of 1

| agencies. g

+ . ResoTution/ When success 1s When problems .| When players have use of ;Funou
. Termination achieved, when cpsts | threatens agen- exhausted poten- [in goals or altera-

exceed benefits, or

when goals are chinqd

cy's resources or
weakens agency's
negotfating pqsi-
tior,

tial benefits of
issues, when there
are changes in

power, or when new
players ‘enter qame

tions in situation.

3 The steps are those described by Jones, An Introduction to the Study of Public Policy.

This model is drgwn from Allison, Essence of Decision: The Cuban Missile Crisis.

€ This model is from Snyder, Brack and Supin, Foreign Polfay Decision-Making.

.
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Dye states, that these models are not to be considered as being

in compgtition in the sense that any one of them could be Judged "best". 2
Bk - ' Before ﬁefjning each model, one point needs. to be m‘de. Each -model is
¥ o | merely an abstraction or representation of the everyday "pon:ymakiﬁg
‘. pr;ocess. "ﬂhenlwe‘think ‘elites', or 'rational’ décision-makihg, we are )
abstracting from the real world in an attempt to si Zclarify, and .
e understand what 1'3 really important about policymai( ‘
' ) Elite-Theory: ~_ . | ‘ : . —

Policty as Elite Preference. The few deciding for the
. X L
o masses. The theory implies that the concept.of policies
. reflecting the demands of the people is really a myth. That
the masses ére apathetic and i11-formed about policy.
. « Preferences.of elites shape bolicy more than préferences’ of
the massed .23 Dye summarizes the Elite ¥heory in this manner.
> - * 1. Society is divided into few who have power and the many
. . who do not. Only a small number ef persons allocated
. ' © values-for society; the masses do not decide policy.
2. The few who ?overn are not typical of the masses who are
.. 'governed. . Elites are drawn disproportionately from the
.- ) ’ upper socio économic strata of society.
3. The movement of nonelites to elﬁte pos1tions must be slow .
and continuoys to maintain stabiriity and avoid revolution. L

. 2 i ‘ Only nonelites who have accepted|the basic elite consensus .y Q=

b et . ) - Cgn be admitted to governing cir¢les,

4. EHtes share consensus on behalf of the Basic values of
» the social systéem and-the preservation of the system.

: _ - «. In America, the bases of elite copsensus are the sanctity
» ) «  of priyate property. Hmited government. and individual LY
. . ; vo. o, Jiberty.
o. - » : 2 . -
. 14 i
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®Public policy does not reflect demands on masses but
rather the prevailing values of the elite. Changes
in policy will bte incremental rather than revoluticnary.

Active elites are subject to relatively little direct
influence from apathetic masses. Elites '}gﬂuence
masses more than masses influence elites.

~ Group Theory:" L
Policy as Group Equilibrium. <Portrays ;;ubHc policy

at any given time as the equilibrium determined by relative
influence of interest. Groups are formed through the combi'ning
of common interest by individuals banning together to press

-

their demands forma]ly or ihformaﬂy._ As one group makes
ch‘aims upon other groups, other groups 'begiﬁ to ban toget-‘
her fomally. or informally to press their demands, counter
attacking if you will, to balance out the process. The
action in some instances c;uses'a chain reaction throughout
the groups. , . 7, ‘ \

Policy then becomes the result of'éroups reaching a point
of equilibrium in their struggle. Policymakers are viewed ’
as constangj rgsponqing to group préssure - bargaining,
negotiating: and éompromising. among competing demands of
‘.inf'luential groups. Changes in the relative 1nﬁuence cf.f/
any interest group, can be expected to result in changes in
public policy. Policy will move in the direction desired. by
the groups. gaining in influence, and away from the desires .
of groups losmg influence- 25

Todays educational . systems are expected by the public
to solve a multitude of problems ranging from racial conflict

to producing technicians to continue America's progress in

C 15
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science ‘and t"ejhnology. In so many words, almost all of

the nation's problems are reflected in demands placed on

' the nation S schooTs 26

‘As Dye states. "educational policy not only affects a

wide variety of 1nterest~, but policy stimulates 1nterest

s . i 5 » ‘
group activity: Among those interest groups affected are

teachers, taxpayers, school board members, and schoo!

administratoes involved in_educational poHcy.“27

Rational Theory:

A third theery discussed by D_y'e is defined as: "the
policy which is correctly designed to maximize 'net value
achievement.' Net value achievement is nhen all relevant
values of society are known and’ that any sacrifices in values’
required by a policy is compensated for by attaining other
values. PoHcy becomes rational when it is most efficient,
that is ¥f the ratio between the values that it achieves and "
the values that it sacrifices is positfve and high;r than
any other policy alternative. Efficiency becomes the natio
between valued inputs &nd values m.d:pu;s."28 Tk

In making a rational policy selection. policymakers must:

(1) know society's value preferences and their relat1ve weights;

_(2) know the policy alternatives avaﬂable, (3) know the

consequences of each policy alternative; (4) calculate the
ratio of achievement to sacrificed societal values for ea(h
policy alternative; and (5) select the most efficient policy - .

\

16
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- alternative. This policymaking model requires information
about a]ternative po}ictes. the predictive .capacity to fore- v
/ | ‘ see accurately tﬁé consequences of alternate policies, and~
/ ‘ the-intellignece to calculate correctly the ratio of costs .

to benefits." Finally, rational policymaking requires a

/‘ . - decision-making system which facilitates ratioﬁility in
1 ; policy formation 29 b, o ' L.
<
LA ‘ As Dye states, we want to understand what is really important about policy-

maki ’. Social science research views the three theories as working con-

stantly in the everyday bo1icymaking process. To th{s end mindrity commun-

tigs mdst fully understand this process: -More specifically, these theories
ve both historical and contemborary 1mp1ications It is significant to

pgint out that these theories hold true; but how applitable are they to

the minority issues_at hand? We know that the fiber generic to all

.munorities isgthat of common discrimination which has tended to bring about

unity among minority 3 civil rights, political power, housing, health and

etc. ‘
Férthermore, on; may know as the National Advisory Commission on

' Civfl Disorders concluded that "our nation is moving toward two societies,
one Black, one White----separate and unequal." This Qerception‘is viewed
as metro core'verﬁus suburbia; Black versus White; and most importantly,
implications for those bent gﬁ turning back-‘the handéLgf time to the | A
Plessy v. Ferguson era. . . | f

In summary, this sectiin sets up a framework that is intended to be '
used in thinking about the subjbct of ' educationa] policymaking, planning,‘
and’ control systems; describing in some detail, the distinguy%hing charac-
teristics of the main'elements of the functions of administration th"the

policymaking process. 17 -
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" MODELS OF EDUCATIONAL POLICYMAKING

The organizational structure of educational polieymaking, however
. . . )
unique, has not adequately met the voiced concerns of mﬁnority communities.

However, policymaking as pointed out laterin this paper, 1s common to

" al organizat1ons To, better understand this, it is 1mperat1ve that one

- us pause for a bit of- background 1nformation

"the States. are reserved to the State respectively, or to the -people”.

'local schools and the- power to enforce such reasonable rules.

understands.the organizat1onal structure of school po]icymaking, so let
; « Eg
: CL ~.

N

HistorxggevisitedA oY

'The responsibility of;public‘education in America rests with the «
state government. The Tenth Amendment states that “the powe}s not dele-
gated to the United. States‘by thé Constitution, nor prohibited by it to -
0 30
Sihce the Federal Constitution does not specifically mention education{-
then it logically follows that education is a funetion;of the States; and

those State constitutiond have made provisions for educating its citizenry.

School Policymaking Structure i : T

Within those State provisions comes the authorization for School
Boards, “to make reasonable rules and regulations for the government of
w31 herein
referred to as school policies. School policy then becomes those 1egally

adopted rules and regu1ations which govern and control the school systems

‘dai1y operations. Sueh.pojicies. because they/&re public, are published

i -
and made available in particular pub]icationsfor locations.32

f >
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into is descr bed as the central structure because the source of most

" and Ehat pf puplic policymaking.

«17=
. 4 4
The structurg of po]icymakinq consists of many ¢ifferent and
diverse components, but the main components are: the sthool board and °

the Superintende.t, appointed by»the school.board to act as cnief admin-
\istrator for'thz school system. 'The Superintendent is. the overseer of
'operations. Th .Superintendentlthen“has a‘veriety dt éxperts who assist
him in neeting is operational obligation.33 h _ ' '
- The type‘lf organizationai structureithat these compOnents fit

0
administrativ decisions and actions are - from the central office As-

a result of these types of organizational structures, a ;trong centrai
office staff [is of prime importance. Each central office staff membery | 5.
must be a sppcialist in as many areas'as the system can pr0vide.
. The cerftral office often solicits advice.fron operationai/units
throughout he system but the structure is such that the centra] office
is still chp rged with the primary responsibility for designing educational
programs ‘and transmitting the required direg:ives to operq{ional admin- |

istrators gnd supervisors at the local level to tmpiement those programs.

The key cofmunication characteristic to this tyPe of structure is central

office to ocai school units.3 ‘ / v

As wef Took at the method in which rules and regulations, are connmnicated J 1

‘we can maKe a striking cOmparison between what tne school system is doing . .
> . ‘ v ‘

Policymaking Characteristics

«e .
.

. ) : b R RATHR
In Nehezkel™0ror's baok on Pubiic"Policymaging, he describes. twelve

charactdristics of policymaking in general. Those twelve are:



\

1. Very complex - Policymaking involves many components,
;hhich'are interconnected by communication and feedback
lqops.which interact‘in different ways. Some parts of
the process are explicit and dir@ctly observable. But,
many others proceed by hidden channels so that the actors
themselves are often only partly aware of them which
makes it very difficult and often impossible to observe.
‘Thus}'guidelines are often‘formed by a series of single
decisions that result in.a "policy" without any one of
. the decision makers‘being aware of that'process | i
2. Dynamic Ptocess - Policymaking is a continuous activi‘y Rk (
taking p]ace within a structure In order to be sus-
tainedg it re;ulres a continuing input of resources and
motlvation. l, js a process which changes with time
- and the conseq“ ces of its subprocess and phases vary

internallyland yth respect to each other.

Various Combbneﬂts ~ The complexity of puhlic policy-

' making is the obyerse of another of its characte;1st1cs

namehy, the' multipﬂicity of its components. Nearly all
public pglicymak ng involves a great variety of sub®tructures.

XY Thelidentity of tl se substructures, and the degree of

their 1nvolveme fn poljcymaking vary among different

“jssues, times‘an" oéieties The respective influences

of the President a?: oftthe Congress of the United States

is po]icymaking inicertain areas such as control of the

economy and .the miPitary which have changed significantly

¥

20"
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during the last century. ‘Military elites play an impor-

L]

tant role in policymaking on civilian issues in mbny

south American states, but rarely particibate in_such ,

po]igymakihg in western Hemoératic countries. The struc-

tures most 3nvolved in public pof1cymaking constitute the
. :

“politicgJ institutions" or "political system" of a society.

Make Different-Contributions z'ﬂhs characteristic §ugge§ts

‘.tﬁat every substructure makes a different and sometimes
“unique, contribution to public poiiéy. What sort of con-
* tribution sabstructures make depends somewhat on their
formal and informal characteristics, which vary'from
society ‘to society. In_the western democracies, fo}
instance, some aspects of different substructures' con-
triQutions to public policy could be generalized (though

ﬁucﬁ over simplified, and intended only to exemplify what

he means by "different contributions to public policy").
Decides - Policymaking is a.specfes of decision-making.

' ~This point is very important, because i} lets us'Jse '
decisjon-making models for dealing with polfcymaking:
Indeed, these models will be ‘some of his main tools although;
they must be used with care sinqe.public policymaking is an
aggregative-form of decision—making and,differs in impor-
tant respéctg"from the discrete decisions that most decision-

theory literature~deals with.

W

Major Guidelines - Public policy, in most ctases, lays down

. general directives, rather than detailed 1ﬁst(uction on

A ot
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the main 1ines of action to be followed. It is thus |

. not identical with the games-theory definition of -

Vo ‘ ' .
"strategy" as a detailed set of decisions covering all

po%sible situations. The ﬁilitaéy definition of “strateqy"~nj

as a general guide for action 1n contrast to tactjcs. is

'closer to what he means 'by “policy" and is what he will

’

mean when he.uses the term ' strapegy o Aftér main lines

of action have beep’decided on,'detai1ed subpolicies that - ,

© translate the general p911cy into more concrete terms are

usually needed to execute it. However, what oft;n happens .
in using another perspective, is that the genéral policy
is built up by a complex, interactiné set of secondary-
policies and détisions.¢ In hany cases, these two flows

of decision-making from the top down and from the bottom
up, proéeed simuifaneoubﬁy'and evepﬂpartly overlapﬁ

Policy .is often partly "formed" and partly "executed" by
the same subdecigipns. For instance, if a devéloping -
country has declared a policy "to encourage all brjvaté
iny;stment," but in its day—to-day decision-making, pro-
vides incenfives mainl} to ﬁrivate investments in heavy
industry; ifs actual pblicg is to "enéouragé private '
inyestﬁent mainly in heavy igdustry", This policy.resylts-
from high-]evel decis{onS‘ V"Specific“ or "generally", a

‘public policy seems to be viewed from a higher levei, as

| an execution of, a policy by subdecis1ons .and from a lower

7

’
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level as a policymaking (or as metapolicymaking). This
- ’ ambiguity makes it impossible to draw clear lines between

policymaking, policy execution, and administration.

7. For Action - Decision-making.can result in external action,

ot in changes in the decision maker himself, or in both.or

neither. . Suppose”a scientisb'décides to accept somef
hypofheses aﬁfprovisionally true. He may then set.up a
new experi;ent, change his vied\ofAthe subject matter, or
Y do both. The policies of most socially significant decision-
"making such as most public policymaking, are intended to
result in action. Also policies directed at }he policy-
making apparatus itself such as efficiency'drives in '
government, are action-oriented. A special case is policies
'witﬁithe intent to have someone other than the policymaker
take action. Fbr example, a policy may be made in order
to recruit support. Thus, gggressive dec]aratiohs agaihst
an unpopular, but mili%arily stronge;;neighbor. may:be
intended to mqke the internal population render support to °
v the policymaker;. Another special case is policies direc-
i o . ted at preventing some action by an adversary such as the
. " policy of developing second-strike capacity'in‘Order to
"deter" agression. -On the otherhand, such a policy may be
declﬁre& in order to mislead an oppoéent, reassure a'partner, f
or be a trial Sallon that will test the intentions or re- [

actions of some adtors, An even more special case is
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"policies“ made and promulgated mainly to let the, policy-
maker's themselves vent their emotions, declaring that it "

will be policy "to emanc1pate women"’in an East Asian
Country This’ w11] probably resu1t'ne1ther in any actton
that might lead to such emancipqtfon nor in any additional _
support, hut,doing S0 expresses_the be]iefs.of ‘the policy- ¢

makers and helps them feel better. These‘very important '

" and freouEnt special'cases’use-the term "nolicy" but are

N L
Eas

not pol1cymak1ng in the substantive sense we dre ma1n1y

,concerned with. '»A ’ -

Directed at, theﬁFuture - Policymaking 1s directed at the

future, which is one of its most 1mportant characterfstics.
It introduces. the euer presént eiements of uncertainty

and doubtful prediction that establisn the basic tone of

;mnearly gll policymaking. In particular, becayse the future

" s so'uncertain, actual policymaking tends to formulate .

policies in vague and elastic terms to be continuous,

so as to adjust oo11cy to whatever the new facts may be;

* to seek defensibility, and therefore to adopt policies

that will probably not;have'unforeseeable results. This-

. tendency often leads to "incremental policy chansgﬂ, i.e.,

trying to increase predictability by dev1at1n§-only,
significantly shapes actual'policymaking..but is ‘also a
major probiem that must be faced by the best possible

("optimal") policymaking. The solution will require ; ®
-extensive use of methods for reducing uncertainty and .



S

.by governmental ‘organs.

10.
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cqmpensating for 1t Such methods must therefore be

a ma1n subject of po]icy science.

Mainlxrsovernmenthl Grgans - One of the differences

between mak%ng private dolicy and making public policy "

. 1s that the latter ‘mainly concerns actions to be taken

-

of course, this is a matter
L]
of degree. Public policy - also-directed in part at

private persons and non-governmental structures such

, asgwhen it calls for a law prohibiting a'certdin type

of behavior or appeals to citizens to engagye in private

savings. But public policy, in most cases is primari1y

directed at governmental organs-and only intermediately

.or secondarily at other actors.

Formally Aimed at Achjeving - One characteristic of all

contemporary political systems is that their formal'
aim.is to achieve what is 1n the public-interest.,

What i§ in the Public Interest\ However diff1cult it -

might be to find out what the "public 1nterest" may

concretely refer to, the tern neverthe]ess, conveys the -

idea of a "general" (as opposed to "séctoral") or1en-~

~ tation and seems. therefore to be important and signi--

P

ficant Furthermore, there 1s good evidence that the
image' of "pub]ic fnterest“, as held in good faith by

the major policymakers, has a tremendous ﬂnfluence on

. the public policymaking process and 1s therefore,. at

: "
lTeast (though not only) as conceived by. the various

\
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,poblic policymaking. units, a "real" phenbmenon and )
an important operationai tooi for the study of poiicy-4

‘ making 35 '. ' . :

. _ By: the Best Possible Means - Pubiic policymaking formal]y

‘,aims not only at achieving what is in ”ﬁhe pubiic ipterest"
" but at doing so. by the best possible means In’ abstract
."terminology, public policymaking aims at achiev1ng the
g maximum riet benefit (public 1nterest _achieved less cost
of achievement). Benefits and costs»take in part the
form of realized values and 1mpaired values respectively,
and gannot,in most case: be expressed in connnnsurabie
units. Often, quantitative techniques are neither the
qualitative significance of "maximum net benefits“ as an
aim. Moregver, the necessity to think broadly about al-
ternative‘pubiic po]icies, in terms ot benefits and costs
A~is therefore'reduced' B ‘ | .
Dror states that, "these twelve main characteristics of policymaking are A
largely shared ndth other- re]ated processes especially with decision—making,
which is a broader concept and includes policymaking’with pianning which is -
also'a species of decision-making'often overlaping policymaking. » Some-
times pianning is a majbr means of policymaking characterized by being

‘relatively more structured, expiicit, systematic ang preSuming to be more

rationpal". 36 Attempting to anaiyieathetnrocess\of'poiicymaking, involves

"a great deal of research of the organizationaﬂ structure which formulates,

policy. )
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Educational Policymaking Paradigm
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. Figure 1 This paradigm shifts the readers attention along 8 1inear
. . direct path that requires the reader to associate the pro-
: cess with those theories that condition the processes sub-
- ! stantive output, .
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. MINORITY COMMUNITY CONCERNS
. Edugofuinal policy has been the focus of what will-and will not

occur in schools located in minority communities. This section of. v’

the paper will indicate the third component in this tripartite rela-

_ tionship among public policy, educational policy and minority com-

-munity concerns. More specifically, it will examine the role of social N

science research on poHcy' development and what can be done in on'ier to

make educational policy more responsive to minority community concerns.

) !

"

a “"practical flexibility" approach to meet local ;chml 'div_ersity. The

concluded that district-wide desegregation using extensive busing, if .

Soctal-Science Research™ o ¥

In the Brown dgc’ision.” it was unanimously held by the S;prem Court
that public school segregation denied black children the equal protection
of the laws as guar"anteed' by the Fout:teenth Amendment when based solely
on race and permitted or required by ‘law. -Al?hough fomlly' binding, the

decision was not self enforcing.’ This provided the 1u§etus for Brown I1I
in 1955, Rather than having a remedy which was imifom. the Court endorsed

task of policing and evaluating school authority's ef%orts was left to the
lower federal “courts. '

For more than a decade after the Brown decisions, ihe expectatiohs
v;ere operationally thwarted by the "all deliberate speed" effort. In
1964, Green v. New Kent County School Board.38 the Court overturned a plan
that ajlowed all students to choose among public schools. Additionally, in
1971, Swann v. Charlotte-n;klenburg Board of Education.39 th; Court v

-
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. this research. There are several examples which could be raised. How:
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necessary, was an appropriate remedy in cities with previously dual
systems. However, it was not until 1973, that the Supreme Court would
consider Northern school problems in Keyﬁ\!. School District No. 1,

mnvehColorado.4° In this case, it was held that “intentional” e

segregation, whether or not imposed ‘by statute, was unconstitutional.

Since the:Brown decisions, social sciﬁce research has become funda- »
aenta) in the detemination of educational policy. With this in mind,
ninority communities have caucused to dispell some nistruths raised by

¢ K

ever, we will use desegregation and social science research as one such

. ’ S~
" tional policy, are the familiar works of (Armor, Jencks(Coleman. Jensen,

example of how educational policy is determined by the use of selected

social science research

. A

ninority comunities need to be cognizant of how policymakers are

using s?lected social science research as a basis for far-reaching and v
significant legal and policymaking decisions. This trend for minority
comnunities is a tacit recognition of Emile Durkm s conuntion that '
instv/tions (in this instance. that of education) can and do shape our

behavior in very predictable ways also referred to ‘as the power of s .

w 41

“social facts". Such examples which do not objectively recognize \the

limits of social science researich and have had direct influence on educa-

{
Eysench, Herrnstein, Shoc:kley_)42 and others. These works range from
methodological prob.iems to the nis-dcilization of data which have culminated
in unjustifiable educational policy inferences. To go into an elaborate
discussion of their woﬂzs would only ag,d to their national recognition..

Thus, we only mention them. 7 .

g 29




- .

28+

Additionally, some scholars ha;le reached global conclusions on the
basis of hastily contrived data. Interestingly, such resea:rth data has
been limited to minority learners and specific variables that are in- 4
digeneous to' those geographical areas. - Thus, somé‘, of the research co aﬁ

substantially different findings resulting in a confusing spectrum o

policymakers, it is tempting for sociql scientists to become

in generalizing the signif‘ldnce of their findings.“

Effectuating Change

The schools belong to the public a;ud the public su
logica)ly follows that the public is the authority to
finally accountable for thé manner in which they di cha'rggh their public
trust.%% when there is a breakdown in communicatfon’or there is "beni'gn
neglect", of community concerns, then cooperatign between educational leaders
{policymakers) and community erodes.

"»‘A wfu

e/educational policy more responsive
P

Therefore, what can be done is ti/mn
gltnority comnunitus.* It seems to

to the expressed needs and concerns o
us that first the minority commnity/individua‘lly and collectively) must = -
become actively involved and knoul/edgeable of educational policy and its
direct affect on the lginyrity cqununity: "With knowledge of the community,
minorities are in a good position to cause change and help educational
policymakers set and achieve thg goal of increasing effectiveness in making

and implementing decisions concerning improvement in the quality of edufa-

. 30
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tion for the minority. community. . -
) If we view ehe educational policymaker as a physician examining

a patient, we shoulg take a clinical approach to analyzing the minority

community's anatomy, i.e., its systems (both formal and informal) and how

“they are linked.‘ As a specialist'in planned educational,change; the

policymaker should examine the community system and the respective elements

to. determine the nee.d and how those identified needs interface with. the‘ y

comuni.ty concerns being ;-aised. Then collectively, the educational policy-

maker and community arrive at a diagnosis. The next step is to proce&d oo

education system. As educational change agents.‘ the minority community ‘
can 1lmprove the ;uality of education offered. In the absence of thi.sv. )
the majority group policymaker.{ will continue to fecklessly foster M
own poljcies with only a cursory consideration qof ;ninority concerns.

The next option is to wadntain sn open line of communication with .
local, state, and national representatives in govemnenf{ You may say,
this is following a process that has not'.produced much speedy success
among minoritfes.' and I concur. However, a further response to that is
minorjties must continue to be schizoid to the extent of being able to
work both within and outside the system for. that is goiitical survival,

Although it can be tardy, slow, and costly, a third option is the
utilization of the judicial process. ‘

Next, minority comunities need to be‘concemed about research. Em- v
phasis should be placed on comunity good, rather than for researchers '
private amusement.’ Improvtng minority community 1ife through policy will

require disruptive and revolutionary research from tﬁne to time versus

“31 .
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policy research tending to be centripetal (safe and recognized criteria,
e.g. tho§e dealing.with sample adequacy are important, but insufficient).
In short, standard criteria will produce standard research which is
probably satisfying topthe intended policymaker audience.

Fifth, the claim that “schools don't make a difference" can not be /
substantiated by a communtty, minority or mjbrjty. It is a cop-out. E\;en
the most sophisticated‘,multipl'e-regression teghniques are inadequate to

the task of ‘ferreting out the causes of. educational achievement from cross- )

sectional data. The school is one of few (1f.not t[le only) vehicle avail- ¥ o

able for minorities to“gain a fair share of the pie'.45 Gone are the.late

e

“ 66';:«heh you could “‘se‘ll woof ticliets“ and be handed a p1ece.of that pie.

If one look; at the results of the 15 year effort46 by the International
Association ft;r the Cs;aluation of Educ$t1onal Objectﬁes (IEA) on a macro-
level, surely there are meaningful implications ‘for minority community
education in these United States.(micro and mcro-lev;els).

Sixth, for those researchers in the minority community, it is incumbent -
up&n those individuals to begin and continuously conduct empirical research
and to synthq'size other research (such as IEA, Natiénal Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress (NAEP) and others) critically, and put it in a more useable
form fbr community and p;licymkets.’ This step is not in lieu of but, an
addition- to rebutting those social scientist who are comni'tted Jto the
intellectual degradation of minorities. ,

,Although the steps out)ined here are listed separat'ely. it is en‘\}i-
sioned that in order to have a direct .ag;d significant impact updn the educa-
tional policymaking process, nembers'ofithe minority community and its '
supporters, must take these steps and o{hers Jimultaneously in order to

have the greatest influence on the syste:h.
t
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Ml
' SUMMARY s
[ :

{
3 {

‘ 1‘1 summation this paper has prov‘lded the reader with qn overview
«of poHcymaking and analyzed educational policy fonmlation Addition-
[ally, the format of this paper has been designed to explore educationa-l -
policy from a genera’lized perspective and look criticaﬂy at: ,-fk,
,i} 1. The policymaking process.
2. Models of policymaking with referral to e definition of specific

. policymaking theories, e:g., elite theory, group theory, and ra-
3 pional theory. ' o
,. —3.:~The-role soctal science research plays—in-educational policy™
"development. ot -
,.._ _ 4. Concerns pinorityﬂ communities should have in relation to steps = - ¥ -

necessary in order to make educational~ policy more responsi‘ve

to minority comynity concerns. ‘ -
_The' present policymaking set up prevenis structural 'ehange in many
n public schooi districts that have a large nunber of ninorlties _being ser-
ved. It is not by accident that minorities Lre not afforded a positive
'and high quality educational experience but %y design. '
b For those minorities and sensitive mjgr‘ity group mémbers' ehb are in ’ 'y

crucial policymaking positions, it is imperative that the struggle for

:l : . more equitable policies (translated into viable, need-oriented, and re-
levant curriculae) continue. Polic} makers do injtiate policy, veto po=

licy and influence significant others to develop policy, based on social

L —
.
~

science research, It is therefore incumbent upon these individuals to

critically analyze historical and contemporary social science research

data and the implications of that data for viding educational oppor-

‘r. . : 33.
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. tunities for not onlyimajority group children, but also for the countless
number of minority group children. .
We have concluded that social sciencé-research has played an integral
part in the development of eoucational' policfes since the Brown decisions.
lnterestlngly enough, at that time the federal government sought researcher's

~

Qdat,a in order to legitimize the integration process and put an end to the
“separate but equal" doctririe estaolished in Plessy. Now, resea.rchers
argue that money does not make a difference in the ability of schools to
provide quality education which is an attempt to uithdraw support for further
accountability legislation AT The aforeﬁent’loned examples are to remind
' the reader that educat‘lonal (social sclence) research 1s sometimes objectlve.m
subjective, rational, irrat‘lonal and bften tlmes politlcal and racist.48
. Sensitive and conmltted policymakers must serve as catalysts to. bring
b about the necessary changes at the national, state, reglonal, and local
l . 'leve_ls that have a profound influence on minority chlldrens' education.
Likewise, minority c.omﬁu’nity‘.members are not absolved of their responsibility.
. It is necessary that these individuals play an active role by 1dent1fy1ng

.cou'nnunlty goals and developlng cooperative strategies in order to attain

these goals.
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