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After studyingthisUniit, you should beable to:

Understandthe Eastonianmodel for policy andyss,

Discussthe Rationality mode for policy-making;
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DescribeL indblom's Incremental approachto policy-making;

ExplainY. Dror's Normative-Optimummodd to policy-making;and

DescribethePolitical Public Policy approach.
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INTRODUCTION

Thei

deaof modelsand frames that structureand provideadiscoursed analysiscameintousein

the1970sand 1980s. They werethoughtaof asmodesadf organising problems,givingthemaform
and coherence. A model involvesthenotion of constructingaboundary aroundreality, whichis
shared or heldin common by agroupof scholarsor atheorist. When westudy public, policy we
must be awareof how different model sof analysisdefineand discussproblems,and how these
clashand shiftaround:' In thisUnit, wewill examine certain modelsand theoretical frameworks
that analystsemploy. A few of thesemodelsand approacheswill bediscussed i nthesubsequent

sections.
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3.2 SYSTEMSMODEL FORPOLICY ANALYSS

The policy-makingprocess has been regarded by David E25101 &5 2 'black box', whichconverts
the demandsof thesociety intopolicies. Whileanaysing political systemsDavid Easton argues
thet the political systemisthat part of thesociety, whichisengagedin the authoritativeallocation of
vaues. Thesystemsgpproachto political anayssisshowninfigure3.1.
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Source:  Adapted from Easton’s A Frameworkfor Policy Analysis (1965)
Pig. 3.1: The Estonian 'black box' model
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A)?/bve figuregivesanideaof what Easton describesas apolitical system. Inputsareseen asthe
physical, social,economicand political productsof theenvironment. They arereceivedintothe
political systemin theform of both demandsand supports.

Demandsaretheclaimsmadeon thepolitical systemby individualsand groupsto alter some
" agpect of theenvironment. Demandsoccur whenindividua sor groups, inresponsetoenvironmenta
conditions, act toeffect publicpolicy.

Theenvironmentisany conditionor event defined asexternal to the boundariesd the political
system. Thesupportsof apolitical syssemconsist of therules, lawsand customsthat provide a
basisfor theexistenceof apalitical community and theauthorities. Thesupportisrendered when
individua sor groupsaccept thedecisionsor laws. Supportsarethesymbolicor material inputsof
asystem(suchas, obeyinglaws, paying taxes, or even respectingthe national flag) that constitute
thepsychol ogical and materia resourcesd thesystem.
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Attheheart of the political system aretheinstitutionsand personnel for policy-making. These
include the chief executive, legidators,judgesand bureaucrats. In thesystem'sversonthey trand ate
inputsintooutputs. Outputs, then, are theauthoritative valueall ocationsdf thepolitica system,
and theseallocationsconstitute public policy or policies. Thesystemstheory portrayspubic policy
asan outputof the political system.

Theconceptar feedback indicatesthat public policiesmay havea modifying effect on theenvironment
and thedemands generated therein, and may dso have an effect upon thecharacter of the political
system. Policy outputs may generate new demandsand new supports,or withdrawal of the old
supportsfor thesystem. Feedback playsan importantsol ein generatingsuitableenvironment for

futare policy.

Limits of SystemsApproachtoPolicy Analysis

Thesystemstheory isauseful aidin understandingthe policy-making process. Thomas Dye
(UnderstandingPublic Policy)saysthat theva ueof thesystemsmodd topolicy analysisliesin the
questionsthat it poses. They are notedbelow:

e What arethesignificantdimensionsof theenvironmentthat generatedemandsupon thepolitical
system?

e What arethesignificant characteristics of the political system that enableit to transform
demandsinto public policy and topreserveitself over time?

e  How doenvironmental inputsaffect thecharacterof thepolitical system?
e How docharacteristicsdf the political systemaffect thecontentof public policy?
e How doenvironmental inputsaffect thecontentd public policy?

How doespublic policy affect, through feedback, theenvironment and thecharacter of the

political system?
Theusefulnessof the systemsmode for thestudy of publicpolicy is, however, limitedowingto
several factors. Itisargued that thisinput-outputmodel appearsto betoo smplistictoserveasa
useful aid to understanding thepolicy-making process. Thismodelisaccused of employingthe
value-laden techniquesof welfare economics, which are based on the maximisationaof aclearly
defined 'socia welfare function’. Another shortcomingof thetraditiona input-output modd i sthat
it ignores thefragmentary nature of the'black box'. Themissing ingredients in thesystems
approacharethe*“power, personnel, andinstitutions” of policy-making. Lineberry observesthat
inexamining these™ wewill not forget that political decision-makersarestrongly constrained by
economicfactorsin theenvironmentin thepolitical system.”

The Esftoni an model also ignores an important element of the policy process, namely, that the
policy-makers (includingingtitutions) havea so acons derabl epotentia ininfluencingtheenvironment
within which they operate. Thetraditional input-output model would seethe decision-making
systemas facilitative’ and vaue-freerather than““causative”, i.e., asacompletely neutra structure.
In other words, structural variationsinthe systemsarefound to behaving nodirect causal effecton
public palicy.

Further, it isargued that both the political and bureaucraticelitefashion massopinionmore than
massesshapetheleadership's views. Theconceptdf ‘within puts’ asopposedtoinputshasbeen
created toillustrate thispoint. Thus, policy changesmay be attributed more tothe political and
administrativedlite's redefinitiond their own viewsthan asaproduct of thedemandsand support
from theenvironment. Quiteoften, policy initiation doesemergefrom thebureaucracy. Under
certainsituations, the bureaucracy becomesa powerful ingtitutionin formulating and legitimising
policy. In theWestern democracies, the bureaucracy'srolein theshaping of policy directionis

e e
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largely technical andfairly minimal. The policydirectionremains, still largely, in thetraditional
domain of the political elite. On theother hand, in adevel oping country likelndiawherethe state’s
objectivesare not fully articul ated and clear, thebureaucracy easily capitalises on the processof
policy selectionout of alternativepolicy strategies. It does participatein theformulation of public
policy in addition to performing purely technical tasks. Finaly, theextenttowhichtheenvironment,
both internal and external,issaid tohave an influence on thepolicy-making processisinfluenced
by the values and ideol ogies held by the decision-makersin the system. It suggests that policy-
making involvesnot only the policy content, but al sothe policy-maker's perceptionsand val ues.
Thevaueshel d by the policy-makersarefundamental lyassumed to becrucial inunderstanding the
policy alternativesthat aremade.

3.3 INSTITUTIONAL APPROACHTOPOLICY ANALYSIS

In ademocratic society, astate isaweb of government structures and institutions. Thestale
performs many functions. It strivesto adjudi catebetween conflicting social andeconomicinterests.
Thepositivestateisregarded astheguardian of all sectionsof thecomrmunity. It does not defend
thepredominancedf any particularclassor section. 1deally speaking, it hasto protecttheeconomic
interestsof al by accommodating and reconcilingthem. No organisation hasever been ableto
succeedin itsobjectivesacross thewholerange of public policies; and policy issuestendto be
resolvedin waysgenerally compatible with the preferencesof the majority of the public.

In the pluralist society, the activities of individuals and groups are generally directed toward
governmental institutions, such as, thelegislature,executive, judiciary, bureaucracy, etc. Public
policy isformulated, implemented and enforcedby governmental institutions. In other words, a
policy does not take the shape of apublic policy unlessit isadopted and implemented by the
governmental institutions. The government institutions give public policy three different
characteristics, Firgtly, thegovernment giveslega authority to policies. Public policy istheoutcome
of certain decisions and iScharacterised by theuseof legal sanctions. Itisregarded asalega
obligation, whichcommands theobediencedf people.Secondly, theapplicationof publicpolicyis
universal. Only publicpoliciesextend to al citizensin thestate. Thirdly, publicpoliciesinvolve
coercion. Itisappliedtotheactsof governmentin backing up itsdecisions. A policy conveysthe
idea of 3 capacity for imposing penalties, through coercion of a kind usually reserved to the
government itself. Only thegovernmentcan|legally impose sanctionson violatorsof itspolicies.
Since the government hasthe ability tocommand the obedience of all itspeople, toformulate
policiesgoverning the wholecountry and to monopolisecoercion, the individuals and groups
generally work for theenactment of their preferencesintopolicies.

Assuch, thereisacl oserel ationshipbetween publicpolicy and governmental institutions. It isnot
surprising; then, that social scientists would focus on the study of governmental structures and
institutions. The institutional study hasbecomeacentral focusof public policy. Thus,onecf the
models of thepolicy-makingsystemmight becal | edtheinstitutional approach becauseit depends
on theinteractionsof thoseinstitutioris created by theconstitution, government or legislature.

In policy-making, differentindividualsand groups, such as, the Executive or Cabinet, thePrime
Minister, theMembersof Parliament, bureaucrats, or leadersof interested groupsexercisepowe.
Each exerciseof power constitutesone of theinfluences, which go to make up thepolicy-making
process. Thisistosay that thereisaprocessthrough which public policy isenacted. Theprocess
generally comprises asequenceof related decisionsoften madeunder theinfluenced powerful
individual sand groups, whichtogether formwhat isknown asstateinstitutions. Theingtitutional
approachisal soconcernedwithexplaininghow socia groupsand governmenta institutions bring
influenceto bear on thoseentitledto take and implement legal ly binding decisions. Such decision-
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makers include those who hold office within theformal and congtitutional systemof rulesand
regulations, which giveformal authority and power tothevariouspostionswithin the governmental
structures and ingtitutions. Theingtitutional approachattemptstostudy therel ationshipbetween
publicpolicy and governmental ingtitutions.

Institutionalism, with itsfocuson thelegal and structural aspectsd ingtitutions,can beappliedin
policy anaysis. Thestmcturesand institutionsand their arrangementsand interactionscan havea
significant impact on public policy. Accordingto ThomasDyegovernmental institutionsare
structured pattern of behaviour of indivi dualsandJ groups, which persistover aperiod of time.

Trgitionally, thefocusof study wasthedescription d governmental structuresand ingtitutions.
The approach did not, however, devote adequateattention to the linkages between government
structuresand thecontent of public policy. Theinstitutional approach was not backed by any
systematicenquiry about theimpactd theseingtitutiona characteristicson publicpolicy decisions.
Thestudy of linkage between government structuresand policy outcomes, therefore, remained
largely unanalysed and neglected.

Despiteits narrow focus, the structural approach isnot outdated. Governmentingtitutionsare, in
fact, aset of patterns of behaviour of individualsand groups. Theseaffect both the decision-
making and the content of public policy. Theinstitutional approachsuggeststhat government
institutionsmay bestructuredin such waysastofacilitatecertain policy outcomes. Thesepatterns
may givean advantagetocertain i nterestsin society andwithhol dthisadvantagefromother interests.
Rules andinstitutional arrangementsare usudly not neutral in theirimpact. Infact, they tendto
favour someinterests in society over others. Certainindividual groups may enjoy, therefore,
greater power or access to government power under oneset o structured patterns than under
another set. In other words, thereistheimpact o ingtitutional characteristicson policy outcomes.
Under the institutional approach one can study the relationships between the institutional
arrangementsand thecontent of public policy. Thepolicy issuescan beexaminedin asystematic
fashion with afocusoninstitutional arrangements.

The valueof theinstitutional approachto policy analysisliesin asking what rel ationshipsexist
between ingtitutional arrangementsand thecontent of publicpolicy,andasoininvestigating these
relationshipsin acomparativefashion. However, it would not beright to assumethat a particular
changein institutional structurewould bring about changesin public policy. Withoutinvestigating
thetrue relationship between structure and policy, itisdifficultto assesstheimpact o institutional
arrangementson public policies. Inthiscontext, Thomas Dyesays, “both structureand policy are
largely determined by environmental forces, and that tinkering with ingtitutional arrangementswil |
havelittleindependentimpact on publicpalicy if underlyingenvironmental forces—socia ,economic,
and political -remainconstant™'.

34 RATIONAL POLICY-MAKINGMODEL

Rationality and rationalism arewordstoo often found and used in theliteraturedf social science,
but they are more widely espoused than practised in policy-making. However, rationality is
considered to bethe'yardstick of wisdom' in policy-making: Thisapproach emphasi sesthat
policy-making ismaking achoiceamongpolicy ate nativesonrationa grounds. Rationd policy-
makingis"'tochoosetheonebest option™. Robert Haveman observesthat a rational policy isone,
whichisdesignedtomaximise “net value achievement”.

Thomas Dyeequatesrationality with efficiency,In hiswords, " Apolicy isrationa whenitismost
efficient,thatis, if theratio betweenthe val uesit achievesand theva uesit sacrificesis postiveand
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higher than any other policy aternative”. Hefurther saysthat theideadf efficiency involvesthe

calculation of dl socid, poaiitical,and economic valuessacrificed or achieved by apublic palicy,
not just thosethat can bemeasuredin monetary terms.

Hence political policy-makersshould berational. But itisnoteasy. In order to berational,itis
desirablethat thereshould be:

identification and determinationof thegoals,

rankingof goalsin order of importance;

identificationof possiblepolicy aternativesfor achievingthosegod s, and
cost-benefitanaysisof policy alternatives.

A policy-maker weddedto rational policy-makingmust:

know all thesociety's valuepreferencesand ther relativeweights;

clarify the goalsand objectivesand rank them;

know all the policy alternatives available;

compare the consequencesaf each policy alternative;

calculatetheratioof'achieved to sacrificed societal valuesfor each policy alternative; and
select theinost efficient policy alternativethat matcheswiththe goals.

In arational decision-makingprocess,insteadof makingan ‘ideal’ decision asSimon observes,
policy-makerswill bresk the complexity o problemsintosmall and understandableparts; choose
theoneoption, thatis, best and satisfactory; and avoid unnecessary uncertainty. Herbert Smon
further notes, "' athoughindividuasareintendedly rationa, their rationality isbounded by limited
cognitiveand emotional capacities,”

Rational policy-making,thus, requiresmakinghard choicesamong policy alternatives. Itentails
many stages:

i)

i)

i)

V)

v)

To begin with the policy-maker identifiesthe underlying problem. He.formulates and sets
goal priorities, Thisisnecessary becauseonegoa may bemoreimportant than another.

At the second stage, the policy-makeridentifiestherangeaf policy alternativesandoptions
that help to achievethe goals. He preparesacomplete set of alternative policies and of
resourceswithweightsfor each alternative. Theprocessof identifying policy aternativesis
of critical importance asit affectsboth therangeand quality of alternatives.

Thethirdstagerequiresthecal culationaof predictionsabout the costsand benefitsdf policy
alternatives. Thepolicy-makerisrequiredtocal culatefor each pplicy aternative both the
expectation thatitwill achievethegod, and dsoitscost. Herethereisaquestion of calculation
of the““cost-payoff” ratiosof each aternative.

Althoughsmultaneoudy withcalculating net expectationfor each aternative, the policy-maker
Isrequired tocompasethedkernatives with thehighest benefits. I tispossible that by comparing
two alternatives,onemay derivethebenefitsat less cost.

Finally, thepolicy maker salectsthemostefficientpolicy aternative.

Once apolicy choiceisimplemented, the rational policy-maker is required to monitor this
implementationsystematically tofind out theaccurecy of theexpectations and estimétes. If necessary,
the policy-maker may modify the policy or giveit up altogether. Thisiscalled 'thefeedbackstage
of rational policy-making. If decision-makers make use of feedback to monitor and adapt policy,
thepolicy system becomes self-correctingor cybernetic.
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Theconcept of rationality isespoused to such an extent that many typesd rational decision
models areto befoundin theliteratured social sciences. ThomasDye, asshowninfigure3.2,
has given an example of arational approach to adecision systemthat facilitatesrationality in

policy-making.
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Congtraintst o Rationality

Rational decision-making suffersfrom many constraints. Theconceptof rationality isbandied
about so much and so indiscriminately that it threatens toloseits meaning. Itismorewidely
espoused than practised. Some of theimportant constraintstorational policy-makingare:

i) AccomplishingGoals

Rational policy-making isavery difficultexercise. Theexpectationthat arational policy will

emergeissmall. By thetimethe policy-maker recommendsarational policy, the problem in

question may, at times, becomeso complex that the prescriptionsbecomedecisonsthat are made
onthebasisaf other goas. Instead, decision makersmay try to maximise their own rewards, such
as, power, status, money and re-election. Therefore, rationa policy-makingmight turnout tobe
more an exercise than theactual realisation of asetagoals.

Y &, attemptsat rationality havesome positivepurposes. Rationality issomewhat likedemocracy.
In thiscontext, Lineberry says, *... asdemocracy isthemeasuringrod of virtuein apolitical
system, sotooisrationality, supposedly theyardstick of wisdom in policy-making”.

i) Securing Optimisation

Therationa policy-makingmodel isexpectedtoproduceoptimd results. Butinredity,it doesnot
awayshappen. The publicinterestisconsideredto bemoreimportantthan beingmerely thesum
of individua interestsinthepolicy. If air pollutioncontrol isapublicinterest, becausedl sharein its
benefit, then thestrategy might requirethat every automobilesoldisto befitted with anexpensive
set of anti-pollution emission control devices, making it tocost more. Yé, fewcitizensarewilling
topay moreof their own money toreduceautomobileemissions. If pollution controlisapublic
good, whichisindividual's own decision,in fact, too often, othersshould also beguided by the
samerationa perspective whiletaking individua decisions. Contrary tothis, many of themtendto
proceed with adifferent assumption, " everybody'sdoingit and my little bit won't really matter
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much.” Thus, the motivation for various stakeholders in apolicy to try to maximisenet goal
achievement ismissing. Further, policy makersin government merely try tosatisfy certaindemands
for progress. They do not striveto search until they find the one best way.

iii) Conflict between Rational Choiceand Need for Action

Thereisaconflict between thesearchfor rational behaviour and the needfor action. Asalready
stated, policy-makers are not motivated to makedecisions on the basis of rationality, but try
instead to maximise their own rewards, such as, power?status, money. Secondly, the timefor
athorough analysisof impendinglegisiationmay beshort. In anemergency situation, actionis
sought immediately. But thetimeistoo shortfor careful analysis. In routinepolicy-makingal so,
the sheer number of potential issueslimits thetime availableto anal yse'any oneissuecarefully.

There isalso noconsensuson thesocietal vauesthemselves. The prevalenceof many conflicting
values among specific groupsand individualsmakeit difficultfor thepolicy-maker tocompareand
weigh them.

iv) Dilemmacof Political Feasibility

Thedilemmadof politica feasibility concerns al soconfrontsevery policy maker. By political feasibility
is meant "' the probability that, however rational and desirable, apolicy option would actually be
adopted and implemented by the political system' . Politicians too often resolve the dilemma of
political feasibility by avoidanceof conflict. Uncertainty about theconsegquencesof different policy
alternatives may alsoforcepoliticianstostick topreviouspolicies. Elected officialsdo not want to
sacrificetheir chanceof re-electionat thecost of rationality in policy-making. Postponement of
thie decision, or recourseto other dilationstacticsis common waysto avoid arational decisonin
theeventof political costs. Thus, political executivesoften weigh the rational choiceagaing political
feasibility.

v) Problem of Cost-Benefit Analysis

It isdifficult for the policy-makersto cal cul atethe cost-benefitratios accurately when many diverse
social, economic, political and cultural valuesareat stake. Apartfrom these, policy-makershave
personal needs, inhibitionsand inadequiacies,which render themincapable of assessingthealternatives
toarrived rational decisions.

Rational policy-making requiresmaking hard choicesamong policy alternatives. But thereare
several constraintsin gathering theamount of information required to beawareof al possible
policy alternatives, and theconsegquencesadf each alternative includingthetimeand costinvolvedin
information gathering.

vi) Natureand Environment of Bureaucracy

Another important obstacletorational policy-makingistheenvironment of thebureaucracies.
Thomas Dye observes, " Thesegmentalised natureof policy-makinginlargebureaucraciesmakes
it difficultto coordinatedecision-makingsothat theinput of dl of the variousspecialistsisbrought
to bear at the point of decision.” Fragmentation of authority,satisfying personal goals, conflicting
values, limited technol ogy, uncertainty about the possiblepolicy alternatives and consequences
thereof, and other factorslimit the capacity of bureaucracies and other public organisations to
make rational policies.

Therearepolicy analystswho warn against placingtoo much reliance on therational model. For
example, Patton and Sawickiargue, "'If the rational model wereto be followed, many rational
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decisions would have to becompromised becausethey were not politically feasible. A rational,
logical, and technically desirable policy may not be adopted because the political systemwill not
acceptit. Thefiguresdon't always speak for themsel ves, and good ideasdo not alwayswin out.
Analystsand decision-makersare constantly faced with theconflict between technically superior
and politically feasible aternatives”.

Following therational model by analysisof facts, settingout aternativesand choosingthe alterngtive

with the highest utility wei ght,woul doftenbeundemocratic. Denhardt observesthat policy analysts
typically apply technical solutions totheimmediateproblemsand "' under such circumstances,
technical concernswould displace political and ethical concernsasthe basisfor public decision-
making, thereby transforming normativeissuesinto technica problems”. Even asmall issue, such
as, the shifting of asmall-scale industry from thecapital, New Delhi, can rardly bedecided, as the
peopl einvolved would not accept atechnical solution. Pbliticians and pressuregroupsdo intervene
unlessthedecisionisimposed, which would often beundemocratic.

It standsto reason that therational policy-making model setsup goal sand proceduresthat are
both naive and utopian. 1t seems that rational policy-makingisavery difficultexercise Srme
decision-making theorists, and perhapsmost decision-makers, believe tha rationd policy-making
isimpossible. Yet, thismode remainsof critical importancefor anaytic purposesasit helpsto
identify theconstraintsto rationdity.

Herbert Simon observesthat policy-makersdo not really " optimize™, but rather " satisfy™*. Tohim,
a'"good" decisionwill doevenif itisnotthebest decison. A rational decision dependson having
clear and well-defined goal's as well as sufficient authority to coordinateaction, Theprivate
organisation isaprofit-maximising systemthat aimsat itsgoal , single-rnindedly, whereas public
organi sationsoftenlack goal specificity.

3.5 LINDBLOM’SINCREMENTAL APPROACH

Asan alternativetothetraditional rational model of decision-making, CharlesLindblom presented
the'incremental model! of the policy-making process. Hisarticleon the™ Science of Muddling
Through', published in 1959, gaisted widerecognitionin the developmentaf policy analysisas
concernedwith the“process” of makingpolicy. Sincethen Lindblom's thought hasevolved beyond
hisorigina argument.

In criticising therational model asadvocatedby Simon and others, Lindblornrejectstheideathat
decision-makingisessentially somethingwhichisabout defininggoals, selectingaternatives, and
comparing alternatives. Lindblom wantsto show that rational decision-makingissimply *not
workable for complex policy questions”. ToLindblom,constraintsof time,intelligence,cost and
politicsprevent policy-makersfrom identifyingsocietal goal sand their consequencesin arational
manner. Hedrew thedistinction in termsof comprehensive (or root) rationality advocated by
Simon and hisown 'successive limited comparisons (or branch decision-making).

Theincremental approach (branch method) of decision-making involves aprocessaf ** continualy
building out from thecurrent situation, step-by-stepandby small degrees'. In contrast, the 'root'
approach, asfavoured by thepolicy anaysts, wasto start from "fundamental sanew each time,
building on the past only asexperienceembodiedin atheory, and always prepared to start from
thegroundup™.’

According toLindblom, constraintsof time, intelligence, and cost prevent policy-makersfrom

.identifyingthefull rangeof policy alternativesand ther consequences. Heproposesthat " successive
limited comparison™ isboth morerelevant and morerealisticin such acondition of **bounded
rationdity”.
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Features of | ncremental Decision-M aking

Thefollowingfeaturescharacterisethedecision-making in termsof ‘muddling through'. First,it
proceeds through asuccession of incremental changes. Policy-makersaccept thelegitimacy of
existing policiesbecaused the uncertainty about theconsequencesof new or different policies.
Second, it involves mutual adjustmentand negotiation. Thetest of a good decisionisagreement
rather than goal achievement. Agreement arrived at iseasier in policy-makingwhen theitemin
dispute increases or decreases in budgets or modifications to existing programmes. Thus,
incrementalist issi gnificantin reducing political tension and maintaining stability. Third, the
incrementa approach involvestrial and terror method. It issuperior toa' futileattempt at superhuman
comprehensiveness'. Human beingsrarely act to maximisedl their values; on thecontrary, they
act tosatisfy particular demands. They seldom searchfor the one best way”, but instead search
to find"away that will work”. Thissearchusually beginswith thefamiliar, that is, with policy
optionscloseto contemporary policies. Incrementalism i s, thus, more sati sfactory fromatheoretical
point of view asit scoreshigh on criterialikecoherenceand simplicity.

3.5.1 Strategic Policy-Making

Etzioni wasacritic of both therational and incremental approaches. He advanced the 'mixed-
scanning' approach, athirdone. Accordingto Etzioni,model shased on pluralist decision-making
were biased becaused the pre-existinginequitiesin the power of the participatinginterestsand
individuals. ,

In hiswork, Politicsand Markets, Lindblom concedesmuch to Etzioni's critiqueof histheory of
incrementd pluralism. Herecognisesthat pluralist decision-makingisbiased. Not al interestsand
participantsin incrementalist politicsareequal , somehaveconsi derably morepower than others.
Businessand largecorporations,heanalyses, occupy apredominantpositionin the policy-making
process. In hislater work (1977), Lindblorn proposes the need to improve mutual partisan
adjustment by " greatly improved strategicpolicy-making'™.

In hissubsequent article, “Still Muddling Through' (1979), Lindblom makesclear that thecore
ideain an incrementalist approachis the belief in skill in solvingcomplex problems, and hisaimis
to suggest 'new andimproved' waysof 'mudding through'. Todo this hedrawsadistinction
between: i) incrementalismasapolitical pattern, with step-by-stepchanges, andii) incrementalism
aspolicy anaysis. Inthisarticlehemakesthe casefor ‘analytical incrementalism' as amethod of
securing thebalanced powerina pluralist polity in which businessand largecorporationstendto
exerciseapowerful influenceover the policy-making process. He arguesthat therearethreemain
forms to incremental analysis,as mentioned bel ow:

i)  Smpleliicremental Analyss: Itisaform o analysisin whichonly thosealternativepolicies,
whichare marginaly differenttotheexistingpolicy areanalysed.

i) Strategic Analysis Lindblom arguesthat sincecompleteness of analysisisnot possible
becauise of many constraints,an analystshould takeamiddl e position: “informed, thoughtful'~
and uses methodsto make better choices. Thesemethodsinclude: trial and error learning;
systemsanalysis; operationsresearch; management by objectives,; and programmeeva uation
and review technique.

i) DigointedIncrementalism': Digjointed Incrementalismisan analytical strategy, which
involvessimplifyingandfocusingon problemsbyfollowing six methods: a) thelimitation of .
anadysisfor afew familiar aternatives;b) intertwining val uesand policy goal swithempirical
analysisof problems; ) focusing onillsto be remedied rather than on goalsto be sought;
d) trial-and-error | earning;e) analysingalimited number of optionsand their consequences;
andf) fragmentingof analytica work to many partisanparticipantsin policy-making.



48 Public Policy and Analysis

In hiswork,"A Strategy of Decision™ (1963) jointly authored with David Braybrooke, Lindblom
introdueed the notion of " digointedincrementaism’. Heseesthis asamethod of decision-making
in which comparison takes place between policies,which areonly ‘marginally’ differentfromone
another and in which thereisno 'great goal' or visionto be achieved. Objectivesaresetin terms
o existing resources, and policy-makingtakesplaceby a'trial anderror’ method. Itisdigointed
because decisions are not subject to some kind of control or coordination. Thiswork places
incrementalismin acontinuumof understandingand scale o change.

352 Partisan Mutual Adjustment

In hiswork " Thelntelligenceof Democracy™* (1965), Lindblom arguesthat decision-makingisa
processof adjustment and compromisewhich facilitatesagreement and coordination. Partisan
mutual adjustment, heobserves, isthedemocraticand practica aternativeto centralised hierarchical
controls. AsLindblom arguesin hislatest presentation, “.. .policy evolvesthroughcomplex and
reciprocal relationsamong dl the bureaucrats, el ected functionaries, representativesof interest
groups, and other participants”. (The Policy-Making Process, 1993).

Since 1959 when Lindblom first advocated incremental decision-making, therehad been an
apparent ‘volteface' in hisarguments. |n1977 and 1979, Lindblomattacks theideaof pluralism,
offersaradical critiquedf thebusiness, and believesthat thereisaneedfor drastic radical change
inawholerangedf policy areas, and that thewhol eworld is in need of morethan smply incremental
change. But societies' seem incapable, except in emergencies, of actingmoreboldly thanin
increments”. Such aretheconstraintson decision-makingand on theway in which policy agendas
are narrowly formulated, he hasgrave doubtsasto thepossibility of drasticchangein policies.

In 1959 we haveobserved Lindblom, the plurdist, asan advocatedf incremental decision-making
asthemost effectivemode of policy-making. Yet,Lindblomof the1970sthrough 1990sisindeed
amore radical criticof incrementalismasa'political ideology'. Hehas developed hisideasabout
thepolicy-makingprocessasmovings owly, but has continued to maintain thet it can beimproved.

Both Y. Dror and A. Etzioni, however, arenot convinced thatincrementa modd iseitherareaistic

or a satisfactory normative account of decision-making. ToDror, thismodel is profoundly

conservative and issuitabl ei n thosesituations wherepolicy isdeemed to beworkingor issatisfactory,
. where problems arequite stable over time, and wherethereareresourcesavailable.

Theincrementalistapproachto policy-makingisin a dilemma, criticsnotethetitsdeductivepower
isconstrainedby thedifficulty inspecifyingwhat an increment iswhilg itsdegreedf confirmation is
reduced by thetypical occurrence of shift-pointsin policy-makingwhich defy theinterpretation of
theincrementalistequationsasstablelinear growth models. Fordl itssmplicity thismodel seems
to betoo crudein the context of thecomplexity of policy process, Taken asawhole, thecentral
concernof hiswork has been toexpl oretheconstraintsttiat shapedecision-making in themodem

policy process. /

Incrementalism, it may be noted, has not been amajor concernof hiswritingsso much asthe
relationship between power, human knowledge andpolitics, Lindblom(1993) notes, " Hence,
anyonewho wants to understand what goes wrong in theeffort to use government to promote
human well-being needs to comprehend how power relations shape and misshape public
policy — and to probe how power relationsmight berestructuredto produce better policy".

3.6 DROR’S NORMATIVE-OPTIMUM MODEL

Y ehezekel Dror (1969) findsLindblom’s 'Incrementalist Model' of decision-making quite
conservative and unsatisfactory. He believes that incremental approachis unjust asit creates
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agap between those who have more power and those who havelittle power. Thelatter category
of peoplewill find it difficultto bring about change. | n placeof incremental and rational models,
Dror offers an aternative model which seeksto accept the:

iy  needfor rationdity (inSimon's definition);

iy needforintroductionof management techniquesfor enhancingrationality of decision-making
alow levels;

i) policy scienceapproach (Lasswell's term)for dealing with complex problems requiring
decisionsa the higher levels, and

iv) needtotakeaccount of valuesand irrational elementsin decision making.

Dl-or's (1964) aimistoincrease the rational content of government; and build into hismodel the
'ext:a-rational” dimensionsd decision-making. Dror callsit 'normativeoptimalism’, whichcombines
core elements of the 'rational” model (such as, themeasurement of costsand benefits) with 'extra-
rational” factorsthat areexcludedfromthe 'purerationality’ model. Heargues, whatis neededis
amodel whichfitsreality whilebeingdirected towardsitsimprovement, and which can beapplied
to policy-makingwhilemotivating amaximum effort toarrive at better policies."

Thus, Dror presentsamodified form o rational model, which can move policy-makingin amore
rational direction. Policy analysis, he argues, must acknowledge that thereisarole of extra-
rationa understanding based on tacit knowledgeand persona experience. Heargues that theam
of analysisistoinducedecision-makerstoexpand their thinking to deal better with acomplex
world. Thusin placed apurely rationa model, Dror (1989) puts forward a more coinplex model
of about 18 stages, which includethefollowing main stages.

M etapolicy-making stageincludes processing values, processing reality; processing problems;
surveying, processi ng, and devel opingresources, designing, eval uation, and redesigning the policy-
making System; allocating problems, val uesand resources, and determiningpolicy-makingstrategy.

Policy-making stage coverssub-allocating resources; establishing operational goals with some
order of priority; establishingaset of their significant valueswith someorder of priority; preparing
aset o major alternativepoliciesincludingsome'good ones’; preparing reliablepredictionsof the
significant benefits and costs of the variousalternatives; comparing the predicted benefitsand
costsof the various aternatives, and identifying the 'best' ones; and evaluatirg the benefitsand
costsaof the'best’ aternatives and deciding whether they are'good’ or not.

Post-palicy-makingstageincludesmotivatingtheexecution of policy;executingthepolicy,evauating
policy-making,after executi ngthepolicy; and communication and feedback channel sinterconnecting
al phases.

ToDror, this18-stage model operatesa twointeractinglevels, that is, rational and extra-rational.
For example, in phase 1-""theprocessing o values" —decision-making involves specifyingand
ordering valuesto beageneral guidefor identifying problems, and for policy-making. At the
rational 'sub-phase’ thisinvolves" gatheringinformationonfeasibility and opportunity costs™*; and

a theextra-rational sub-phasedecision-makingwill involve " valuejudgements, tacit bargai ning
and coalition-formationskills”.

Inthis ‘normative-optimalism’ combin:  hoth descriptive(in thereal world decision-makingis

driven by rational andextra-rati-m. :s) ind prescriptive(improvingboth therational and
extra-rational aspects) appro g s aradical reform of thepublicpolicy- maklng
process. AccordingtoDror. ring about changes in the personnel (politicians,

bureaucrats and expert::»- ai1d process (to improve systematic thinking and

integratingexpertsintops- ell asinthegeneral environment of policy-making.
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Thus, hismodelamsto analysethered world, which involvesva uesand different perceptionsd

reality, and creates an approach that combinescore elementsof therational model with extra-
rational factors.

Dror isof theconcerted view that along-term strategy toimprove publicpolicy-makingis necessary
for human progress. Drorcomescloseto Lasswell, but thereis.a significant point of difference
between the two. While Lasswell saw thepolicy sciencesas havinga'rolein enlightenment,
emancipation and democratization™,Dror seemsto have very littleregardfor the publicin policy-
making. ToquoteDror (1989):"But if thesuccessof democracy depended on the people's ahility
tojudgethemain policy issueson their merits, then democracy would surely have perished by
now"'.

Hismodel of 18 stagesisseenasacycle, whichhasits 'rational’ and 'extra-rational’ components.
It may beof relevance to point out the red strength of Dror’s analvsis isnot in terms of the
prescription dimensionof his model, somuch asintheframework it providesto anaysethe policy-
making process.

37 POLITICAL PUBLICPOLICY APPROACH

A'significant departure fromtherationdity moded isthePolitical Policy ProcessA pproachespoused
in policy-making. Writers, such as, Laurence Lynn and Peter deLeon have advocated this

approach.

In thisapproach, public policy-making isviewedasa'politica process insteadof a ‘technical

process. Theapproach ernphasisesthepolitical interactionfrom which policy derives. Lynn sees
public policy astheoutput of government. Accordingto him, public policy can becharacterised as
theoutput of adiffuse process madeup of individua swho interact witheach other insmall groups
in aframework dominated by formal organisations. Thoseorganisationsfunctionin asystemof
political institutions,rulesand practices, dl subjecttosocieta andcultural influences. According *
toLynn, individual sin organisationsfunctionunder avariety of influences,and " to understand
policy-makingitisnecessary tounderstand thebehaviour of and interactions among thesestructures:
individuals holding particular positions, groups,organisations, thepolitica system, and the wider
society of whichthey aredl apart.” Therefore,instead of involvingparticular methodol ogies,
policy-makingin thisapproachis amatter of adaptingto and learningto influencepolitical and
organisational environments. Thepolicy-making processiscongrained by suchfactorsasingitutions,
interest groups, and even 'societal and cultura influences. Thefocusin thepolitical processof

policy-makingapproach ison understandinghow particular policies wereformed, devel oped, and
work inpractice. Lynnarguesthat policy-making“... encompassesnot only goa setting,decision-
making, and formulation of political strategies,but alsosupervision of policy planning, resource
allocation,operationsmanagement, programmeeval uation,and efforts at communication, argument,
and persuasion’.

Lynn uses ‘managers of publicpolicy' who operate under avariety of influences. Heobserves,
"' Publicexecutivespursuetheirgoal swithin threekindsof limits: thoseimposed by their external

political environments; those in:posed by their organi sations, and thoseimposed by their own
personalities and cognitivestyles”. Rather than being technical experts, effectivemanagers of

public policy, observesLynn:

)  establishunderstandablepremisesfor their organisation's objectives,

iy attainan intellectual graspd strategically importantissues: and identify andfocusattentionon
thoseactivitiesthat give meaning to theorganisation’s cﬁlployees;
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i) rfemain alert toand exploitall opportunities, whether deliberately created or fortuitous, to
furthertheir purposes,

iv) consciously employ thestrongfeaturesof their personaitiesasinstrumentsof |eadershipand
influence; and

y) managewithintheframework of an economy of persona resourcesto govern how much they
attempt to accomplish, and how they go about it.

Under this approach, managersuse appropriatemeansto achievetheir goals. They workin this

way because their own positionsare at stake.

3.8 MIXED APPROACH BY HOGWOOD AND GUNN

In addition to theabove approach, thereisanother approach described by Hogwood and Gunn
which ismixed and concerned both with the gpplication of techniquesand with political process.
They valuethepolitical aspectsof thepolicy process. Hogwood and Gunn set out a nine-step
approach tothepolicy process, which they say is'mixed’, that is, can beusedfor both description
and prescription. The ninestepsof their modd are:

i) decidingto decide (issuesearch or agenda-setting);

i)  deciding how todecide;

i) issuedefinition;

iv) forecasting;

V)  settingobjectivesand priorities;

Vi) optionsanalysis;

vii) - policy implementation, monitoring, and control;

viii) evaluationand review;and

ix) policy implementation, Succession,or termination.

James Anderson's model of the policy process reduces these stagesintofive. They include:
i) problemidentificationand agendaformation; ii) formul ation; iiiy adoption; iv) implementation;
and v) evauation.

The policy processmodel by Hogwood and Gunn isatypical one. Whileitsrootsmay bein the
rational model, it does deal with the political aspectsof the policy process. They arguefor a
""process-focussed rather than atechnique-oriented approach to policy analysis”. Itisseen as
""supplementingthemore overtly politica aspectsd thepolicy processrather thanreplacingthem™,

Astothemain differencebetweenthetwo approaches,it may beemphasised that policy analysis
looksfor one alternative, thatis, best or satisfactory from aset of alternatives andisaided by
empirical methodsin their selection. On the other hand, political public policy seesinformationin
an advocacy role, thatis, it redlisesthat cogent caseswill bemade from many perspectives, which
thenfeed into thepolitical process.

3.9 CONCLUSON

ThisUnit dealt withthevariou ap, and models of public policy. It emphasised on the
publicpolicy asanimportant ueact md public management. Or public policy could be
consideredadistinct paradie .. con ith publicmanagement. Asaseparateapproach, itis

useful in studyingtheinter:: ion svernment that produces policies, and its peoplefor
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whom thepolicies areintended. Therearenow two publicpolicy approacheseach withitsown
methods and emphases. Thefirstislabeledas'Policy Analysis; thesecond, 'Political Public
Policy'.

From a policy analysi s perspective, Putt and Springer arguethat thefunction of policy researchis
tofacilitate public policy processby providing accurate and useful decision-rel atedinformation.
Theskillsrequiredto produceinformation, which istechnically soundand usetul lieat theheart of
thepolicy research process, regardless of the specific methodology employed. Attemptingto
bring modern scienceand technology to bear on societal problems, policy analysissearchesfor
good methods and techniquesthat help the policy-makerto choosethe most advantageousaction.

Thereisanother approach (Lynn) that emphasi seson political interaction from which policy is
derived. Here, itisrather moredifficultto separate public policy from the political process and
sometimes it becomesdifficultto analyse whether a particular study is one of publicpolicy or
politics. Public policy isseen to bedifferentfromthe traditional model of publicadministration.
Public policyis, therefore,more 'political * than 'public administration'’. Itisan effort to apply the
methods of political analysisto policy areas(for examplehealth, education,and environment), but
hasconcerns with processesinsidethe bureaucracy, soitismorerelated to public administration.
Thepolicy analysts use statistica methodsand model sof input-output analysis. However, the
political publicpolicy theoristsaremoreinterestedwith the outcomesof publicpolicy. Whatever
may be, both publicpolicy and palicy andysisremain useful in bringing attention to what governments
do, in contrastto thepublic administrationconcernwith how they operate, andinapplyingempirical
methods toaid policy-making. Public policy-making,asdistinctfromitsstudy, now seemsto be
amixtureof these perspectives, and managerialismor public management combinesthem.

3.10 KEY CONCEPTS

Black Box [tisamodd of system analysispopularised by DavidEaston
(1965). Black box denotes the processes, whereby the
processing of inputs takes place to produce outputs/

,outcomes. It appliesthelogic of cybernatics, propounded
by Norbert Weiner to understand political processes and
behaviour. Thecybematicsisthesciencedf control systems
theory — viafeedback relationship. Positivist assumes and
believesthat therei sadefinabl ecauseandeffectrel ationship
between supports, demands, and outputs. However, critics
arguethat itistoo mechanical andrigid.

Bounded Rationality :  Theconcept appearsin Herbert Simon's Administrative
Behavior. Accordingto Simon, human behaviouris neither
totally rationa nor totaly non-rational. It hasitslimits. Hence,
decisionsare never the'best possible’ outcomes in choice
behaviours on the part of decision-makers, but are only
solutionsthat 'satisfy'.

M eta Policy-Making : A metapolicyis'policy about policies, thatis, decisions
regarding whowill makethepolicies, how, what authority
and responsibility woul d be prescribed at each stageetc.
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3.12 ACTIVITIES

1) Outlinethecharacteristicsof theinstitutional approachto pollcy-makl ngand point out its
shortcomings.

2)  Critically examinethepolicy-making models and suggest best suitablemodel/models for a
specificpalicy.
3) Differentiatd indblom'sincrementa approachfromDror’s Normative-Optimummode!.






