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Introduction

a concern with the dynamics of [the] policy process itself, set in the context of contemporary theories of governance, power and the state, is essential for those seeking to analyze and understand what is going on in social policy (Newman 2002:353).
L
arge-scale, centralized education reform has occurred in a variety of jurisdictions in recent years. Such reforms usually include new approaches to funding, and major changes to policies governing school board organization, curriculum, student assessment, and teacher working conditions. The significant changes to educational systems impact democracy in education when enacted. Such reforms are shaped by the processes used to develop them, and the variety of individuals and groups involved in the process. While there is a great deal of contemporary educational research concerning textual policy analysis, impact analysis, and implementation issues, few have examined the process of educational policy development, and its relationship to democracy in education.

This dissertation will provide a comparative analysis of educational policy development case studies in two very different contexts, both of which underwent large-scale education policy reform during the 1990s: Ontario, Canada and Porto Alegre, Brazil. Whereas the Ontario policy development process was highly centralized and involved “policy elites” as key decision-makers, Porto Alegre took a decentralized, participatory approach, relying on extensive citizen involvement in the process. Preliminary research indicates that the policy texts and directions in these two reform cases were very different, though connections between outputs and processes require further exploration to establish connections.

(
Statement of the Problem

Much of the literature suggests that studying the features and dynamics of processes used in policy formulation help to analyze and better understand the policy and its outcomes. Newman (2002: 347) states that renewed interest in the policy process is emerging, in part, from developments in theoretical approaches that focus on issues of power and control in the process of governance. These developments highlight “the need to go beyond the study of content of social policies to embrace the study of processes through which policies are made and enacted.” Moreover, “a concern with the dynamics of [the] policy process itself, set in the context of contemporary theories of governance, power and the state, is essential for those seeking to analyze and understand what is going on in social policy” (Newman 2002:353).

Werner (1991:107) posed the important question: who should have the right to determine curriculum goals and content? The significance of curriculum policy documents is that they define (1) what is to be taught and (2) how it is to be taught, reflecting a certain set of values, defining priorities and legitimating what is worth learning. According to Werner (1991), conflict over curriculum development (i.e., who should have the right to determine curriculum goals, and who should be involved) has been debated over the past century. Many theorists (see, for example, Apple 1993 and 1996, Ball 1998 and Werner 1991) contend that arrival at curriculum policy is the result of negotiations and trade-offs between those in positions of power. However, changes to public administration arising from a New Public Management (NPM) paradigm have altered the landscape of how policy is formulated and who is involved, necessitating new areas for investigation about curriculum development.

My preliminary research has revealed several features of contemporary policy development processes, including the use of outsourcing for research and policy work, extensive stakeholder consultation, aggressive timeframes, emphasis on accountability, and a reworking of ideas about educational purpose. This dissertation will examine the features of the policy development process in two jurisdictions as they relate to democracy in education. As Carr (1998:324) suggests:

…the debates about the curriculum that occur in a democracy at any given time will reveal both how that democracy interprets itself, and how that interpretation is being challenged and revised in order to bring into being a more genuinely democratic form of life than that which currently exists.

As this passage suggests, an examination of the dialogue and debate over curriculum during policy formulation will provide insight into democratic ideals in the jurisdiction studied. Moreover, it will provide a context within which the degree to which the curriculum itself promotes education for and about democracy can be assessed.

Research Questions

The main research question I will address is: what is the relationship of the policy development process to democracy in education? 

The literature on education and democracy reveals a distinction between the notions of education for democracy (i.e., using the educational system to develop cognitive and affective traits in students that prepare them for citizenship in a democracy) and democracy in education (i.e., a certain type of educational structure and practices that are “democratic” to all involved, including students, teachers, administrators, and the community). My research will focus on the latter. I will answer this main research question by addressing several sub-questions through the two case studies: 

(1)
What process or processes were followed?

(2)
What were the features (e.g., the steps, the distribution of responsibilities, etc.) of the educational policy development process in the jurisdictions examined? 

· ·How were participants approached for inclusion?

· ·Who was involved? How/why were they selected?

· ·What were their roles?

· ·What voices were missing?

· ·How was input from various participants in the process used?

· ·How do participants in the process describe the experience?

(3)
To what extent were the processes or features of the process democratic? 

(4)
How did the policy process affect policy “outputs” (i.e., policy texts themselves; content) and policy “outcomes” (i.e., impacts on individuals, groups, and the community upon enactment)? 

(5)
In what ways did these policy outputs and policy outcomes contribute to or detract from democracy in education?

Significance

The findings will contribute to a growing body of literature on educational policy processes, in addition to providing a basis for further comparative analysis. The research questions have not been addressed in the literature within the context of education reform to date. Moreover, intense concern about the outcomes of large-scale reform trends (see, for example, Earl et al. 2002, Hogan 2000, Levin 1999, Rezai-Rashti 2003) can be effectively addressed only on the basis of a better understanding of how the policy process works and what features of it give rise to the sorts of impacts that it has.

The two jurisdictions selected for this research have not yet been studied from the perspective of their policy process. Because of the vastly different approaches undertaken by each, it is expected that part of the significance of this research will be a comparison of outcomes and outputs given the diverse approaches. 

Research Setting and Context
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There are two research settings, each represented by a case study: Ontario, Canada and Porto Alegre, Brazil. Below, the context and climate that accompanied curriculum policy reform are summarized.

1. Ontario, Canada

Ontario is the largest province in Canada, representing approximately one-third of the nation’s population. In Canada, education policy is established at the provincial level. The advent of Ontario school reform (SR) in the 1990’s brought about swift and significant changes to education and curriculum policy. SR included a new approach to funding, and major changes to policies governing school board organization, curriculum, student assessment, and teacher working conditions. Features of the policy introduced between 1995 and 2000 included significant reduction in the number of secondary school courses offered, more prescriptive and comprehensive learning expectations for each course and subject area in K-12 education, and a standardized structure for assessment and for organization of expectations.

SR was initiated by the province’s Progressive Conservative (PC) government in power at the time, shortly after their landslide election under the platform of a “Common Sense Revolution” which defeated the relatively left-leaning New Democratic Party (NDP) previously in power. The process of education reform was highly politicized, and drew a great deal of media attention relative to previous reform efforts. Robertson (1998) and Majhanovich (2002) describe the “crisis” manufactured by Ontario Minister of Education John Snobelen in 1995 to justify “contradictory and chaotic” reform in short order by way of new policy. School reform was introduced less than three years later by the Progressive-Conservative party government in power at that time. Robertson (1998) quotes Minister Snobelen as saying “Power is the rate at which your intentions become reality.” This statement characterizes the highly politicized environment of SR which was characterized by centralized decision-making and the use of outsourcing to formulate curriculum policy.

2. Porto Alegre, Brazil 

Porto Alegre, the capital of the state of Rio Grande Do Sul in southern Brazil, had a population of 1.3 million in 2000 (Minos 2002). Since its election in 1989, the Workers’ Party (Partido dos Trabalhadores, or PT) has established “an elaborate and successful system of grass roots participation in municipal governance” (Koonings 2004:80), best known for its successful participatory budgeting. The approach used in Porto Alegre “stands apart from many other similar attempts to institute some version of civic governance” (Baiocci 2001:43) because it devolved substantial power to participants. In the late 1990s, this method of participatory policy-making was applied to education.

Public education in Brazil is simultaneously governed by federal, state and municipal governments. In Porto Alegre, the municipality is responsible for early childhood and elementary education (i.e., up to grade eight) (Gandin & Apple 2003). The Workers’ Party established the “Citizen School” using an approach that grew from the successful participatory budgeting process which relied heavily on citizenship participation. For education policy reforms, the School Constituency (SC) process began in 1995 with coordinating committees elected in each school and at regional meetings. An analysis educational practices in schools and popular organizations was then carried out. This led to the identification of twenty-five issues for further exploration. Finally, a draft document defining of principles and policies was discussed and amended through nearly two hundred municipal or micro-regional conferences involving 60,000 people in 1999. A revised document was then the basis of thirty-one Regional Pre-Conferences with elected delegates. A further revised version was discussed at the State Conference attended by another group of delegates elected from Regional conferences. All the proposals were voted on during the final plenary session, and have been put into practice. 

Research Methods

Merriam (1998) maintains that descriptive research is undertaken when description and explanation of a phenomenon are needed, and not a prediction based on cause and effect. There are several essential features of qualitative inquiry: (a) a focus on social construction; (b) a process orientation that focuses on examination of events and meanings as they unfold and evolve; (c) inductive analysis; and (d) reliance on words as opposed to numbers for data (Heck 2004). Because the research questions require descriptive and detailed data from a variety of sources to understand a social process, use of qualitative methodology is necessary for this research. Qualitative research will provide insight into the perceptions and actions of policy actors, while providing a multi-faceted reconstruction of the process of policy formulation in the two jurisdictions studied.

A comparative case study methodology will be used to allow for the inclusion of a variety of data sources and for comparison of processes, outputs and outcomes across jurisdictions. As a descriptive case study approach (Yin 1994), this research investigates patterns based on descriptive theory. Data collection and analysis will take several forms. Primary documents will be collected and analyzed in order to reconstruct the policy process and to determine the content and nature of policy outputs. Qualitative interviews with key policy actors involved in the process will contribute primary data for each jurisdiction studied. 

A case study is “an in-depth, multifaceted investigation, using qualitative research methods, of a single social phenomenon. The study is conducted in great detail and often relies on the use of several data sources” (Orum et al. 1991:2). For this research, the case studies will take the form of “social histories” (Orum et al. 1991:5) of policy making in two jurisdictions. For this research, the case study design yields several advantages:

1.
It will provide information from a number of sources over a period of time, thus providing a holistic study of complex actions that characterize policy formulation, including webs of social and political interaction. 

2.
Case studies lend themselves to theoretical generation and generalization by suggesting new interpretations and concepts or reexamining earlier concepts and interpretations in major and innovative ways (Yin 1984).

3.
Triangulation of a variety of data strengthen the validity of case studies. The use of multiple sources of evidence helps to ensure construct and context validity and provides checks and balances that protect the inquiry from contamination related to reliance on single sources of evidence..

Data Selection

The unit of analysis is a critical factor in the case study. It is typically a system of action rather than a single individual or group of individuals. As described in the Context section, two jurisdictions, Ontario and Porto Alegre, were selected for investigation because of their relatively recent curriculum reforms, and the striking differences in the approaches taken to formulate policies. These are “information rich” cases in that they will yield a great deal of insight about issues central to the research (Heck 2004:221).

Each of the case studies (Ontario, Porto Alegre) will be bounded by the respective timeframes of policy formulation during the 1990s. Case studies will begin at the time of announcement of curriculum policy formulation (or reform), and end at the time of enactment of these new policies.

A variety of data will be gathered to construct case studies in order to reflect the systems of action. Specific categories and data sources include:

	Documents
	· Consultation reports

· Curriculum policy documents

· Curriculum process documents

	Archival documents
	· Ministry-produced participant lists from consultations

· Relevant memoranda released under Freedom of Information in Ontario

	Secondary data
	· Relevant studies and published reports 

	Interviews
	· Interviews with participants in the policy process

· Individuals who participated in policy development under contract in Ontario (eight)

· Individuals who participated in stakeholder consultations in Ontario (parents, commerce, teachers, university) (six to ten)

· Bureaucrats and/or political staffers (eight)

· Individuals who participated in policy development in Porto Alegre (six)

· Individuals who participated in stakeholder consultations in Porto Alegre (six to ten)


As a multi-perspectival analysis, the researcher must consider the voice and perspectives of relevant groups of actors and the interactions between them. Interviews will be conducted with relevant participants in the policy process. Participants will be purposefully selected through “snowball” or “chain sampling” (Patton 1990). This approach “identifies cases of interest from people who know people who know people who know what cases are information-rich, that is, good examples for study, good interview subjects” (Patton 1990:182). Purposive sampling allows the researcher to select a sample that she “believe(s) will yield the most comprehensive understanding of [the] subject of study” (Babbie 1992:292).

Data Collection

Primary data will be collected in several ways. First, documents will be gathered directly from governments. Some Ontario data will be collected under the Freedom of Information (FOI) act. Second, interviews will be conducted though key “policy actors” involved in the process. Secondary data (e.g., Earl et al. 2002, Gandin & Apple 2003) will be used to determine policy outcomes. Primary and secondary data will be used to construct the case studies.

Data Analysis

Yin (1994) presented two strategies for general use in case study analysis. The first relies on theoretical propositions of the study to analyze the data the gathered. The second entails the development of case descriptions, which serve as a framework for organizing the case study. This research will rely on both techniques. 

First, case descriptions will be presented. Next, theoretical propositions presented in the conceptual and theoretical frameworks will be used for analysis within and across the two case studies. The protocol for each case will result in organization into the following categories: 

· Context and environment; 

· Process; 

· Actors; 

· Outputs; and 

· Outcomes.

Analysis will identify ideas, causes and relationships using the data in each case study. The variety of data offers the advantage of triangulating sources of information, including personal interviews, primary documents, and independent and governmental reports. 

Analysis of the data will be grounded in the theoretical framework presented . Specific analysis techniques will include:

· Constant-comparative analysis will be used to identify themes in the data collected in each case study. This is an inductive process that involves refining emergent categories and their properties (Heck 2004). Categories defined above for organizing each case (context and environment, process, actors, outputs and outcomes) will be used as a basis for comparison. The analysis will look for patterns and regularities that relate directly to the research questions posed.

· Triangulation will be used within cases to verify the strength and/or accuracy of data gathered (Heck 2004). Among data sources that will be triangulated are: interview transcripts from the same jurisdiction; government-issued documents against interview data and secondary sources of information to validate individual cases; secondary sources (reports, studies) describing policy outcomes in the same jurisdiction. 

· Content analysis of policy texts in light of the conceptual framework will be presented using critical discourse analysis (CDA). CDA is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of text that views “language as a form of social practice” (Fairclough 1989: 20) and attempts to “unpack the ideological underpinnings of discourse that have become so naturalized over time that we begin to treat them as common, acceptable and natural features of discourse” (Teo 2000). In policy texts, certain discursive practices embedded in the political and economic underpinnings appear in the choice of language and preferred ways of presenting ideas. CDA will reveal these practices and provide insight into the context and meanings that reflect and refract the policy texts themselves.

Literature Overview
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Broadly speaking, there are two main bodies of literature that inform the research, each of which will be examined and synthesized in the literature review. First, literature on policy formulation, largely contained in the field of political science
 will be explored. In addition to policy formulation, literature on the relationship between education and democracy is central to this research. 

The first section of the literature review will focus on contributions to the analysis of policy formulation.  The policy sciences were originally conceived in the middle of the twentieth century as “a means of improving the quality of information provided to government; moreover, they were specifically focused on the democratic ethos” (deLeon & Longobardi 2002:37). There appears to be a general consensus in the literature that, despite early theoretical emphasis on democracy, the policy sciences embraced a technocratic approach, and the resulting focus of research has been primarily positivistic and has focused on promoting or defending policy decisions rather than exploring links between policy formulation and democratization (deLeon 1997, Schneider & Ingram 1997, Fischer 2003). Renewed interest in democracy among political scientists began to take shape during the 1990s. A particular group of political scientists – most notably John Dryzek, Frank Fischer, John Forester, Helen Ingram, Anne Schneider and Peter deLeon – focus their work on criticism of mainstream political science and on proposing and testing new models of analysis for democracy.  Ingram and Smith (1998:2) summarize the critique this way:

Mainstream policy analysis is ill equipped to deal with the central problems of institutions, public policy and democracy because widely employed perspectives and associated analytical tools are too narrow and largely irrelevant to broad societal values.

This section of the literature review will begin by clarifying the term “policy” among the breath of conceptions that exist in the political science literature.
 Next, I will provide a synthesis of the policy formulation literature organized within a framework originally proposed by Sabatier (1991).
 Though a variety of approaches to studying policy processes exist in the political science and education policy arenas, there is an absence of a generalizable or comprehensive account of policy formulation. Rather, there are a variety of lenses that scholars utilize to draw out or describe particular aspects of the process. Here, I will describe several of the more prominent approaches within the classifications of “positivist” and “postpositivist.”
 

As I will illustrate through this review of the literature, individual policy process studies and articles each reveal a small piece of the puzzle, though the most striking thing that emerges from a survey of the literature is the absence of a com​prehensive picture of educational policy-making. Some argue that a comprehensive picture simply cannot be arrived at, since edu​cation is shaped by “mul​t​i​ple contexts of theory and prac​tice” (Sutton & Levinson 2001:6). Various approaches to studying the policy process contribute “important pieces to the policy process puzzle” (Schlager and Blomquist 1996:665). Each approach answers a particular set of questions (e.g., rational choice answers questions about policy actors’ motivations relating payoffs, funnel of causality answers questions about the role of voting and political values, and critical-theoretical approaches answer questions concerning equity, democracy, and representation). As such, different approaches shed light on different questions about the policy process, not different answers to the same question (Schlager & Blomquist 1996 and Zahariadis 1998). Answers to a spectrum of questions relating a particular policy case can lead to a more complete analysis, and help to move towards a more comprehensive understanding of the policy process in education. As such, analysis focusing on democracy in policy processes requires a comprehensive framework that incorporates key criteria and referents to capture aspects of “democratic” procedures are necessary to address the objectives the proposed dissertation. The framework is classified within the postpositivist category.

The second section of the literature review will explore connections between democracy and education. The literature reveals a distinction between (a) education for democracy (i.e., using the educational system to develop cognitive and affective traits in students that prepare them for citizenship in a democracy), and (b) democracy in education (i.e., a certain type of educational structure that is “democratic” to all involved, including students, teachers, administrators, and the community). This section will explore these two concepts, and attempt to define and differentiate between them by drawing on literature from the disciplines of education and philosophy.

Levin (1998:57) reminds us that: “The ideals underlying education are similar to those underlying democracy, suggesting that schools should embody the principles of democracy for students as part of a sound education.” Despite the similarity of ideals that Levin identifies, a number of tensions arise when attempts are made to enact and/or operationalize “democracy in education” and “education for democracy.”
 This section of the literature will unpack some of these tensions, and relate them specifically to education policy formulation..

Conceptual and Theoretical Frameworks
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While a variety of conceptions of democracy appear in the literature, this research is situated in a framework of critical democracy as articulated by O’Neill (2000), Portelli (2001), Portelli and Solomon (2001), Blaug (2002), and Kincheloe (1999).
 Contemporary critical democratic theory emerged from the work of the Frankfurt School (Kincheloe 1999), whose prominent members include Adorno, Marcuse, and Habermas. Critical theorists in the tradition of the Frankfurt School attempt to elaborate the idea of a more just society in terms of equal access to the good things of life and, more importantly, of citizens’ cultural, economic and political control over their lives. These goals, according to critical theory, can only be achieved through a form of emancipation by which the oppressed and exploited become sufficiently empowered to transform their own circumstances. This emancipation requires self-conscious critique which problematizes all social relations, in particular those of and within the discursive practices of power (Tripp 1992). As such, critical theory emphasizes:

· a just society with equal control by citizens as a desired end;

· a recognition that individuals and groups experience oppression and exploitation; 

· emancipation by way of self-conscious critique; and

· unequal distribution power in societies, often tied to politics.

Given its roots in the Frankfurt School, critical democracy strives to establish a way of life that “should show us how to transform our form of life in an emancipatory manner” (O’Neill 2000:503-504) by addressing the areas of emphasis associated with critical theory. As such:

Critical democratic theorists seek to explore how contentious issues of moral and cultural pluralism might be dealt with in a way that minimizes the potential for oppression, alienation and violence. This means that incommensurability must not be taken as a given, or as something to be celebrated. Nor should it be brushed aside as something that will inevitably be overcome (O’Neill 2000:505).

As illustrated in this passage, critical democracy necessarily leads to requirements of inclusion and empowerment, with particular attention to those who are often marginalized from political activity. Genuine and inclusive participation that “seriously and honestly acknowledges the importance of equity, diversity and social justice” (Portelli & Solomon 2001:15) is necessary. This sort of participation leads to democracy as a personal experience rather than an institutional form. This emphasis on participation also provides unique legitimacy the outcomes of critical democratic processes (Blaug 2002:106). The theoretical framework, which will be more fully articulated in the proposed dissertation, suggests a number of criteria for democracy both in policy-making and in education.

The conceptual framework selected for this study is designed to analyze data gathered such that the objectives of the proposed research can be addressed. It arises from the approaches to policy process analysis elaborated in the literature review, and can be classified as “postpostivist” since it is concerned with “multidimensional complexity of social reality” within a broader interpretive framework (Fisher 1998:129) and relies on qualitative data. 
Represented in the figure below, this framework describes the characteristics of the policy formulation process along several dimensions: policy formulation, institutional/systemic, and social. Examination of policy formulation along these dimensions is necessary to “understand how policy affects citizens and other aspects of democracy within the society” (Schneider 1998). The dimensions in the proposed framework are connected by a series of dynamics (translation, framing, and design) that shape both policy formulation and policy outcomes, and shed light on the interactions among participants and events. These dynamics connect dimensions to one another based on how participants in the policy process interpret and act within dimensions. In the subsections that follow, the components (i.e., dimensions and dynamics) of this framework will be articulated. Within each dimension, a number of variables will be defined. Research data will be collected to address each of these variables, and they will be used to develop the case studies. A full articulation appears in the dissertation proposal, available upon request.
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� To a lesser degree, theory and research in the educational policy body of literature will be included. In particular, work in the area of curriculum policy analysis will be emphasized, and will include the work of Werner (1991), Gundem & Sivesind (1997), Ekdahl (1996), Crawford (2000), Alkan (1990), Watt (1997), and Rorison (2002). Overall, this body of literature suggests that intense conflicts occur when different individuals and groups deliberate on curriculum content and structure.


� Defining policy is no easy task, given the breadth of conceptions across the political science and education policy literature. Mitchell (1984: 137) describes the problem in this way: 


Conceptually, it is fair to say, the term policy is both complicated and subtle. A concise and stable interpretation of its meaning requires more than a synthesis of previous usage or a review of dictionary definitions.


A variety of definitions exist in the diverse body of policy literature. At its core, public policy is a choice by a government to take some course of action in response to a defined problem. It can be expressed as text, practice, symbol and discourse which transmit values in a variety of forms (e.g., statues, regulations, income, status) (Schneider and Ingram 1997).


Delaney (2000) identifies four common elements of most policy definitions in his review of the literature: 


(1) policy is a formalized act;


(2) policy has a pre-agreed objective; 


(3) policy is approved or sanctioned by an institutional body or authority; and 


(4) policy provides some standard of performance. 


The literature also reflects the dual nature of policy as both output or product, and as a process in which policy texts are the outcome of political struggles over meaning (Taylor, 2002). In this vein, Ball (1998:124) reminds us that “policies are both systems of values and symbolic systems; ways of representing, accounting for, and legitimating political decisions. They are articulated both to achieve material effects and to manufacture support for those effects.” Perl (2000), building on these ideas, points out that policy analysis defines issues and clarifies which (and whose) views are taken seriously, and what solutions to given policy issues are viable within particular contexts.


� Sabatier (1991) suggests that policy research can be divided into four types, depending on the focus: 


(1) substantive area research;


 (2) evaluation and impact studies; 


(3) policy design; and 


(4) policy process. 


Interest in the last type, the policy process, appears in both the education and political science literature, and is the focus of this section of the literature review. Sabatier (1991, 1999) suggests, however, that further theoretical and methodological work in this area is needed as it appears to receive the least attention in the literature.


� Positivist approaches to the policy process are those that are inductive and attempt to identify causal relationships.  They have the following characteristics: conformity to accepted social science methodologies, empirical testability, positive rather than normative orientation, and they address aspects of policy that have traditionally been considered important (Dudley et al. 2000). Specific approaches include heuristic stage, rational choice, multiple streams, punctuated equilibrium, advocacy coalition, funnel of causality and diffusion (Sabatier 1999). Postpositivist approaches differ from positivist in several ways. First, they look at the “multidimensional complexity of social reality” within a broader interpretive framework (Fisher 1998:129) by addressing environmental and human factors and acknowledging the power of individual agency. Such frameworks take into account issues of power, voice, equity and marginalization. Second, these approaches rely on qualitative research methods, unlike the statistical methods common to positivist approaches. Despite interest among researchers, postpostivist approaches have not gained acceptance among political scientists in the US, though have widespread acceptance in other parts of the world, particularly Europe (Dudley et al. 2000). Commonly used postpositivist approaches include: policy sociology, policy archaeology, and critical-theoretical approaches.


� For example, Carr and Hartnett (1996) attribute the tensions of democratic education to antiquated criteria used to conceptualize educational structures and their effectiveness. Our collective “educational traditions” are pre-democratic in that they were established when schools were intended for the privileged classes, and served as an elite sorting system designed to exclude certain social groups. These pre-democratic criteria “distort and constrain any rational debate about the democratic role of education” (Carr & Hartnett 1996:12). The problem can be summarized as: 


…a contradiction between the obvious need for members of a democracy publicly to debate the social and political principles underlying its educational policies and the obvious failure of those policies to address questions about the kind of education which genuine participation in such a public debate requires. It is only in a democracy which does not take seriously the need to equip its future members with the intellectual understandings, civic virtues or social attitudes necessary for participating in public debate, that democratic discussion of recent educational reforms can be treated as irrelevant or largely ignored (Carr & Hartnett 1996:3).


� Though a discussion of critical democracy in light of other conceptions of democracy (e.g., representative, liberal, deliberative, etc.) is warranted, it is not within the scope of this proposal. Such a discussion, however, will be included in the chapter on democracy in the dissertation itself.


� Thus, an emerging body of literature on policy formulation models and research methods associated with democracy has focused on “participatory policy analysis” (PPA) and “deliber¬a¬tive democracy” models. While the term “critical democracy” is rarely used in the political science literature,  PPA approaches have several things in common with the conception of critical democracy laid. First, the work on PPA and deliberative democratic policy-making based on critical theory stemming from the work of Jurgen Habermas (the dissertation will include a full discussion of Habermas’ work as it relates to this, as well as a discussion of the criticisms and attempts to address shortcomings in political science theories and models). Second (and resulting from their critical-theoretical origins), these approaches are concerned with empowerment and inclusion in the policy process – ideals consistent with critical democracy. Finally, the principle concern of the policy research under the PPA and deliberative democracy rubrics tends to be citizen participation. 


A democratic policy process must, in O’Neill’s (2000: 519) words, reconcile “the demands of inclusion and reasoned agreement.” To achieve this, it must realize the critical democratic ideals of citizen participation, deliberation, and empowerment. Dahl (1998), who advocates PPA, outlines five criteria for genuinely democratic policy-making across the literature:


Inclusion in which all citizens have full rights


Political equality so that when decisions are made, each citizen has an equal and effective opportunity to participate


Enlightened understanding so that, within reason, citizens have equal and effective opportunities to learn about relevant policy alternatives and their consequences


Control of the agenda so that citizens have the opportunity to decide which matters are placed on the public agenda and how


Effective participation so that before a policy is adopted, citizens have equal and effective opportunities to make their views known to other citizens


Models of PPA (see, for example, deLeon 1997, Dahl 1998, Forester 1993, Scheider & Ingram 1997) and deliberative democracy (see, for example, Gutmann & Thompson 2004) seek to produce social change aimed at empowerment, enlightenment and emancipation. Drawing heavily on the work of Habermas and to a lesser degree deToqueville and Dewey, the primary focus of PPA is citizen participation that includes certain characteristics not necessarily present in other democratic forms of policy research and practice. These characteristics include: inclusion with equal citizen access, political equality among citizens, an educative component, and devolution of political agenda control to citizens. deLeon (1997) suggests that models of critical democratic participation generally share several common features: (a) a rejection of positivism; (b) a view of phenomenology as a “better way” to interpret knowledge; and (c) acceptance of an interpretive paradigm of inquiry. Unlike more traditional models of consultative meetings or referenda, participatory models of policy formulation require citizen commitment to working through problems in order to come to policy advice. PPA also emphasizes an educative objective of participation – citizens learn about a particular issue, learn about other individuals’ and groups perspectives, and also enhance their ability to be citizens.





