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. Introduction. Appropriate Technologies of Social Science.
. ¥ i . L b -

«
.
. . .

. The further we look intouthe future, the less’ we rely on traditional -
. . -

)methods of social science. Desciiptive science tells us what is; future
+ studies tell us what might be. Particuﬂarly in thinking about the ffeld
of education, the future opens up major areas of u{E:rtainty and dieagree-

t—-about what might happen, what should hawpen. and what it takes to’
shape a prefenred course of hiscorx.

Social science to serve. future studies needs to be &ifferent fron

nrdinarysﬁocial-sciencé in several respects. (1) It requires more sensi—

C . tivity to normative concerns—-not knawledge for its own sake, bnl studies

. focussed on processes that " uake a difference in shaping significant social .
A change. (2) Another difference is attention needed to concepts of free
will, social mobilizgtiqn, the dramaturgy’of hintorical Processes—the
intangible element of human commitment that mnnes things hapnen,{but which

cannot ba captured -by traditional social science models of structurally’ =«

\ ' A
‘predecernined flows and processeah

f (3) Third.‘hdaptacion of social science to future studies requires

standardsof truth that go beyond traditional canons of objectivity and

consensus. Those st dards, bortnwed from natural sciences, make sense

-

i for depicting a ‘-r%d of static; exogenously determined processes. They

do not make sense for depicting significant meaning of future events, or

- . - .
“ -

~ differences in meaning between one observer and the next, or structural

* changes in the system being observed, or the qualitative change in sccial |
1 \ - -

processes from one historical moment to the next.
- ‘ . y .
(4) Futurd studfes also call for greater reliance on heuristic

o methods of social science, and less reliance on algorithms. On the scale

. | 3 ,
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of historical processes, it makes little ‘sense to talk about nptiﬁxation

-

procedﬁres or, for that Qaj:ter, any kiﬁd of étandardized procedures to

maximize or minimize outcomes ‘on the basis of -objective functions, resources

and constraints. Historical evolution simply does not work 'that‘: way. ) ‘

-®

Orfandzations do, but social évolution is not the same thing as orgeniza-

-tional decision making. Soéiet:y is not simply an organization writ large:

its oi:jecti.ves_ are pluralist, its control systems are diverse and decen- .

tralized, its constraint functions are negotiable, -and 1ts reaoutcg capaci— .
ties are continually being revised and expanded.* Most important, whereas

g organization can cho%se its own speciaiiged pﬁa of problem—solving

(where algorithms have appropriate uses), society on the other hand must

. deal with whatever comes al6ng, and must put as much enmergy into problem—

—

définition as problém—soiution-—a job for heurist’cs. ’
. Pl

=~ ~

N

.
-

In the mid-Twentieth Century we are learning to recognize resqurces that

" fall well outside traditional categories. One has te count not only ndt~

“ural and economic resources, but human resources, cultural and scientific
resources, c‘ommication and organizational capacitjes as Yell, To illus-

« trate this: point, economists began to acknowledge during the fifties that
only a part of the economic growth of the United States can be accounted
for by, the classical economic resources of land, labor and capital. A
large share of growta, possibly a majority, has resulted from a-"résidual

£factor,” which has sometimes been described as "g measure of our ignorarce,”
but probably includes such things as improvements in education, organiza-
tional efficiency, better health, advances of knowledge, job-;elated »,
increases in workforce productivity, economies of scale, changes in com-.
position of the national product, reduction of time-lag in applying new -
‘knowledge to practical use, improved productivity in fields like infor-
mation management and data processing, changes in competitive pressures
to improve performance, changes in levels of public honesty, regulations,
}egal procedures, pollution controls, flexibility in allocation of indi-
vidual workers among jobs and taskss Obviously, some of these factors may
have worsened rather than improved over time. Nevertheless, they illus-
trate how broadly one can conceive of the conceptof resources, and how
difficult it is to model social précesses in terms of deterministic pro- °

* cesses that can be optimized using standard procedures. (See, for empli‘:

" Fabricant, 1959; Solow, 1959; Demison, 1974.) :

- P-H‘
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E (5) As pnrt of a grester emphasis on heuﬁtstic mtt,oas soeial science

needs to enlerge its repertoire of methods thst build on: systenntie Judg-~-

T hent, and not just on static conceptual nodels, quantitative analysis apd
. dbjective data. Judgment includes use of hard facts, of course, but-it

processes infomtion differently from mogt social science prooedures o it

L]

involves more eourse-grain analysis, more use of images to give shspe and

|
texture to rilitionships, more plscing of issues in a larger wholistic

'context to sllow siu.ultaneous diversity of problen penspectives. perhsps.

more; use of . right-brsip thinking tc complemeut the more linesr thought
. ) .

processes of the left brain. ’ \

o~ [
XY ’

(6) Finsll:y, social science tor future studies needs to be nore

. explicit about the areas of uncertainty and disagreenent thst surround

-

‘foreeasts. Conventionsl social science deals with questione of uncertainty

-
e . - ' '

by tslling bsck on reductionist nodels, and the’ sssunption of ceteris
’ aribus-~"other things being equsl"--tc; keep diseus;ion within the range.
,of existing understamding. In future sfudies, however‘ \the really inter-
esting things happen p ecisely in tsking the step beyond surprise—-free
. *  scenarios into the resln where concerted social action or peculiar nod:i( -
| tions of circumsta;ces begin to take nold. The eeteris are by\xo means \
paribus in future stuﬁies. As soon as things are depicted more wheolis-.

tij:slly, points of uneertsinty “and dissgree;sent become snslytieal cross-

t——

r roads from which future options take their point of departure. Issues in
4

contention take center stage in an unfolding drama of possibilities, not

merely half-finished bits of scensry relegated spologetically to the wings.
This paper sttempts to define more appropriate technologies of social

sclence that will satisfy the special requirements of future studies just,

. listed. I will ot attempt to dlscuss somz of the important conceptual

5 {




IS i , - o )
' - '1ssue§ of adapting social science to this task--isgues having to do with
. - . , ) N
C the sociology of knowledge, the philosphy of écierce, and epistemology of

‘ ‘ *
pormative historical amalysis. In this paper I will stick to practical

2

techniques'and ptocehurea. The methods are not particularly new in«the’—
- selves, but their applicetfen to future studies is still embyonic.
. The methods I am referring to are drawn from the field of Compact

-

Policy Assessment (CPAJ; In the follcwiné pages, I will briefly describe

CPA, and then compare twp distinct CPA methods. One is pelphi, which has

familiar applications to future:studies."The other is Compass, a prl:m:e--\n o1

' . dure developed specifically for purposea of compact policy assessment,

'Hhose applications to -ufare studies seems ptomising but -till unproven.

A su@sequent section of the paper is addresqed to ways that Conpass can

be used to create stronger 1inks between fucure studies and more conven-

/ tional practices of planning and policy‘assessment. By masking such-a
( bridge, Compass can heip inject longer-tern vision into day—to-day

planning efforts, while alse making future studies more sensitive to the

. short-term prectical'concerns of planners and policy analysis. ' i_'

_ The final section of the paper illustrates the use of Compass by an

A ‘ apﬁlication to assessment of edpcatian.alternhtives projected to the year

. N ’

2000.

- LY

Compact Policy Assessment

Compact policy assessment refersto any low cost, short term upproach

to project evaluation and decisfon making. It uses some of the standard

* | ¥
. These issues are addressed elsewhere in two papers, "Varieties of 2
N\ ' Science: Not By Rationalism Alone" and "Dialecfigsl Science: Episteh-
ology for Evolving Systems." (Barclay Hudson, 19W.)
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~teehniquds of policy research. bnt it telies more beavily on infotned

/s
judgment than elaborate quantitative nethods, and more on eoupﬁlation of

available knowledge then dev!lopnent of new data sources. .

*

Its major strength is providing a eoneise overview of social impacts

t

‘beyondrecooomic categories o benefits amd costs. It generally adopts a

task for~e approach to problen aolving - structured workshops to define
key policy choices and issues; intensive short_tern researeh on major
points of uncer*ainty, speeiel attention to lessons of histor;eel experi-
enece in appraising new proposals; and use of concise, graphic reporting
formats to preeent previews of tentative conelusioﬂ& and gain early A
critical feedback. . .
. ~ . .

Some versions of CPA emphasize diverse participation in policy debate,
including program beneficliaries, sponsot and provider agencies, subject
.matter experts, special interest organizations, ahd other groops affected .
by deeieions. This usually calls for proeedures designed to keep dis-
eussion concise, relevant to ptactical actions and segs&tive to qualita- .
.tive and subjective concerns raised. a

The research capacity of CPA generelly consists of methods to exploit
knowledge already on tag. In this sense, CPA operates on the premise that
a great deal of;information-needed for policy making is already available,

L

either. ir the form of exggft judgment, local experience with past'programs,

"2 or data f{led away for other purposes.

. . £
CPA often needs td be supplemented by conventional longer term research

. A X ‘ .
on particular issues. Nevertheless, because CPA lays out the overall shape

o ®

of a problem in terms of key questions, tentative answers and remaining

\ .
aunknowns, it prepares the ground for more focussed and effective in-depth

analysis to follow. 'It provides an agenda for research on a strictly



’

: | . ﬂeédﬂtOﬁEnﬂH basis; ahd cenﬁhelp assure higher payoff to subsequent 1o£§n:.
' | ;erm\efforte. It can also run in parallel with lacge scale policy aﬁeljsis.
T Pe serving as a forun for periodic revidy and providing freph independent
" interpretetlon of findings reached by the main ongoing effort.
Who uses CPA? This depends.on the version‘nsed, but the general
- approech is not bound to any coxe disclnllne, and the skille can usually
be transferred thrnugh actual demonstrated uee ih sblving practital

., pmb1em. Typieal users would include univereity-bqeed programs in poucy

8 e

analysis and evaluetion reeeerch. local gpvernnhnte involved in drafting

i)

.of general plan elements or apecific connunity developnent straregies.
large organizations concerned with effective operetion of taek!nenagenent
syetems. community groups draf:ing sociel prdgrans to be funded by outside
sources; Or sponsqrs and service delivery agencies unaertaking Ihﬂhouee
evaluation of their own prograne. e, ~ _ .
Applications of CPA _may b? narrowly focussed-;for example, in‘ '

evaluation of.speciflc urban services such as educati ehdusing and

example, in formulation of ‘soals and stretegy -iges r regional growth

)

nanagement, pr in struccuring public hearings on complex policy issues

-

such as Proposition l3-type ballot eeasures.

— ‘CPA generally eppliee to situations which do not call for extensive ‘
original research or,fine-graln precisiog 1n'findings; butﬂyhich“reqqlre. ' ~
a.concise and wholiﬁric context for effective exercise of policy judgnent.

{

Policy judgments call for a capacity to balance - considerations that are
Coam

qualitatively very dlfferent-—the ueighing of cbjective eeonomics against .

subjective pnlltical and aesthetic concerns; the benefits for one group

aghinst(rhe,coscs for anqther; local history agains: leasons of aggregate

- -
.« .
* * * -

. .
o ’ . | 8
. ’ . -
M .
. -




experience elsewhefe; popular opinion and common sense agai;st expert
knowledge and refined technical data. Precise calculations are attempted
1; CPA only where they prove to be hinge-points for specific policy
choices} “ )

;CPA prnceduré; are drawn from a pool of netﬁods, some well known and
;egtablished, 9thers still experimental or borrowed éron fiélds'outside of
canVe;tional policy analysis.. A full menu of CPA methods would include '
plahning bélance sheet techniques (examples being the goals—achievenent
matrix and ;;: logical framework); ends-means analysis (sensitivity
analysis, aséupptigns critique, Del?hi){ scenario-writing (couparative
case studie;. field visits to prﬁtotype-experingnta, Visual I Ching and
other image ‘generating techniquea) problem-solving and design methods
(synectics, pattern language, cross—inpacr matrices); and various check~"
1list procedures (standdrd techniques of investigative journaglism, field
visits bylexperien;ed ébéervers, surveys ;f community leadership).

‘ In addiﬁion, thenretic;i guides to CfA can be found in various
planning literature aimed at alternatives to the rational couprehensive

tradition. This includea wo:k in the fields of advocacy plamming, 1ncre-

mental planning, transactive planning, and the combined appYoach known as

»

mixed sc4ﬁn1ng. _

In practical applications, CFA needs to be somewhat eclectic, drawing
. . 3 ¢
¢rom one set of techniques or apother as the situation demands. One
%
version of CPA,called Coampass, has been developed specifically to incor-

porate ‘the main 1ngred1ent5 of other approaches to compact policy assess-
A, \
ment, with variations to allow for differing contexts of application.
The time frame and costs of CPA natdrally vary according to the

garticular technique, the degree of outside participatior, the emphasis



placed on esp%yring new policy optichs, and the depth of analysis puféu&@'
B 'L in short-ﬁern. deciaio;-focused researéh. The .budget for a CPA exercise,
can be reduced to the degree that the effort 1s'earr1ed out by in-house
st#ff, or that eoqperative time is'danoted by public agencies or speéi;l
1nteres£ groups, c;nnnnity representatives or other sources of expertise.
The c;se for CPA rests not so much on cost savings.-haweyer¢ but
résultsﬂ The main consideration is whether the user gives priority to
concise and wholistic review iaéues; a strong analytical focus.oﬁ prac-
“tical choices.a-ang-clearly defined policy options; and an g:rly bte@iew
- of conclusions, as basis for systenatic'feedback on findings.

- t
J
One Version of Compact Policy Assessment: Compass

i

Compass Ys a fast and inexpensive way of ‘nizing together a concise
overview of pros and cons on a policy proposal, or a summary of outcomes
.8

from completed projects.

It is differept from conventjonal policy analysis in a number of <//

L]

respects.

-~ . .

o It is short term--taking a day to two weeks—-but can also be used

for periodic review of results from longer term policy ‘studies. ,x” ‘
e It starts with a concrete proposal or program, ﬁut only as a
J point of departure for comsidering possible design mbdifications or new
lines of problem;solving.. |
' ) Itmgives special attention to social #ppahcs beyond economic
benefits and costs—-intangible' outcomes and indirect effects cha; have to

be uéighed judgmentally by decision makers. It does not provide a strict

decision rule, but attempts to lay out the overall shape of a problem and

) e




the consequences of specifie actions. . .

Compass operates in ‘two.stages. The first consists of a one- or two- '
a hour workshop, with subsequent review and analysis of findings worked into
v ", a concise interim report for critical feedback—-the entire process spenping

[
about 24 hours. The second stage is optional, consisting of follow-up
" investigation into the tentative conclusions and key issues raised 1q.the'

r first report. This miy tanhe from a day to two weeks, and can include

preparation of a longer term research agenda using more conventional

4

methods .of deciéioﬁ'analysis and evaluation research.
Step One provides an inventory of policy issues together with sug- /
gested priorities.for resolving them, based on several considerations: .

how directly the issues bear on specific policf choices; how Speéifically

L] . .
they represent points of genuine contention rather than simple confusion;

how coficlusively they can be resolved on the basis of exigting knowledge—-
or whether they can be resolved by scientific analysis at all; how sensi- -

tively they reflect the expressed concerns of important groups vho are

‘affected by decisions and whose suppert for alternative policies hinges
on the results of proboaed investigation. R

Paxgticipation in the initial workshop for scanning issues may comprise

a g&;:ly mall team of subjéct experts and observers acting as infor@al -

proxies for other parties affected by the policies being addressed. The

<
issue-scanning procedure «can be adapt~d,’ however, to a broader forum of

‘ inter-agency discussions or open public hearings. It can also serve other

forms of participatory planning, such as community-based advocacy planning
. &

or worker democracy in the management of organizations.

The workshop procedure begins with u canvass of Judgments on possible

outcomes from an existing program or proposal. Program impacts aré listed

-

‘ ' o . "1 _ ,

! - * L]
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. S
"in a graphic display, gPting especially the emerging points of diaagreénént"
and uncertainty. The proceduré is structured, but-in ways very different
from Robert's Rules of Order, or Delphi nethods. or or&inaryfpublic hear—.
ings.- The pace is faster, thé record is nnre‘graphic, the decision options

are bé:ter de;iﬁed. Positions are stated off the record. Supporting argu-

ments and evidence are kept at minimum, because the objective at this stage

3

;s to taiaelissnes, not resolve then.* P !
The process of issue-scanning ma& take an hour, or possibly several.

It can'gofthrough several iterations, focusa}gg on a series of policy alter-

'nativeé,‘or involving successivelv more apeciaiized grﬁupé of participénts
for. deeper analysis-of issues rais;d in earlier roufnds. In preparing the

" report for this stage, the record from the graphic diéﬁlay is presen£ed
intact, but the list 1is algy re—worﬁed into a research agenda. Issues of
fact, value, and cause-effect are separated out--an important step insofar
as these different concerns generally need tq be resolved byldistinct
methods of follow-up analysis. éome issues hav; a direct bearing on pelicy

-

decisions; others emerge as less important in the overall context of othe}

o

considerations raised. . Some issues can be resolved ﬁy intensive, shérgrtern

—

* * ' ’

The rationale for Compass has derived from 1tL evolving use in practice,

with some features borrowed fron:othgr methods .of compact policy assess-
\ . ment. The graphic display, for le,, serves several purposes: it keeps
the overall shape of issues in view, ‘which helps prevent\polarization of
opinion around isolated points. It also provides participants "random
accesg" to any earlier point, so that the scanning of issues is not locked
into any fixed logical sequence: The display encourages’ second thoughts
about earlier assumptions, or subtle variations of response, often leading
to important insights. Especially important, the graphic record keeps
discussion concise: it helpg prevent wasted repetition of statements; it
reassupes people that they have been heard; it reminds them that whatever
they have to say, it must ultimately be reduced to single key phrase or
1llustrative exaaple. Speakers get a point on the board only when they
get to chir punchline. : :

a

. . . )
! ¢ / . .
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1nvestigat16h; others point to the peéd for more. elaborate’ studies guch as,

benefit-cost analysis, long term evaluation research or in-depth feasibil-
ity studies. ‘ . -

Stage Two of Compasd cqnsists of a follow-up phase, takigg any”;} t
several directioms. iOne 1® investigation into cx::l.ticai {issues guided by ‘. }
résults from the enrliér_phase and feedback on_the.first report. “This

effort is. focused on selected issues amenable to short ternp intensive
7 :

‘research, emphasizing ccmpilation of knowledge already available.

Additional work might be -needed in drafting of a longer range research

. agenda for issues requiring more conventional /policy aalysis. This.coqld

to RFPs.

reshape anticipated outcomes.

serve in the preparation of requests for funding‘nr in draftipg responses

o v
Results of the igsue-scanning process can also be written up to sgrve

‘traditional ﬁlanding functions, such as gouls formulation, social impact :

& - . ] —~—e
analysis, comparative review of policy options, social and technical systems

analysis, or participatory involvement of the public in review of contem-

plated policy actions. The Compass approéch can also be applied to a [range

of specialized problens, for example forecasts whose prenises involve points

of contention which are subject to wodification by policies-&gligned to
{
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Compass CQépared tq, Delphi

The Delphi neﬁﬁﬁd«haa been around for tuenty years. and is now a

familiar staple in the literature of forec&&ting and policy analyais,
" both in the United States and abroad. ‘pelphi makes a good baseline for
comparing the Compass approach,being a good eianyle of compact’ policy
assessment  and aQarﬁng—with Compass many features that 111ustrate.the
gence. Difggiences betwe' the tﬁwaapﬁroaches also help throw ingo -
relief.the more unique pr eg{ies of Conpass.' |

The points of similarity will be listed below, then points of dif-
ference, and finall; points on which Delphi has potential overlap with
Compass, but in practice does so only im rare applications. In viewing

these comparisons, it should be kePe in mind that both Compass and Delphi

have considerable flexibility. There are at least three versions of

5€I;Bi--the Delphi Exercise (the more conventional paper and paper

approach), the Delphi Conference (or "real-time" Délphi; based on computer

. 2 ) .
interaction among participants), and the Policy Delphi, which is the ver-
sion closest to Compass and the approach cited in the comparison which

fofiows. The similarities between Delphi amd Compass are as foilows:

. e Both are designed to address comple roblems, aiming at a systematic
&

layout of important\eglicy issues.

e Each provides its own fairly simple procedural formula for canvass%ng ‘

infor&ed opinion about social processes, policy impacts, anu the feasi-
. ¢

bility and desirability of new policy actions. ‘Application of the

formula can involve myrd$ad variations, requiring sensitivity Lo group
‘ : e 4 ¢ ‘ .
-processes, as well as the users' objectives and the organizational :
- ] \

¢
setting of the discussion. In this sense both constitute dn _art as

much as a science. Both are s&en as ' § communication process rather

- *~

S

o
p .,
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than a decision elgorithl.‘

@ They offerrceseeity to develop results based on-judggent rather than '

. objeccive data, in circunstancee where judgnent plays important roles

(a) as a surrogate for unobtainable deta. (b) as a context for libere—

€
.

ting intuition and iaaginetion,in the discussion; (c) in dealing with

« fssucs that cannot be resolved Hﬁ recourse to objec:ive "Elnanac-t§pe"‘

raccs. "but only by a process ‘of. "refereed advocacy,” or svstematic

-

confrontation between rival views- end(d) in dealing vtth attitudes,
o> .

feelings, beliefnstetes, subjective interpretgtions and other supple-

ments to scientific inteliigence.

e Both Delphi and Compass proce&e by discrete stages of analysis which

can be iterated or skipped, compressed or expanded as the analysis

procedes. Délphi's structure is inherently more constrained by a pre-

-

. specified format of question-and-response, but both methods encourage
‘- a sequéhce of alternatfon between two types bf'thinking-divergent

.intuafﬂii;exploration of new pergpectives on the one hand; and closure

-

on policy findings on the other. Both yield results'that mgay be suf-

[ ]

ficient in directly suggesting policy recomendationa, but in most
cases, the product constitutes merely one phase (one information com-
ponent) of a larger process of policy anal&sts.

~ e Both emphasize the value of fruitful tension between opposing views.
. , N ‘
# Neither looks for truth solely in consensus. Dif ferences of opinion

. . ¢
are treated as signposts for exploring alternative futureijgainiJg

fresh perspective on social processes and pointing out new require-

ments for policy design.

e Both seek to economize on information processing by ninimizing,dxs~,

cussion in areas of géneral comsensus. Only where divergent opinions

~ v

. N
.
.




. are at stake do they give freer rein to explicit-nerehclling of '//

arguments and evidence to support edvoracv posxtions on each side of

the issue.f
[ ]

e Delphi and Cdipass.shére the same pitfalls associated with any form of

4 compact policy assessment. Problems of biag can arise in selection‘of
participants, in the personality of the pereon nonitoring the prucedure..
in peremptory deflectiOn of minority opinions, or in falling inro a ;
particular ‘language, logic or Conceptual paradign for definins policy
issues. Other problems stem from either over-rigidity or over-
flexibility in applying each method. It is eaey to-overspeciiy any
method, denying the need to adapt it to_perticuler problem—éoiving
situations. "It 1is 31;; easy to overlook the demanding nature of each
method mis-using it by ignoring the finesse that comes fron experi-
ence or thorOugh grounding in its basig theoretical principles. These
pitfalls are by no means unique te Delphi and Compass or other forms |
of compact policy assessment, But they come to light sooner in CPA,
whose methods are more explicitly d®&1igned around the’ dynamics of
group processes and the confrontation of diyergent‘viewpoints.' Thei'
address a;"negotinted reality" rather than the thin slices of social
truth to be known by purely “objective" detai .

Comrass is Jlistinct from Delphi in a nusber of reepects:'sone substantiknl,

some merely reflecting differences in enphasis. Starting with the nS;:. .

important. . ‘ E

) Compactness. Compass is basically a half-day procedure resultfng in

an immediate, concise report with optional,stages of follow-up.

. - Delphi is considerably more elaborate: it invdlves pre~formylation
of major issues and preparation of a queetionnaire.requiring a month
. . | 4
1g . ‘ ~
Ae | o
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or more of advanced work (Turoff, 1975, p. 93), Largé amountg of
‘ s ' .
written material are produced; .largely unsynthesized, mcf of it

~edundant dnd somctimes painful to wade through in search of
' , . ) .
occasional nuggets of wisdom. Particular issués are re-processed

tﬁrough three or more iterations of questionnaires, calling for -ejdr

-t

flows of paper and the scheduling of successive neetfhgs‘hy partici-
- .
pante. (The "Conference" vetsion of Delphi attempts to ninindse the

«°

ptohlens of information nenagenent by real—tine 1tetntions using dn
M
interactive conputer program, sometimeés tn conjunction with a netwotk;

of remote terminals.) Compass,in contrgsﬁ, uses a graphic display
board, which keeps{track of 1seueg4 syethesizes reaults, and focuses
on the pros and cons of.garticular policy. options. There is less -
eﬁphasis on quantitative measurement of the range- ofs responses; nor
are the issues pre-—formulated. Delphi assumes that the "right" |
questions can be stated in advance&uithout biasiné the selectionfof
new issues raised by participants. begpass, on the othet,ﬂgnd, leaves
defiftion of issues entirely up to.pattieipaets themselves.
Deéinition of issues. In selecting issues to be addressed, Delgh;

focuses on dimengions of a situation that can be depicted by some’
-~ .
scalar response. For exeiple, §e$pondents are asked to predict prede-
4 i
fined outcomes by ::ttng them high/medium/low in terms of feasi-

bilfty, desirability, or relevance to policy design. Questions and

responses are transmitted on paper or by neans of conputer inter-

actions. Questions are carefully worded so that everyone attributes

the same meaning to the same question. The hethodology fs close to
]
standard survey research. .In contrast, the policy issues raised in

-

Compass are open-ended. A single questiom is ‘used to catalyze

.47
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responses—"Are you .or Policy X or against it—and wvhy?" The ques- -
[ . . L :

. tion may vary: "Was Project X a success or nét?" Or, "What Would

—

o ‘It.Take to make Program X work as ‘well here as it did sonewhere else?"

- ‘ . Or "Would the 1ocal conndnit’ support Experinent X—How eould.benefits _
: be channelled to groups presently opposed or unconvinced?" Or, "From ..
. | the s;andpoint of social justice, 1s this an adeqtate distribution of
benefits--What are the needed .adjustments?” Responses are not expee-
ted in a standard lanédage; nor always based on scientific evidentél
Personal experienge, historital‘enecdotee.fenctionel.sppeel, stake—‘
holder interests 1n;supporting one side or another—-along. with erperb

judgment on issues of feasibility and 1ikelihood=—all these count in

-

*

\ ' . .
making policy judgments, and Compass makes a place for them in scarn-~
\\ . . - -~ .
. ning of -issues. Compass allows for not only different expressions of

expertise, but different mojgs of knowing reality (see quanyi.'196b;

» - : ’ L .

Chiurchman, 1971).

Q

o Handlingndifferences'of'opinion. A key feature of Delphi‘is preseréi
ing the snonymity of respondents, in order to avoid the bias imposed
~ by dominating personalitieé, and authority figures who may unduly

influence the group. ngticipants communicate entirely on paper or
between computer terminals in order to reduce the "band wegon" effect

. that sometimes'e;erts itself in gronp dynamics. Compass, on the

other hand, uses other means to preserve ihdﬁfendent thinking. P

. (a) Participants are diverse in Conpess-—more\than in Delphi which

relies mainly on selected experts liable to judge each other as peers.
Compass participants may include representives of community interests,
provider agencies, sponsors, beneficieries, stakeholders, and others.

Representation may consist of actual delegates from the various P

&

‘8

. e -
.
’ .
. N ‘ .
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cénstitutenciea, or-siq:ly m-house spokespersons tak:lng on t:t;e roles
of othér groups whose positions are to be take.n into account. (Role-‘
playing can usually be 1nfom] rathidr than a highly structured set W
of assignnents ) 'l.'hg obje.ctive 1s not an exercise in repreaen:ative

government, but a way to msure that people can speak "off the. recbrd"

~4n proposing views beyond the range expected of them in their noml\-“

roles, and beyond the purv:les of t:heit esn:abunhed expertise. *
(b) In Compass, w;_m&u designed to elicit opposing
views, 1nc1uding statements that may not represent any particular
group of stakeholders or. conventional wisdoms. Creating a dia'lectic

between contending Wwiewpoints can éoﬁetiﬁeé' be very simple--a matter

- of saying, "Here.we have these assertions already. on record. Now,

-

what contrary possibilities might be considered? What would it take .
to suggest a case for opposite facts, assumptions, va}uea? What
different social processes and conditions would lead to different }
cémclusions?" 'Usually, thg.g style of questioning is enough by itself.
Sometimes,. however, the moderator has to be more #wgre' of the theory

and philosophy of dialectical or divergent thinking, relating both

to the literaturé on group processes (Argris and Schon, 1975; -

. Cooper, 1975), and the epistemology of policy analysis (Mason, 1969;

Allison, 1972; Campbeli. 1974; Mitroff and 'l'ﬂuroff, 1975; Huds%n.
1977; Friedmann, ‘1978). :

(c) In Delphi, issues are voted upon, resulting %n a distribution
curve which tends to become more clustered and st‘,abl.e with succeed-

-

ing iterations. 1In Comass, there is less emphasis on quantitative

measuremegg of where opinicms fall on a continuum. .There is no '

counting of votes. Instead, each position-statement counts as "one."

\ -

Iy
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In a follow-up to the Compass session itself, some position—etafrf—\\
. ments emerge as more important than othe:n-(i) whei. they répresent
: " points of comtentior, indicating\need for fncher debate and research,
(11) when reaolutioh of disagyeemen: makes a clear differepce in
s aecepting or rejecting the poliey actions under review, and (111) _ .
~ when it seens feasible to resolve the area. of doubt on the bseie ;.
s of a short-term, intensive research effort after the Co-pese‘proee-
e dure itself is concluded.
(d) Compass relies upon a single graphic disglnx sumnarizing position
‘ statements (pros and cons, or judgments of success and failures) A
blackboard does well, jor a lange sheet of butcher-papar. Statements
. ' « representing minority viewefget recorded aiong;ide majority
opinions. This further supports the p',rincinle of "one viewpoint,
one vote. Points of contentiom are highlighted. .
(e). The gace of Compgss moves very quickly from one statenent to. the
next. Discussion is not geared to resolving patticular issucs, but

. . . |
to generating an overview of the common and diverse understandings of

-

» the problem as a totality. The pace of discussion,’ the random access

that participants have to new and old points, the graphic display .

n . . . . .
from becoming polarized around single isolated issues--the bane of
’

traditional workshops, committee debates, conferences, and;public

. \') . v
which keeps each point in perspective—idll tend to keep pasticipants j:

. hearings. The graphic display gives participants a greater sense
of identity with.a shnted product.‘ Points of uncertainty are treated

as constructive contributions to the assessment of practical options,

\

not. as bones of contention to be fought over in the usual style of

‘"] win--you lose" intellectﬁal debate. Raieing of doubts and
2 : * -
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uncettaintiea about earlier-pgihts does mot become an ad hnuﬂnun
attack on someone else 8 thinking—-nnt a statoment of what uns\urnng-
with that earlier atatanen:—-but rt:hsr a way of opening up a richhr
. spectrum of possible interpretations.

(£) All of the above devices help to encourage open expression of
. . minority vieus; Theraqtenaidh. of course, room for bias. and no guar-
antee agninac omiseions of pereeption in defining key 1saues. Iherg is
a handuagon effect, too, but 1n°a diffe:ent gense thun the phenolenon
feared by Delphi. The dtnger of being trapped by "doninant uicdond" s
relativelf'iinnr, because the product of a Compass exercige is a jointly

+ constructed decision landscape, nmot a comparison of peer voting behayior

. among "experts" whose answers directly reflect upop their professional
competence. There 1s a banduaéon effect in Conpa;s. but tQ\iﬁ not

. measured thrthh voting pattetns. Face-to-face interaction results 1n ‘
a form of creative tension tha:.is missing from’ paper connunications )
and man-computer interface. There is a greatet intensicy of real
time interaction allowing peoplé to react dialectically; pnte.sanction
‘to’ raise tentative possiiiiit?es.-CO voice intuitions, to express per-
sonal insights in concrete images and anecdotes; more leeway to diverge
from qgendas (overt or hiddea) to consider forms of truth on the level

-yof human feelings, attitudes and beliefustates. apart fro;'objective
evidence. Gréup dynamics have the potential for creafivé'diversity,
synergistic insights, and 1nject16n of relevant emotional content in
dealing with issues--just as they have potential for hiﬁsing ;r restric~-
ing thought. Delpﬂi's answer is to supress group dynamics as much as
possible; Compass aims at channeling its energy into appmqg:;jte and

productive debate,

. | 27
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o COﬁpaas 1nsists'hn beginning uith : '
~ specific énough for pg:tic g to have a solid contaxt in express™

‘ ing judggents, In contrast, Delphi 1nqpiriea usually refer to general -
propositions or cdnceptunl Apnlitiea abastracted from a iarger social
. context, fhcre are two reasons uhy Delpht reéip more on ahatrncti#na
! . . " One is7thac Delphi participants repreeent selected exp;rte in the field '

. - --a class of pnoigsaionala uaed to dealing uith the pqrtieulat concepts
P . N
beins addressed, and conforcnble in denling with reductionist models of

{\
:eality. (In ¢ontnas:. Canpnqs pa 1cipsnts are usually less specially
, . /
- selected.) seiﬁndly, Delﬁhi see answers based on voting about a
2 ) . -
” » series of'outcones reduced to’ scala: dimensions: 1t looks at thinss \\\

that will happen along a cnntinuun of events or probabilitiea. ‘In

’ e

Conpass. on the other hand, 1t is 1nport¢nt to bagin with a tafigible,

wholistic realsty. There-pag :o be a real elephnnt for the proverbial .

blind. men to get*fheir haéds on.‘-ln the courée of a cgnpass exetcise,
A che shape of the :hins geing sctufinized night qhange, in response to
.insistenc prcbing fot new 1ntqrpre¢gtions. Bu: neither the original

\ | proposition nor the final regplts nced to be expressed in terms of

L&

abstracced scales and ratings. - Sone pedple simply do noe experience *

reality as a seties of scales, but’instead In wholistic i-nges, based -

on experiences)that ta&e place 1n a specific historieal contexts and
{

in places with proper nawmes. (See for example, Sheele, 1975. Saja. 1975.)

[
differences lﬁatbd above. Delphi began in the fifties as an Adr Force- ,'

' The dis:inc;ﬁzgig;gp of Delphi and Compass may explain many of their’
!

: ponsored project at the Rand COrporation, focussed on the p:db em of
oy
optimal targeting of A-bombs. Until the nidegixties, Delyhi contihueq )

‘t

. to evolve eyclusively in the context of military science. It 1§.haid

ERIC | *22 a2 '
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to say whether a methodology has a "genetically determined” worldview,
pr species memory" to paraphrase Jung. Thomas Kuhn has.argued that
paradig-s represent nn interlocking, nntually aupportin; structure

comprised of methods, charazteristic problens, philosophieal attitudes

and societies of believers. (The ‘Structure af Scientific gggglutions,

1970.) 1da Hoos, 1n.a critical study of the history of systems

analysie, goncluded that policy analyeie methods developed in the

defense 1ndustry have ot adapted uall to civilian applicationa in
par; because they tend to revatt to a{-ilitary vay of seeing problems
and solvtions, and a nilitary style of carrying out the analysis
itself. (Hoos, 1972. ) 1f this holds true for Delphi, its ‘military
origins may expla;n a nunber of 1ts present features: the increasing
acceptance of computers as interface between adversary positionﬁ?’the
minimization of emotional content in question and response; the use
of anonymous answers in place of 1ncerpe£sonal diafogue; the willing-
ness to undertake the large organizational e}fort of advance work and
handling of 1nfornation flows between separate phnses of results; the
teliance on gxperts, as opposed to a more denocrntic cross-aection of
puhIic opinion; the insistence on getting ansuers-—noc nece »arily con~ '
sensus,‘;ut at least answers——to the exclusion of issues that represent
unanswerable social dilimmas. ';
In contrast, Compass 1§'a distillation of methods derived from

fgbcial impact analysis and evaluation of social projects and policies.
Typical uses of Compass are in areas‘sﬁch as evaluation of local
iﬁpact% of transporcatiurplans (Hudson, Wachs and Schofer, 1974),
and review of non-formal éducation.stfategies designe& to promote

social mobilization for national and regional development. Compass

a
. ;J/) . v .
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was initiated in part as & ;:enpme to the IMtauoné,\ of the ratiomal
comprehensive tradition of urban planning, and draws oﬂ nltemtive.
traditions 1t:ciu§§;ng advocacyfplanning, 1n¢:reaengai planning, and
transactive plam;ing (see ‘ﬂudson. 1977, 1977, 1978) . 1t also reflects
a concerted attempt to inventory a range of othe;.- léthods ‘that fgll

within the genmeral category of "compact policy assessment ,"” of which

Compass is just one example.
. . A

Compass vs. Pelphi: Two Treatments of a Future Rducational Scenario
é

Let us take -a scenario for the year 2000: we are on the verge of an -
Educ:ation.al New Deal. Of course it has taken some sort of major crisis to
mane 'it Pappen—perh\ps an ecouonic depression, perhaps a mjor‘realigmnt

- of world spheres of Anfluence ovét scarce natural resources, maybe a warjg
or possibly a n;jor new pglltical leader to articulate" some oid ideas ("frou
the 1970s) whose time has finally come. ' . |

The New Deal in educatio-n reflects a critical turn of social, economic
and political_eventé——as is true of all eddcational revolutions. Imn this

< . .
case, 2000\vas the year that an unofficial caucus of ‘j,:ig,hly placed people

\ ' in the ;ddici'aiy, the legislatufe, the _executi;re branch, '_che media and
private business drafted _a. lintimal Manifesto for a Basic Needs Economy.
This defined not just prioritiea but absolute tafgets for providing adequate
¢ food, housing, health, employment, and sport; facilities for everyone in the
United States, within O.“é generation. With one out of three Americans |
already employed by government (double the ratio from 1976) the problem was

not seen as one of finding resources or coordinating efforts, but one of

etfucating the present and subséqqent generations to the task.

/ (
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Compass and Delphi are both appropriate :echniques for developing such

a scenario i‘n greater detaid, and for defining the necessary elements of \ pr
. New Educational Deal to serve the projected Easic Needs Ecanony | In some
respects, however, their respective products would b7 quite different.

Delphi would start with several weeks of advance work in selecting a
group of experts to design a questionnaife for other epperta to give their
opiniong on a par;icglaf.aet of p:e-definea issues. Thé quegtiannaire

might cover such tﬁings as -the ﬁfoﬁable‘levela'of.initial unénployneng.';hg
scopeeof new job categories needing to ?e created, pnd the skili deficits '
needing to be overcome. Esgimates of change in productivi:y‘of education

pight be considered, to establish orders of magnitude for budget allocafidnk.
‘Effects of selected new didactic éechnologies would be cc_msidered’ in esti-~
mating the educational flows of resource inputs and learning outputs. The
'.kind of questions asked wnu]d be those whose answerg could be reduced to a
series of rating scales, to.reéister the votes of experts on a cont injum:
"Is such-and-such a component of the New Educational Dggi likely? it
desirable? Is it important, relative to other companents?;. The ayswers
are rendered in the form of .a distribution curve summarizing the range of
expectations. Specific reasons are no;-recOtded as to vwhy ;n outcome is
important or desirable or likely. Reasons may emerge in discussion between
iterations of voting, in explaining divergent votes in earlief réunds. But
the final product #s expressed in numerical counts of votes om the selected’
— 1issues chosen in the initial queﬁfionnaire'design.
. Compass starts with a more open-ended definition of the issues: "Hhét

is the range of positive and negatlwe effects stemming from [an initial

- sketch of] the New Educational’ Deal itself?" The NED is not defined just

by numbers, but in terms of processes, and organizational forms, human
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uqnnings-and attributed historical significance.-derfved from an undetstaﬁd-

ing of paat educa:ional upheavals in the United States‘ the Land Grant

LY
i
8011ege mndel- the conversion to a wvar-time economy in the late 19503 and

.

ireconﬂersipn after 1945; the experience of,othet ountries in overhguling

;ducation to meet their own versions of a.Basicﬁgzeds ecdnomy. The NED
"skéich" would serve only as a catalyst, to be ahsorbed, torn apart, and .

4 replaced hopefully leaving behind a different and mich iﬂpqpved version.
But it would start people off with a set of concrete 1nages--sanerhing
éhey “could relate to and chew upon, get enthusiastic about or angry about,

- i filling in details or offering alternativeh in a synqrgist%c reaction to

- -

‘confrontation of a three-dimensional situationm.

More than Delphi, Compass would focus explicitly on points of uncer-
ééinfy ani disagreement, and on hidden‘ps;unpliang aﬁgut(the NED and tﬁeil
‘circumstances that led up to it.\‘Iﬁ throwing out reasons to supportlthe
NED, new insights might be generated about the rnlg of\;duéationiin foste ‘(
ing -or undermining provision for basic needs historically (including its

Y role back 'in 1978). Some participants might see-positive outcomes from the
sketch of NED in terms of generating employment opportunities for the poor
s "peer-teachers;" or in de;;nstrating the feasibility of a Basic Needs

economy to other countries; o; in exploriné resource~-conserving techno;ogfis
independent of traditional market economics; or in dgveloping new cultural
Qépithtions;thht distinguish between an “advanced” society and high consump-
tion levels: or éhat transfer to work some‘of the demands f&r human satis-
" faction that afe now facussed on leisure or consumpt ion ‘activities.

Negative reactions to the NED sketch would raise other issues. Fears

* that NED would reinforce state contrdl might point in the direction of pro-

visions for vesting local. connunities with authority both over -the Basic
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keeds sector.of the economy and the plgqning of min{-NED alternatives.
Critics might#ﬁlso point out that the whole ;;hene could be interpreted.as
a ploy to pacify Third World aspirations toward resource—deplecing life-
styles of their own. (S;me educators in poor countries have puzzled over

the attraction of “small 1s beautiful" and "de—schooling society." ‘having

attained‘that kind of status long before the idea was popular in America. )

‘Other uompass participants could observe that the.NED would likely‘\acquire

the label of "un-American"—an accusation that eventusllyjkilled the most

- interesting -and successful New Deal experiments in cooperative farming.

These are reai-congideratiéns—-not necessarily the kind of things that

would ordinarily come to mind among educational experts or economfsts or

.futurolqgisté in evaluating aglgducational scenario for the year 2000--but

-

the kind of thing that does get attention in the mere freewheeling proce-
dures and diversified audience of a Compass exercise; Politigal,'ideoiogi—

cal, esthetic, cultural and psychological interpretations, of reality cons-

“titute important bases of social action.  They make up part of the real

fabric of historical procesées. They do not come easily to the surface in

‘Hprofessional discussicr of generalized scenarios or abstractedfrelationships

" of cause-and-effect. They do find expression, however, in settings where

a cross-section of people are asked to react to specific proposals.

The quality of personal interactions between participants in a Compass
exercise is very different from the way informed judgments are pooled in a*
DeIphi. The qualié; of perceptions about what is at .stake in evgluatiﬁg
alternative futures is affected accordingly. Neither Compass nor Delphi is
inherently superior, but they tap into differeqt sources of qnders;anding

about reality. Both have an important role, then, in the. study of educa-

tional futures, particularly in the way they deal with critical points of

27
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uncertainty and disagreement.

ct Policy Assessment. Toward Permeative P |
Compass and Delphi aro two examples of a onall'butkgfouing set of ‘methods
for compact policy assesement. As already deocribod. CﬁA serves as a low
~ cost short term approach to policy avaluation, relfios on informed judgn;ot
v, snd'conpilaéioh of available knowledge, with the'objectiof providipg a con-
cise overview of social impacts beyond economic ootegorieo of benefits and

-

CO sts [ ] L]
: -

The ootionalé for Compact policy assessment reflects three basic oonoid-o
eoations-oh:oo increasingly visible'requironon;s of policy annLyois and
for2csocing for the late twentietbh centufy. One io the nged for longvtongei
(ten to fifty-year) planning horizons. This hno aluays been obvious in tho
field of educatioonl planning, given the extended lead times oeeded botuoen
forecasts of social and economic skill requirenento and adjustnent of

- supplies through the long educational pipeline. Forecaoto oxtended to the-
distant future, houever, require opecialfottention to tho undeérlying assunp;
tions. Considerable pooling of 1nfor-od;3udgnent is needed to reckon with
decision-relevant varia_ions in outcomes. Compact oolicf analysis applies
well for those purposes—-—not as. a substitute for rigorous quantitarive

!

- modelling, but as a supplementary procedure to assist in the interpretation

rd

{~

of findings. ‘ S a
Secondly, forecasting 'and planauing oro beooning'nore problematic due to
the compiexity of socio-technical systems and the rapidity of ohon;e.
Tofflet.poinéed out Ehe implications of future shock on social organizationm:
. g

the coming Ad-hocracy, "the arrival of a new organizational system that will

~4Qoreasingly challenge and ultimately supplant bureaucracy.”" (Toffler,
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1970, p. 125.) Toffler perhaps exnggefe;es this trend (short-term fututology
éenerally errs on the side of optinienign But he is not alome in defining '
the need for a new style of organization to deal with turbulent environments:
‘greater re cé on a task-force style of eanaseeent, less delegation of
plenning functlons to permaneng specialized institutions, and more reliance
on tenpoesry, ad hoc, highly participatory teams, created in Lhe interetices
’_of traditional institutione. (See Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967' Argfis and
"Schon, 1975; Godschalk, 1974.1 In this eettiug, too, conpact policy assess-
» ment is an appropriate- technology. '

Third, plaoning theory and practice are increaeingly defining the limi- /
tations of modelling large scele, highly eggregank fututel(Lee, 1973'
Friedmann, 1971). Increasing attention is being paid ce local experience
in problem-solving and site-specific contingencies affectiné decisions.

This is refleeted in the recent literature of advocacy planning (Heskin,
1977), transactive planning (Friedmann, 1973) and botﬁomwup planning (Hudson
and Davis, 1976)f Planning is acquiring the potenti:l to become a more

permeative social process. Techniques, attitudes ‘and organizational bases

~

" for policy analysis and debate are beginning to‘diffuse out beyond tg; con-
fines of government agencies and industrial think-tanks into public life at

all leveis. . .

In an advanced techmocratic society, "maximum feasible pareicipation"-
in fact, meaningful democracy of any kind--calls for a more eophistieated
role for citizens than passive voting. It requires systematic means of
policy deba;e.coupled with a wheiistic way of‘perceivin; complex issues

- through procedures accessible to ordinary people. Compact policy assessment

offers the kind of "portable” toolkit of methods needed to serve in this

/

role.



A couple of examples suggest how close we may be t.o_' developing :'m effqg-._. '
tive capacity for permeative planning, as reflected in recent thinking about
educational cﬁrricul.a. Starting at the kindergarten level, educators seem

to be on the verge of cre}iting childre.n ‘with the capacity to understand and

. assimilate basic planning skills. One example is a progrm based in Los

Angeles called City Building (Neléon. 1977). Now in its eighth year, City

Buldingﬁducetiln Programs is a nnn-p:ofit corporat;ion :hnt contracts with

" five Los Angeles County unified school districts. " CPEB' :ls the 1*mtion,pf '

Doreen Nelson, a grade—schoél ceacher'and‘ university lecturer, whose initial
object!:ve was to teach basic sléilla in envirommental education. .CPEB now |
takes on a far proader role. ‘Rids iiterally build model cities, developing
-skills of masurement and math, sdienge. reading, communications and manual
arts. ‘me core of City Building is éh\feaching of "future—thinkins

emphasizing process‘ed as well as prbducts, attitudes as well as facts, con-

' crete activity as well as bpék-leaming. It stresses two key techniques:

iﬁvention (creative %:mking and fantasizing) and probléfsblving' (a’ gamut’

of techniqu,es and atcitudes, “including risk-taking and learning from en'orr

studying resources and constraints; decision-making and teu-wrk)

Another indication of growing respect for the "chi.ld as planner" A'(::mess
from t.he ~ational Education Association cor\n:‘.erence held in 1972 to solicit
views of 50 distinguished educators and "world citizens" on the future of
American education in 1976-2001 (Shane, 1976). A summary of their findings
concluded that emerging curriculawould need to stress knowledge of realj.ties

(including development of "snéicipatory skills"); awareness of altermative

solutions to problems; understanding of consequences following from these

optiona° ability to make wise choices; and capacity to perceive the require-

ments of implementing chosen courses of action.’ It happens that these msks

4
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cgfprise a classic deﬁcriptiun of the "rational coup:ghenbi%e" tradition of
urban planning. The rationalist tradition has limitations, to be sure (see
Hudson, 1978) and curficula for the child as planner need 8o be suppleneﬁted
by exposurk to other styles and forms of planning as well. (he City 8uilding
program is outstanding in this respectt) But even by itself the ratiomalist

_ tradition is at least a goodxplace to start.

Concluding Thoughts ) ‘ .

Education and fucture stwdies are closely linked on a number of levels.
In purely functibpnal terms, educational planning—-both the allocation og
resources and design ;f substantive chanse«hre?uires a clear vision of the .-
k}nd of world ahead fo{;the'next gfneration. Ip‘pedagogical terms, tQ;
contribution of future studies to classroam and lifelong iéarning is also®

- becoming incre?singly apparent: alongside the three R's, more and m%se

attention is bding given to the wskills af antiecipation, problem*solvins,
understanding of historical procegses, and pracﬁical experience in working
toward alternatives fﬁ;ﬁres.

There is another link between education and future studies, which

is comparatively neglected in each field. That is the discovery of

ourselves: what motivates us and mﬂ%ps us effective as individuals;

who we can trust in working toward shared objectives; what beliefs we

rely on--not just our espoused theories, but oy theories-in-use (éee

Argyris and Schon, 1975); what makes each of us unique in our‘personal .
14

needs and our ability to give and take from others; what images
Lo

create for our own futures; what makes us open or closed to alt

possibilities. } | e

These are highly personal questions, that need to be worked out
alone, QZiwithin small groups, or within the dynamics of specific times
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and places. -:encﬁerg‘aie not traiced to facilitate this vrﬁcasa of
personal searching. Public education as a whole does hB{'En&;:hnw to
deal with chat‘nnndnté'vary'snil. _Individual kfds-nsy work it out;
through :h;ig family, peer groups, or in the st&eets.-buc it usually
involves processes of struggle and Jiacoig that ténd to be suppressed iﬁ
a classroom segtiug. "Finding onaself“ or finding one's place in a ~
group or socxe:y insolvas a series of confrontations with dilemmas
‘ that have no dbjecttvely correct resolutinn, but only a gradual clarifica-

tion of one's "sense of place" (McCaskey, 1977).
* The senrch is part | of education, but also close to the heart of
future studies, As Maurice Maeterlinck once pointed out (1907, p. 8)

"The future is a wﬁrld 11.1:¢‘§Py ourselves; in it we discover omly -

what concerns us...." it'fqii&wa'that_lethoda of future studies need to
start with more than objective fncts.ptojected into thelfuture 6r axpert
judgments about the shape of probable events. Just as 1nportant‘is the
capacity of individuals and groups to articulate theaaelves and their
potentia; through clear images of what they can commit themselves to {f{,)
colleétively strive for. Uncertainties and'disnsreennhta nned‘to be
resolved not only through scientific facts, but through paycho—social
mobilization toward the expression and realization of counnn interests.
Canpass 1s one approach to articulation of these states 9f feeling.

There is room for more of this in other appro?chea :o.future studies

as well.
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