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ABSTRACT
In her book, Policy Paradox: the Art of Political Decision Making, Deborah Stone posits that the process of policy making is by its very nature a subjective process.  More specifically, she asserts that policies are the manifestations of the personal values of the policy makers rather than the result of the application of a rational procedure that yields "correct" solutions.  She explains this throughout the book by developing an understanding of two models of the policy making process; the rational model and the Polis model.  She then provides a contrastive examination of the models.  This examination offers a framework for developing and understanding political strategies with respect to the policy process as well as a basis for the source of conflict in the policy process.
However, at times her arguments are based on incomplete and/or inaccurate information with regards to the rational model and therefore are somewhat lacking.  In fact, she seems to contradict her own theories in that she dismisses entirely the legitimacy of the rational model.
SUMMARY

Stone’s argument is limited to a logical line of reasoning which begins by explaining and contrasting the two models that she analyzes throughout the book; the rational model and the Polis model.  Essentially, these models are procedural constructs within which the policy process occurs.  The rational model, as defined by Stone is a static procedure for policy making which progresses as follows: 1.) Identify objectives; 2.) Identify alternative courses of action for

 achieving objectives; 3.) Predict the possible consequences of each alternative; 4.) Elevate the possible consequences of each alternative; 5.) Select the alternative that maximizes the attainment of objectives. (Stone, p. 8)  Stone asserts that at its core, the rational model is quite simply a model based upon economic theory.  The Polis model on the other hand, is a dynamic model in that it does not necessarily retain as strict a progression as does the rational model.  To further differentiate the models, she states that the Polis model (contrary to the rational model) is based on: “a group, organization or community which has a public interest; pervasive influence; the importance of cooperation over competition; loyalty; a system of information which is incomplete, strategic and interpretive; the laws of passion.” (Stone, p. 33)
Stone asserts that in both models, there are five goals that govern the policy process: equity, efficiency, security, and liberty (p. 37) (table 1).  They are referred to as being goals for a lack of a better term.  Rather, it should be understood that these goals have by and large served as “objective” criteria which are adhered to in developing a policy.  More specifically, these goals are often drawn upon as bases for justification for a policy.  However, only in the Polis model is it recognized that none of these criteria are unequivocally definitive.  That is to say, the definitions of all of these criteria are ambiguous and therefore subject to interpretation.  Likewise, the definitions of these criteria are at times contradictory to themselves and most importantly, are or can be contradictory to each other.  It is these innate flaws of the goals which place them in the center of political debates. 
Table 1 – Goal Definition
	Equity
	Treating likes alike.

	Efficiency
	Getting the most output for a given input.

	Security
	Satisfaction of minimum human needs.

	Liberty
	Ability to do as one whishes so long as another is not harmed












        (Stone, p. 37)
Concurrent with the act of defining a policy goal, a problem must be identified.  The act of identifying a problem is the recognition of an inconsistency between one (or a combination) of the aforementioned goals and the existing state of affairs.  Again, contrary to the rational model, the Polis model acknowledges the fact that the goals of policy are imprecise and conflicting.  Therefore, in the Polis model, problem identification is a simply a matter of illustration as opposed to the rational model’s alleged accurate and complete irrefutable identification.  Consequently, any such representation of a problem must be designed to garner support from as many people as possible while concurrently negating the creditability of any contradictory representations of the problem.  In order to do so successfully, one must make use of symbols; numbers; causal stories; interests or some combination thereof (Stone, p. 133) (table 2)
Table 2 – Problem Identification
	Symbols
	Literary devices used to create a specific relationship between an audience and policy issue.

	Numbers
	Statistical data used to garner attention or alter one’s perception of policy issue.

	Cause
	Causal stories developed to invalidate the actions of another

	Interests
	Personal appeal to a target audience


According to Stone, subsequent to the identification of a problem, one must provide for the proposal of a resolution to any such problem.  The task of resolving a policy problem is often viewed as the application of a policy solution. (Stone, p. 261)  In the rational model, this calls for the implementation of the policy which results in the maximization of the objectives, and is a strictly perfunctory process.  However, this expression provides the disingenuous connotation that a policy solution creates a permanently stable answer.  With respect to the Polis model, there invariably are opposing perceptions as to what the problem is and how it should be solved.  As with problem identification, the proposal of a policy solution is a matter of representation.  Although a policy solution is subject to the strategies of problem identification, one’s ability to either apply or reject any such policy solution is contingent upon: use of inducements; application of rules; introduction of facts; assignment of rights; and transfers of powers (table 3).
Table 3 – Policy Solutions
	Inducements
	Use of rewards and punishments or incentives and sanctions to alter one’s behavior.

	Rules
	Classification of people and situations that determine permissions and entitlements.

	Facts
	Distribution of information.

	Rights
	Use of strategies that allow individuals or groups or organizations to invoke government power on their behalf.

	Powers
	Alteration of the content of decisions by shifting the power of decision making to different people.




         (p. 261, 262)
At this point, Stone asserts that it should be understood that the policy process is inherently a subjective practice.  As a consequence of the inevitable occurrence of fundamentally conflicting goal definitions that various groups have, concurrent with each of the stages of the Polis model of the policy process is the provision of the opportunity to oppose and/or reject any such definition and/or policy solution.  Stone refers to the conceptual, physical and/or political boundaries within which a policy is developed and implemented as “conflict space” (Stone, p. 381), and asserts that any given conflict space will invariably conflict with that of another.  Stone argues that the negative connotation of the term conflict blinds us to the opportunity to resolve conflict through political reason.
Ironically enough, although the Polis model takes a more humanistic approach to the policy making process than does the rational model, both the identification of a problem and the proposition of a solution to the problem should be presented within the framework of the rational model. (Stone p. 256)  Again, the rational model is commonly thought to produce “correct” solutions.  Thus, this technique is used so as to add to validity of any such problem identification and/or solution.  Having said this, Stone once again emphasizes that there is no common and objective approach to the policy making process.  Goals, problem definitions and policy solutions are defined in the act of representation, and subject to multiple interpretations and strategies.  The policy process is a means for articulating values and cannot result in “correct” solutions.  This is the fundamental nature of the policy paradox.
ASSESSMENT

I immediately found myself at odds with Stone, as she does not present economic theory in a favorable light.  Rather, she dismisses it entirely by expressing her belief that “Markets do not work, even on the terms of classical microeconomic theory.” (Stone, p. 79)  This belief is explained through her contrastive comparison of the rational model and the Polis model (Stone, p. 33) (table 4).  Evidently, Stone fails to understand that economics is an imperfect science which is used to study the allocation of scarce resources or from a general perspective, behavior, rather than a system of policy development.  Furthermore, that economic theory concedes that the majority of the variables to which behavior can be attributed are left largely unexplained.  Likewise, any such economic model/analysis is based upon (invariably incomplete) empirical data i.e. data summarizing past behavior.  As a result of such constraints, any economic model/analysis is itself subjective and impermanent. (Mankiw, p. 3-14) Consequently, I would argue that if Stone sincerely supports the theory that goals, problem identifications and policy solutions are human constructs which are subject to multiple interpretations, she only serves to negate the validity of her own theory by entirely dismissing the legitimacy of any such construct i.e. economic theory.  However, this is not an attempt to repudiate the value of the contributions made by Stone.  I simply believe that economic theory compliments Stone’s representation of the policy process, and should be categorized as a tool rather than a framework for the policy process as a whole.

Table 4 –Analysis of Stone’s Comparison of Market Model v. Polis Model

	
	Market Model
	Polis Model
	Problem with Stone’s Analysis

	Unit Of Analysis
	Individual
	Community
	All “real world” models and analyses thereof will most certainly be a model based on aggregate data.

	Motivations
	Self-Interest
	Public Interest

Self Interest
	Altruism most certainly can be considered a motivation (demand) in an economic model

	Chief Conflict
	Self-Interest vs. Self-Interest
	Self-Interest vs. Public Interest
	Again, altruism can be taken into account.  Likewise external costs to society for individual behavior can be accounted for.













          (Stone, p. 33)
Additionally, I question Stone’s differentiation between the rational model and the Polis model.  Again, one of the underlying strategies applied in the Polis model is to present (a goal, problem identification, and policy solution) within the framework of the rational model.  It is this strategy which leads me to question whether the rational model itself has become incorporated as a component of the Polis model rather than being an opposing model of the policy.  Likewise, does the Polis model by use of this strategy, propagate the ideology of the rational model, which according to Stone, is a practice of futility?
Another limitation of the Polis model is that it cannot forecast the effects of any policy solution with any certainty.  While this contribution provides a general system of logic which explains the source of conflict, within the policy process, the implication here is that conflict is an attribute of the policy process.  Furthermore the policy process is self-perpetuating through the continuous creation of conflict.
The concepts presented are wide-ranging and are not limited specifically to any government structure per se.  Again, the Polis model is essentially a model of group behavior, with respect to those who take part in the policy process, formal or otherwise.  As such, it does not set out to substantiate or invalidate the legitimacy of the behavior of these participants.  Rather, it provides us with a means of understanding the strategies which any such participants have employed so as to empower themselves.

Let us take for example, Ash Rawal’s analysis of A Comparative Study of Political Elites, by Robert D. Putnam, which is essentially a study supporting the elitist theory of government.  Putnam argues that the elites define themselves through their selective membership so as to secure their status.  They are able to maintain their positions through the use of coercion, and distribution of information.  Likewise, they “must be responsive to changes in society.”
Through the practice of selective membership, they are in effect defining their concept of equality by differentiating between elites and non-elites.  Furthermore, they have to some extent defined security as for the need to maintain (at a minimum) their current socio-economic status.  In identifying their goals, they have concurrently identified the problem; their socio-economic status is at risk should their level of security diminish.  The solution is to maintain the current socio-economic standing by limiting (membership) access to elite class.  Again, this solution is maintained through the coercion and control of the distribution of information.
Conversely, Stone’s model may be employed to Clair Dunne’s synopsis of Pluralist Democracy in the United States: Conflict and Consent, by Robert A. Dahl which presents a case for the pluralist view of government.  It is asserted that minority groups, taking into consideration the power the majority, want to ensure their “opportunity to participate in the [political] process”.  Subsequently, the need for the diffusion of governmental power was realized.  This ultimately resulted in the creation of the three branches of government at the federal level, and multiple governments at the state level.
Again a goal has been defined; the aforementioned minority groups interpreted the definition of equality as equality of opportunity.  The problem was easily identified; the minorities’ opportunity to participate in the political process was at risk.  In order to secure this goal, they offered the separation of powers as a solution.  This solution is in fact the embodiment of Stone’s concept of power as a policy solution.  The separation of powers provided the opportunity for the “shifting the power of decision making to different people”, which essentially serves to diminish the power of the majority. (Stone, p. 262)
It is important to note once again that the Polis model does not provide us with a means for confirm the superiority of one of these views over the other.  Rather, it serves to provide us a model of reasoning which exemplifies that both viewpoints are equally valid.  Furthermore, it provides us with a rationale which dictates that as a result of the equal validity of these contradictory theories, conflict will ensue.
As a final point, I think that the Polis model best serves to provide us with a means for behavior analysis rather than a formulary for policy development.  If we are to learn anything from Stone, let it be this; within the political arena, take nothing at face value, as we are all capable of error and infallibly biased toward our own systems of beliefs.
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