




















Amitai Etzioni, of Active Society fame® has tried to sp:

tionalist synopticists and the

tha diffe: between the
ists, by the adoption of an

intermediate decisionsmaking approach which, he calls, "mixed

scanning,” Here you should visualize a decision-maker with one
eye on a microscope and the other on a telescope ~- but hopefully

not simultaneously.
owd of eclectics (bridging the

Pinally, there is a huge cx
behavioral-traditional pseudo-var) which could be names "bureau-
Men such as Davis Bobrow, I.M. Destler, Anthony

racy watchers.
alpern, Charles

Downs, Alain Enthoven, Alexander George, Morton H:
Hitch, Fred Riggs, and Thomas Schelling -- using variations of systems
analysis and game theory techniques —= have all written on the
dynamics of bureaucratic/managerial processes and on the so-called

1 The results are both

useful as well as difficult to summarize.

For example, we now know that when the President sneezes the
bureaucracy catches cold -- if not pnemmonia. We also know that
geless gaps between the administration's

some times there are b:
"decision" and the bureaucratic response in tems of processing,
implementation and follow-through. Messages constantly suffer

and distortion whether they travel up or down the

management
ergreen

governmental pyramid. This is the well known "PF(
effect."® Herb Dienerstein, for instance, in a recent articlel®
gathering

that due to contemporary fragmenta







If one were to summarize his impressions on this f£i school

Of thought, onme would say that it is made up primarily of theorists

Who elaim to be value free, and who opt for modern methodol

techniques. Their contributions, so far, to the state of the art

have been modestly disappointir

us useful frameworks (maps) which help us to study

is made or how it could be made

r has

more on process and less on

on-making, mo

on explanation and less on prediction.

An adequately tested predictive theory of decision-

yet to be developed.

My own modest contribution to this panel (and confer

falls within this first category of decision

discussed. I have conducted ~- together w

the State and Defense Departments and Congress) in orde:

gauge their perceptions of the impact of academician

& upon
foreign policy formulators/implementors.l? The results are

zather disheartening for academicians, e

"policy
types" who would like to whisper advice to the Prince. Academicians

wvere ra

nked near the hottom Of the totem pole compared to other

“influential communities" such as the Whit

e House, Mass Media,

Public Opinion, Special Int
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