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ABSTRACT

This essay contributes to the growing critique of policy science's

dom nant neopositivist nmethodol ogies. Not only is neopositivist policy
science seen to have failed in its effort to devel op a usabl e body of
predi ctive generalizations, it has been unable to supply effective
solutions to social problems. An inportant part of this failure is
traced to out noded epi stenol ogi cal assunptions. Draw ng on devel opnents
in both science and the sociol ogy of science, in particular the
recognition that the “hard* sciences thenselves no | onger rest on
traditional concepts of objectivity and proof, the discussion outlines a
post positivist conception of policy science designed to address the

mul ti di nensi onal conplexity of social reality. As a discursive
orientation grounded in particul ar reason, the postpositivist approach
situates enpirical inquiry in a broader interpetive framework. NMre
than just an epistenological alternative, the approach is offered as a
better desciption of what social scientists actually do in practice.

The essay closes with a brief discussion of the inplications of a

post positivi st approach for both a socially relevant policy curricul um
and a denocratic practice of policy inquiry.

The social sciences, as enpirical sciences of society, have
largely failed (G ddens 1995; Lenert 1995; Wallerstein et al. 1966).
They have neither devel oped anything vaguely resenbling a predictive
"science" of society, nor have they been able to provide effective
solutions to pressing social and econonm c probl ens (deLeon, 1988; Baunol
1991). Acknow edging the failure, a nunber of policy scholars have
devoted considerable thought to the question of what mght constitute

"usabl e know edge" (Lindbl omand Cohen, 1979; Fischer 1995). O, stated

nore concretely, these scholar have asked: How can we keep the endl ess



flow of research reports fromgathering dust in the file cabinet? Thus
far, the effort has not been especially inpressive (Lindblom 1990).
This is not to say that the social sciences have had no inpact on
public issues. To the contrary, the influence of social science is
everywhere to be found in contenporary political discourse. But the
role has been nore to stinmulate the political processes of policy
del i beration than to provide answers or solutions to the problens facing
nodern societies. Wiile such deliberation is generally acknow edged to
be inmportant to effective policy devel opnent, this "enlightennent
function” is not the analytic mssion the policy sciences have set for
t hensel ves (Weiss 1990). NMore anbitiously, the policy sciences have
sought to devel op nmethods and practices designed to settle rather than
stinmul ate debates. Here | shall argue that this traditiona
under standi ng of the policy-analytic role represents an epi st enol ogi ca
m sunder st andi ng of the relation of know edge to politics. Further,
will attenpt to show that the continued reliance on the narrow
met hodol ogi cal perspective that infornms this orientation hinders the
field s ability to do what it can--and shoul d--do: Inprove the quality
of policy argunentation in public deliberation
Toward this end, the essay is divided into three parts. The first
part |ocates policy analysis's problens in its neopositivist nmethods and
the technocratic orientation to which they have given rise. [1] The
di scussion traces the failures of the field to its understanding of the
object of inquiry and its narrowy enpirical approach to research. In
this context, the neopositivist social sciences are seen to inmtate an
under st andi ng of “science” that is no | onger unquestioningly accepted
even in the so-called hard sciences. In the second part of the paper
the analysis turns to the postpositivist alternative. [2] For the
post positivist social scientist, the solution to this epistenvol ogica

problemis to turn fromthe traditional understanding of scientific



proof or verification to a discursive, contextual understanding of

social inquiry. Instead of merely suggesting postpositivismas an
alternative epi stenol ogical orientation, part two offers this
"argunmentative turn" as a better description of what social scientists
already do. Finally, drawing these strands together, part three

exam nes the nore concrete inplications of the approach for policy
inquiry. Rather than altogether rejecting the enpirical nethods of the
soci al sciences, | argue that the issue is howto situate themw thin
the context of normative concerns that give their findings nmeaning. The
paper concludes with a discussion of the inplications of a

post positivist epistenology for the practice of policy analysis.

l.

MAI NSTREAM PCLI CY ANALYSI S: THE EPI STEMOLOG CAL PROBLEM

Neoposi tivism (or |ogical enpiricism has supplied the
epi stenol ogi cal ideals of the contenporary social and policy sciences
(Hawkesworth 1988; A theory of know edge put forth to explain the
concepts and met hods of the physical and natural sciences,
neoposi tivism has given shape as well to a social science in pursuit
quantitatively replicable causal generalizations (Fay 1975). Most
easily recogni zed as the stuff of the research methodol ogy textbook
neoposi tivist principles enphasize enpirical research designs, the use
of sampling techniques and data gathering procedures, the neasurenent of
out comes, and the devel opnent of causal nodels with predictive power
(MIler 1993; Bobrow and Dryzek 1987). |In the field of policy analysis,
such an orientation is mani fested i n quasi-experinmental research
designs, nultiple regression analysis, survey research, input-output
studi es, cost-benefit analysis, operations research, nmathenmatica
simul ati on nodel s, and systens analysis (Putt and Springer, 1989;

Sylvia, et al. 1991).



The only reliable approach to know edge accumul ati on, according to
this epistenology, is enpirical falsification through objective
hypot hesi s-testing of rigorously fornul ated causal generalizations
(Popper, 1959: Sabatier and Jenkins-Smth 1992: 231; Hofferbert 1990).
The goal is to generate a body of enpirical generalizations capable of
expl ai ni ng behavi or across social and historical contexts, whether
conmunities, societies, or cultures, independently of specific tinmes,
pl aces, or circunstances. Not only are such propositions essential to
soci al and political explanation, they are seen to make possible
effective solutions to societal problens. Such propositions are said to
supply the cornerstones of theoretical progress.

Underlying this effort is a fundanmental positivist principle
mandating a rigorous separation of facts and val ues, the principle of
the "fact-val ue dichotony" (Bernstein 1976; Proctor 1991). According to
this principle, enpirical research is to proceed i ndependently of
normati ve context or inplications. Because only enpirically based
causal know edge can qualify social science as a genuine "scientific"
endeavor, social scientists are instructed to assune a "val ue-neutral”
orientation and to limt their research investigations to enpirical or
"factual " phenonena. Even though adherence to this "fact-val ue
di chot ony” varies in the conduct of actual research, especially at the
met hodol ogi cal |evel, the separation still reigns in the social
sciences. To be judged as nethodol ogically valid, research nust at
| east officially pay its respects to the principle (Fischer 1980).

In the policy sciences the attenpt to separate facts and val ues
has facilitated a technocratic formof policy analysis that enphasizes
the efficiency and effectiveness of neans to achieve politically
est abl i shed goals. Mich of policy analysis, in this respect, has sought
to translate inherently normative political and social issues into

technically defined ends to be pursued through adm nistrative nmeans. In



an effort to sidestep goal-value conflicts typically associated with
policy issues, econom c and social problens are interpreted as issues in
need of inproved managenent and program design; their solutions are to
be found in the technical applications of the policy sciences (Any
1987). Oten associated with this orientation has been a belief in the
superiority of scientific decision-nmaking. Reflecting a subtle
antipathy toward denocratic processes, terns such as "pressures" and
"expedi ent adjustnents” are used to denigrate pluralistic policynaking.
If politics doesn't fit into the methodol ogi cal schene, then politics is
the problem Sone have even argued that the political systemitself
nmust be changed to better accommodate policy analysis (Heineman et al
1990).

In the face of limted enpirical successes, neopositivists have
had to give sonme ground. Although they continue to stress rigorous
enpirical research as the long-run solution to their failures, they have
retreated fromtheir nore anbitious efforts. Today their goal is to aim
for propositions that are at |east theoretically proveable at sone
future point in time. An argunent propped up by the pronise of conputer
advances, it serves to keep the original epistenology in tack. But the
nodi fication nmisses the point, as postpositivists are quick to point
out. The problemis nore fundanmentally rooted in the enpirical social
scientists's msunderstanding of the nature of the social. As we shal
see, it is a msunderstanding |odged in the very concept of a
general i zabl e, value-free objectivity that neopositivists seek to
reaffirmand nore intensively apply.

POSTPOSI TI VISM THE CRI TI QUE OF EMPI Rl Cl SM

The postpositivist challenge is rooted in both the natura
sci ences and the history and sociol ogy of science. Wth the advent of
guant um mechani cs and chaos theory in physics and evol utionary theory in

t he bi ol ogi cal sciences, grow ng nunbers of scientists have conme to



rej ect the Parneni dean worldview in favor of the Heraclitean conception
of flux (Toul mn 1990). From quantumtheory and its postul ate of
i ndet erm nacy we have | earned that various aspects of the atomc |evel
of reality are so influenced (or co-determn ned) by other dinensions of
t he sane phenonena that such processes can no | onger be described as
determ nate or predictable. Moreover, such research has |ed sone
physicists to argue that the explanation of the behavior of a particle
depends in signifcant part on the vantage point fromwhich it is
observed (Galison 1997). That is, in explaining inportant aspects of
t he physical world, where you stand can influence what you see.
Rel atedl y, chaos theory has denonstrated that an infintesiml change in
any part of a systemcan trigger a transformation of the systemat |arge
(Kelllert 1993; Geick 1987). Such enpirical phenonena are thus better
defined as "participatory interm nglings" than perceptions of objective
t hi ngs standi ng apart from human subjectivity. In short, the traditiona
under st andi ng of the physical world as a stable or fixed entity is no
| onger adequate. For neopostpositivism this poses a fundanenta
problem it loses its firm epistenol ogi cal anchor

On the heels of these discoveries arrived new historical and
soci ol ogi cal observations about the nature of scientific practices.
Fromthese "post-enpiricist” studies we have | earned that both the
origins and practices of nodern science are rooted as nuch in social and
hi storical considerations as they are in the disinterested pursuit of
truth. Historical studies of science, for exanple, have shown the
origins of positivist epistenology to be a response to the ways in with
the Reformation and the religious wars of the 15th and 16th centuries
destroyed the foundations of certainty, dictated up to that tinme by the
church. For those who believed that humankind could not |ive well
wi t hout the existence of fixed categories of natural and social life--

categories that inpose thenselves on everybody because of their



undeni abl e validity--this collapse of authority was a primary concern
(Wagner 1995).

In an effort to establish a new basis for the determ nation of
truth, which could serve as a new foundation for social stability,
Descartes and his foll owers sought to anchor know edge to the
confirmation of enpirical experience. Revealing the interplay of these
soci al and techni cal concerns, such research not only shows the ways in
whi ch what we call know edge is historically conditioned, but also how
ot her periods have defined knowl edge in quite different ways. Having
energed to address problens in a specific socio-historical context,
positivist epistenology, in short, is not necessarily relevant to al
other contexts. That is, it should not be taken as a universa
grounding for scientific practice as a whole. Its historical role in the
devel opnent of nodern industrial society and its contenporary
technol ogi catic variant, postindustrial society, in no way offsets the
point. Rather, it denponstrates how a particul ar conception of know edge
can condition or nediate the very shape of a society.

Beyond the historical dinmension, sociological investigation has
shown the el ements of enpirical inquiry--fromobservation and hypot hesis
formati on through data collection and explanation--to be grounded in the
t heoretical assunptions of the sociocultural practices through which
they are devel oped (Rouse 1987). Detailed scrutiny of research
practices turns up sonething quite at odds with the conventional view of
the I one, disinterested scientist in the |laboratory struggling to
uncover the objective laws of nature (Latour and Wol gar, 1979; Knorr -
Cetina and Mul kay 1983). Tinme and time again sociol ogi cal research has
docunented the extent to which science is as nuch a socio-cultura
activity as a technical enterprise. Indeed, full understanding of
scientific findings is inconprehensible apart fromthe socio-cultura

settings which give them purpose and neaning. From Wol gar (1979) and



Collins (1985) to Foucault (1980) and Latour (1987), scientific inquiry
is recognized as a social practice contextually mediated through
synmbolic neans. Its know edge energes as a socio-technical construction
set in ongoing specific historical and linguisitic contexts of
conjecture and refutation (Gottweis 1997). Scientific accounts have to
be understood as expl anations proffered by a specific comunity of
inquirers situated in particular places and tines.

From such investigati ons we have cone to see the degree to which
the application of scientific nmethods to particul ar problens involves
soci al and practical judgnments. The nodel form of the experinment, for
exanpl e, proves to be nore than a matter of applying a causal research
design to a given reality. As often as not, as Latour has shown,
reality is discovered to be fitted to the enpirical instrument. In sone
cases, scientists get their results by identifying and organi zi ng those
parts of reality that are anenable to the research design. 1In other
cases, they go beyond such sel ection processes to restructure the soci al
context (Rouse 1987). @G ven such considerations, a proper assessnent of
research results has to go beyond an apprai sal of enpirical data to an
exam nation of the practical judgnents that shape both the instrunent
and the object. Although such judgnents structure and gui de the
research process, they are al nost never part of the research paper. The
formal wite-up of the results is organized to conformto the official
judgrment-free | ogic of science.

Nowhere is this assunption-laden character of social reality
nmore problematic than in the case of the principle of falsification
(Popper 1959). Wth the recognition of the socially constructed
character of a given reality, neopositivisms theory of falsification
loses its fixed anchor to the social world. Because the enpirica
obj ect the researcher seeks to nmeasure is rooted in his or her own

understanding of it (i.e., assunptions, expectations, and experience of



the very object), efforts to treat the world and its representations as
i somor phic can only |lead to m srepresentations (Hawkesworth 1988; and
Bernstein 1976). 1In the absence of firm connections between theoretica
assunptions and enpirical correspondence rules, that which is taken to
be the "brute data" of the social realmnust itself take its meani ngs
fromtheoretical constructions, often the sanme ones undergoi ng the
enpirical test (Hawkesworth 1988). That is, there can be no conplete
"factual " description entirely independent of the social circunstances
under which it is nade, science in effect neasures an interpretation of
the object rather than the object per se (Natter et al. 1995). Under
such circunstances, the possibility of conclusive disproof has to be
| argely rul ed out.

Added to these difficulties is the problemof conplexity.
Because of the ocean of phenonmenon and experiences that constitute the
social realm enpirical research proceeds through the isolation and
correlation of a small nunber of variables. G ven both inconclusiveness
of available data, it is technically inpossible to fully isolate an "if-
-then" hypothesis fromthe vast real mof untested ancillary propositions
and statenents that nake the deduction of such a hypothesis possible
(Mcd oskey 1985). Put in a different way, without a fully tested theory
fromthe outset, researchers can never be entirely sure of what they
have predicted and neasured. Under these conditions, as Scriven (1986:
28) argues, nost of what goes by the name of scientific generalization
can only be rejected by a rigorous application of the falsification
principle. Al though sel dom acknow edged in the mnethodol ogy textbooks,
soci al scientists can only interpret the nmeaning of their results
agai nst a range of expl anati ons and understandi ngs that thenselves are
products of other interpretations. Social and political theories, for

this reason, remain radically "underdeterm ned."
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Finally, the critique of falsification penetrates into the very
conduct of the scientific community itself. Basic to the theory of
falsification is the contention that science represents a critical
nondogmatic attitude guaranteeing the constant surveillance of enpirica
propositions. But the claimscarcely corresponds with the historica
evidence. Historical studies of scientific practice have clearly
docunented the scientific conmunity's reluctance to disregard or reject
di scredited propositions (Rouse 1987). Neither persistent enpirica
anomal i es nor unresol ved problens turn out to be enough to ensure the
rejection of specific theories. Like other fornms of inquiry, science is
found to be rooted in the human conventions of the community of schol ars
struggling to resolve particul ar probl enms under specific historica
conditions. Ofering no ready court of appeals, the prom se of
i ntersubjective reliability can no | onger be held out as insurance
agai nst either human fallibility or social convention. Falsification
not only fails as a guide to enpirical research design, but as a theory
of professional conduct as well.

None of this neans that science, whether physical or social
shoul d not be taken seriously. It neans rather that the thing we call
science has to be understood as a nore subtle interaction between
physi cal and social factors. Whatever constitutes scientific truth at
any particular tine has to be seen as nore than the product of
enpirically confirmed experinments and tests. Such truths are better
described as scientific interpretations or beliefs based on an anal gam
of technical and social judgnents. In sone cases, the technica
judgnments are nore decisive than in others, but both technical and
soci al considerations are always involved (with the m x between the two
remai ni ng an question to be enpirically exam ned case by case).

I nfluenced by many nore factors than the mere pursuit of truth, such

clains have to be understood as the relative product of a comunity of
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practitioners who establish the evidential criteria and guide the
research processes through which truth clainms are decided. The

communi ties that render these opinions, as historical and sociol ogi ca
anal ysis makes clear, constitute hierarchies of practitioners organi zed
in significant part around their own internal power structures,
interests, and status clains (Kuhn 1970). Such studies also help us
recogni ze that scientific conmunities are not the only bodi es capabl e of
maki ng judgments about the same reality. From conpeting perspectives,
alternative groups grounded in other forms of rationality can nmake valid
j udgnment s about the same phenonena. Hi storically, the determ nation of
whose rationality prevails has |argely been decided by those w el di ng
the nost influence or power. Invariably these determ nations are
subject to future chall enges and new techni cal findings have al ways

pl ayed an inmportant role in such confrontations. But their role has
general |y been nedi ated by changing beliefs. Contrary to the official
story, new findings al one have sel dom been deci sive fromthe outset.

The advance of know edge, in short, cannot be understood as a |inear
process driven by the better experinment.

Fromthis perspective, there can be no such thing as a “fact” as
the termis conventionally understood. Facts, in the natural as well as
the social world, depend upon underlying assunptions and neani ngs. What
is taken to be a fact is in effect the decision of a particular
community of inquirers who work within a set of theoretica
presuppositions to which they subscribe. Customarily, of course, we
sinmply accept a particular view of the world; the presuppositions which
undergird it seldomcone into play. This makes it possible, at |east
nmost of the time, to treat large parts of the world as natural and
given. Wile such an organi zation of reality facilitates comunication
and under st andi ng between social actors, it cannot serve as an adequate

basis for social research. Beyond seeking to explain a "given" reality,
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soci al science nmust also attenpt to explain how social groups construct
their own understandings of that reality. Not only do such
constructions constitute the nost basic |evel of social action, their

i nplications are fundanmental to an understandi ng of the processes of
soci al change, w thout which we would have little need for soci al
science. The failures of social science can in significant part be
attributed to the neglect of these subjective processes.

Nowhere are the inplications of this critique nore inportant than
in the study of politics and public policy. As the network of
presupposed assunptions underlying social and political propositions are
reflections of particular social arrangenments, the assunptions are
t hensel ves influenced by politics and power. Not only is one of the
basi c goals of politics to change an existing reality, much of what is
i mportant in the struggle turns on the sociopolitical determnation of
t he assunptions that define it. As many schol ars have nade cl ear
policy politics is itself about establishing definitions of and
assigning nmeaning to social problens (Edelman 1988; Cusfield 1981).
Thus, the effort to exclude nmeaning and val ues fromthe work of the
policy analyst cuts the very heart out of political inquiry.
Neopositivism in its search for such val ue-neutral generalizations,
have sought to detach itself fromthe very social contexts that can give
its data meaning.

Seen in this light, enpirical findings can at best only be
rel evant to the particul ar socio-historical understanding of reality
fromwhi ch they are abstracted. Moreover, positivisms attenpt to
enpirically fix a given set of social and political arrangenents tends
toreify a particular reality. By neglecting or diverting attention
fromthe struggles to challenge and change such arrangenents, social
science--wittingly or unwittingly--serves as nuch to provide ideol ogica

support for a configuration of power as it does to explain it.
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Both the interpretive nature of the social object and the neani ng
of the enpirical findings thenselves render neopositivist science an
easy target for those who wish to dispute the validity of specific
experiments or object to particular clainms. At best, such research can
of fer a rigorous and persuasive argunment for accepting a concl usion
But such an argument cannot prove the issue. Those who dispute a claim
can easily find problens in the nyriad social and technica
i nterpretati ons and assunpti ons enbedded in both the research design and
practice. Nowhere is this nore obvious than in the endl ess
confrontations over the validity of clainms made by environnenta
scientists. Such disputes have given rise to a full-scale politics of
"count er-expertise" (Fischer 1995). W rking with the sane findings,
groups on both sides of an issue easily construct their own alternative
interpretations of the evidence.

This is not to say that it is never worth carrying out an
enpirical test. The postpositivist objective is not to reject the
scientific project altogether, but to recognize the need to properly
under st and what we are doi ng when we engage in any form of research
Postpositivism in this respect, can be explained as an attenpt to
under stand and reconstruct that which we are al ready doi ng when we
engage in scientific inquiry. Recognizing reality to be a soci al
construction, the focus necessarily shifts to the nature of situationa
context and to the discursive processes which shape the construction
We turn at this point to that alternative understandi ng.

.
POSTPOSI Tl VSM  FROM PROOF TO | NTERPRETATI ON

In view of this sociology of scientific practices, postpositivism
focuses on science's account of reality rather than on reality itself.
VWhich is not to say there are no real and separate objects of inquiry

i ndependent of the investigators. It is not the objects or their
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properties per se, but rather the vocabul aries and concepts used to know
and represent themthat are socially constructed by human bei ngs.
Scientific accounts are produced by observers with different ideationa
framewor ks, types of educational training, research experience,
perceptual capacities, etc. The goal is to understand how t hese varying
cognitive elements interact to discursively shape that which cones to be
taken as know edge. Toward this end, postpositivisns reconstruction of
the scientific process is founded on a "coherence" theory of reality
t hat enphasi zes the finite and tenporally bounded character of know edge
(Brown 1977; Stockman 1983).

In contrast to neopositivist correspondence theory which
sees scientific concepts as direct referents of reality, coherence
t heory addresses the indeterm nedness of enpirical propositions. [3]
Seeking to describe a world that is richer and nore conpl ex than the
neoposi tivist theories constructed to explain it, coherence theory seeks
to capture and incorporate the multiplicity of theoretical perspectives
and expl anations that bear on a particular event or phenonmenon. To use
Toul mn's (1983:113) words, postpositivist coherence theory seeks to
bring to bare "the range and scope of interpretive standpoints that have
won a place." Along side quantitive analysis, postpositivist
orientation includes the historical, conparative, philosophical, and
phenonenol ogi cal perspectives. Quantitative enpirical research, in the
process, loses it privileged claimanong nodes of inquiry. VWile it
remai ns an i nportant conponent of theory construction, it no |onger
offers the crucial test.

G ven the perspectival nature of the categories through which
soci al and political phenonena are observed, know edge of a soci al
obj ect or phenonenon energes froma discursive interaction--or
di al ectical clash--of conpeting interpretations. Whereas consensus

under neopositivismis inductively anchored to the reproduction of
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enpirical tests and statistical confirmtion, consensus under
post positivismis approached through the di scursive construction of a
synthesis of conpeting views (Danziger 1995). For postpositivists, the
enpirical data of a neopositivist consensus is turned into know edge
through interpretative interaction with other perspectives. Only by
exam ni ng such data through conflicting franeworks can the
presuppositons that give it neaning be uncovered. For the
postpositivist, the crucial debates in politics are sel dom over data per
se, but rather the underlying assunptions which organize them Such
del i berati ons produce new understandings in a process better franed as a
"l earned conversation” than the pursuit of enpirical proof. Enphasis
shifts fromthe narrow concerns of enpirical-analytic theory to the
devel opnent of "a rich perspective" on human affairs (Toul mi n 1990: 27).
Know edge, in this evolving conversation, is nore accurately
under st ood as consensual ly "accepted belief" than as proof or
denonstration (Paller 1989). Such beliefs emerges through an
interpretive forging of theoretical assunptions, analytical criteria,
and enmpirical tests discursively warranted by scholarly comunities
(Lauden 1977). Wth one decisive exception, this description is
consi stent with the neopositivist understandi ng of the process.
I nstead of understanding these beliefs as the enpirical outconmes of
i ntersubjectively reliable tests, the postpositivist sees themas the
product of a chain of interpretive judgnents, both social and technical
arrived at by researchers in particular times and places (Bernstein
1983). Fromthis perspective, social scientific theories can be
under st ood as assenbl ages of theoretical presuppositions, enpirica
data, research practices, interpretive judgenents, voices, and social
strategi es (Del euze and Guatarri 1987). One of the primary strengths of

a theory, in this respect, is its ability to establish discursive
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connections and contrive equival ences between ot herw se di sparate
el ements, as well incorporating new conponents.

VWi | e the net hodol ogi cal principles of a postpositivist social
sci ence cannot be as firmy fixed as those of neopositivism such
research does not lack rigor. In many ways, the adoption of a
mul ti met hodol ogi cal approach opens the door to a nore subtle and conpl ex
formof rigor. Instead of narrowly concentrating on the rules of
research design and statistical analysis (which too often passes for
enpirical rigor), the postpositivist framework involves the exercise of
a mul ti met hodol ogi cal range of intellectual criteria, both qualitative
and quantitative. Basic is the recognition that an epistenol ogy which
defines know edge and rationality in terms of technique, be it |ogica
deduction or enpirical falsification, is sinply too narrow to enconpass
the multiple forns of reason manifested in scientific practices. The
interpretive judgnments which are characteristic of every phase of
scientific investigation, as well as the cumul ative wei ghi ng of evidence
and argunent, are too rich and various to be captured by the rules
governi ng i nductive or deductive logic (Collins 1987). For this reason
post positivismsubstitutes the formal |ogic of neopositivismwth the
i nformal deliberative framework of practical reason

Before turning to practical reason, it is inportant to note that
in recent years sone attention has been given to these qualitative
concerns. For example, a nunber of |eading enpiricists have begun to
concede ground to qualitative nethods (See Ann Chih Lin in this
Symposium). In particular, the work of Koehane, King, and Verba (1994)
has generated a good deal of discussion. Gven that quantitative social
scientists have |ong denied or denigrated the validity of qualitative
nmet hods, interpretive theorists have sone reason for optimsm But it
can only be a qualfied optimsm Wile acknow edgi ng qualitative

met hods, aut hors such as Koehane, King, and Verba have sought only to
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i ncorporate themon terns anenable to the | ogic of neopositivist
research. That is, qualitative research has to be desi gned and
conducted in such a way as to render its results enpirically testable.
VWil e qualitative research can i ndeed serve as a corrective or a
corraborative perspective for the mainstream project and its probl ens,
t he approach offered by Koehane and col | eagues m sunder st ands
qualitative research. More than just another way of collecting data,
such interpretive research, as we have seen, rests on an altogether

di fferent epistenol ogi cal understandi ng of social reality and its
construction. To the degree that social constructivismaccurately
conceptual i zes social explanation, this attenpt to neopositivize
qualitative research only reproduces the very problens it has set out to
solve. These new efforts, as such, are best understood as one nore
effort to patch up the cracks in a troubled enterprise.

As we have argued in this section, the formal logic scientific
deduction is too confining for a nethodol ogy that needs to neaningfully
conbi ne quantitative and qualitative orientations in a new nethdol ogi ca
configuration. W turn at this point to the postpositivist alternative,
informal |ogic and practical discourse.

PRACTI CAL REASON AS REASONI NG- | N- CONTEXT

The search for an alternative begins with the recognition that
that the formal nodels of deductive and inductive reason m srepresent
both the scientific and practical nodes of reason. As Scriven (1987)
wites, “the classical nodels of reasoning provide i nadequate and in
fact seriously m sleading accounts of nobst practicial and academc
reasoni ng--the reasoni ng of the kitchen, surgery and workshop, the | aw
courts, paddock, office and battlefield; and of the discliplines.” Nor
is nmost of such reason best interpreted as an i nconplete version of the
deducti ve reasoning of logic or mathematics, |ong the standard

interpretation of social scientific explanation. They are nore
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appropriately conceptualized as forns of informal logic with their own
rul es and procedures. In pursuit of an alternative nethodol ogi ca
framewor k, postpositivists have returned to the Aristotelian conception
of "phronesis,” or the informal |ogic of practical reason

Informal |ogic, designed to probe both the inconpleteness and
i npreci sion of existing know edge, reconceptualizes our understandi ng of
evi dence and verification in investigations that have either been
negl ected or mistreated by formal logics (Scriven 1987). Countering
soci al science’'s enphasis on generalizations, informal |ogic probes the
argunent -as-given rather than attenpting to fit or reconstruct it into
the confining frameworks of deduction and induction. Toward this end,
it enphasizes an assessnent of the problemin its particular context,
seeki ng to decide whi ch approaches are nost relevant to the inquiry at
hand.

By expandi ng the scope of reasoned argunentation, the informal
| ogic of practical reason offers a |ogical franework for devel oping a
mul ti met hodol ogi cal perspective. Mst fundanental to practical reason
is the recognition that the kinds of argunents relevant to different
i ssues depend on the nature of those issues: What is reasonable in
clinical nedicine or jurisprudence is judged in terns different from
what is "logical" in geonetrical theory or physics (Toul min 1990).
Basic to such judgnent is a sensitivity to the contextual circunstances
of an issue or problem Practical reason, as such, distinguishes
contextual ly between the world of theory, the nmastery of techniques, and
t he experiential w sdom needed to put techniques to work in concrete
cases. In doing so, it supplies a conception of reason that nore
accurately corresponds to the forns of rationality exhibited in real -
worl d policy analysis and i npl enentation, concerns inherently centered

around an effort to connect theory and techni ques to concrete cases.
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Practical deliberation thus seeks to bring a w der range of
evi dence and argunents to bear on the particul ar problemor position
under investigation. As Hawkesworth (1988) explains, "the reasons
offered in support of alternatives narshal evidence, organize data,
apply various criteria of explanation, address multiple | evels of
anal ysis with varying degrees of abstraction, and enpl oy di vergent
strategi es of argunment.” But the reasons given to support "the
rejection of one theory do not constitute absolute proof of the validity
of an alternative theory." Through the processes of deliberation and
debate, a consensus energes anong particul ar researchers concerni ng what
will be taken as valid explanation. Although the choice is sustained by
reasons that can be articul ated and advanced as support for the
i nadequacy of alternative interpretations, it is the practical judgnent
of the community of researchers and not the data thensel vesf that
est abl i shes the accepted explanation. Such practical judgnments, rather
t han supposed reliance on proof unto itself, provides the nechani smfor
not only identifying the inconpetent charl atan, but investigating the
nore subtle errors in our sophisticated approxi mations of reality. To
be sure, the informal |ogic of practical reason cannot guarantee the
eternal verity of particular conclusions, but the social rationality of
the process is far from haphazard or illogical. Mbst inportant, it
supplies us with a way of probing the much negl ected contextua
dependence of nost forns of argumentation. (Scriven 1987).

As a contextual node of reason, practical reason takes place
within a hernmeneutic "circle of reason" (Bernstein 1983). To probe
specific propositions requires that others nmust be held constant. Such
anal ysi s, however, always occurs within a context of reference grounded
in other sets of presuppositions. Moving outside of each framework to
examine it fromyet new franes permts the inquirer to step beyond the

limts of his or her own | anguages and theories, past experiences and
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expectations. This increases the nunber of relevant perspectives, but
need not lead to a hopeless relativism as is often thought. Because
the hermeneutic process is typically initiated by external stimuli in
the object-oriented world, critical interpretations are “world-gui ded”
and can never be altogether detached fromthe world (WIIlians 1985: 145).
That is, in the words of Bernstein (1983:135), the process "is 'object
oriented in the sense that it directs us to the texts, institutions,
practices, or forms of |life that we are seeking to understand.” Such
enpirical stimuli cannot conpel definitive interpretations, as the
enpiricist would have us believe, but they do work to Iimt the nunber
of plausible interpretations. Wile the possibility of nultiple
interpretations remains, there are thus boundaries or limts to what can
count. At mininmum an interpretation that bears no plausible
relationship to the object-world has to be rejected.

Gven the limts inposed by fallibility and conti ngency, the
i nformal probative |logic of practical reason speaks directly to the
ki nds of questions confronted in nost political and policy inquiry.
Bringing together the full range of cognitive strategies enployed in
such inquiry, it judges both the application and results of such methods
internms of the contexts to which they are applied. Recognizing soci al
context to be a theoretical construct, as well as the underdeterm nation
of our avail abl e know edge, practical deliberation focuses on the
conpeti ng understandi ngs of a particular problemand the range of
nmet hods appropriate to investigate them Framng the anal ysis around
t he underlying presuppositions, postpositivist analysis seeks to
anticipate and draw out the nmultiple interpretations that bear on the
expl anation of social and political propositions.

PCLI CY- ANALYTI C | MPLI CATI ONS:  THE EMPI RI CAL | N NORMATI VE CONTEXT
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The ki nds of epistenol ogi cal concerns presented above are quite
different fromthose normally encountered in policy analysis and not at
all well received in some quarters. In nost cases the critica
guestion raised rests on with the status of the enpircal: Wat happens
to enmpirical research in a discursive approach? Although nmany
postpositivist witers have not been clear enough on this question, one
point is certain--a discursive nodel of policy inquiry must include
enpirical investigation. |Indeed, rather than rejecting the enpirical
the issue here concerns its relationship to the normative. How the
enpirical is situated in a |arger set of normative concerns that give
its findings neaning is the question that nmust be addressed.

VWhat, then, does it mean to say that policy analysis should
enbrace this discursive or "argunentative turn" (Fischer and Forester
1993). From science studies we learn that scientific conclusions are in
fact argunents designed to convince other scientists to see a particular
phenonenon one way or another. Although findings are traditionally put
forth in the | anguage of enpirical verification--advanced as evi dence
that a proposition is true or false--quantitative data are only a part
of a broader set of factors that go into structuring the conclusion. As
we have discussed earlier, behind these conclusions are a nultitude of
interpretive judgnments, both social and technical. The conclusion as a
whol e can in fact be better understood as an argunent rather than an
i nductive or deductive proof.

VWhat does it nean for policy analysis to say that its social-
scientific conclusions are argunents? One of the first policy scholars
to call for such a reorientation is G andom co Majone. The structure of
a policy argument, ©Mjone (1989:63) wites, is typically a conplex blend
of factual statenents, interpretations, opinion, and evaluation. The
argunent provides the |links connecting data and information with the

concl usi ons of an analysis. Having recognized the epi stenol ogi ca
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shift, however, Mjone has not sufficiently clarified the normative
di mensi ons that intervene between findings and conclusions. Fromthe
precedi ng di scussion we can now forrmul ate the task as a matter of
est abl i shing i nterconnections anong the enpirical data, normative
assunptions (that structure our understanding of the social world), the
interpretive judgnments involved in the data collection process, the
particul ar circunstances of a situational context (in which the findings
are generated and/or to which the conclusions apply), and the specific
conclusions. The acceptability of the conclusions ultimately depends on
the full range of interconnections, not just the enpirical findings.
VWi | e neopositivists argue that their approach is nore rigorous and
therefore superior to | ess-enmpirical, |ess-deductive nethods, this nodel
of policy argunentation actually nakes the task nore demandi ng and
conplex. Not only does it enconpass the logic of enpirica
falsification, it includes the equally sophisticated normative questions
within which it operates. The researcher still collects the data, but
now has to situate or include it in the interpretive framework that
gives it neaning. No longer is it possible to contend that such
normative investigations can be ignored, as if they sonehow relate to
another field of inquiry.

El sewhere | have suggested a mul ti met hodol ogi cal framework for

i ntegrating these concerns. 1In Evaluting Public Policy, |I have offered

a logic of four interrelated discourses that outline the concerns of a
nor e conprehensively rational policy evalution (Fischer 1995).
Extending fromthe concrete questions concerning the efficency of a
programup through its situational context and the societal systemto

t he abstract normative questions concerning the inpact of a policy on a
particulary way of life, the schene illustrates how enpirical concerns
can be brought to bear on the full range of normative questions.

TOMRD A PCLI CY SCI ENCE OF DEMOCRACY: | NSTI TUTI ONS AND PRACTI CES

22



23

Beyond the issues of nethodol ogy, the postpositivist nodel of
practical deliberation holds out inportant inplications for transform ng
the institutional structures and practices of policymaking nore
generally. Mst inmportant is its potential denocratizing influence on
policy evaluation, an idea not as unique as it mght sound. Although
policy analysis has primarily energed as a technocratic discipline, the
concern for denocracy has al ways been present. Indeed, as early as
1951, Lasswell put the discipline forward as the "policy science of
denocracy." Postpositivismis an effort to make good on that claim In
this closing section, we exam ne sone of the |arger normative and
political issues which frame this effort.

First, a deliberative nodel of policy analysis extends the
anal yti c goal beyond the technical efficiency of the governing
institutions to include an assessnent of the political interests and
needs of the larger political community. Fromthis perspective, the
political community is inhabited by citizens who "live in a web of
i nt erdependenci es, |oyalties, and associations” in which “they envision
and fight for the public interest as well as their individual interests”
(Stone 1988:vii). Unlike nbst contenporary policy analysis, the
post positivi st approach would not "take individual preferences as
"given' ...but would instead have to account for where people get their
i mages of the world and how they shape their preferences.” That is, in
contrast to the mai nstream approach which provides no neani ngful way of
tal ki ng about how people fight over visions of the public or conmmunity
i nterest, a postpositivist approach enphasi zes di scourse as “a creative
and val uabl e feature of social existence” (Stone 1988:4). |Ideas thus
nove to the center of policy evaluation. They are the fundanental nedia
of all political conflicts; they nake possible the shared nmeani ngs and
assunptions that notivate people to action and weld individual striving

into collective causes (Reich 1988). Policynaking, based on
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strategically crafted argunents, is thus reconceived as a constant
struggl e over the very ideas that guide the ways citizens and policy
anal ysts think and behave, the boundaries of political categories, and
the criteria of classification--what John Forester and | (1987) have

el sewhere called the "politics of criteria.” Basic to this approach
must be the recognition that anal ytical concepts are thensel ves based on
political clainms and cannot be granted privil eged status.

Because policy ideas are argunments that favor different ways of
seeing and relating to social problens, their evaluation nmust include an
assessnment of their transformational inpacts on the thought and
del i berations of the political conmunity. The enduring ideas of
politics, offering criteria into which citizens read conpetings
meani ngs, serve as mnmeasures agai nst which conmunity aspirations are
interpreted and judged. The job of the analyst is to tease out the
normative conflicts |lurking behind the often equally plausible
interpretations of the sane abstract goal or value. |In the process,
various nodes of defining policy problens have to be recogni zed as
conpeti ng | anguages in which people offer and defend conflicting
i nterpretations (Danziger 1995; Stone 1988). In particular, attention
has to be paid to context. As Healey (1993:238) wites, "know edge for
action, principles of action, and ways of knowi ng are actively
constituted in the particularities of time and place." *“Good” and
“right” actions are "those we can conme to agree on, in particular tinmes
and pl aces, across our diverse differences in material conditions and
wants, noral perspectives, and expressive cultures and inclinations.”
The fundanental goal of such policy analysis can be refornul ated as
di scovering ways of "living together differently but respectfully"”
(Heal ey 1993: 238).

Especially inportant, in this view, is the need to rethink the

rel ati onships of the roles of the analysts, citizens and the decision
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makers. As critical studies of social epistenology nake clear, a nore
sophi sti cated understanding of the nature of an open and denocratic
exchange nust confront the need to bring these roles together in a

mut ual exploration. Experts must establish a participatory or

col l aborative relationship with the citizen/client (Hawkesworth, 1988;
Schon, 1983; Heal ey 1997). Methodol ogically, an approach capabl e of
facilitating the kind of open discussion essential to a participatory
context is needed. Such a nethod would provide a format and a set of
procedures for organizing the interactions between policy experts and
the lay citizens that they seek to assist. Albeit in quite different
ways, witers such deLeon (1992), Durning (1993), Laird (1993) and

Fi scher (1990) have called for such a "participatory policy analysis.”

In this formul ation, the expert serves as "facilitator" of public
| earning and political enmpowernment. Rather than providing technica
answers designed to bring political discussions to an end, the task of
t he anal ysts-as-facilitator-is to assist citizens in their efforts to
examne their own interests and to nake their own decisions (Fischer
1990; Caldwell 1975). The facilitator seeks to integrate the process of
evaluation with the enpirical requirenments of technical analysis.
Bringi ng toget her the anal ytical perspectives of social science and the
conpeting normative argunments of the relevant participant in the
pol i cymaki ng process, the interaction can be |ikened to a conversation
in which the horizons of both citizens and social scientists are
ext ended through a nmutual dial ogue (Dryzek 1982).

One approach to such a facilitative orientation has been called
the “counsel nodel.” Designed to outline a “postpositivist concept of
objectivity,” Jennings (1987) has put the nodel forward to reshape the
the relationship of policy analysts to both citizens and policynakers.
The goal is to encourage a conversation with nmany voi ces, adjudicated by

t he procedural standards of a discourse ethics. Taking this approach
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the anal yst first seeks "to grasp the meaning or significance of
contenporary problens as they are experienced, adapted to, and struggl ed
agai nst by the reasonabl e, purposive agents, who are nenbers of the
political community.” He or she then works "to clarify the neani ng of
those problenms” in a way “that strategically located political agents
(public officials or policymakers) will be able to devise a set of
ef ficacious and just solutions to them” Finally, the analyst attenpts
to guide "the selection of one proffered policy fromthat set in |ight
of a nore general vision of the good of the conmunity as a whole, as
well as the nore discreet interests of the policymakers thensel ves."
Enphasi zi ng a procedural route to policy choice, the nodel strives to
interpret the public interest in a way that can survive an open and
nondi storted process of deliberation and assessnent. Inportantly, in
the process, interpreting the world and changing it are understood as
conpl ement ary endeavors. The anal yst-as-counsel or seeks to "construct
an interpretation of present political and social reality that serves
not only the intellectual goal of explaining or conprehendi ng that
reality, but also the practical goal of enabling constructive action to
nmove the comunity froma flawed present toward an i nproved future"
(Jenni ngs 1987:127).
CONCLUDI NG REMARKS

Thi s paper has exam ned the postpositivist challenge to the
conventional neopositivist epistenology of the social sciences and
spelled out its inplications for a nontechnocratic reorientation of the
theory and practice of policy analysis. Wereas neopositivists have
tried to mnimze--if not elimnate--social and interpretive judgnents,
post positivists have recogni zed their basic, constitutive role in any
formof analysis. Rather than trying to control or hide their
i nfluence by turning to ever-nore rigorous enpirical research designs,

the postpositivist solution brings such judgnments to the fore,
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acknow edging their centrality to the scientific process. For
postpositivsts there is no loss in terms of the scientific product; they
seek only to supply a nore accurate description of what is already taken
as science. Postpositivism in this sense, strives to offer a better
enpi ri cal explanation of social scientific process.

Nowhere are the inplications of this alternative understandi ng
nore inmportant than in the contenporary policy curriculum Stil
dom nated by an out noded conception of scientific epistenology, the
soci al and policy sciences ill-equip their students (especially doctora
students) for the world they are sent out to confront. Arned with
enpirical research designs and statistical nethods, many often have
little or no training in either understanding the normative and
interpretive foundations of the tools they have learned to rely upon, or
the social settings to which these techniques are to be applied. Sone,
to be sure, recognize these interpretive di nensions of the practice, but
for reasons of exam nation and enpl oynent are conpelled to concentrate
on enpirical methods. As students cone to see the limts of these
nmet hods, as many do, the disciplinary neglect of these issues and
concerns can breed nore than a little cynicism Sone are sinply turned
of f; others go through the academic ritual but turn away from-if not
agai nst--these nethods after junping over the requisite set of hurdles.

For a long tinme, the argunent agai nst changing the curricul ar
focus has turned on the problemof alternatives. G ven the absence of
credible alternatives, so the argunment has gone, it is better to hang on
to the traditional --al beit problematic--nethods than to step into a
nmet hodol ogi cal void. But this no | onger need be the case.
Post positivism as we have shown here, outlines the beginnings of a new
orientation. Not only does it offer a theory of the social sciences
that is readily identifiable in our existing practices, it constitutes

an incorporation of new nmethods and approaches rather than a sinple
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rejection of old ones. By giving newlife to our methods and practices,
it opens the way to a richer and nore productive approach to social and
policy inquiry.

Beyond the met hodol ogy curriculum inportant inplications for
pr of essi onal conduct and public understandi ng of the practice of science
flow from postpositivisms discursive nodel of inquiry. Holding out the
possibility of redeeming or realizing a policy science of denbcracy, it
calls for participatory institutions and practices that open spaces for
citizen deliberation on contextual assunptions, enpirical outcones, and
t he soci al neaning of conclusions. The ultimte success of a
post positivist policy science will depend upon political and
institutional reforms. The future of such a postpositivist approach
t hus remains bound to progress in the struggle to further denocratize
pol i ti cadeci si on- maki ng.

NOTES

[1] The term “neopositivisni is used here to refer the nodern-day
enbel i shnents of “positivism” In nost general terns, positivismis an
epi stenol ogy--i.e., theory of know edge--which hold that reality exists
and is driven by |aws of cause and effect which can be di scovered

t hrough enpirical testing of hypotheses. Such inquiry can enpirically
objective and value free, as the | aws or generalization exist

i ndependently of social and historical context. Today positivism as a
concept, serves as much to fuel a polemic as it does to identify a

di sinct epi stenol ogi cal theory or novenent. “Neopositivisni is enployed
to refer to the nodern variants of positivism As such, it pertains to
a |l egacy of concepts and theories, techniques, attitutes and convictions
that have their origins in positivism It is the dom nant epistenol ogy

of the contenporary social sciences.
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[2] There is no standard definition of “postpositivism” Most
fundanmentally, it is grounded in the idea that reality exists, but can
never be fully understood or explained, given both the nmultiplicity of
causes and effects and the probl emof social meaning. Qectivity can
serve as an ideal, but requires a critical conmunity of interpreters.
Critical of enmpiricism it enphasises the social construction of theory
and concepts, and qualitative approaches the discovery of know edge.
(Egon Guba 1990). MCarthy (1978) has defined the task of devel oping a
post positivi st nethodol ogy of social inquiry as figuring out howto
conbi ne the practice of political and social theory with the

met hodol ogi cal rigor of nodern science.

[3] On the “correspondence theory” of truth see Lincoln and Guba
(1985:22). As they put it, “The scientist...can capture the externa
facts of the world in propositions that are true if they correspond to
the facts and false if they do not. Science is idealistically a
linguistic systemin which true propositions are in one-to-one relation
to facts, including facts that are not directly observed because they

i nvol ve hidden entities and or properties, or past events or far distant
events.” The truth of a proposition is established through deduction
foll owi ng upon certain assunptions. Rational choice theory, based on
“given” assunptions about rational action, is the nost rigorous
contenporary representative of this “hypothetico-deductive nodel” of

expl anation. “Coherence theory," by contrast, judges the truth of a
proposition in terns of its fit (or coherence) with experience as a whol e.
Unl i ke correspondence theory, coherence theory insist on investigating and
rendering judgnents on the "givens." For a classical exanple of a

coherence concept of reality, see Marx's analysis of the concept

"comodity." Follow ng Hegel, he provides an analysis of the social roots,
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nmeaning and role of the termas it is situated in the [ arger context of

capitalism

REFERENCES

Ay, Dougl as. 1987. "Can Policy Analysis Be Ethical?" In
Confronting Values in Policy Analysis. by Frank Fi scher
and John Forester. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Baunol, WIllim J. 1991. “Toward a Newer Econom cs: The Future Lies
Ahead!” Econom c Journal, 101: January 1-8.

Bernstein, Richard J. 1976. The Restructuring of Social and
Political Theory. New York: Harcourt Brace Janovich

Bernstein, Richard J. 1983. Between (bjectivism and
Rel ativism Science, Hermeneutics, and Praxis. Phil adel phia:
Uni versity of Pennsyl vani a.

Berten, Hans. 1995. The | dea of Postnodernism A H story. London
Rout | edge.

Bobrow, Davis and John Dryzek. 1987. Policy Analysis by Design.
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Brown, Norman. 1977. Perception, Theory and Commitnent: The
New Phi | osophy of Sci ence. Chicago: Precedent Publishing

Cal dwel I, Lynton K. 1975. "Managing the Transition to Post-Mdern
Society." Public Adm nistration Review 35 (6): 567-72.

Collins, Harry M 1985. Changing Order: Replication and Induction in

Scientific Practice. Beverly Hlls, CA Sage Publications.

30

30



31

Danzi ger, Marie. 1995. "Policy Anal ysis Postnodernized: Some Political

and Pedagogi cal Ramifications.” Policy Studies Journal 23: no.3:
435-450.
deLeon, Peter. 1988. Advice and Consent: The Devel opnment the Policy
Sci ences. New York: Russell Sage Foundati on.
deLeon, Peter. 1992. "The Denocratization of the Policy
Sciences.” Public Adm nistration Review, 52 (March-April): 125-29.
DeLeuze, Glles and Felix Cuatani. 1988. A Thousand Pl at eaus. London:
At hl one Press.
deRoux, Qustavo |. 1991. Toget her Agai nst the Conputer: PAR
and the Struggl e of Afro-Col onbi ans for Public Services.
In Action and Know edge: Breaking the Monopoly with Participatory
Acti on- Research. New York: Apex Press: 37-53.
Dryzek, John S. 1982. "Policy Analysis as a Herneneutic Activity. Policy
Sci ences. 14: 309-29.
Durni ng, Dan. 1993. "Participatory Policy Analysis in a

Ceorgia State Agency,"” Journal of Policy Analysis and
Managenent, 12 (2): 297-322.
Edel man, Murray. 1988. Constructing the Political Spectacle.
Chi cago: Chicago University Press.
Fal co, Maria. 1973. Truth and Meaning in Political Science.
Col unbus, OH Merrill.
Fay, Brian. 1976. Social Theory and Political Practice. New
York: Hol nes and Meier.
Fi scher, Frank. 1980. Politics, Values, and Public Policy: The
Probl em of Met hodol ogy. Boul der, CO and John Forester.
eds. 1987. Confronting Values Policy Analysis: The Politics of
Criteria. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
1990 Technocracy and the Politics of Expertise. Newbury

Par k: Sage.

31



32

and John Forester. eds. 1993. The Argunentative
Turn in Policy Analysis and Pl anning. Chapel H I, NC
Duke University Press.

1995. Eval uating Public Policy. Chicago: Nel son-Hal
Publ i shers.

Foucaul t, M chael. 1980. Power/Know edge: Sel ected Interviews and O her
Witings 1972-77, ed. by Colin Gordon., Brighten, Sussex:
Harvester Press.

Galison, Peter. 1997. Image and Logic: A Material Culture of
M cr ophysi cs. Chi cago: University of Chicago.

G ddens, Anthony. 1995. New Statesman and Society. April 7

d eick, James. 1987. Chaos Theory: Making a New Sci ence. New
Yor k: ViKking.

Cottweis, Herbert. 1995. "Cenetic Engi neering, Denocracy, and
the Politics of Identity." Social Text. Spring: 127-152.

@Quba, Egon G 1990. The Paradigm Di al og. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publ i cati ons.

Cusfield, Joseph. 1981. The Culture of Public Problens. Chicago:

Uni versity of Chicago Press.

Haj er, Maarten. 1995. The Politics of Environmental D scourse.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hawkesworth, M E. 1988. Theoretical Issues in Policy Analysis.
Al bany: SUNY Press.

Heal ey, Patsy. 1993. "Pl anni ng Through Debate: The Communicative Turn in
Pl anni ng Theory." In The Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis and
Pl anni ng, ed. by Frank Fi scher and John Forester. Chapel H Il
Duke University Press.

1997. Col | aborative Planning. London: Macmillian Press
Lt d.

Hei neman, Robert et al. 1990. The World of Policy Analysis:

32



33

Rationality, Values, and Politics. Chatham NJ: Chatham
House.

Hof ferbert, Richard I. 1990. “The Reach and Grasp of Policy Analysis.
Tuscal oosa: University of Al abama Press.

Jenni ngs, Bruce. 1987. "Policy Analysis: Science, Advocacy, or
Counsel ? In Research in Public Policy Analysis and
Managenent, vol. 4, ed. by Stuart Nagel. G eenw ch, CT
Jai Press.

Kellert, Stephen H 1993. In the Wake of Chaos: Unpredictable Order in
Dynam ¢ Systens. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Ki ng, Gary, Koehane, Robert O Keohane, and Sidney Verba. 1994.
Desi gning Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative
Research. Princeton: Princeton Universtiy Press.

Knorr-Cetina, Karin and Mil kay. 1983. eds. Science Cbserved:
Per spectives on the Social Study of Science. London
Sage.

Kuhn, Thomas. 1970. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions.
Chi cago: University of Chicago Press.

Laird, Frank. 1993. "Particpatory Policy Analysis, Denocracy,
and Technol ogi cal Deci si on Making." Science, Technol ogy,
and Human Val ues, 18: 341-61

Lasswel |, Harold. 1951. “The Policy Orientation.” In Harold Lasswell and
Dani el Lerner, eds. The Policy Sciences. Stanford: CA: Stanford
Uni versity Press.

Lat our, Bruno. 1987. Science in Action. Canbridge: Harvard University
Press.

Lat our, Bruno and Wol gar, Stephen. 1979. Laboratory Life. Newbury Park
Sage.

Laudan, Larry. 1977. Progress and Its Probl ens. Berkel ey:

University of California Press.

33



34

Lenert, Charles. 1995. Sociology after the Crisis. Boul der CO
West vi ew Press.
Li ncol n, Yvonne S. and Egon Guba G 1985. Naturalistic Inquiry. Newbury
Par k: CA: Sage.
Li ndbl om Charl es and David Cohen. 1979. Usabl e Know edge:
Soci al Sci ence and Soci al Probl em Sol ving. New Haven:
Yal e University Press.
Li ndbl om Charles E. 1990. Inquiry and Change. New Haven, CT: Yale
Uni versity Press.
McCart hy, Thomas. 1978. The Critical Theory of Juergen Haber nas.
Canbri dge, MA: M T Press.
McC oskey, D. N. 1985. The Rhetoric of Econom cs. Madison:
Uni versity of Wsconsin Press.
Mller, Delbert C 1991. Handbook of Research Design and Soci al
Measur enent. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Natter, Wl fgang, Theodore Schatzku, John Paul Jones IIl. eds. 1995.
hjectivity and its Gther. New York: Cuilford.
Pal l er, Bonnie T. 1989. "Extending Evol utionarly Epistenology to
"Justifying’ Scientific Beliefs," in Kai Halweg and C. A Hooker
I ssues in Evolutionary Epistenol ogy. Al bany: SUNY Press, 231-57.
Popper, Karl. 1959. The Logic of Scientific D scovery. London: Heineman
Publ i shers.
Proctor. Richard N. 1991. Val ue-Free Science? Purity or Power in Mdern
Know edge. Canbridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Putt Allen D. and J. Fred Springer. 1989. Policy Research:
Concepts, Methods, and Applications. New York: Prentice Hall.
Rouse, Joseph. 1987. Know edge and Power: A Political Philosophy of
Science. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Sabatier, Paul and Hank Jenkins-Smith. eds. 1994. Policy Change and

Lear ni ng: An Advocacy Coal ition Approach. Boul der CO Westview.

34



35

Schon, Donal d. 1983. The Reflective Practitioner. New York: Basic
Books.

Scriven, M chael. 1987. “Probative Logic.” In F.H van Eeneren et al.,
eds., Argunmentation: Across the Lines of Discipline. Ansterdam
Fori s.

St ockrman, Norman. 1983. Anti-Positivist Theorists of the
Sciences: Critical Rationalismand Scientific Realism
Dordrecht: D. Reidel.

St one, Deborah. 1988. Policy Paradox and Political Reason.

Genview, IL: Scott Foresman.

Sylvia, Ronald D. et al. 1991. Program Pl anni ng and Eval uation
for the Public Manager.Prospect Heights, IL: Wavel and.

Toul m n, Stephen. 1982. The Construal of Reality: Criticismin
Modern and Postnodern Science. In The Politics of
Interpretation, ed. by WJ.T. Mtchell. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press: 99-117.

Toul m n, Stephen. 1990. Cosnopolis: The H dden Agenda of
Modernity. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wagner, Peter. 1995. "Soci ol ogy and Contingency: Historicizing
Epi stenol ogy." Social Science Information. Vol 34. No. 2: 179-
204.

Val [ erstein, Immanuel. et al. 1996. Open the Social Sciences: Report of
t he @ul benki an Commi ssion on the Resturcturing of the Social
Sci ences. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Wei ss, Carol. 1990. “Policy Research: Data, |deas or Argunents? In
Soci al Sciences and Modern States, ed. by Peter \Wagner, et al.
Canbri dge: Canbridage University Press.

Wl liams, Bernard. 1985. Ethics and the Linmts of Phil osophy. Canbridge:
MA: Harvard University Press.

Whol gar, Steve. 1988. Science--The Very ldea. London: Tavi stock.

35



Wozl ey,

A. D 1949. Theory of Know edge. London:

Hut chi nson.

36

36



37

37



