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From Briefings to e-Briefings in the Pursuit of5

Effective Support of Public Policy Decisions

The study of public policy is broadly concerned with the processes of identifying and

analysing public issues, the means by which a course of action (or inaction) is taken in

response to perceived public problems, how effect is given to that course of action, and

what affect the entire process has on the issue or problem being addressed. This set of10

three papers is narrowly focussed on the “early” aspects of the public policy cycle

centring on the questions of whether and how to address (or not address) the identified

issue, specifically those aspects dealing with policy analysis (paper #1), its

communication from analyst to decision maker (paper #2), and the ways that analysis

interacts with political decision making (paper #3). While these aspects are dynamic15

and interactive, figure 1 simplistically illustrates the heuristic sequence of the three

papers.

Figure 1: Organisation of the Three Literature Reviews
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Literature Review #1:

The Evolution of the Policy Approach30

Introduction

This paper surveys the literature in the expansive field of public policy studies, from

its modern origins through to its present state. The study of public policy is broadly

concerned with the processes of identifying and analysing public issues, the means by

which a collective course of action (or inaction) is taken by an authoritative decision35

making body in response to perceived public problems, how effect is given to that course

of action, and what affect the entire process has on the issue or problem being

addressed. Dye’s definition of policy as “whatever governments choose to do or not to

do” (1984: 1) is elegant in its simplicity, highlighting policy choices involving action and

inaction, and clearly identifies policy as the intentional, conscious choices that40

governments make – as does Dror (1989), who clearly defines policy as the conscious

choices governments make amongst alternatives, and Heclo (1972) who cites both the

intentional and unintentional consequences of government action as falling under the

heading of policy. However, Dye’s minimalist definition does not distinguish between

minor, administrative decisions and the “most important choices” (Lasswell, 1951: 5)45

made by governments as well as individuals, firms and institutions (Lasswell, 1971).1

As a course of action, policy as used here is distinct from the common organisational

use of the term (e.g., “departmental policy requires that visitors sign in at the front

desk”) that connotes the routines, procedures and practices of an institution. Also,

following Majone’s (1988) distinction between “two types of policy analysis” – i.e.,50

between allocating public resources among competing ends (in which rational

techniques are best suited to determining the optimal solution to a given problem) and

the development of arguments in support of a proposed policy – this survey generally

________________________
1 Defining policy analysis seems unusually problematic and several authors explicit avoid doing so: “I do
not think it worthwhile to define policy analysis in general.” (Meltsner, 1976: 3); and “I discouraged
discussions on the meaning of policy analysis. Hundred of conversations on this subject had proven futile,
even exasperating, possibly dangerous.” (Wildavsky, 1979: 2).
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considers policy to fall under the heading of the latter, where the focus is on

“determining which assumptions and arguments would provide a conceptual basis for a55

certain policy of assessing the persuasiveness of the evidence that supports a proposal”

(Majone, 1988: 157).

While the definition of policy focuses on the intentional choices and consequences of

the choices of authoritative government decision makers, it also includes the day-to-day

discretionary decisions that are made by “street-level bureaucrats” (Lipskey, 1976)60

during the implementation of a policy. As well, policy-making is understood as a

dialectic process (Majone, 1989) leading to the development of knowledge and strategy

as an emergent property of the process (Minsky, 1986; Mintzberg and Jorgensen, 1987).

Lastly, as much is policy is considered distinct from administration, and is often

characterised as being “free of many of the undesirable connotations clustered about the65

word political” (Lasswell, 1951: 5), recent efforts have been made to reacquaint policy

making and administration,2 and the post-positivist policy approach acknowledges the

important normative considerations in policy development and the crucial role that

politics plays in the policy process (Stone, 1997; Mouffe, 2000).

The emergence of a specifically identified “policy approach” around the middle of the70

past century followed from the early twentieth century conceptualisation of social

problems as being amenable to scientifically informed, rationally derived government-

led solutions. The idea of policy and its analysis “is as old as civilization itself” (Dunn,

________________________
2 This “artificial distinction” between administration and policy was a result of the unwillingness of social
scientists in the early 20th century to admit the normative aspects of their fields (Heineman et al., 2002) –
a key criteria of Lasswell’s policy approach. Similar in ways to the evolution in the policy approach, the
public administration literature has evolved over the past century from the ideal-type bureaucracy of
Weber (e.g., 1957) and the posited politics / administration dichotomy of Wilson (1887), through the mid-
century rejection of the notion of a dichotomy (Friedrich, 1940) to the emergence of the “New Public
Administration” (e.g., Frederickson, 1971) that abandoned the distinction between politics and
administration in favour of politician-bureaucrat hybrids who seek to influence the adoption of policies as
well as their execution (Aberbach et al., 1981). One response to the “New Public Administration” – in the
form of the “New Public Management” (see, e.g., Aucoin, 1995) – has been to argue for the disengagement
of policy-making from public administration in order to promote a management culture that views the
citizen as “client” and focuses on accountability for results, leaving policy formulation to the political
class. What goes around comes around, however: the “new” New Public Management now argues for “a
decisive turn toward a policy approach” (Barzelay, 2001: 171) in order to strengthen both fields – policy
analysis and public administration.
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1981: 7), but the conscious development and conceptualisation of the policy sciences as a

post-war phenomenon was built on the modern idea that a rational analysis of a social75

problem could yield objective advice that could usefully inform a decision maker’s

thinking, and thus serve as an antidote to public decisions being embedded in vested

political interests (e.g., Keynes, 1936). Equally embedded in that rational perspective

was the belief that “good” policy analysis was a key foundation for “good” policy

decisions, or at least that policy analysis could hold the promise of making a positive80

contribution – to “help (or sometimes influence) a decision-maker to make a better

decision in a particular problem situation than he might otherwise have made without

the analysis” (Quade, 1976: 13).

Ever since the rational policy perspective gained currency, its appeal within the

practitioner community has been countered by critiques in the academic literature. In85

government policy-making circles, the image of the scientifically objective policy analyst

serves as a useful model for demarcating political judgement and policy analysis (Amy,

1984). However, the post-positivist rejection of instrumental rationality has emerged as

a response to the perceived failures of rational policy analysis and as a counterweight to

the hegemony of the rational approach (Fischer, 1998). But rather than being90

universally accepted, the post-positivist critique has revealed a fault-line in policy

analysis generally demarcated between the practitioner perspective favouring evidence

and rational analysis in support of decision making and the academic gravitation

towards post-positivism (Morçöl, 2001).

This literature review is crafted around these tensions between applied and95

theoretical policy analysis, as highlighted in the divide between post-positivism and the

rational policy approach – a divide that has left both sides weakened. Today, the

academic field of policy analysis appears beset by “ambiguity, relativism and self-doubt”

(Lawlor, 1996: 120); the practitioner community striving for relevance but instead

creating an environment where “empirical policy inquiry is actually more like empirical100

policy warfare” (Paris and Reynolds, 1983: 219). So we appear to be at a stalemate,

between the rational-practitioner offer of a promise of precise answers – however

inaccurate – and the post-positivist academic hand wringing over our uncertainty about

unknowable outcomes.



August 4, 2003 p. 5

Where does that leave policy analysis, if not as the handmaiden of political interests105

(Horowitz and Katz, 1975) – the status Harold Lasswell and his antecedents sought to

rescue political economy from over a half century ago – or as voices in the wilderness,

looking in at the policy process but offering nothing of relevance (dashing yet another of

Lasswell’s hopes for the policy sciences)? With Schön and Rein arguing that “the policy

analytic movement begun by Harold Lasswell in the early 1950s has largely failed”110

(1994: xvi), a cautious appraisal is that policy analysis is a “discipline that is in some

disarray” (Pal, 1997: x). However, we might just as well ask whether we are witnessing

“the end of policy analysis” (Kirp, 1992).

In tracing the lineage from the emergence of the policy sciences through to the

current state of the art (and craft), this survey reviews the evolution of the policy115

approach over the past half century. This literature will follow the general theme of the

continual erosion of the rational policy approach as an authoritative foundation for

“good” policy making and the attendant struggle to rescue some form of policy analysis

as an aid to the exercise of precautionary adaptive governance in an environment

marked by uncertainty and complexity.120

I begin with a brief review of the precursors to the development of a conscious policy

approach following World War II. After a period of stagnation during the late 1950s, the

policy approach enjoyed a “Golden Age” in the late 1960s and a period of professional

and academic growth during the 1970s. These successes gave rise to a significant body of

critique – both of the theoretical constructs and the applied record – that exists to125

today. I conclude with observations on the future of policy analysis in the context of this

post-positivist critique.

The Emergence of the Policy Approach

A concept of analysis in support of public decisions can be found from ancient

civilisations through to the modern age. This sweeping history, ‘from Hammurabi to130

Keynes’, is covered in significant detail elsewhere (see, e.g., deLeon and Overman, 1998;

Dunn, 1981), but the present survey begins with the emergence of a conscious “policy

approach” around the middle of the twentieth century. Drawing on the natural science

methods founded in the Enlightenment, the implicit assumption of the social sciences in
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the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was that these methods could apply to135

the study of human behaviour and social systems. From this positivist orientation came

the belief that a rational approach, grounded in quantitative methods, could yield

government solutions to social problems. As an example, the belief that the Great

Depression was caused largely by the failures of governments strengthened the claim

from the social sciences that a theoretical approach to policy, free of political140

irrationality and the interference of vested interests, was desperately needed.

Before and since the Second World War, efforts have been made to increase the

policy-relevance of the social and natural sciences. During World War II, operations

research and economic analysis techniques were refined and, in later years, expanded to

other issue areas. But it was through the publication of Lerner and Lasswell’s edited145

volume on The Policy Sciences (1951), that an integrated, multidisciplinary approach to

the study of public problems and solutions first took shape. Harold Lasswell is widely

considered to be the founder of the policy sciences, and his post-war writings provide

the field with its earliest concepts.

Of particular interest here is Lasswell’s introductory chapter in The Policy Sciences,150

where Lasswell advanced “the policy sciences” as a term of art, seeking to differentiate it

conceptually from the generality of “social science” and the specificity of “political

science”. Drawing on what was seen as the best elements of the social sciences –

principally, the disciplines that emphasised quantitative methods in their inquiry – and

adapting the American pragmatism of Dewey and others3, Lasswell hoped for a scientific155

approach to studying “the fundamental problems of man in society, rather than upon

the topical issues of the moment” (1951: 8). A scientific policy approach would be

capable of offering insights more perceptive than the political science obsession with the

study of power, services more committed than the fashionable abandonment of social

science method in favour of political activism, and contributions more useful than the160

________________________
3 “The policy sciences are a contemporary adaptation of the general approach to public policy that was
recommended by John Dewey and his colleagues in the development of American pragmatism.”
(Lasswell, 1971: xiii-xiv). Numerous other sources (e.g., Overman and deLeon, 1998; Heineman et al.,
2002) cite Dewey’s influence on the application of rational analysis to social problems, and pragmatism
continues to strongly influence the field of policy analysis through its problem / analytical orientation.



August 4, 2003 p. 7

political gadfly’s spending of too much “time advising policy-makers on immediate

questions” (1951: 7).

It seems a reflection of the particular point in history that Lasswell was writing –

immediately following the formative experience of the Depression and World War II,

immersed in a “crisis of national security” 4, and benefiting from the advanced state of165

social science method – that led him to highlight the policy sciences as the great hope

for the future. He displays a particular respect for the advances made in economics and

psychology during and after World War II, a perspective that lies at the root at the

rational approach to policy analysis and the belief that human behaviour can be

objectively observed, quantitatively analysed and accurately predicted.170

Standing as a bookend to Lasswell’s seminal conceptualisation in 19515 was his

introductory article in the inaugural issue of the journal Policy Sciences6 (Lasswell,

1970), and the subsequent expansion of those ideas in book-length (Lasswell, 1971),

which serve to establish a clear delineation between the “policy sciences” and “policy

analysis”. Lasswell characterised the policy approach as problem-orientated, multi-175

disciplinary, set within a wider social context, and explicitly normative.

Lasswell’s framework for the policy approach centres on the relationship between

two “separable though entwined frames of reference” (1970: 3):

________________________
4 The chapter’s opening line sounds an intriguing resonance with the present American perspective in
noting the “crisis of national security” and “the urgency of national defence” (1951: 3) as imperative
motivators for a more rational and scientific approach to governing.

5 A Pre-view of Policy Sciences (Lasswell, 1971) can be seen as a summation and termination of Lasswell’s
writings on the policy sciences, though Jurisprudence for a Free Society (Lasswell and McDougal, 1991) is
often cited as an important addition to the field: “We have not systematically updated and advanced the
shared intellectual capital of the policy sciences. With the partial exception of Jurisprudence for a Free
Society, the core literature of the policy sciences is at least a quarter century old and not readily accessible
to interested newcomers, including students, academics, and practitioners.” (Ascher and Brunner, 1995;
para. 5).

6 Quade’s introductory editorial to the first issue of Policy Sciences, while seeking to advance the
quantitative revolution that motivated the policy science approach, goes to some lengths to downplay the
expectations that can be placed upon the management and decision sciences as they are further deployed
in public policy areas. He calls the policy sciences an effort “simply to augment, by scientific decision
methods and the behavioural sciences, the process that humans use in making judgments and taking
decisions.” (1970: 1) While the new journal seeks to publish “hard” papers that “keep the analytical
component up” (1970: 1-2), the new discipline of the policy sciences must recognize “extrarational and
even irrational processes as sources of knowledge.” (1970: 2).
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• knowledge in and for the policy process (following Lasswell, this frame is referred

to as “policy analysis” and includes problem definition, research, analytical180

techniques, advocacy, and the processes of implementation and evaluation), and

• knowledge of and about the policy process (departing from Lasswell’s term – the

“policy sciences” – instead labelling it here as the study of “the policy process”7

and including research on problem definition, agenda setting, policy formulation,

decision making, and implementation and evaluation research).185

Ranney’s (1968) edited volume (the output from two conferences on the policy

approach) further developed the “knowledge in / knowledge of” distinction by building

on Easton’s (1965) work to describe the separate foci of “content” and “process” in the

study of public policy. The attempt to join scientific analysis (from behaviouralism to

systems analysis) with democratic studies led to Lasswell’s preferred phrase of “the190

policy sciences of democracy” (see deLeon, 1997). To frame the field as such was

Lasswell’s synthetic objective; what the positivist / post-positivist divisions reveal,

however, is that this objective has not been reach. Indeed, the separate emphases on

process and content have settled into opposing camps:

• the technique-based focus of the content approach, led from post-war operations195

research and since dominated by economics. Based on the assumptions that

policy problems could be rationally defined and analysed, and optimal solutions

(or, at least, the “best alternative”) foreseen with precision. This perspective was

advanced in leading texts from the period including Quade (1975, 1982) and

Stokey and Zeckhauser (1978).200

• the emphasis on defining the stages of the policy process – the focus of political

science. Starting with the critique of the rational approach by Dahl and Lindblom

(1953), this perspective centres on the inability of individuals or institutions to

________________________
7 Lasswell’s preference for the term “policy sciences”, grounded in his noticeable admiration for the
advancement of social science method in the first half of the twentieth century, has not adhered widely in
the policy literature. While the conceptual distinction between knowledge in and knowledge for the policy
process is still used, the term “public policy analysis” is the most common term for the field that Lasswell
thought of as the policy sciences.
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comprehend all possible alternatives to complex problems, or to forecast the

consequences of a policy intervention with certainty. Lindblom (1959) described205

the policy process as incremental, or one of muddling through. Later descriptions

have come to focus on the stages of the policy cycle (see below).

Wildavsky (1979) attempted to ameliorate the divisions between content and

process, in Speaking Truth to Power: The Art and Craft of Policy Analysis. The rational

policy analyst applies their craft to produce policy truth; communicating that position to210

the powerful – the political decision maker – requires recognition of politics as the ‘art

of the possible’. Well before the distinction emerged, Simon (1945) outlined his theory

of decision making characterised by “bounded rationality” and “satisficing” where,

despite incomplete and imperfect information as the basis for policy making, decision

makers would prefer to believe in rational scientific analysis. Etzioni (1967) has also215

attempted to draw a middle ground between the two arguing that both content and

process approaches are necessary and depend on the type of decision to be made.

The characteristic that most distinguished Lasswell’s policy approach was its

“problem orientation”, an orientation that involves the clarification of goals, the

discerning of trends and conditions, and attempt at projection and the consideration of220

alternatives. This problem-oriented approach also foreshadows the development of the

“policy-cycle” approach, and consequently requires the field’s other characteristic:

multi-disciplinarity, an approach that employs a diverse range of intellectual and

methodological approaches, with the policy analyst striving for a “creative

rearrangement” (Lasswell, 1970: 13) of the problem as perceived by specialists.225

It is obvious to note that the public policy cycle exists within larger social processes.

The wide-ranging effects of any policy, and the impacts of systemic forces on the success

of that policy, call for a contextual policy approach which forces the policy analyst to

consider the aggregate consequences of any policy intervention. (Later literature on the

implementation function called for the analyst to consider how various external forces230

could affect the success of the policy.) Having argued that thinking systemically is an

inescapable requirement of the policy approach, Lasswell here asks the key question:

“how is this to be done?” (Lasswell, 1971: 15). By focussing on principles of content (i.e.,

what should be considered) and procedure (i.e., how should the issue be discussed),
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Lasswell foreshadows later, more in-depth arguments for a discursive policy approach235

(e.g., Dryzek, 1990; Fischer and Forester, 1993; deLeon, 1997).

While Lasswell exhibits a strong respect for the advancement of social science

method, especially quantitative methods that drawn upon the natural sciences, his

vision of the policy sciences was explicitly normative in its concern with human values,

arguing that values could be recognised by the analyst and made an explicit part of the240

analysis of social issues (Lasswell, 1971). In spite of this, the normative imperative in the

policy approach has been neglected or dismissed during much of its history, centring on

three arguments in particular. First, the origins of rational quantitative methodologies

held, as a foundational assumption, the belief that analysis should be conducted in an

environment free of values in order to protect the objectivity of the analysis. Secondly,245

an important belief underlying professional policy analysis is that values should remain

the exclusive domain of politicians and that policy analysts have neither the right nor

the competency to interject their values into the analysis. And the incremental approach

(Lindblom’s “muddling through”) argued that competing normative positions would be

balanced out in the aggregate.250

The incrementalist argument was long ago dealt with as being very limited in its

applicability (Dror, 1968), but the remaining positivist positions remain resilient in

some scientific and bureaucratic circles. There is an understandable attractiveness to the

idea of the objective policy approach, from both the supply and demand sides. For the

analyst, a rational technical approach “limits, in a way that is politically convenient, the255

kind of questions that analysis can investigate” (Amy, 1984: 211) and serves to protect

the professional status and integrity of the analyst (Meltsner, 1976: 23). From the

politicians’ perspective, some argue that focussed, technical, succinct analysis that

provides the decision maker with sound data upon which to base their decision is what

is valued (Manitoba, 2001: 51).8260

________________________
8 Part of my dissertation research, and a section of paper #3 in this series, will investigate this question of
what politicians want from policy analysis and to what use analysis is put. This discussion hinges on the
distinction between two functions of policy analysis: instrumental and enlightenment (Weiss, 1977).
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But the intellectual foundations of the positivist position have been undermined for

over a quarter century and have increasingly been challenged within the policy

literature. Even if the issue under study appears to be a straightforward technical

question, there will always be an underlying normative perspective that will have an

influence on the analysis of socially relevant issues. Thus if a strictly quantitative265

analysis is illusory, those normative considerations should be made an explicit part of

the analysis. “The debate over whether or not values is an explicit part of the policy

sciences, if ever it were a debate, is over” (deLeon and Overman, 1998: 482) – the

question is how to identify and include those values (Fischer, 1980). I address this

question broadly in the concluding section.270

In addition to Lasswell’s early framing of the policy sciences, the contributions of

Simon, Lindblom, Dror, Etzioni and Easton stand as important foundational

components. Herb Simon has had an overwhelming impact on a range of subject areas

including economics, psychology, management, computer science, political science and

sociology. His work on human decision-making and the concepts of satisficing and275

bounded rationality is mentioned here in passing but will be discussed in detail in paper

#3 in this series.

On the study of the policy process, Lindblom’s contributions are key and represent

an alternative approach to policy making that is crucial to this present survey: the idea

that policy making, rather than the rational ideal enunciated in the policy sciences280

approach or even the bounded rationality espoused by Simon, is marked by an

incremental “muddling through” – the slow evolution of policies by cautious

incremental changes (see Lindblom, 1959). The decision making aspect of Lindblom’s

work is also addressed in paper #3, but his comments on rational analysis are dealt with

here. His objections centre on the rationalist conceit that analytical techniques could285

somehow supplant the political process, claiming that the rationalist approach is fallible

(and known to be fallible), unable to resolve conflicts of values and interests, too slow

and costly, and unable to conclusively identify which problems to address (Lindblom,

1980: 19). All of these limitations, in Lindblom’s view, point to the necessity of politics

in making policy. Analysis is still important in this realm (for example, as “an290
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instrument of persuasion” [Lindblom, 1980: 30]), but its status is significantly

diminished compared to the rationalist position.

Dror’s contributions to policy analysis are widely respected, and based partly on the

perspective he brought to the field that distinguished it from the largely American-

influenced literature. In his criticisms of incrementalism (what he called “a special295

version of the economically rational model” [Dror, 1968: 144]), he argues that, while it

more accurately describes actual decision making behaviour in situations where there

does not exist an acute problem in either an existing policy or issue, in settings of “acute

dissatisfaction the incremental approach serves the interests of those with power,

reinforces the status quo and stifles innovation. In challenging incrementalism, though,300

he also questioned rationalism when universally applied to governance functions and, in

its place, proposed an alternative “normative optimum” model. Dror accepted Simon’s

argument of bounded rationality and the value of management science when

considering routine-based decision making, while he noted the positive and essential

role that extra-rational process such as creativity, intuition and judgement – supported305

by the Lasswellian version of policy analysis – play in policy making (Dror, 1968: 149).

Following the politics / administrative dichotomy, Dror’s model calls for more

rationality in administration, the development of policy analysis based on rational

approaches but informed by normative considerations, and a greater acceptance of the

role of extra-rationality in political decision making.310

Etzioni’s “mixed-scanning model” also seeks to ameliorate the gulf between

rationalism and incrementalism. Calling the rational approach unrealistic because it

required higher analytical resources than decision makers can reasonably command, the

model described how decision makers limit the input of details when forming their

decision. The incremental approach, unsatisfactory because of its suppression of social315

innovation, was circumvented by the exploration of longer-term alternatives. In a

similar way to Dror’s normative-optimum model,9 the mixed scanning approach

________________________
9 While Dror placed a high value on the judgements of politicians, he felt that the complexity of policy
making did not support the idea of public involvement in policy making (Parsons, 1995: 296). Etzioni,
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described how these twin objectives were met “by combining (a) high-order,

fundamental policy-making processes which set basic directions and (b) incremental

ones which prepare for fundamental decisions and work them out after they have been320

reached” (Etzioni, 1967: 385).

Finally, the model of the political system as proposed by David Easton (1965) – an

approach he termed “systems analysis” – was another important early conceptualisation

of the policy process especially in the identification of the inputs into policy making

mediated by the input channels of political parties, interest groups, media, and other325

sources of public opinion, factors that were additional to the intra-governmental inputs

that Lasswell and others thought of when they considered policy analysis.

The Golden Age of the Policy Approach

Despite the publication of Lerner and Lasswell’s The Policy Sciences in 1951, and the

above noted contributions by Simon, Lindblom, Dror, Etzioni and Easton, the policy330

approach failed to generate a great deal of attention in academic or governance circles

through the 1950s. Reflecting the dominant mode of analysis in the public

administration literature following the politics / administration dichotomy set out by

Wilson (1885), the policy analysis field was split between the analysis of power

relationships within political science and the process and service focus of management335

science. So while Lasswell’s fellow political scientists were disinclined to adopt a new

disciplinary approach (and still dealing with their internal conflicts wrought by the

“behavioural revolution”), the policy sciences were shaped and defined in those early

years by operations research and economic analysis.

Policy analysts have traditionally emerged from training in politics and economics –340

the two most dominant disciplines – with the later emergence of operations research &

systems analysis specifically (e.g., Quade and Boucher, 1968), followed by the social

sciences generally (e.g., Bauer and Gergen, 1968). Sociology also emerged with an

applied orientation to studying society through analytical techniques using survey

now known as a leading figure in the communitarian movement, is similar to Dror but is distinguished by
his belief in the necessity and right of the citizenry to be actively involved in the policy process.
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research – though a debate developed and continues to today between this applied345

perspective and sociologists favouring a more theoretical stance for the discipline.

Political science also found itself dealing with a post-war “behavioural revolution” that

focussed on empirical political data and quantitative techniques, a movement countered

by some political scientists for social and political relevance. With these two disciplines

dealing with their own internal conflicts, economics became the dominant discourse of350

the policy approach. Dror (1967) amongst others voiced concern about the dominance of

economics in public policy making, calling for a wider perspective beyond the systems

analysis approach to include cultural, organisational and political factors in order to

make policy analysis more useful to decision makers.

The general disinterest in the policy approach during this period also illustrates how355

the “problem orientation” of Lasswell’s vision required that there be a perception that a

problem – to which policy analysis could be directed – existed. With the dominant issue

concern during the 1950s being driven by the Cold War, and the memory of World War

II still fresh, policy analysis was generally equated with systems analysis, flowing out of

wartime operations research. Techniques in economic analysis were also dominant,360

because of their record of success from the end of the Depression through World War II.

As a consequence of the military orientation of systems analysis, some early successes in

cost benefit analysis and other approaches to policy analysis were most evident in the

U.S. Department of Defence during the 1950s and early 1960s, and these lessons soon

spread to other issue areas. The influence of Defence Secretary Robert MacNamara365

during this period, and the culture of the policy analysts referred to as “whiz kids”, is

often cited. For example, the success of the program-planning-budgeting system (PPBS)

in the Defence Department led President Johnson in 1965 to declare PPBS to be

“revolutionary” and order it implemented throughout all federal government

departments and agencies (Quade and Boucher, 1968: 7).370

With a growing post-war population and expanding conception of what constituted a

“public problem”, the scope for application of the policy approach expanded also. For

example, with little change in income distributions from the 1950s to the 1960s,

concerns over poverty in the United States went from being a hidden issue to a situation

warranting a “War on Poverty” (deLeon and Overman, 1998). The 1960s saw the375
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expansion of the idea in western democracies of the government as problem-solver –

and the policy approach found itself in the right place at the right time as a mechanism

for providing those solutions.10 In education, transportation, health, urban planning and

a range of other issue areas, the dominant mode of analysis became the rational

consideration of problems and the development of optimal solutions. The assumption380

was that policy problems could be accurately defined, empirically measured and

quantitatively analysed with precision using rational techniques. Optimal policy

solutions could be developed, and the consequences of government policies could be

forecast with probabilistic certainty.

Adopting and Teaching the Policy Approach385

Despite the limitations of the systems analysis approach – e.g., the Program

Planning and Budgeting System (PPBS) never achieved its successes outside of the

military realm; and proponents of systems analysis cautioned that their techniques were

only amenable to discreet problems – by the late 1960s Lasswell’s vision (while subject

to contested interpretations) became entrenched in academia and was embraced within390

government. With the term “policy analyst” becoming an official job description in many

government settings, training the next generation of problem-solvers became the next

focus of the policy analysis community.11 With its genesis, arguably, in the University of

California at Berkeley Graduate School of Public Policy and the graduate programs in

public policy created at Harvard, Michigan, Carnegie-Mellon and the RAND Institute,395

“boldly imaginative scholar-teachers” at these and many other universities “created the

new professional academic field” in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Fleishman, 1983:

324). Supported largely by U.S. philanthropic foundations – principally the Ford

Foundation and Alfred P. Sloan Foundation – numerous academic programs were

________________________
10 President Johnson’s “Great Society” initiative was a primary driver of the need for policy analysis.

11 Meltsner (1976) notes “the terms ‘policy analysis’ and ‘policy analyst’ began to be used by practitioners
and academics with greater frequency in the late sixties” (1976: fn. 1). Likewise, analytical techniques to
serve “knowledge in the policy process” had also taken root in government, typified by texts such as the
problem-solvers toolkit The Study of Policy Formation edited by Bauer and Gergen (1968).
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established and strengthened through curriculum development, information400

dissemination and capacity building (Fleishman, 1983).

The 1970s saw a significant increase in the number of textbooks as a supplement for

teaching the policy approach. The leading texts and edited collections during that early

period include: e.g., Jones, 1970; Dye, 1972; Anderson, 1975; Heidenheimer at al., 1975;

Hayward and Watson, 1975; Jenkins, 1978; Rhodes, 1979; Wildavsky, 1979; and Dunn,405

1981; Graham Allison’s (1971) study of the Cuban missile crisis provided an important

case study, and is still widely cited in policy analysis syllabi. And the field was

summarised during the 1980s with textbooks such as Burch and Wood, 1983/1990;

Peters, 1982; Brewer and deLeon, 1983; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984; Ham and Hill, 1984;

Hill and Bramley, 1986; Jordan and Richardson, 1987; and Weimer and Vining, 1989.410

Pal (1987) is a leading example of a Canadian perspective on policy analysis, and

Parsons (1995) provide a recent and encyclopedia survey of policy analysis from a

British perspective.

Knowledge of the policy process: The policy cycle approach

The process of public policymaking includes the manner in which: problems get415

conceptualised and brought to government for solution; government institutions

formulate alternatives and select policy solutions; and those solutions are implemented,

evaluated, revised and terminated. The policy process involves a complex set of

interacting elements over time. In order to understand the system, the analyst must find

some way of simplifying it, and the policy cycle approach provides a convenient420

framework for organising public policy research by segmenting a number of stages in

the life of a policy. Lasswell's focussed attention on the functional stages or phases that a

policy would go through during its life, listing seven stages in the “decision process”:

intelligence, promotion, prescription, invocation, application, termination, and

appraisal (Lasswell, 1956). Other policy cycle approaches have followed similar425

“beginnings, middles, and endings that may lead to new beginnings” frameworks (May

and Wildavsky, 1978: 13). Brewer (1974) proposed a derivative list that has become the

model for the prevailing “stages heuristic”: initiation, estimation, selection,

implementation, evaluation, and termination. And leading texts and articles of the 1970s

and 1980s advanced various interpretations and descriptions of this stages approach.430
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Jones (1970, 1977, 1984) and Anderson (1975, 1979) were among the first volumes

focussed on the “policy process”. Brewer and deLeon (1983), May and Wildavsky (1978)

and Palumbo (1988) are other notable policy process volumes. Table 1 illustrates, using

five examples, how separate textbooks have labelled the stages in the policy cycle.
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435

Table 1: Evolution and Adaptation of the Stages Heuristic
Jones (1970) Brewer and

deLeon (1974)
May and
Wildavsky (1978)

Jenkins (1978) Hogwood and
Gunn (1984)

Perception Initiation Agenda Setting Agenda Setting
Definition

Initiation
Issue Filtration and
Definition

Aggregation /
Organisation

Estimation Issue Analysis Information Forecasting

Representation Consideration Setting Objectives
and Priorities

Formulation Selection Service Delivery
Systems

Legitimation

Decision Option Analysis

Application /
Administration

Implementation Implementation

Reaction

Implementation Implementation,
Monitoring and
Control

Evaluation /
Appraisal

Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation and
Review

Resolution
/Termination

Termination Termination Termination Maintenance,
Succession and
Termination

Compared to other organising frameworks (e.g., by actor role, functional or issue

area, institution or level of government, process, etc.), the policy cycle approach “directs

attention to the ways in which political actors identify problems for collective action,

conceptualise issues and identify strategic points of intervention, mobilise support and440

enact policies, design institutions to carry them out, implement programs to achieve

policy objectives, evaluate whether those objectives have been achieved, and modify, or

more rarely, terminate unsuccessful or outmoded institutions, policies, and programs”

(May and Wildavsky, 1978: 10). Thus, the May and Wildavsky policy cycle is framed in

six stages: agenda setting; issue analysis; service delivery systems; implementation;445

evaluation; and termination.

deLeon (1999) was tasked with defending the “stages heuristic” in Sabatier’s edited

volume on Theories of the Policy Process, where he argues that the introduction of the

policy cycle approach had the effect of moving research away from a strict adherence to

the study of public administration and institutions (the political science approach) and450

quasi-markets (the economics approach), thus helping to create a problem-oriented

perspective different from its academic predecessors. Also, the policy process

framework permitted the explicit inclusion of norms and values - a perspective being
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ignored in political and economic approaches. The downside of the policy process

approach was that research focussed on one stage at a time, thus neglecting the entire455

process and causing researchers to make the mistake of seeing or portraying the process

as a set of distinct activities that was instead episodic and interconnected. deLeon

(1999) concludes by saying that the alternative frameworks proposed by Sabatier and

others (see below) are all useful additions, but they do not make the case for abandoning

the stages approach. As an organising framework for research, it remains helpful so long460

as we do not pile “impossibly heroic stature” on it (deLeon, 1999: 29). The policy cycle is

not meant as a roadmap to the process that all policies follow, or as a guide to the policy

development process – i.e., it exists as neither a descriptive nor prescriptive model – it

simply acts as a useful heuristic device. While the process of policy-making does not

follow the neat stepwise model set out in the policy cycle, the schema is useful in465

assessing discrete actions and events within the policy process. While actors and policies

do not move from step to step in the cycle, every action undertaken and event occurring

during the policy process can, for analytical purposes, be identified as lying at some

point along the policy cycle. In addition, the Social Learning Group concludes – in

focussing on what function is undertaken, rather than who is responsible for it – that470

the policy cycle framework is particularly helpful in long term, comparative studies such

as their assessment of how various nations have attempted to address global

atmospheric risks over a thirty five year period (see Clark et al., 2001).

During the 1970s and 198s, the “stages heuristic” was the most influential and useful

framework for understanding the policy process, but recent critics have argued that “the475

stages heuristic has outlived its usefulness and needs to be replaced with better

theoretical frameworks” (Sabatier, 1999: 7). Those criticisms, forwarded by Nakamura

(1987), Sabatier (1991) and Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) are:

• it does not contain a causal theory for moving within and across stages; without

causal drivers, there can be no coherent set of hypotheses within and across stages.480

• the proposed sequence of stages is often inaccurate in their descriptions (e.g.,

evaluation affects agenda setting, but this is not reflected in the model)
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• it relies on a legalistic, top-down bias, focussing on the enactment and

implementation of major legislation.

• the assumption of a single policy cycle oversimplifies the usual process of multiple485

interacting cycles involving numerous policy proposals.

During the 1980s and 1990s, a number of new theoretical frameworks of the policy

process have been developed and modified. Sabatier’s edited collection is intended as a

vehicle for presenting “some of the more promising ones and assess the strengths and

limitations of each” (Sabatier, 1999: 7). In the interests of brevity, I simply note them490

here briefly and return to them in paper #3 in this series where necessary:

• Institutional Rational Choice: how institutional rules alter the behaviour of

individuals motivated by material self-interest and intending to act rationally.

• The Multiple Streams Framework: developed by Kingdon (1984), based on the

“garbage can” model (Cohen, March and Olsen, 1972). It views the policy process as495

composed of three streams of actors and processes: a problem stream (problem

definition); a policy stream (proposed solutions); and a politics stream (elections and

elected officials). Normally operating independently, “windows of opportunity”

permit policy entrepreneurs to couple the various streams. If successful, major policy

change will result.500

• Punctuated-Equilibrium Framework: originally developed by Baumgartner and

Jones (1993), the PE framework argues that policymaking in the US is marked by

long periods of incremental change punctuated by brief periods of major policy

change.

• The Advocacy Coalition Framework: Developed by Sabatier and Jenkins Smith505

(1993), the AC Framework focuses on the interaction of advocacy coalitions.
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• Policy Diffusion Framework: developed by Berry and Berry (1990, 1992), to explain

variation in policy adoption across jurisdictions, which relies on the characteristics

of the political system and a variety of diffusion processes.12

Knowledge in the Policy Process: Techniques for rational policy analysis510

With the acceptance of the policy approach within government circles, occurring as it

did simultaneously with the expansion of the welfare state in the 1960s and the belief in

government as problem solver, the welfare economics approach took the lead in

defining and analysing public policies. The practice of using analytic techniques to

illuminate the options available and to provide a framework for such far-reaching,515

complex and massive policies began in earnest with Robert McNamara, who served as

U.S. secretary of defence from 1961 to 1967 under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson.

A classic text from the early period of policy analysis was A Primer for Policy

Analysis (Stokey and Zeckhauser, 1978). Analysis for Military Decisions (Quade, 1967)

and Analysis for Public Decisions (Quade, 1976, 1982) were also early important texts in520

the analytical approach, the theme being that greater use of analytical methods could

provide the basis for determining what policies are in the public interest, designing

better means for achieving those goals, and improving implementation. Other leading

texts from this period include: Campbell and Stanley, 1966; Rivlin, 1971; Weiss, 1977;

Rossi and Freeman, 1979; and Carley, 1980. Graduates of courses using these texts525

could expect to be equipped with rational analysis techniques such as cost-benefit

analysis, economic forecasting, financial planning, operations research and systems

________________________
12 Other frameworks that were not reviewed, but were listed by Sabatier as plausible additions, include:

Arenas of Power: Developed by Lowi (1964, 1972) the type of policy (regulatory, distributive, etc.)
characterises the process.

Cultural Theory: Developed by Douglas and Wildavsky (1982), views policy as dominated by four
different ideologies: individualism, hierarchicalism, egalitarianism, and fatalism.

Constructivist Frameworks: the “social construction” of policy problems, policy belief systems, and / or
frames of reference (e.g., Fischer and Forester, 1993; Schneider and Ingram, 1997).

Policy Domain Frameworks: Developed by David Knoke and colleagues, within a given policy domain
organisations develop patterns of resource exchange and seek to influence policy events.

(Sabatier, 1999: 10-12).
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analysis (including linear programming, decision theory, queuing theory and inventory

control), social indicators, and impact assessment.

To be fair, these authors’ caveats about the limitations of policy analysis (e.g., “What530

Policy Analysis is Not: 1. Policy analysis is not an exact science nor can it become one”

[Quade, 1982: 21]) are often overlooked, hidden as they are under the general theme of

analytical techniques and methods. Linquist (1993: 44) challenges French’s (1992)

criticism of the instrumental basis of policy analysis, arguing that the “limitations have

been known and extensively debated by policy scholars and professionals for at least535

twenty years in the policy sciences literature.” Even Stokey and Zekhauser qualify their

guidebook by noting that there is artistry to be mastered in addition to the craft of policy

analysis: “These are a craftsman’s tools; you must learn to wield them with skill” (1978:

7). In fact, all of the texts listed contain caveats of varying levels of amplification, but all

stressing that analysis will always require judgement when a decision has to be made.540

What differentiates this rational perspective from the post-positivist critique is the

assessment of at what point in the analysis’decision chain that those judgements are

made, with the positivist implication being that judgement is something that happens

after the analysis has been completed.

Policy Analysis – Reality, Re-evaluation and Reform545

While policy analysis came of age during the late 1960s, the expectations placed

upon it by the generals and soldiers of the War on Poverty and the Great Society

initiative13 led to its unmasking, if not its undoing. While policy analysis hit its stride

with the Great Society program, it was soon after followed by the rise of program

evaluation which, when applied to the Great Society programs, highlighted the program550

shortcomings and the dearth of tangible results. With a lack of attention paid to

normative assumptions about society, a naïve view of political power, and a blinding

belief in the power of rational analysis, the results were disappointing: “Nothing seemed

________________________
13 Set out in President Lyndon Johnson's 1965 State of the Union Address, Great Society measures enacted
in 1965 included Medicare, federal aid to education and the arts, and the establishment of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development. The War on Poverty was undertaken through the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964.
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to be working as expected. The programs launched with such great hopes and fanfare

did not appear to be attaining their objectives to alter poor people’s lives.” (Weiss, 1987:555

41). The policy failures witnessed during this period “were sufficiently disastrous to

place the proponents of government-sponsored social reform on the defensive for at

least the next two decades” (Heineman et al., 2002: 17-18). The exaggerated claims of

the rationalists, and the obvious failures in the late 1960s (including the fall from grace

of the PPB System), led Wildavsky (1969) to attempt to “rescue policy analysis from560

PPBS” – to not throw out the baby with the bathwater, as it were.

The experience that followed the enthusiastic application of rational analytical

techniques caused a re-evaluation of the place of policy analysis within the policy

process. Heineman et al. (2002: 53-55) identified the forces that left the rational

analytical approach vulnerable, limiting the applicability of analytical work in policy565

making:

• Information overload requires decision makers to be selective, and rational technical

analysis is discarded in favour of intuitively satisfying advice.

• Decision makers search for analysis to reinforce decisions already made.

• Some policy research has become politicised, and thus all research is viewed570

sceptically.

• Lacking an independent power base or exercising political acumen, policy analysts

relying on rational analysis are unable to influence decision-making.

• Without attention paid to policy implementation, “good ideas” generated in the

analysis are abandoned for lack of a realistic plan for implementing them.575

• If the values of the participants – the analyst, decision makers and public – are not

explicitly accounted for, the analysis cannot maximise her or his role as advisor.

There are a number of notable additions to this theme of retreat and reform – or at

least the regrouping and re-evaluation of policy analysis’ place in the policy process. In

Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy (Meltsner, 1976), Meltsner argued that the policy580

analyst existed as a political actor embedded within governance. While the objective

technical analyst may consider herself or himself non-political, their inherently political



August 4, 2003 p. 24

nature is revealed through their choice of profession (within or close to government

decision making circles), in an issue environment where they have the potential of

having an impact on something that matters to them. Depending on the latitude they585

have, they will advance certain issues and let others languish, and in their analysis they

have control over the framing of the problem, the assumptions inherent in the analysis

and the objectives of the policy. Finally, through the communication of their analysis,

they have the opportunity to persuade the decision maker of the rightness of their

analysis.590

At the intersection of science and public policy, conflict over the rules of

argumentation – i.e., science operates on a standard of falsifiability, whereas legal

arguments require a standard of evidence, and political decisions centre on sufficient

grounds for action – require that these “trans-scientific”14 problems be addressed with

an analysis beyond the purely rational technical approach. Evidence, Argument and595

Persuasion in the Policy Process (Majone, 1989) represents Majone’s attempt to

introduce persuasion and advocacy as supplements to rationality and efficiency in policy

analysis. In fact he goes further, to argue that policy analysis “has less to do with formal

techniques of problem solving that with the process of argument” (Majone, 1989: 7). His

argument requires the acceptance of the position that the purpose of policy analysis is600

not simply to determine the better or optimal policy, but to work towards getting the

recommended policy accepted. Under this assumption, the traditional analytical skills

are necessary but insufficient, and the absence of the argumentative function in the

public policy curriculum represents a significant failing. As noted above, the question

remains as to what the decision maker wants from policy analysis and to what use it is605

put.

Now in its third edition, The World of the Policy Analyst (Heineman, Bluhm,

Peterson and Kearny, 2002) is an important textbook for students wishing to make

sense of the interplay of rational technical analysis and political reasoning. Arguing that,

though policy analysis has made significant advances in the past half century, it has610

________________________
14 Weinberg, Alvin. 1972. “Science and trans-science.” Minerva, 10:2, 209-222, cited in Majone (1989: 3).
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failed to have “a major, substantive impact on policymakers” (Heineman et al., 2002: 1),

their objective is to help the policy analyst exercise greater influence in the policy

process. To do so, the policy analyst must understand the characteristics of the special

political world in which they operate, and appreciate the normative assumptions

underlying policy analysis.615

Lastly, in Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making, Deborah Stone

(1997: x-xi) takes aim at what she sees as four failings in the standard policy literature,

namely that:

• the academic policy literature rejects politics in favour of rational analysis,

disparaging “politics as an unfortunate obstacle to good policy”. Stone seeks “to620

construct a mode of policy analysis that accepts politics as a creative and valuable

feature of social existence.”

• policy analysis is dominated by economics and its model of society as a market. As an

alternative, Stone attempts to create “a kind of analysis that began with a model of

political community, where individuals live in a web of dependencies, loyalties and625

associations, and where they envision and fight for a public interest as well as their

individual interests.” Instead of taking preferences as given, this approach would

have to account for where peoples’ images of the world are formed and how those

images shape their preferences.

• the public policy literature is “remarkably devoid of theory”, in response to which630

Stone attempts to develop a “rhetoric of policy argument”. Explaining this absence of

theory, Stone argues that political scientists have:

o devised an unrealistic “production model” of policy (the stages heuristic).

o focussed on controversies in different issues areas

o undertaken case studies in order to demonstrate how complex policy making is,635

leading to unimportant generalisations

• policy analysis and public policy “worship objectivity and determinate rules” (Stone,

1997: xi). Instead, Stone aims for an analytical framework that recognises analytical
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concepts, problem statements, and policy instruments as political claims, not

universal truths.640

One Route to the Normative Approach: Public Consultation and

Deliberation

The general implication in much of the policy analysis literature – and by further

implication, through the review of that literature, the impression given thus far in this

paper – is that policy analysis is something that is done by civil servants within645

government settings. While they may consult published evidence from academia, policy

think tanks, and private sector and civil society groups, the extent to which most policy

analysis textbooks allude to “the public” in public policy analysis is either through

interaction with the people’s representatives (i.e., politicians) by reference to public

opinion polling – something that the politically aware policy analyst must be cognizant650

of but a concern best left to politicians. But starting with the public participation

movement in urban planning stretching back to the late 1960s, an important sub-field

has developed within the policy analysis literature that advocates greater citizen

participation (since enhanced to citizen involvement and citizen engagement, and even

citizen agency [Dobell, Slaco and Longo, 1999]) in policy making. As most writers focus655

on the institutional and procedural changes necessary for increasing citizen access to the

policy process (e.g., Phillips and Orsini, 2002), the difficulty for the policy analyst comes

in translating the prescriptive analysis of this subfield into practical approaches in the

conduct of their work (Majone, 1988).

Verba and Nie (1972) define public participation in a democracy as those activities660

by private citizens that are aimed at influencing the selection of government personnel

and / or the decisions the government makes. They include voting, joining political

organizations and working on behalf of candidates and issues, contacting elected

officials and forming groups to work on issues as ways in which citizens can become

active in the political process. For the post-positivist policy analyst, participatory and665

discursive public consultation centres on the efforts made principally by governments to

offer enhanced opportunities, for the most part through public consultation forums, for

public participation in the making of public decisions. Defined more particularly than
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Verba and Nie, public consultation processes are taken here to mean government

organized forums at which public policy issues are discussed, interests are represented670

and recommendations or preliminary non-binding decisions are made. These forums

give citizens the opportunity to provide input into issues of public policy through

testimony, written arguments or simply attending public meetings to show support for

an interest. These activities can be undertaken either in person or in writing, through

membership in a group or organization, or through indirect (e.g., protest rallies, letters675

to newspaper editors) or virtual (i.e., using Information and Communication

Technologies) means.

One specialised form of public participation in decision-making is the multi-

stakeholder interest-based negotiation group. Ideal versions of these processes exhibit

several characteristics: a rich diversity of interests are represented in the process;680

decisions or recommendations are reached by consensus, with the meaning of

consensus defined by the participants; while the terms of reference may be given, the

group has control over the process; and the objective is to resolve a conflict where the

status quo is no longer tenable. Within the multi-stakeholder model lie variations on its

role with respect to the determination of public policy, between multi-stakeholder685

groups empowered to have a direct impact on public decisions and groups that exist as

one factor in a range of inputs into government decision-making.

The issue for this dissertation – the effectiveness of policy analysis briefings, both

traditional and electronic, in support of political decision makers – has interesting

parallels with the ways in which public consultation processes are supported.15690

Regardless of what type of citizen engagement forum is planned or emerges,

participants must be provided with some factual or speculative material which sets the

issue in context, provides some potential options for consideration and couples these

with their possible implications, and in some instances offers a recommended strategy

________________________
15 Dobell (pers. comm.) refers to this distinction as between “inside processes” (information visualization,
diagnostiques and ‘decks’ that present aggregated micro data or synthesized longitudinal detail for
officials or committees, focusing on distributional and eligibility issues) and “outside processes”
(information visualization in support of deliberation perhaps helping in the exercise of frame reversibility
that Schön and Rein (1994) propose).
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as a starting point for deliberation – in much the same way that a cabinet document695

frames official government discussions. Investigating the effect of using information and

communication technology (ICTs) as the medium to support public consultation and

deliberation, as opposed to the tradition of printed documents, represents an interesting

related research question.16

Post-positivism and Its Critics700

Positivism holds that there exist “facts”, “out there”, that science can objectively

observe, measure, and empirically study. In a positivist view of the world, science is the

only legitimate means for determining truth, to understand the world well enough so

that we might predict and control it. The positivist believed in empiricism -- the idea

that observation and measurement was the core of the scientific endeavour. The key705

approach of the scientific method is the experiment, the attempt to discern natural laws

through direct manipulation and observation. Positivism, further refined in the theory

of logical positivism, greatly influenced the development of the social sciences in the late

19th and early 20th centuries. As noted above, the development of the policy sciences

relied heavily on this positivist ancestry.710

Post-positivism, a philosophical rearrangement involving the wholesale rejection of

the central tenets of positivism, draws on the arguments of Popper and Kuhn regarding

the nature of scientific investigation and theoretical change.17 Popper critiqued

positivism for failing to understand that facts were contingent on values, and his ideas

about scientific knowledge (tentative theories – subject to tests of falsifiability rather715

than proof – give rise to new tentative theories) serve to characterise policy making as a

sort of ‘piecemeal social engineering’: rather than involving large and final policy

choices, policy analysis was seen as a cycle of trial and error social experimentation

(Parsons, 1995: 69). Kuhn’s work built upon Popper’s – especially in respect of its

critique of positivist objectivity – but he is most widely cited for his approach to720

________________________
16 This is a question I have explored superficially in previous work (see http://web.uvic.ca/~jlongo/
admn598/proposal.html), and hope to investigate further in the future.

17 Danziger (1995) notes that anti-positivist reasoning can be traced back to the sophists of ancient Greece,
who argued that the highest truth of any man is what he believes to be true.

http://web.uvic.ca/~jlongo/
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understanding how theories change. The general impact of Kuhn’s work on the policy

sciences centred on the question of whether policy theories and models (or, more

generally, social science theories) could be disproved in an objective sense. If social

knowledge was derived from differing versions of reality rather than facts, did rational

scientific policy analysis have a legitimate role in the political process?725

Seeking to expand the concepts of rationality and reason in policy analysis – and

thus interject Habermas’ analysis into the policy approach – are Fischer’s Evaluating

Public Policy (1995) and Fisher and Forester’s edited volume, The Argumentative Turn

in Policy Analysis and Planning (1993). The “argumentative turn” in policy analysis

(Fischer and Forester, 1993) imagines the policy analyst as a lawyer arguing a case730

before a court of decision makers, assembling persuasive policy arguments that are then

judged by the listener in the context of all other “evidence”.18 The challenge for the

policy analyst is to be both politically astute and rationally sound, and it requires an

understanding of the argumentative character of policy analysis to be both political and

rational without being contradictory or constantly apologising for one or the other. The735

aim of this collection of essays is to provide both theoretical as well as applied insights

for policy analysis.

Frank Fischer’s Evaluating Public Policy (1995) provides a summary of the

arguments against positivist policy analysis, and advances the post-positivist approach.

He defines post-positivism as “a contemporary school of social science that attempts to740

combine the discourse of social and political theory with the rigor of modern science. It

calls for a marriage of scientific knowledge with interpretive and philosophical

knowledge about norms and values” (Fischer, 1995: 243). Using the issue area of

environmentalism as the vehicle for attacking positivism, his critical theory approach

calls for post-positivist policy analysis combined with enhanced democracy. A number745

of case studies are presented to show how the post-positivist approach can be

________________________
18 This lawyering analogy is not without its critics. Schön and Rein (1994: 8) equate social scientists bent
on unethically attempting to influence policy debates with “clever lawyers or committed ideologues.” They
also cite the critique of a book on the genetic markers of criminality that accused the authors of using a
scientifically unethical strategy: “the conclusions toward which the lawyer wants to steer the jury
determine which bits of data he presents.” (Kamin, 1986; cited in Schön and Rein, 1994: 6).
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operationalised. Expanding on Lasswell’s original concept of the policy sciences as

multi-method, Fisher calls on policy analysis to become “multimethodological”, to

develop skills in empirical analysis, systems analysis, phenomenology, and political

philosophy.750

Donald Schön and Martin Rein (1994) address intractable policy controversies –

defined as those “which are highly resistant to by appeal to evidence, research, or

reasoned argument” (Schön and Rein, 1994: xi).19 The approach to policy inquiry that

they propose in Frame Reflection: Towards the resolution of intractable policy

controversies, involves “the intertwining of thought and action in the policy-making755

process” (Schön and Rein, 1994: p. xi): a particular kind of reflective practice called

design rationality. The authors claim that the idea of reflective practice is not widely

regarded within the academic and applied policy analysis field, centring on the question

whether it is possible or advisable for a professional policy analyst in an applied setting

to think about the essence of their work while they are doing it. Starting with the760

distinction Veblen made almost a century ago – as between the development of theory

in the “higher” schools (research universities) and the application of that theory to

practical problems in the “lower” schools (professional schools), followed by the use of

that applied knowledge by practicing professionals - Schön and Rein note that this

attitude prevails to today amongst scholars and policy makers: the belief that “social-765

scientific or policy-analytic reflection would be out of place in the world of practical

policy-making” (Schön and Rein, 1994: xv). In stating that “the policy-analytic

movement begun by Harold Lasswell in the early 1950s has largely failed” (p. xvi), they

imply that it was upon the shoals of this attitude that policy analysis foundered – that

________________________
19 Policy controversies are contrasted with policy disagreements, where the dispute between the parties
can be settled by reasoned discourse based on an analysis of the facts of the situation. And it is not simply
that in disagreements the facts are available, and in controversies the facts are absent. The authors argue
that, between policy disagreements and policy controversies, the nature of “fact” changes: in policy
controversies, opposing parties disagree on what facts are relevant, how certain facts are to be interpreted
(p.4-5), and – to follow the post-positivist argument – the method and assumptions underlying the
determination of the facts This perspective challenges the widely admired quotation of the late U.S.
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, who is reported to have said, “everyone is entitled to their own
opinions, but not their own facts.” For example, Borins (2000: 26) uses this quote to support the
argument that “the goal of policy research is to establish facts that all can take as a point of departure.”
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while Lasswell may have envisioned the “intertwining” of scientific inquiry and applied770

policy analysis, the academics and practitioners in the policy analysis community have

not embraced that idea.

As an alternative to three dominant traditions in the policy analysis approach – value

neutral policy science / rational actor model; pluralist political model / multiple rational

actors; and participatory / consensual dispute resolution – Schön and Rein propose a775

design rational approach to policy analysis based on the three case studies presented in

the book. “Frame reflection” and “design rationality” are based on the idea that policy

actors:

design policy much as architects or engineers design material artifacts.

They compete and cooperate to set policy problems, and they invent780

policy solutions that evolve as a result of the actors’ transactions with the

policy situation. When policy objects are put out into the larger

environment, they tend to take on meanings unanticipated by their

designers, as other actors see and respond to them in the light of their

own frames and, often, in a changing policy context. Design rationality is785

a form of reflective policy practice that closely follows this sketch of

policy designing. (Schön and Rein, 1994: xix)

The Policy Sciences Journal published a special edition on “The evidentiary base for

policy analysis: empiricist versus postpositivist positions” in 1998 (see Weimer, 1998;

Fischer, 1998; deLeon, 1998) in order to address the growing concern within the policy790

analysis community over the widening gap between positivist and post positivist

approaches. Fischer offers a critique of the positivist foundations of policy analysis, but

admits that positivist inquiry remains an important and necessary component of policy

analysis, though it is rarely a sufficient for solving complex social problems. The essence

of the positivist failure is rooted in the inability of empirical methods to derive truths795

that can be verified or accepted as inarguable evidence. Fischer’s response is to argue for

a discursive, participatory form of analysis involving not only “stakeholders” but also a

wide array of citizen participants. And deLeon attempts to stake a middle ground

between the positivist and post-positivist positions. He describes the inherent

weaknesses of both approaches, but rehabilitates both by noting that specific types of800
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policy problems lend themselves to either approach and, in some cases, the two

approaches can be applied together in “a nicely symbiotic (but rarely attained) crossing

of the respective bars” (p. 154).

So a post-positivist interpretation of policy analysis can be taken to mean that we

should not completely abandon models and theories and lament that we know nothing805

about an unknowable future. Further exploration of the question of what post-

positivism may mean for policy analysis can be found in Marie Danziger’s 1995 article:

“Policy analysis postmodernized: Some political and pedagogical ramifications.” Similar

to Majone’s arguments for the incorporation of rhetorical skills in the public policy

curriculum, Danziger argues that students of public policy should be better equipped to810

uncover underlying arguments and counter-arguments, with the study of rhetoric being

central to their studies. But positive, quantitative models of decision making have

greater appeal amongst students, who feel that the acquisition of technical skills is of

greater value than learning that their teachers don’t know the truth any better than

them.815

Even if policy analysts acknowledge the post-positivist argument that values shape

their analytical perspective, how can they integrate that knowledge into their daily

actions? Again, following Majone (1989), Danziger characterises the post-positivist

policy analyst as more like a lawyer or judge than an engineer or scientist. But political

forces militate against the infiltration of post-positivism into policy making820

environments20, and schools of public policy follow the lead of the future employers of

their students.

Despite the criticisms, positivism remains attractive to the professional policy

analyst, their clients and some academics. The objective, scientific nature of the

positivist position serves to enhance the credibility of the analyst as an apolitical825

technician thus protecting the analyst from partisan attacks (Heineman et al., 2002:

22). Positivism, being limited to the scientific measurement and empirical study of

________________________
20 Danziger (1995: 445) quotes Theodor Adorno: “The power of reason today is the blind reason of those
who currently hold power.”
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observable phenomenon, also serves a useful function in limiting “in a way that is

politically convenient, the kinds of questions that analysis can investigate” (Amy, quoted

in Heineman, 2002: 22-23). However, whether this is to the benefit of the analyst, the830

decision maker, or both is not clear.

While defending the contributions of positivist inquiry as crucial to the development

of public policy, Weimer (1998) disagrees with the critics who claim that positivist

approaches dominate policy making noting that purely positivist policy analysis rarely if

ever is used as the sole basis for a policy decision. His recommendation for “a craft835

perspective” attempts to place positivist and post-positivist approaches in their proper

context. Post-positivist is especially useful, often crucial, in the processes of goal

identification. Developing policy alternatives requires information from a wide variety

of sources, determined from both positivist and post-positivist approaches. But it is in

the realm of predicting and valuing those policy alternatives that the rational / empirical840

policy approach is indispensable, and where post-positivism offers very little. In fact,

post-positivist scepticism has the potential of decreasing the respect – where

appropriate – afforded empirical inquiry, and of admitting a wide range of normative

claims with no systematic way of ranking their validity in discursive settings.

Lastly, Morçöl’s (2001) results from an email survey he conducted to investigate845

positivist beliefs amongst professional policy analysts lends some support to Weimer’s

(1998) contentions that positivism has a role to play at certain points in the policy cycle.

Morçöl found that policy professionals tend to be positivistic in their abstract beliefs

(especially those trained in economics, compared with, e.g., political science), but were

less positivistic in the way they saw the role of policy analysis in the policy process.850

Weimer’s contention that positivism does not play a dominant role in policy analysis is

challenged, however: Morçöl argues that while policy professionals are willing to admit

the post-positivist perspective at the point of political decision making, positivistic

perspectives are still found to be pervasive amongst the policy professionals surveyed

and provide a dominant foundation for their analytical perspective.855
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Conclusion

So are we left with two scorpions in a bottle21, the post-positivist academic policy

analyst and the positivist professional analyst? Is it possible – or advisable – to develop

a model of the “post-modern street-level bureaucrat” (to adapt Lipsky’s phrase)? As860

Parsons (1995: 74) notes in quoting Popay and Williams (1994), while the policy

academic is able to explore the crisis of modernity from comfortable heights, “those who

spend their working lives at the intersection of theory, research, policy and practice have

no such escape. And amongst those for whom the closure of a ward, an accident

emergency department, or a whole hospital means something more than the865

deconstruction of a discursive practice, these questions will have continuing and urgent

relevance.”

I have argued elsewhere (Longo, 1999; Longo, 2001), following a number of authors

who have sought to apply the ideas of Jürgen Habermas and other critical theorists to

policy analysis (e.g., Fischer and Forester, 1993; Dryzek, 1990)22, that it is possible, in870

some situations necessary, to attempt the application of the critical theory perspective of

Habermas to a tangible policy setting. But the special circumstances envisioned and the

resources required for such an application do pose significant perhaps insurmountable

________________________
21 Since modern civilisation has minimised many risks of accidents and natural phenomena, different
professions has developed terms to glamorise increasingly mundane activities. Policy analysts “fight fires”
and struggle to “maintain chaotic environments” from “erupting in policy warfare”, in much the same vein
as computer systems technicians who erect “firewalls” and defend against “intruders” and “virus attacks”
to protect “mission critical” systems. Sad or funny – take your pick.

22 Most applications of Habermas’ work into practical settings have centred on open public processes of
discussion aimed at reaching an authoritative agreement on an issue. Dryzek (1990), for example, has
helped to move Habermas’ ideas from the abstract into the practical realm of policy and politics through a
model of open access communicative processes that are “free from domination (the exercise of power),
strategic behaviour … and deception…. Under these conditions, the only remaining authority is that of a
good argument.” Dryzek’s communicative model is based on an open, participatory, argumentative
process, but analytical policy tools still play a part in informing and complementing the process. Renn,
Webler and Wiedemann (1995) provide a very useful discussion of the relationship between Habermas’
critical theory and the principles of citizen participation – which they describe as “forums for exchange
that are organised for the purpose of facilitating communication between government, citizens,
stakeholders and interest groups, and businesses regarding a specific decision or problem” (p.2) – in
which they show how those principles can be used to make citizen participation processes that are fairer
and produce better decisions.
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barriers to the idea of creating a Habermasian “ideal speech situation” when analysing

public problems.875

One particular problem with the adoption of the persuasion perspective arises in the

provision of material in support of public consultation and deliberation forums. I imply

and explicitly state throughout this paper that the recipients of policy briefings operate

within the same organisation or culture as the analyst – i.e., policy analysts write

briefings for their bureaucratic superiors or elected political overlords. A key conclusion880

of paper #2 centres on the importance of audience analysis – ‘knowing the mind of the

minister’ – in writing persuasive briefing notes. When considering the application of

briefing materials in support of public deliberation, audience analysis becomes more

problematic, to be sure, as the number of participants increases and the analyst’s

foreknowledge of their information processing characteristics decreases.885

A more complex question, however, is the effect that persuasive analysis might have

on the shape of a deliberative forum. Most literature on the design of deliberative

forums stipulates that the organiser of the deliberations must be, and be perceived to be,

a neutral facilitator. To adopt an advocacy position risks the perceived legitimacy of the

organiser (Reich, 1988). Dryzek’s “discursive design” specifies that the manager of a890

deliberative process should not seek to influence the deliberation (Dryzek, 1990: 44),

and Barber’s design for “neighbourhood assemblies” describes the “facilitator” who

“would not participate in any substantive fashion in discussion or debates.” (Barber,

1984: 272). However, Majone (1988), in foreshadowing his later support for the

persuasion perspective (e.g., Majone, 1989) assesses the relationship between analysis895

and persuasion in public deliberation. It is there, he argues, that “the main justification

for the use of advocacy and persuasion in democratic policy making is their function in

the process of mutual learning through discourse” (Majone, 1988: 177). He also argues

for a classical Greek concept of rationality, where “an action is rational if it can be

explained and defended by arguments acceptable to a reasonable audience (1988: 177-900

178).

Participants in a deliberative forum are usually provided with some background and

briefing material: factual or speculative material which sets the issue in context,

provides some potential options for consideration and couples these with their possible
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implications, and in some instances offers a recommended strategy as a starting point905

for deliberation. Such decision support is useful for providing all participants with a

common point of departure. If such briefing material were developed under the

framework propose by Majone (1998), the perspective advocated by the organiser of the

forum could come to dominate the discussion and unduly influence23 the participants

(Roberts, 1995).910

One possible response to this problem would be to strive for a transparent balance

between explicitly alternative advocacy positions, rather than attempt to present a

balanced view within single neutral briefing documents. The traditional route to

providing background information for public deliberation rests on the positivist belief in

rational and objective analysis, that the organiser can rationally analyse the policy issue915

and provide to the participants unbiased “factual” material that acts only as a starting

point for discussion. In the post-positivist realm, assuming the adoption of the

persuasion perspective in policy analysis, an alternative approach could involve the

presentation of persuasive advocacy positions from opposing sides of an issue. In legal

reference cases where opposing adversaries do not exist, courts will appoint an amicus920

curiae to advocate on behalf of the unrepresented viewpoint. Another approach to

deliberative support is found in the consensus conference approach.24 One caveat to be

considered is the ‘false dichotomy trap’, the belief that in covering one or more opposing

sides to an issue, all facets have been represented.

In addition to the difficulties in moving towards a post-positivist perspective from a925

practical perspective, many questions exist as to whether it is the proper place or ideal

role of the policy analyst to undertake such public processes. There are negative

incentives for civil servants considering a foray into public deliberation, where “[t]heir

________________________
23 By virtue of their status as organiser, the briefing materials will have an effect both persuasive and
influential. (See the discussion, below, on the difference in the social psychology literature between
persuasion and influence.

24 The consensus conference, first developed by the Danish Board of Technology, gives a panel of lay-
citizens the chance to become immersed in a highly technical policy issue – supported by input from a
panel of experts – and work towards a consensus policy recommendation. For each particular issue that
the panel asks for support on, two experts are selected – one supporting the proposed issue and one
opposing – who provide written and oral evidence to the panel.
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jobs and reputations depend on getting something done (or undone)” and the launching

of public consultation processes holds the risk of creating more problems than they930

solve (Reich, 1988: 155). As I noted above, the mainstream policy analysis literature, at

least as it is encapsulated in the leading textbooks, does not highlight the practice of

public consultation as a crucial skill in the policy analyst’s toolkit. A rich literature has

been developed in this sub-field, but it is viewed with the same suspicion and mild

disdain as the post-positivist perspective is in professional applied policy circles935

(Roberts, 1995).

Some empirical work (Morçöl, 2001; Durning and Osuna, 1994) does indicate that,

while the rational approach supports the tools and methods by which policy analysts ply

their craft, the post-positivist perspective lives in the belief systems of those

professionals. This would seem to reflect the education and experience of the policy940

analyst: graduate schools of public policy, responding to student and employer demands

and the well-established traditions of the field, train policy analysts in the rational

techniques. Along the way, students catch glimpses of the disciplines’ methodological

and epistemological concerns about the possibility of determining policy truths and the

normative foundations of policy analysis. After some experience working in government,945

they are surprised by the dissonance between sound rational policy analysis and the

actual ways in which policy is formed. The response to this realisation can range across

disbelief, frustration, cynicism, grudging acceptance of a sub-optimal system or the

hearty embrace of their role in a policy-making process that is essentially political.25

Determining how the post-positivist policy analyst should operate starts with asking950

what the role of the policy analyst should be. If the analyst is simply a human interface

to a set of computational routines and technical algorithms, then the post-positivist

________________________
25 In a workshop with provincial and municipal civil servants convened by the makers of the QUEST
scenario generation and decision support tool, convened at the BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air
Protection on March 20 2003, the workshop questions were framed in two parts: what the participant felt
should be done about a particular policy problem, and what the participant felt would be done about the
problem. In every case I observed that day, the group supported a policy option more interventionist and
more “progressive” than what they felt the political system would actually support. For example, in
response to local air pollution, the group favoured stronger policies to support alternative transportation
whereas the felt that society (through the political system) would favour technological approaches to
reducing pollution.
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perspective would simply mean an acceptance that the “right answers” derived in the

analysis will have minimal impact on the final decision. The sense of intellectual

superiority that might accompany that experience may sustain the analyst for some955

time. But it seems likely that, ultimately, a sense of futility may set in. The cynicism that

would result has been brilliantly parodied in Douglas Hartle’s short story, “The Draft

Memorandum to Cabinet.”26 Additionally, the image of the policy analysts as

technocratic problem solvers is further undermined in its failure to recognise that “to

say anything of importance in public policy requires value judgments, which must be960

explained and justified.” (Majone, 1989: 21)

Alternatively, Heineman et al. (2002) argue that the failure of policy analysis to have

an impact on policy-making stems from the professional’s inability or unwillingness to

embrace the essentially political nature of its work. If policy analysis is to matter at all,

they argue, it must enthusiastically become part of the political process. But to do so, in965

a way that does not abandon the principles that gave rise to the policy sciences in the

first place – principally, to provide a framework for carefully reviewing public problems

and developing helpful solutions – is the challenge when attempting to operationalise

the post-positivist approach. Prior to the widespread emergence of the post-positivist

perspective in policy analysis, the epithet ‘policy advocate’ slithered from the pages of970

policy analysis textbooks. For example, Dye’s (1984) definition of a policy advocate as

one who couples policy analysis with “the skills of rhetoric, persuasion, organization and

activism” (p. 7) in order to urge a government to pursue a particular policy only hints at

his disdain for these political operatives.

Somewhere between the technocrat and the hyper-political policy advocate, then, is975

where we should search for the post-positivist policy analyst. The approach I focus on

here sees the role of the analyst as one of having to persuade a decision maker that,

________________________
26 “The draft might be ridiculous. But does not the pride of the professional lie in doing a ridiculous act
well?” (Hartle, n.d.: 2). Published as Hartle, D. 1993. “The Draft Memorandum to Cabinet.” Institute of
Public Administration of Canada (IPAC) Case C10100E, Student Manual, 2nd edition revised, 1993. An
undated, mimeographed, version I have was kindly given to me by Jim Cutt, Emeritus Professor of Public
Policy at the University of Victoria, who noted that “this is what Hartle meant to write before IPAC took
all the %&#@!’s and @#%&*!’s out.”
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having analysed the problem and considered appropriate responses to it, the analysis

represent the best solution to the problem, given all the inputs that were identified, from

the analyst’s perspective and are recommended from the analyst’s position within a980

responsible and ethical public service tradition. Having explicitly admitted that it is

contingent upon the particular perspective that the analyst brought to the problem, and

identifying what inputs were considered, the analyst can clearly state a professional

opinion aimed at the admittedly fuzzy concept of the “public interest”: that the

recommended course of action represents, as far as they are aware, the best solution985

available. A recommendation full of caveats, to be sure; but in the post-positivist realm,

to express greater certainty, or to less explicitly state the effect of the analyst’s

perspective and biases, or to have some other motivation than the public good would be

dishonest and unethical. But by making transparent what all the participants knew

beforehand anyway, the way is cleared for the analyst to focus on the challenging part of990

their task: persuading the decision maker.

As noted previously, Majone (1989) and Dye (1984) both use the word “persuade” to

describe the task of the policy analysis working at the interface of politics; however, they

differ markedly in tone. Additionally, Meltsner (1980: 126) argues that “by definition,

the communication of analysis is an act of persuasion” and Geva-May and Wildavsky995

(1997) call for the policy analyst to engage in “articulated persuasion.”27 My approach

here adopts this positive approach to persuasion and advocacy, and clearly identifies the

ethical attempt to persuade – the rhetoric skill grounded in the accumulation of

evidence, the interpretation and synthesis of that evidence in the form of a logical

argument, and the coherent and effective communication of that argument to the1000

decision maker – as the proper way to frame the analyst’s task. This “persuasion

perspective” is reinforced by Kuhn’s (1962) thesis, which argues that science is advanced

not by verification or falsification, but persuasion (p. 94).

________________________
27 Geva-May and Wildavsky (1997: 146) do note the downside of adopting a persuasive approach: it “may
be politically damaging to you at a later stage. You may be identified with a certain position, and future
administrations might not want to continue working with you.”
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It is the final step in this sequence – communication to the decision maker – that is

the subject of paper #2 in this series. Until the emergence of the post-positivist critique,1005

the issue of communication in policy analysis received little attention in the literature. A

positivist approach to policy analysis could afford to dismiss communication: if one

develops an optimal solution, the answer is the same regardless of how it is presented.

And following the ‘policy advocate’ invective typified by Dye (1984), the question of how

to make the advocate’s arguments more persuasive was not deemed an important1010

consideration in the literature.

The central concern of this dissertation is the effect that new information and

communications technologies have in the policy advice function, specifically

investigating what happens to the briefing function as we move from tradition paper

methods to modern electronic interfaces. By assuming that the role of the policy analyst1015

is to persuade the decision maker of the rightness of their argument, we highlight how

important the role of the presentation of the analysis becomes. Edward Quade, the dean

of the rational policy approach, has written: “It has sometimes been said that one

purpose in introducing analysis into the public policy area is to eliminate politics from

decision making. If so, the effort is not only doomed to failure but basically undesirable.1020

To try to eliminate politics and bargaining from public decisionmaking in a nation that

guards its freedom from authority is not only impractical but unappealing. Impractical

because no policy decision can be based on analysis alone, divorced from considerations

of political values; unappealing because it would imply a surrender of authority to

analysts.” (Quade, 1982: 271) If ICTs serve to create a modern e-briefing that increases1025

the persuasiveness of the policy analyst’s conclusions, is it a useful medium for

accurately and effectively communicating the analyst’s claims to the decision maker? Or,

building on Quade’s concern, does a more persuasive medium imperceptibly admit

greater authority to the analysts than is warranted by the force of their argument?

Using the terminology of social psychology, does the change in medium mean that,1030

through a presentation that enhances the perceived authority of the analysis, the
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analyst’s intervention changes from being persuasive to influential.28 As noted in a

recent social psychology review, persuasion tends to focus on “detailed argumentation

that is presented to individual recipients in a context with only minimal social

interaction. Social influence appeals, in contrast, usually consist solely of information1035

about the source’s position, but these are delivered in more complex social settings that

may include interaction among participants.” (Wood, 2000; 540). Alternatively, using

the language of Habermas’ discourse theory, persuasion relies solely on the recourse to

reason and the “unforced force of the better argument” (Habermas, 1996: 419);

influence resides in the exercise of power or coercion and thus violates one of the1040

conditions of Habermas’ “ideal speech situation” (see Longo, 1999). With respect to

social influence, unless the policy analyst personally wields some influence by virtue of

their personality or position (e.g., if the proponent is a senior deputy minister with a

reputation for thoroughness and sound judgement), the effect of their analysis is

constrained to the persuasiveness of the message being communicated. When1045

considering the effect of the introduction of ICTs into the analysts’ attempt to persuade

the decision maker, a question arises as to whether this approach represents a recourse

to peripheral routes to persuasion rather than relying on central routes (Petty and

Cacioppo, 1986), and whether this approach has implications for post-positivist policy

analysis (Longo, 2003). The policy sciences revolution led to the “golden age of policy1050

analysis” in the 1960s. However, this golden age resulted in many ambitious programs

that proved the analysis to be faulty. A quarter century later, the theoretical

underpinnings of that revolution were dismantled by post-positivism. Do ICT interfaces

represent a neo-positivist policy sciences revolution, with the implication that policy

analysis can achieve a similar golden age that marked the policy approach in the 1960s,1055

this time based largely on the persuasiveness of the interface?

Heineman et al. (2002) make an interesting contention that, when the rationalist

approach was at its most precarious, the first information processing revolution came

along to rescue it:

________________________
28 The distinction between persuasiveness and influence also raises the distinction between influence and
power (e.g., Holsti, 1995).
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At the same time that policy analysts have found their theoretical moorings1060

threatened, advances in information processing have presented them with

technological tools of unparalleled analytical power. Through computer

systems, policy analysts have at their disposal huge amounts of data and a wide

range of systems models for the processing and analysis of these data. The

policy analyst can draw on data banks on a particular problem (e.g., poverty,1065

crime, education) and can utilize statistical packages, decision formats, and

formal models to interpret the information. While the results of this integration

of data and analytical tools can be impressive, they can also be misleading.

First, due care must be exercised to ensure the reliability of the data used and

the application of appropriate interpretive tools. Second, and perhaps most1070

important, the analyst must retain sufficient perspective to be able to stand

outside the decision-support models and to understand that these humanely

conceived and constructed systems in turn contain particular assumptions.”

(Heineman et al., 2002: 21).

With society facing increasingly complex issues, will the increasing computing power1075

available through modern ICTs – both in the computational realm and at the human

interface – be advanced as the “solution” to complexity? While I don’t imagine myself as

a counter-revolutionary, the objective of this dissertation is to bring the post-positivist

argument together with the persuasive technology argument to investigate the ethical

use of ICTs in the briefing process.1080



August 4, 2003 p. 43

References

Aberbach, J.D., R.D. Putnam and B.A. Rockman with T.J. Anton, S.J. Eldersveld and R.

Inglehart. 1981. Bureaucrats and Politicians in Western Europe. Cambridge,

MA: Harvard University Press.

Anderson, J.E. 1975. Public policy-making. New York: Holt-Preager.1085

Ascher, W. and R. D. Brunner. 1995. A Society of Policy Scientists. New Haven, Conn.:

Society for the Policy Sciences. Downloaded May 1 2003

http://www.policysciences.org/workpaper1.htm.

Aucoin, P. 1995. The new public management: Canada in a comparative perspective.

Montreal: Institute for Research on Public Policy.1090

Baron, J. 1998. Judgment misguided: Intuition and error in public decision making.

New York: Oxford University Press.

Barzelay, M. 2001. The new public management: Improving research and policy

dialogue. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Bauer, W.C. and K.J. Gergen (eds.). 1968. The study of policy formation. New York: The1095

Free Press.

Beckman, N. 1977. “Policy analysis in government: Alternatives to ‘Muddling Through’.”

Public Administration Review, 37 (3): 221-222.

Bobrow, D., H. Eulau, M. Landau, C. Jones, and R. Axelrod. 1977. “The Place of Policy

Analysis in Political Science: Five Perspectives.” American Journal of Political1100

Science, 21: 415-433.

Borins, S. 2000. “Building the policy knowledge base: A report on a policy forum for the

Ontario Ministry of Community and Social Services.” Horizons. November 2000,

pp. 26-27. Ottawa: Government of Canada Policy Research Secretariat.

Brewer, G. D. and P. deLeon. 1983. The foundations of policy analysis. Homewood, Ill:1105

Dorsey Press.

Burch, M. and B. Wood. 1990. Public policy in Britain. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

http://www.policysciences.org/workpaper1.htm


August 4, 2003 p. 44

Campbell, D.T. 1973. “The social scientist as methodological servant of the

experimenting society.” Policy Sciences, 2: 72-75.

Carley, M. 1980. Rational techniques in policy analysis. London: Heinemann.1110

Coleman, J.C. 1972. Policy research in the social sciences. New York: General Learning

Press.

Dahl, R. and C.E. Lindblom. 1953. Politics, Economics and Welfare. New York: Harpers.

Danziger, M. 1995. “Policy analysis postmodernized: Some political and pedagogical

ramifications.” Policy Studies Journal, 23 (3): 435-450.1115

deLeon, P. 1997. Democracy and the policy sciences. Albany, NY: State University of

New York.

deLeon, P. and E.S. Overman. 1998a. “A History of the Policy Sciences.” In J. Rabin,

W.B. Hildreth, and G.J. Miller (eds.) Handbook of Public Administration, 2nd

edition. New York: Marcel Dekker.1120

deLeon, P. 1998b. “Models of policy discourse: Insights versus prediction.” Policy

Studies Journal, 26: 147-161.

deLeon, P. 1999. “The stages approach to the policy process: What has it done? Where is

it going?,” pp. 19-32 in P.A. Sabatier (ed.) 1999. Theories of the policy process.

Boulder, CO: Westview Press.1125

Dobell, Rod, Debra Slaco and Justin Longo. 1999. “Citizen Agency and Social Capital:
Embracing the Bright Shadows of the Future in Public Administration.” Ottawa:
Law Commission of Canada.

Downs, A. 1972. “Up and down with ecology: The issue attention cycle.” Public Interest,

28: 38-50.1130

Dror, Y. 1989. Public policymaking re-examined. 2nd edition. New Brunswick, NJ:

Transaction Publishers.

Dryzek, J.S. 1990. Discursive democracy: Politics, policy and political science.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dunleavy, P. 1991. Democracy, bureaucracy and public choice: Economic explanations1135

in political science. Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf



August 4, 2003 p. 45

Dunn, W.N. 1981. Public policy analysis: An introduction. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-Hall.

Durning, D. and W. Osuna. 1994. “Policy analysts’ roles and value orientations: An

empirical investigation using Q methodology.” Journal of policy analysis and1140

management, 13: 629-657.

Dye, T.R. 1984. Understanding public policy. 5th edition. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-Hall.

Easton, D. 1965. A framework for political analysis. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-

Hall.1145

Etzioni, A. 1967. “Mixed scanning: A “third” approach to decision-making.” Public

administration review, 27: 385-392.

Fischer, F. 1998. “Beyond empiricism: Policy inquiry in post-positivist perspective.”

Policy Studies Journal, 26: 129-146.

Fischer, F. and J. Forester (eds.). 1993. The argumentative turn in policy analysis and1150

planning. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Fleishman, J.L. 1983. “The creation of a profession”, pp. 324-326 in R.F. Zeckhauser

and D. Leebaert (eds.) What role for government?: Lessons from policy

research. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press

Frederickson, H.G. 1971. “Toward a new public administration.” In F.E. Marini (ed.),1155

Toward a new public administration: The Minnowbrook perspective. Scranton,

PA: Chandler.

Geva-May, I. and A. Wildavsky. 1997. An Operational Approach to Policy Analysis: The

Craft (Prescriptions for Better Analysis). Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Graymer, L. 1978. “Profile of the program at the Graduate School of Public Policy,1160

University of California at Berkeley.” Public administration bulletin. 26: 4-11.

Ham, C. and M. Hill. 1984. The policy process in the modern capitalist state. Brighton,

Sussex: Harvester Wheatsheaf.



August 4, 2003 p. 46

Harrop, M. (ed.) 1992. Power and policy in liberal democracies. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.1165

Hartle, D. n.d. “The Draft Memorandum to Cabinet: A Short Story.” Mimeograph.

Revised version published as D. Hartle. 1993. “The Draft Memorandum to

Cabinet.” Institute of Public Administration of Canada (IPAC) Case C10100E,

Student Manual, 2nd edition revised, 1993.

Heineman, R.A., W.T. Bluhm, S.A. Peterson and E.N. Kearny. 2002. The world of the1170

policy analyst: Rationality, values, and politics (3rd ed.). New York: Chatham

House.

Hill, M.J. (ed.) 1993. New agendas in the study of the policy process. New York:

Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Hogwood, B.W. and L.A. Gunn. 1984. Policy analysis for the real world. Oxford: Oxford1175

University Press.

Howlett, M. and M. Ramesh. 1995. Studying public policy: Policy cycles and policy

subsystems. Toronto: Oxford University Press.

Jenkins, W.I. 1978. Policy analysis: A political and organisational perspective.

London: Martin Robertson.1180

Jones, C.O. 1977. An introduction to the study of public policy. 2nd edition. North

Scituate, MA: Duxbury Press.

Keynes, J.M. 1936. The general theory of employment interest and money. London:

Macmillan.

Kirp, D. L. 1992. “The End of Policy Analysis”. Journal of Policy Analysis and1185

Management, 11: 693 – 696.

Kooiman, J. (ed.) 1993. Modern governance: New government-society interactions.

London: Sage.

Lane, J.-E. 1990. Institutional reform: A public policy approach. Brookfield, VT:

Gower.1190



August 4, 2003 p. 47

Lasswell, H.D. 1951. “The policy orientation”, pp. 3-15 in D. Lerner and H.D. Lasswell

(eds.), The Policy Sciences. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Lasswell, H.D. 1970. “The emerging conception of the policy sciences.” Policy Sciences,

1: 3-14.

Lasswell, H.D. 1971. A Pre-view of the Policy Sciences. New York: American Elsevier.1195

Lasswell, H.D. and M.S. McDougal. 1991. Jurisprudence for a Free Society: Studies in

Law, Science, and Policy. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff.

Lawlor, E.F. 1996. “Reviews of the books The argumentative turn in policy analysis and

planning and Narrative policy analysis: Theory and practice and Policy change

and learning: An advocacy coalition approach.” Journal of Policy Analysis and1200

Management, 15 (1): 110-121.

Lin, A.C. 1998. “Bridging positivist and interpretivist approaches to qualitative

methods.” Policy Studies Journal, 26: 162-180.

Lindblom, C.E. 1959. “The science of muddling through.” Public Administration

Review, 19: 79-88.1205

Lindblom, C.E. 1979. “Still muddling, not yet through.” Public Administration Review,

39: 517-526.

Longo, Justin. 1999. “On a Habermasian QUEST: Informing Decision Making in the

Georgia Basin.” Masters Thesis, August 1999.

Longo, Justin. 2001. “Saturday Morning Soccer Field Conversations: Habermasian1210

Discourse Ethics and the British Columbia Commission on Resources and

Environment.” Paper presented at the British Columbia Political Studies

Association Annual Conference. May 5, 2001. Langara College, Vancouver.

Majone, G. 1988. “Policy analysis and public deliberation.” In R.B. Reich (ed.) The

Power of public ideas. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger1215

Majone, G. 1989. Evidence, argument, and persuasion in the policy process. New

Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Majone, G. and E.S. Quade (eds.) 1980. Pitfalls of Analysis. Chichester, UK: Wiley.



August 4, 2003 p. 48

Manitoba. 2001. “A Review of the Policy Development Capacity Within Government

Departments.” Winnipeg: Office of the Provincial Auditor, Province of British1220

Columbia.

May, J.V. and A.B. Wildavsky. 1978. “Volume editor’s introduction”, pp. 10-14 in J.V.

May and A.B. Wildavsky (eds.) The policy cycle. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage

Meltsner, A.J. 1976. Policy analysts in the bureaucracy. Berkeley, CA: University of

California Press.1225

Minsky, M. 1986. The Society of Mind. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Mintzberg, H. and J. Jorgensen. 1987. “Emergent Strategy for Policy.” Canadian Public

Administration. 30 (2): 214-229.

Morçöl, Göktug. 2001. “Positivist beliefs among policy professionals: An empirical

investigation.” Policy Sciences, 34: 381-401.1230

Mueller, D. 1989. Public Choice II. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nagel, S.S. (ed.) 1975. Policy studies in America and elsewhere. Lexington, MA:

Lexington Books.

Pal, L.A. 1997. Beyond policy analysis: Public issue management in turbulent times.

Toronto: Nelson.1235

Phillips, S.D. and M. Orsini. 2002. “Mapping the Links: Citizen Involvement in Policy

Processes.” CPRN Discussion Paper No. F|21, April 2002. Ottawa: Canadian

Policy Research Networks.

Pressman, J. L. and A. Wildavsky. 1984. Implementation. 2nd edition. Berkeley, CA:

University of California Press.1240

Quade, E.S. 1975. Analysis for public decisions. New York: Elsevier.

Quade, E.S. and W.I. Boucher (eds.). 1968. Systems analysis and policy planning:

Applications in defense. New York: Elsevier.

Ranney, A. (ed.) 1968. Political science and public policy. Chicago: Markham.



August 4, 2003 p. 49

Reich, R.B. 1988. “Policy Making in a Democracy.” In R.B. Reich (ed.) The Power of1245

Public Ideas. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger.

Rhodes, R.A.W. 1979. Public administration and policy analysis: Recent developments

in Britain and America. Farnborough: Saxon House.

Rivlin, A.M. 1971. Systematic thinking for social action. Washington, D.C.: Brookings

Institution.1250

Roberts, A. 1995. “‘Civic Discovery’ as a Rhetorical Strategy.” Journal of Policy Analysis

and Management, 14 (2): 291-307.

Rosenhead, J. (ed.) 1989. Rational analysis for a problematic world: Problem

structuring methods for complexity, uncertainty and conflict. London: Wiley.

Rossi, P.H. and H. Freeman. 1979. Evaluation: A systematic approach. Newbury park,1255

CA: Sage.

Rossi, P.H. and W. Williams. 1972. Evaluating social programs. New York: Seminar

Press.

Sabatier, P.A. (ed.) 1999. Theories of the policy process. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Sabatier, P.A. 1999. “The need for better theories,” pp. 3-17 in P.A. Sabatier (ed.) 1999.1260

Theories of the policy process. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Schön, D.A. and M. Rein. 1994. Frame reflection: Toward the resolution of intractable

policy controversies. New York: Basic Books.

Schmandt, J. and J.E. Katz. 1986. “The scientific state: A theory with hypotheses.”

Science, technology and human values (Winter, 1986): 40-52.1265

Simon, H.A. 1945. Administrative Behavior. New York: Free Press (3rd edn, 1976).

Steelman, T.A. 2001. “Elite and participatory policymaking: Finding balance in a case of

national forest planning.” Policy Studies Journal, 29 (): 71-89.

Stokey, E. and R. Zeckhauser. 1978. A primer for policy analysis. New York: W.W.

Norton.1270

Stone, D. 1997. Policy paradox: The art of political decision making. New York: Norton.



August 4, 2003 p. 50

Walters L.C., J. Aydelotte and J. Miller. 2000 “Putting more public in policy analysis.”

Public Administration Review, 60 (4): 349-359.

Weber, M. 1957. From Max Weber: essays in sociology. Translated, edited, and with an

introduction by H.H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills. London: Routledge & K. Paul.1275

Weeks, E.C. 2000 “The practice of deliberative democracy: Results from four large-scale

trials.” Public Administration Review, 60 (4): 360-372.

Weimer, D.L. and A.R. Vining. 1992. Policy analysis: Concepts and practice. 2nd

edition. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Weiss, C.H. (ed.) 1977. Using social science research in public policy-making.1280

Farnborough: D.C. Heath.

Wildavsky, A. 1969. “Rescuing policy analysis from PPBS.” Public administration

review, 29: 189-202.

Wildavsky, A. 1978. “Principles for a graduate school of public policy.” Public

administration bulletin, 26: 12-31.1285

Wildavsky, A. 1979. Speaking truth to power: the art and craft of policy analysis.

Boston : Little, Brown.

Wilson, W. 1887. “The study of administration.” Political science quarterly, 2: 197-222.


	Cover Page
	Title (Start of Document)
	Introduction
	Policy Defined
	Antecedents
	Tensions
	Outline

	Emergence of the Policy Approach
	Origins
	Lasswell
	Other Early Framers

	Golden Age of the Policy Approach
	Adopting and Teaching the Policy Approach
	Early Textbooks
	The Policy Cycle Approach
	Table 1: Evolution and Adaptation of the Stages Heuristic

	Techniques for rational policy analysis

	Reality, Re-evaluation and Reform
	Meltsner
	Majone
	Heineman et al.
	Stone

	Public Consultation and Deliberation
	Post-positivism and Its Critics
	Argumentative Turn
	Schön and Rein
	Policy Sciences Journal Debate
	Danziger
	Positivist Beliefs in the Profession

	Conclusion
	The Persuasion Perspective
	Influential Tools

	References

