1 Introduction

And we are here as on a darkling plain
Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,
Where ignorant armies clash by night.

—Matthew Arnold
“Dover Beach”

THE PROBLEM

The conceptual, intellectual, and professional underpinning of the
policy sciences have been well articulated since at least 1951 when
Lerner and Lasswell first coined the phrase and offered working
definitions which remain touchstones to this day.' Since then, the
number of proponents and practitioners of the policy sciences has
grown almost geometrically, although some might claim dispro-
portionally in terms of value and product. Numerous “market
tests” manifest this growth and apparent acceptance. Virtually
every major university has a training program in public policy
analysis, and it is the rare governmental unit that does not have its
own analytic group or ready access to such capabilities. The ques-
tion facing the policy sciences, then, is not so much one of sur-
vival, but survival in what form and in what directions. That is,
what shape and merit will the policy sciences assume as they
transition from academic fancy to institutional fact? Moreover,
what changes must be undertaken if the policy sciences are to
be considered a legitimate and respected discipline rather than a
helter-skelter collage of ad hoc methodologies suitable only for

1



2 Advice and Consent: The Development of the Policy Sciences

particular, idiosyncratic analyses? Finally, what challenges must
they confront to overcome the most damaging (and contradictory)
charges currently lodged against them, either haughty irrelevance
or spineless pandering? In short, what is the destiny of the policy
sciences and, more concretely, how can we as policy scientists
affect that fate?

For two reasons, these straightforward questions cannot—
indeed, should not—be blithely answered. The first reason is that
they are not easily answered. Throughout their incubation and
maturation, the policy sciences have deliberately sought out is-
sues of the most intractable nature and lashed themselves to the
highest normative and epistemological standards. The arms race,
social welfare, energy policy, environmental disputes, and health
issues are examples of subjects which illustrate the breadth and
difficulty of the policy sciences’ movement. As if this were not
enough, the task of the policy sciences, as defined by Lasswell and
Kaplan, is to provide “intelligence pertinent to the integration of
values realized by and embodied in interpersonal relations,”
which “’prizes not the glory of a depersonalized state or the
efficiency of a social mechanism, but human dignity and the real-
ization of human capacities.”? Surely no easy charges.

The policy sciences, whatever their internal disputes, have
rarely wavered from this lodestar concern with fundamental
societal issues and basic values postures. One cannot understand
the civil rights movements or social welfare transfer policies with-
out a clear appreciation of their underlying normative preferences:
namely, that all persons should have equal opportunity regardless
of their race, creed, sex, or religion. Environmental disputes show
similar bases and cleavages. This is not to claim that knowledge of
opposing value positions results in amiable policy resolutions.
Understanding of the other’s claims has not reduced the acrimony
between the pro- and anti-abortion camps; as Robinson points out,
protagonists in the energy disputes scarcely speak the same lan-
guage,® and Thompson argues that they might even emanate from
different cultures.® This last topic is a particularly striking example
since the physical reserves of petroleum or the generation of elec-
tricity should seemingly be amenable to objective quantification
and policy recommendation, yet this has proven not to be the
case. The point remains: the policy sciences have consciously di-
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rected themselves to addressing the most difficult problems facing
society.

This is not to argue that the policy sciences are consciously or
inherently Sisyphean or its practitioners masochists, just that they
deliberately deal with problems that have scant pretention to easy
solution. This hallmark thus obscures the answer to the question
of whither the policy sciences, for there are few easy avenues if
the policy sciences hold true to their original mandates. Yeats’
1920 poetic vision is apropos:

And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,
Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?®

The second question, not totally divorced from the first, is what
are the proper means to these ill-defined ends? The answers to
this question can be just as perplexing as those ascribed to the first
set of concerns. The “conventional” means (e.g., cost-benefit
analyses and management information systems) have already
been employed and, in some cases, discarded except for use in a
few circumscribed instances. Most analysts are aware of the
strengths, limitations, and appropriate applications of various ap-
proaches offered by organization theory, economics, political sci-
ence, operations research, and social psychology, even if they
might be loathe to abandon them to multidisciplinary analytic
enterprises.® It is the synergetic syntheses of these and new ap-
proaches which must be thoughtfully melded if the full contextual
complexity of contemporary issues is to be successfully encom-
passed. But, again, these observations on their components do
little to clarify the future of the policy sciences.

Lacking convincing responses to this challenge, the policy sci-
ences would continue to operate under the damning shadow of
practical irrelevance’” and be utilized as little more than cosmetic
support for decisions and policies already chosen. The complete
lack of analysis prior to President Reagan’s March 1983 announce-
ment of his profoundly important (and expensive) Strategic De-
fense Initiative gives substance to this rueful possibility.® Specific
examples can be cited of methodological requirements and pos-
sibilities. If values are central to policy analysis, how can they be
explicitly incorporated?” Who are the “instructors” and the “‘stu-
dents”? That is, who is doing the “learning,” an arguable and
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critical differentiation for a profession in which scholar and prac-
titioner roles are often indistinct and interchangeable. Can risk
analysis, as one example among many methodological candidates,
play a contributory role?’® Since the chosen approaches directly
influence the proffered recommendations and ultimate value of
the research to the public good, the answer to this set of questions
will likewise be decisive in the future of the policy sciences.!!

If one thing is certain about the yet-to-be, it is its assured uncer-
tainties. Given the opaqueness of the future, how can we best
describe and meet the challenges confronting the policy sciences
in terms of their disciplinary growth, the approaches used, and
the issues they will undertake? Setting cavalier speculation aside,
we would best equip ourselves for such forecasting and molding
by understanding the heritage, the evolution, of the policy sciences
as we know and apply them today. This knowledge will at least
give their practitioners a common basis for extrapolating future
developments of the discipline in a contextual setting.

Therefore, understanding the discipline is central to our task,
but it is not a forthright exercise. As noted above, the conceptual
underpinnings of the policy sciences approach have been in hand
(if not in heart) since the early 1950s. But like any newly emergent
discipline, its track has been less than true in any linear sense of
the term. Divergences rather than direction—meanderings in lieu
of milestones—have marked its travels and travails. Its sporadic
intellectual growth has seemingly been diverted, diffused, and
perhaps subverted by a number of factors that have deflected it
from the original goals and objectives and purposes that Lasswell,
Dror,"? and others foresaw. Successive editors of the bellwether
journal Policy Sciences have commented on how this lack of con-
tinuity, exacerbated by changing issue landscapes, has threatened
or maybe even deprived the policy sciences of their founding
birthright and vision.'® As the Cheshire Cat advised Alice as she
wandered through Wonderland, if you don’t know where you're
going, “then it doesn’t matter which way you go.”

There is some argument that this condition not only should be
expected but perhaps is even salutary, a normal progression that
one might predict from a new discipline attempting to carve its
identity out of shifting intellectual and topical environments. If
previous approaches or disciplines could encompass and resolve
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the perceived problems, there would be little need for such fum-
bling explorations; Copernicus would have never been persecuted
had Ptolemaic astronomy accurately described the movements of
the solar system, and Einstein would have remained an obscure
patents clerk if Newtonian physics had withstood the tests of
relativity. But, at base, this is a self-serving bromide for policy
researchers whose long-term visions are uncertain or ambivalent.
As the philosophers of science and the sociologists of knowledge
document, the accretion of knowledge necessary to structure and
communicate a discipline must accumulate around a shared ana-
lytic framework.'* Lacking that, one has a disparate set of observa-
tions with little connection or overarching coherence; there is, in
point of epistemological fact, no discipline. Hence, there can be
scant chance for advancement. The ad hoc insights policy re-
searchers might often reach can be criticized for a lack of underly-
ing theory, for little empirical rigor, or, most tellingly, as politi-
cally sophistic (i.e., irrelevant and therefore valueless). For a
discipline that defines and prides itself in terms of relevance and
real world application, these charges, if true, would be fatal. Gul-
liver's descriptions of the policy research undertaken by the
Grand Academy of Lagado are still instructive in this regard:

In the school of political projectors I was but ill entertained, the
professors appearing in my judgment wholly out of their senses,
which is a scene that never fails to make me melancholy. These
unhappy people were proposing schemes for persuading mon-
archs to choose favourites upon the score of their wisdom, capac-
ity, and virtue; of teaching ministers to consult the public good; . . .
with many other wild impossible chimeras, that never entered be-
fore into the heart of man to conceive, and confirmed in me the old
observation, that there is nothing so extravagant and irrational
which some philosophers have not maintained for truth.!®

These criticisms are, of course, neither irrelevant nor misplaced.
There should be little doubt that the aggregation of societally rele-
vant knowled(ge and its application to public policy issues is a
difficult task,'® many times even a thankless one. In the words of
one representative federal bureaucrat, “ “We might as well be can-
did: Federal program evaluations so far have been largely ineffec-
tive.” O.M.B. officials also report that evaluations, by and large,
have not been timely, relevant, or accessible.”” To ask policy
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scientists to assume the additional burden of developing underly-
ing integrating themes is perhaps unreasonable, not because it is
unnecessary but because it adds a distracting, possibly insoluble
problem to the already formidable complexities of knowledge
utilization in the public policy arena. Indeed, Ascher argues:

The policy scientist’s acknowledgment of a broader base of varia-
tions in actors’ motivations and behaviors results in far greater
skepticism regarding the ability to formulate explicit, generalizable
models. . . . The policy sciences’ approach provides a general
framework for cataloguing, identifying, and exploring the implica-
tion of multiple objectives, but to be applied in specific instances
rather than general laws.

In such a fluid environment, one should expect to find what
Polanyi had called “‘tacit”” knowledge, that is, knowledge acquired
through practice that is difficult to articulate or document articu-
lately.!® Lindblom and Cohen refer to this as “ordinary knowl-
edge” and claim that it is far more effective in terms of affecting
policy decisions than knowledge derived from “professional [i.e.,
analytic] social inquiry.”?® Even if the distinction were valid and
could be maintained (assumptions Emmert points out are at best
worrisome and at root unnecessary),?! this rationale, however rea-
sonable, does not persuasively excuse the policy sciences from
advancing from a feuilleton of topicality to a respected discipline
of societally relevant and effective knowledge. A sorting out and
stocktaking is necessary lest an intellectual sclerosis invade and
disable the policy sciences.

Finally, this review is motivated by two assumptions: opportu-
nity and imperative. The opportunity assumption is that the pol-
icy sciences as enunciated can make a difference in relieving social
maladies and achieving consensual social goals. In Nathan’s pithy
advocacy, they “can be useful and used.”? The imperative as-
sumption is that it is almost certain that social ills, if left unat-
tended, are not homeostatic or self-correcting. They will not gra-
ciously and equitably resolve themselves as a matter of course or
courtesy; there is no “hidden hand” benevolently guiding public
policy or alleviating injustices. More troublesome is the observa-
tion that many attendant policies might actually be counterpro-
ductive and worsen the very situations they were formulated and
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implemented to correct. There is evidence that drug education
programs increase rather than reduce drug use in the target popu-
lations.”® Murray proposes that the Great Society’s social welfare
programs have resulted in black Americans “losing ground” in
their search for racial equality.* If the costs of inaction and neglect
increase the costs of curing, then this examination of the policy
sciences’ potential is past due.

Thus, to reiterate, one needs to ask what has motivated and
shaped the growth of the policy sciences. What trends and condi-
tions have influenced their development as both a discipline and a
profession? And, further, how might one predict, guide, and per-
haps even overcome the ““market forces” that have heretofore
shaped the amorphous body of the policy sciences?

THE APPROACH

This monograph proposes to investigate the development of the
policy sciences and their determinants by employing a Lasswel-
lian framework.?”® This framework has two advantages. First, it
has a certain internal cohesion which permits one to examine the
policy sciences approach to social problems in a contextually rich
yet structured manner. Second, it permits one to project future
developments and ask what influence they might have. We are
then, in essence, turning the policy sciences spotlight upon the
policy sciences themselves to identify both their founts and fu-
tures, asking what they have done and what they might do.

At this point, it would be useful to provide some definitions.
“Policy sciences,” as used here, is an umbrella term describing
a broad-gauge intellectual approach applied to the examination
of societally critical problems. In Lasswell’s terms, ““The policy
[sciences] approach does not imply that energy is to be dissipated
on a miscellany of merely topical issues, but rather that funda-
mental and often neglected problems which arise in the adjust-
ment of man in society are to be dealt with.””? The policy sciences,
as we shall see, are problem-oriented and contextual in nature,
multidisciplinary in approach, and explicitly normative in per-
spective. They represent a variety of approaches to understand-
ing and resolving issues of great public importance. As an explicit
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part of this charter, they include the ideological and value com-
ponents which are an integral and operational part of politics and
the political process. The policy sciences approaches necessar-
ily encompass much more than the traditional applied social
sciences because many contemporary policy problems involve
critical components of the natural and physical sciences and new
technologies.

“Policy analysis” is the most noted derivative and application of
the tools and methodologies of the policy sciences’ approach. In
Dunn’s words, policy analysis is “an applied social science disci-
pline which uses multiple methods of inquiry and argument to
produce and transform policy-relevant information that may be
utilized in political settings to resolve policy problems.””? Al-
though there is some debate as to what precisely defines a policy
problem,? policy analysis is generally considered a more discrete
genus under the broader umbrella of the policy sciences phylum.?
Quite often and unfortunately, they are used interchangeably.
Similarly, “systems analysis,” which many proponents claim to be
synonymous with policy analysis, is even more a set of specific
tools and applications, usually quantitative in nature. Systems
analysis is more limited in what it encompasses and, subse-
quently, is able to address.*® Within these broad categories, distin-
guished primarily by their investigations and purviews, there are
a series of methodological tools, such as decision analysis, cost-
benefit analysis, econometric modeling, and survey research.

Finally, many policy scholars focus on the “policy process” or
“policy cycle’” as a vehicle for explaining in general how policies
are conceived, chosen, executed, and evaluated.?! These multiple
perspectives can be viewed as consonant, but should not be taken
as identical. This represents a framework for placing the policy
sciences’ approaches in the operating political arenas. The jux-
taposed policy process emphasis reflects Lasswell’s early admon-
ishment to focus on both “knowledge of the policy process and
knowledge in the process.”* We will examine the policy process
more closely in later chapters. However, it is important to note
here that the policy sciences have drawn upon a number of policy
decisionmaking models and the overall policy process as a me-
dium for making their research and recommendations more rele-
vant to the problem at hand. These models are descriptively and
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procedurally richer than those usually found in political science
and sociology because policy scientists require a clear understand-
ing of how the policy process operates if their recommendations
are to be effectively posed and utilized. To appreciate, let alone
engage in, the policy symphony, one needs to interpret and ma-
nipulate both the score and the orchestration.

The basic theme of this monograph is that the evolution of the
policy sciences can best be understood if one treats it as having
been shaped by two separate but related sets of factors or condi-
tions. The first set can be described as endogenous, that is, con-
geries of perceptions and methodologies drawn from psychology,
sociology, many of the natural and physical sciences, law, political
science, economics, and other contributing disciplines. The sec-
ond set, or what one might term exogenous, is provided by real
world, political events as they affected the policy sciences in terms
of both the resulting choice of problems and the way in which the
problems were approached. Historically, the two certainly in-
teracted with and influenced each other, although it will be seen
that too often they appeared like ships passing in the night. Still,
for a successfully integrated and coherent policy science, the two
must and did commingle. An economist might depict this relation-
ship as one of “supply” (i.e., applicable tools) and ““demand”
(i.e., a need for these skills or a market). A more policy-oriented
characterization—one adopted here—might be ““advice” from the
practitioner and “consent” from the policymaker. The following
chapters will reflect this loosely posed paradigm.

Before beginning, the reader should be aware of two limitations
of this study. First, it is based upon an unfortunate but patent set
of parochialisms. Even though the general framework utilized
here should be applicable across the broad range of cultures and
polities, this discussion draws its illustrations almost exclusively
from the American political milieu. At one time, this might have
been more excusable because, for a variety of reasons, the policy
sciences approach was largely an American phenomenon, as even
the most cosmopolitan of the policy scholars, Yehezkel Dror, ad-
mits.> (Exceptions will be noted below.) This situation is certainly
no longer true, if, indeed, it ever was; societally relevant knowl-
cedge is hardly an American national monopoly. Both in terms of
policy-oriented scholars and research institutions (e.g., Sweden’s
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Secretariat for Futures Studies, the West Berlin Science Center,

and Vienna’s International Institute for Advanced Systems Analy-

sis),** Europeans are active, visible, and valuable participants in

the policy sciences.® For instance, personnel affiliated with the

West Berlin Science Center will soon publish their review of the

development of policy research in the OECD nations, which dif-

fers from the American experience in some important ways, such

as the role of university professors. Still, for this discussion, this *
limitation should be recognized. It will be returned to in the con-

clusion of this monograph.

The second limitation is that this study makes little attempt to
inventory, document, and sort out what is “wrong” with the pol-
icy sciences (e.g., too many case studies or a babble of nomencla-
ture) or propose a grand, unifying field theory. This is not to
denigrate such efforts by others. And they, too, will be partially
addressed in the concluding section. However, these are not the
fundamental concerns of the exposition presented here.

Even lacking these particular facets, the ensuing discussion of
the policy sciences can be enlightening. The analysis and conclu-
sions will not preempt or dissuade Arnold’s armies from their
eternal clashings, but they can strive to illuminate the darkness
and dispel the ignorance. In a republican democracy, one of
changing and colliding coalitions, one should not hope to elimi-
nate all competition, but one can aspire to inform the struggles as
competently, consistently, and completely as possible. That is a
worthy goal for the policy sciences, one which is both relevant and
attainable. This might fall short of Lasswell’s vision that “these
intellectual operations are capable of contributing, to a remarkable
degree, to the ‘breakthroughs’ that occur in the decision processes
of history.”?” Without surrendering Lasswell’s chalice, it is this
more limited, still laudable objective which inspires the following
discourse.
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