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I. Introduction

Policy professionalism is often portrayed by critics and

proponents alike as a technocratic enterprise, committed to the

maintenance of established order.  Pictured as proceeding from a

scientistic epistemology, the professional policy analyst is

typically shown to employ an ensemble of technical devices designed

for the objective monitoring and regulation of existing systems. In

this sense, policy professionalism is thought to develop and

utilize expertise specifically suited to the avoidance of social

disruption and the containment of change within settled

boundaries.1  While policy professionalism, as thus pictured, seems

comfortably settled within an established order, the professional

orientation is inevitably challenged by voices of dissent, based in

social movements arrayed in opposition to established forms of

power.

These social movements are diverse, but they have in common a

propensity to question and disrupt settled patterns of

intellectual, social and political life.  The voices of dissent

have, indeed, been portrayed as the key to a "transformative

politics" which, drawing upon the democratic potential of new

social movements, would advance social equality and active

political life.2   At first glance, there would thus appear to be

an irreconcilable opposition between policy professionalism and the

voices of dissent.  Nonetheless, neither side of the opposition

exists in isolation or without consequences for the other.

Environmentalism has clearly emerged as an expression of
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dissent, throwing into question comfortable assumptions about

progress that have sustained the pattern of development

characteristic of the advanced industrial order.  The sphere of

environmental politics thus forms a particular point of contact

between the two distinct, largely antagonistic worlds of policy

professionalism and dissenting social movements.  By taking the

dissenting voice of environmentalism as a point of reference, this

essay seeks to promote a reconsideration of the relationship

between the different sides of this opposition.

Certainly, neither the world of policy professionalism nor of

dissenting social movements is homogeneous; internal differences

must loom large in any effort to examine the relationship between

them.  In the case of environmentalism, there is an often stark

cleavage between radical and reform propensities, between dark and

light green.3  The tension in environmentalism between challenging

the established order and coming to an accommodation with it is no

doubt a feature as well of other dissenting social movements.  Such

a tension within movements obviously poses a problem for efforts to

view the voices of dissent as somehow coalescing in a broader

pattern of transformative politics.

The idea of a transformative politics challenging the

established order both significantly informs particular social

movements and provides a way of understanding the ensemble of "new

social movements."4  Transformative politics approaches a

particular social movement in terms of its potential fit with a

pattern of social transformation involving the interplay of social
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movements in resistance to established order.  Features of a

movement that do not readily fit with such an identity tend to be

regarded as elements supportive of the prevailing order.  The

consequent propensity is to view the moderate or reform elements of

a movement as being in complicity with hegemonic forces.  A problem

arises here, however, because the effort to maintain a coherent

counter-hegemonic identity threatens to undermine the democratic

inclusiveness that transformative politics tends to prize.

Potential support for transformative politics can be glimpsed

even within policy professionalism itself.  Despite its prevailing

image as a technocratic enterprise, policy professionalism has long

harbored internal differences of method and commitment, and these

have become increasingly apparent in recent years against the

backdrop of dissenting social movements.5  This potential support

at least throws into question the typical stance in transformative

politics of pure and simple resistance--though it, by no means,

undermines altogether the rationale for a strong oppositional

accent.

Inclined in favor of affiliation with established order,

policy professionalism might appear irrevocably at odds with a

political theory and practice of vigorous, even disruptive, dissent

and opposition.  Indeed, the background to the advent of policy

professionalism is clearly marked by a wish to prevent the fearful

consequences of disruptive social tensions.  In the Progressive

era, concern with the irrationalities of a mass public unsettled

the imagined happy marriage of science and democracy, particularly
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as Walter Lippmann sought to enhance the rationality of elites

capable of giving steady guidance to public affairs.6  While this

focus provided an impetus for technocratic tendencies, the

emergence of policy professionalism has shown ambivalence.  The

promise of expertise held sway, but the prospect of an active,

democratic public retained a significant presence.

The ambivalence also goes back to the Progressive era, to John

Dewey's rejection of Lippmann's reliance on the promise of

expertise.  Dewey called instead for a relationship between experts

and citizens that would enhance democratic possibilities.7  Harold

Lasswell's promotion of policy professionalism emerged from the

context of this dispute and is marked by a vacillation between

technocratic and democratic tendencies, though Lasswell ultimately

remained an adherent of Dewey's position, placing an accent on

democracy and warning of the threats of oligarchy and

bureaucratism.  In this regard, Lasswell advances a highly

sophisticated conceptual framework, which contains often neglected

critical features pertaining to professional identity and

commitment.8  The accent on democracy becomes further pronounced

and distinctly anti-technocratic in the work--also significantly

influenced by Dewey--of Charles Lindblom, who not only spoke of

"muddling through," but also stressed the policy relevance of

"ordinary knowledge."9  In a similar vein, Aaron Wildavsky not only

encouraged analysts in "speaking truth to power," but also tried to

reconfigure the relationship between experts and citizens, going so

far as to conceptualize "citizens as analysts."10
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Professional policy theory and practice now contain

significant anti-technocratic and anti-scientistic tendencies,

which are congruent with the goal to expand participation in policy

deliberations while promoting democratic political and social life.

 Under the general influence of Jürgen Habermas' critical theory,

figures such as John Dryzek, Frank Fischer, and John Forester have

sketched out a dissenting, postpositivist approach to conventional

policy professionalism.  These figures also revive key themes--

important as well to Habermas--of Deweyan pragmatism, thereby

carrying forward a potential long latent in the policy field.11  In

this regard, what Forester notes as a strange convergence of themes

in figures such as Habermas and Wildavsky can also be viewed as the

surfacing of previously submerged possibilities.12  In the

conclusion, we shall return to the complicated question of how a

transformative politics might relate to new developments in the

policy field--to a dissenting counter-professionalism--within the

larger context of dissent and opposition.

II. Policy Professionalism and Environmentalist Dissent

Environmentalism, as a social movement, has clearly made a

mark on the contemporary political landscape, affecting both terms

of public discourse and features of the policy process.  At the

same time--in a pattern that may hold for other social movements as

well--environmentalism has worked an influence on policy

professionalism by shaping the focus of attention in three related,

though distinguishable, ways: through agenda, problem definition,
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and epistemology.13  This tripartite scheme is here applied only in

the particular context of environmentalism, with substantial

attention to the issue of toxic waste.  The extent to which this

conceptual framework is applicable to other social movements can,

of course, be determined only through concrete case studies.14 

Nonetheless, these distinctions would appear to be a useful

starting point in reconsidering more broadly the relationships

between policy professionalism and dissenting social movements.

In terms of agenda, the environmental movement brought to

attention general concerns, specific issues, and particular

elements of evidence that had been ignored or neglected by policy

professionalism and conventional perspectives generally. 

Environmentalism also introduced distinctive ways of framing and

defining policy problems.  Finally, the environmental movement has

provoked epistemological controversy to challenge prevailing

conventions and suggest new, or at least revised, standards as to

what can legitimately count as evidence and knowledge relevant to

the policy process.

A festive, unruly atmosphere characterized the first Earth Day

in 1970, as environmentalism made a dramatic entry into the

spotlight of politics in advanced industrial society.  The event

evoked fears of ecological catastrophe, but also brought hopeful

visions of nature and humanity in harmony.  Convinced that the

direction of advanced industrial society was significantly flawed,

environmentalists debated the options of radical action or reform,

but generally shared a concern that their efforts could fall prey
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to cooptation by the prevailing institutions of government and

industry.  Many sharply oppositional features of environmentalism

were, indeed, smoothed over as the 1970s advanced.

Government confidently portrayed new rules and agencies as the

solution to the environmental crisis, industry vigorously defended

itself against disturbing demands, and the largely quiescent domain

of environmental professionalism grew significantly.  Yet the core

of the institutional response to environmentalism, as Samuel Hays

has emphasized, was a call to reason: contentious environmental

politics, supposedly a source of irrationality and policy

stalemate, should give way to "centralized direction by technical

experts"15 who would provide "the central language of public

discourse over environmental policy."16

The voices of a dissenting environmentalism have thus been

constrained by a language of policy professionalism.  As a leading

primer in the field declares, policy analysis provides "a

discipline for working within a political and economic system, not

for changing it."17  Policy professionalism is mainly concerned with

making "minor adjustments in existing mechanisms."18  This narrow

focus is useful, it has been claimed, because "expertise and

decision-making technologies" have become necessary for a

"technical process of government" ruling out public participation:

"It is clearly a job for experts and for all the sophisticated

information handling and management techniques that can be brought

to bear on it."19  In his critique of the disciplinary foundations

of policy professionalism, Laurence Tribe emphasized its attachment
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to an "objectivist ideal" and reliance upon an "antiseptic

terminology" tending to reinforce an image of neutrality and to

anesthetize moral feeling:  "To facilitate detached thought and

impersonal deliberation, what more plausible path could there be

than to employ a bloodless idiom, one as drained as possible of all

emotion?"20  In the professional focus, then, there is a

foreshortening of perspective, in which moral, political, and

historical contexts are thrown out of proportion.  Professional

policy discourse provides an adjunct to established order, facing

its problems and speaking its language.

The professional orientation thus tends to constrain those

elements of environmentalism that would draw attention to new

problems and would speak a new language.  The professional world of

environmental policy nonetheless expanded and became

institutionalized in a manner which both reflected and resisted the

influence of environmentalist dissent.  What is clear, in any case,

is that a dissenting environmentalism has not simply been

constrained by policy professionalism, but has worked its own

influence on the world of the policy professional.  This influence

is most obvious in that environmentalist concern has been firmly

institutionalized on the agenda of public policy deliberations. 

Once the environment made it onto the agenda of policy processes in

advanced industrial society, environmentalist challenges were in

the offing as well at the levels of problem definition and

epistemology.
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III. Agenda: Environment Becomes an Issue

While the administrative state has consistently adopted

policies to advance the cause of industrialization, relatively

little attention was given to the environmental consequences of

these policies until the emerging environmental movement made it

into the public spotlight in the late 1960s.21  Earth Day, as

inaugurated in 1970, marked a culmination of extraordinary

environmentalist agitation and legislative response that saw

unlikely public figures suddenly seem eager to support the

environmentalist cause, though not always for long.  The

environment had made it high onto the public policy agenda in

dramatic fashion, but the question remained as to how long this

prominence would last.22

From an environmentalist perspective, the environment

constituted an enormous blindspot for industrialization.  Placing

the environment securely on the policy agenda meant somehow

institutionalizing a focus on the environment.  Changes in the

state administrative apparatus helped to serve this purpose by

placing the "environmental" symbol prominently in the titles and

mandates of agencies that were either entirely new or created by a

realignment of previously existing administrative units.  Another

chief means to the end of keeping a focus on the environment was

environmental impact assessment, the most visible influence of

environmentalism on procedures in public policy.

While environmental impact assessment--and related innovations

such as technology assessment and social impact assessment--have
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often been appropriately criticized for a propensity to become

little more than technocratic rituals, these practices are not

always easily contained.  They bring attention in a routine way to

matters that before would have remained invisible, and this altered

focus of attention has the potential to influence the flow of

policy considerations while promoting entry to the process of

interests and perspectives that would previously have been

excluded.23  Environmental impact assessment has thus been described

as a "worm in the brain," as possessing the "subversive" potential24

of "making bureaucracies think."25

Once the environment becomes an issue, there remains the

question of what particular problems are to be addressed.  How is

environment to be understood?  By the time of the first Earth Day

concern was primarily focused on air and water pollution issues. 

The next two decades, however, were to witness a burgeoning of the

range of environmental issues, many related to new industrial

processes and consumer products emerging in the post-war era.26 

Early environmentalist moves, both in terms of popular agitation

and public policy, remained marked by an industrialist tendency

toward linear thinking and narrowly conceived solutions.  Attention

was focused on the "end of the pipe," on installing filters on

existing equipment or finding ways of diluting pollution.  Little

focus yet was directed to the redesign of techniques and activities

in light of wider patterns and cycles of eco-systemic

relationships.  Greater attention turned in this direction as new

environmental issues began to crowd onto the policy agenda.
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Of the new issues, one of the most striking was that of toxic

wastes.  This largely remained a non-issue throughout the early

rise of the environmental movement and the institutionalization of

an environmental focus in public policy: "Early air- and water-

pollution laws were debated and enacted without awareness or

consideration of what to do with the waste materials once we

stopped dumping them in the air and water."27  Nonetheless, hardly

more than a decade after the first Earth Day, Al Gore could call

the toxic waste problem "the centerpiece of the environmental

movement."28  During the 1970s, a number of environmentally

concerned legislators in the United States were effective in

passing pieces of legislation relevant to toxic waste management.29

 However, there was little public attention to the issue and little

administrative inclination toward effective enforcement.  In a 1980

speech recalling the early days of the Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA), a senior official gave this portrayal:

Few seemed to care, within or outside of EPA.  That included

the major public interest groups or the environmental

community which were still apparently intoxicated by the bold

regulatory moves in air and water pollution which engaged the

passions and interests of the leaders of the new Agency.  That

was the way it was ... not many people gave a damn about

waste, hazardous or otherwise.30

The disposal of toxic wastes did not become a major concern until
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after 1978 when, especially with the citizen activism and publicity

surrounding the case of Love Canal, past practices of toxic waste

storage and disposal were drawn sharply into question.  The toxic

waste problem entered dramatically onto the public agenda, as a

grassroots anti-toxics movement emerged and public officials began

to respond.31  There remained a question, however, of how the toxic

waste problem was to be defined.

IV. Problem Definition: The Case of Toxic Wastes

Environmentalism contains a propensity not only to recognize,

but to define problems in ways that depart from prevailing

tendencies in policy professionalism. This can be illustrated

concretely with further reference to the case of toxic wastes.  The

focusing of attention on toxic wastes by itself constituted a

significant reframing of environmental problems.  Yet, even as

toxic wastes emerged prominently on the policy agenda, the

characteristic policy response largely amounted to an extension of

past practice.  The problem remained defined primarily in terms of

disposal.

The past had indeed seen some extraordinary mismanagement in

the disposal of toxic wastes:  "corporate managers, in companies

large and small, strong and weak, ... chose to abandon wastes all

over the countryside.  When they have been apprehended, their

defense has been that, however bad their practices were, they were

established and standard at that time."32  Of course, not only

corporations were involved here; so too were government officials,
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who were inclined to see toxic wastes "as an insignificant after-

effect of industrial production."  Before Love Canal, governmental

attention to toxic wastes was a matter of "random competence and

interest": "Officials working on the problem of toxic wastes

struggled unnoticed and often alone."33  The upshot was a de facto

public policy allowing industry to avoid the costs of careful

disposal.34

As toxic wastes came onto the public policy agenda, it became

apparent that past disposal practices had generated a massive

problem, a lapse in administrative control that ran against common

expectations of how the industrial world was supposed to develop. 

Reestablishing a smooth pattern of industrial development meant a

massive, expensive project of finding and cleaning up past

mistakes35 while making sure that future disposal practices would be

methodically planned and controlled.  How the future was to differ

from the past was, nonetheless, basically simple: disposal would

now receive much more careful attention and would be addressed with

more effective techniques.

With this form of problem definition, a major difficulty has

emerged to confront policy professionals, who typically encounter

great resistance when attempting to site improved hazardous waste

treatment and disposal facilities.  The situation has spawned a

vast policy literature on the NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard) syndrome

and related administrative frustrations: "From a managerial

perspective, ... protestors are simply incapable of appreciating

the information they are being given ....  The typical remedy ...
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is the injection of greater expertise into the policy process

...."36  Resistance to siting proposals is typically portrayed as a

threat both to sound governance and to environmental quality. 

Those who resist facility siting are pictured as emotional, self-

interested minorities imposing their will on the majority.  The

public would generally benefit, it is claimed, if new, more

technically effective facilities could be established. The

conventional view among professionals is that toxic wastes are an

inevitable by-product of industrial society, the unavoidable price

all must pay for its benefits.  The only real question is how a

rational system for handling the wastes can be established and

managed.  It seems that the thing to do is to build new,

technically sophisticated treatment and disposal facilities as

expeditiously as possible.  The problem is to quickly fix a

previously unforeseen problem.

Opposition to the siting of new facilities can, however, lay

claim to its own rationality.  Since the past record of toxic waste

management shows a glaring ineffectiveness, residents can offer

significant reasons why they should harbor doubts about the

competence and commitment of policy professionals who propose a

disposal site in their area.  The difficulty is exacerbated by the

fact that these professionals can no longer simply rely upon

unchallengeable claims that they know best; for they have no

monopoly on the relevant knowledge. The members of effectively

organized and sophisticated environmental groups now have the

capacity to uncover errors and weaknesses in site plans.  Indeed,
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they "have frequently shown that the industry has simply not done

its technical homework."37  Moreover, environmentalists can readily

point to a preoccupation with disposal as evidence of a

conventional blindspot symptomatic of the perspective which,

guiding the path of industrialization to date, helped to turn toxic

waste into a major problem in the first place.

By taking the generation and disposal of wastes for granted,

this perspective ignores the potential that environmentalists claim

for reduction, reuse, and recycling.  In opposing particular siting

decisions, both environmental activists and local residents can

thus appeal to the rationality of a more coherently designed system

of industrial processes and products in which toxic materials would

not typically end up as wastes creating significant disposal

problems.  The guiding idea would be "to integrate the waste fully

into the web of industrial relationships."38  Designing and

implementing such a system becomes, from this viewpoint, the real

problem--while preoccupation with disposal is seen as an extension

of past errors and a convenient way for professionals to ignore the

real problem.

An environmentalist redefinition of the toxic waste problem is

supported by an historical focus on how toxic wastes were created

and neglected as industry advanced.  While administrative

organizations, both public and private, proceeded under the banner

of reason and progress, the full nature and consequences of their

activities obviously escaped attention and control.  How might the

problem of toxic wastes--and its attendant dangers and costs--have
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been avoided in the first place?  Asking this question not only

renders dubious the past rationality of the administrative

organizations that have presided over the process of

industrialization, but suggests a problem orientation for the

future: how to reform the industrial system in such a way not only

to dispose safely of toxic wastes but also to minimize the

generation of such wastes. In advancing this orientation,

environmentalism questions the conventional fixation on disposal

and redefines the toxic waste problem particularly in terms of

reduction.  Redefining the problem in this way follows the general

environmentalist focus on interdependencies--a focus which brings

activities and relationships to attention in terms of cyclical and

eco-systemic patterns.39

The environmentalist definition of the toxic waste problem has

generally been neglected in the professional approach.40  To focus

fully on the problem in environmentalist terms, professionalism

would have to escape an orientation that is rooted deeply in the

institutions of advanced industrial society.  Nonetheless, a

partial impetus in this direction has been supplied by

comprehensive systems concepts of environmental management,

particularly as they have been advanced over the past two decades

or so.  Another impetus for movement in this direction has been

citizen resistance to toxic waste management proposals.  In this

regard, the supposed emotionalism of the NIMBY Syndrome may provide

an opportunity for a more "rational" response to the toxic waste

problem than professionalism could achieve if left to its own
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devices.41

Yet, the conventional focus on disposal has a final rationale

that the environmentalist redefinition of the problem cannot easily

ignore.  The point is that, for better or worse, and for the time

being at least, we are stuck with the present system and the

disposal problems that it has generated.  Whatever changes might be

possible in the future, we are now faced with the hard reality of

wastes requiring disposal. To the extent that it is possible, the

significant reduction, reuse, and recycling of wastes will come

slowly; and there will always remain some volume of wastes for

which there is nothing other to be done than to find some means of

permanent disposal. Given the pressing nature of the toxic waste

problem, then, "all but the most biased must accept that something

must be done in the broader public interest ...."42

If disposal is an immediate and pressing concern which demands

urgent action, it appears too late to raise the question of

reduction; indeed, to raise the issue could at times be interpreted

as a dodge, as an attempt to divert attention from the necessary

focus on disposal and to defeat plans for particular disposal

facilities.  Environmentalism surely would not deny that safe

disposal is necessarily a concern, given the past accumulation of

wastes and a mode of economic activity which routinely adds to it.

 The significance of redefining the toxic waste problem in

environmentalist terms emerges, then, as a matter of focus and

emphasis.

How can necessary attention to disposal be combined with
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significant attention to--even an emphasis on--reduction?  What the

conventional outlook typically ignores is that any program for the

disposal of toxic wastes is unavoidably related to the future

generation of such wastes.  How such a program is designed is

liable either to discourage or encourage the generation of wastes.

 Indeed, past practice constituted an implicit policy of setting

the costs, to be borne by the generator for toxic waste disposal,

at virtually nil.  The environmentalist redefinition of the problem

seeks to avoid this.  A focus on reduction rather than disposal in

problem definition promotes a planning orientation that would see

significant costs of toxic wastes borne by producers in order to

promote a decisive break with past practices.43

V. Epistemology: The Challenge to Scientism

Groups at the grassroots, expanding into a coherent anti-

toxics movement in the wake of Love Canal, have been able to point

out clear evidence of public and private mismanagement of toxic

wastes.  Clearly no one was really in control or knew what was

happening: "government knew very little about the magnitude of the

hazardous waste problem as it embarked upon regulating it."44  At

the same time, these groups have widely protested dangers arising

from exposure to toxic concentrations in the environment.  Here,

however, the grounds for protest have not been so clear-cut. 

Indeed, the dangers claimed by these groups have not generally been

supported by scientific research based upon established

presuppositions.45
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One possible response to the situation would be for anti-toxic

groups to fold their tents, admit they have been wrong, alarmist,

just as many policy professionals might like to think.  Another

response would be to exalt the role of common sense and community

based experience, to hold that these--not scientifically grounded

expertise--possess the "definitive wisdom."46  In examining this

situation, Sylvia Tesh does not draw the conclusion that

environmental concerns have here failed the test of science, or

that direct experiential knowledge can lay claim to the final word.

 Instead, she re-examines science from an environmentalist

perspective, arguing that common sense understandings of the world

permeate scientific practice.47  Here environmentalism reinforces

the insight that notions of legitimate knowledge emerge from a

social context, that modern science specifically is a social

construction in which both questions and answers are influenced by

implicit assumptions.48

Tesh maintains that, in assessing environmentalist concerns,

epidemiology has been marked by assumptions of a "pre-

environmentalist" cultural context conducive to industrial

development: "In standard epidemiological practice the questions

one asks, the studies one designs, the rules of evidence one obeys,

and the interpretation one gives to results all start from the pre-

environmentalist premise that the ambient environment is healthful

and the scientist's task is to look for evidence to the contrary."49

 This pre-environmentalist premise itself, however, is not a

scientific finding, but a matter of common sense--precisely the
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type of common sense that has supported the advance of

industrialization.  Environmentalism challenges this common sense

with another perspective that could provide a different orientation

for epidemiological practice--a viewpoint presupposing that the

environment has indeed already been polluted, thereby shifting the

burden of proof:

A new, environmentalist epidemiology might ... choose another

tack entirely.  Instead of presuming that nature is clear and

looking for evidence to the contrary, as the null hypothesis

requires, investigators might start from the assumption that

nature is polluted and look for evidence to the contrary. 

Such a tack would shift the burden of proof from those who

would clean up the environment to those who would endanger

it.50

The reversal Tesh proposes as the basis of an environmentalist

epidemiology can be construed as a matter of problem definition

since it constitutes a reframing and redefinition of the research

problem.  However, problem definition here clearly involves

epistemological questions related to scientific practice.  As Tesh

poses the issue, the practical difference between employing pre-

environmentalist and environmentalist assumptions is one of

shifting "the burden of proof."  The further issue which arises

here is how to decide where the burden of proof should be placed. 

Tesh's position is that environmentalist assumptions are better
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suited to a science which seeks the prevention of disease.51  What

her argument reveals, in any case, is that the choice of

assumptions is not one for which scientific expertise possesses

ultimate authority, that non-experts might have a legitimate say. 

The epistemological orientation of policy professionalism thus

confronts a challenge from within, from considerations arising from

its own presuppositions.  As the epistemic authority of scientism

is thereby thrown into doubt, any coherent policy professionalism

must reconsider how policy questions can legitimately be posed and

addressed.  As we shall see in the next section, this opens the

door to a dissenting professionalism and its concern with the

communicative context of policy deliberations.

Tesh's examination of a particular toxic waste issue offers an

illustration of how change at the level of problem definition can

anticipate such an epistemological challenge: attention is focused

on the broader social and cultural contexts that enter into the

construction of scientific practices, together with their

application to policy problems.  In both agenda setting and problem

definition, environmentalism challenges conventional ideas and

attitudes that have supported the advance of industrialization. 

Yet change at these levels can, in principle, be incorporated

within technocratically oriented policy professionalism.  Once

environment has been placed on the agenda, it can be addressed with

conventional techniques--even though the scope of concerns thus

raised tends to make the limitations of such techniques rather

obvious.  Similarly, once problems have been redefined to take into
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account broader cycles of activities and relationships, planning

and management can settle into conventional routines--even though

the process of problem redefinition may have seen a disruption of

those routines and may suggest advantages in altering them.  At the

level of epistemology, however, the scientistic foundation of

technocratic notions is itself challenged.

The effective management of toxic wastes, we have seen, came

as an afterthought to the industrial world and the administrative

state.  What became strikingly obvious was how little was known

about the problem during, to use Tesh's term, a "pre-

environmentalist" period; how little attention had been devoted to

the generation and handling of toxic waste not only by private

corporations, but also by agencies directly charged with public

obligations.  Why was the toxic waste problem so strikingly

neglected?  An answer to this question must go beyond references to

the capitalist drive for profitability or government incompetence

and connivance.  An answer requires attention to pre-

environmentalist assumptions about what makes knowledge legitimate

and relevant in a policy context.

Policy professionalism takes its cue from scientism, the

celebration of science as the only source of genuine knowledge, and

regards scientifically grounded expertise as both the basis of its

authority and the means of effective governance in the

technologically complex society that scientific achievements make

possible.  Challenges to scientism often begin with the pointed

observation that faith in science is not itself a form of
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scientific knowledge.52  Indeed, this faith has been secured within

a modern cultural context that has granted the scientific

enterprise an authority and prestige that it could not claim for

itself without violating its own epistemological premises.  Within

the context of a progressively rationalized culture, the emergence

of industrialization was supported by the conviction that modern

science and technology offered the means for humanity to dominate

nature, to achieve mastery--as Max Weber put it--of "all things by

calculation."53   As rationalized techniques and processes of

administration promoted this mastery through an ensemble of state

agencies and private corporations, a "commonplace" conviction

emerged to inspire confidence in the capacity of modern society and

technology to confront successfully whatever challenges the future

might bring: i.e., "a high measure of certainty that problems have

solutions before there is knowledge of how they are to be solved."54

While this conviction has been reinforced by impressive

technological achievements, these have typically depended upon a

focus attending to a strictly delimited set of variables.  Success

has thus come from systematic inattention to the complexities and

ambiguities of a broader context.  The administrative organizations

of advanced industrial society, moreover, have exhibited a "bounded

rationality" secure in the belief that world is "mostly empty"--

that contextual interdependencies and uncertainties are largely

irrelevant to administrative decisions.55  Problems can thus be

rationally isolated, addressed, and solved through highly selective

attention by administrative organizations, aided by scientific
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experts.  This presupposition, necessary if scientism is to be

creditable in the context of policy problems, has early roots in

the emergence of the modern age, as nature and administration came

to be understood in terms of the central metaphor of mechanism:

The rationalization of administration and of the natural order

was occuring simultaneously.  Rational management in the

social and economic spheres helps to explain the appeal of

mechanism as a rational order created by a powerful sovereign

deity.  As Descartes wrote ... in 1630, "God sets up

mathematical laws in nature as the king sets up laws in his

kingdom."56

Environmentalism, by directing attention to neglected contexts,

poses a challenge to a long cultural tradition underpinning the

project of industrialization.57   From an environmentalist

perspective, technological development based upon narrowly focused

analysis exhibits an enormous blindspot: technology worked to the

extent that one could ignore its side-effects, but environmentalism

announced a crisis--one perhaps threatening the very survival of

humanity--that consisted precisely in an accumulation and

interaction of previously neglected side-effects.

This environmentalist perspective was reinforced not only by

public perceptions of environmental deterioration, but also by

developments within scientific discourse--particularly, ecology and

systems theory--which focused attention upon complex
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interdependencies and which made it increasingly difficult to

restrict analytic attention within narrow boundaries.  The

simplifying assumptions and reductive moves of technocratically

oriented policy professionalism become less convincing once the

vagaries of an uncertain context become obvious. When the

administrative state is made to think outside its conventional

boxes, the fragility of its bounded rationality is exposed:

administrative organizations are faced with a "gross increase in

... relevant uncertainty."58  As mechanistic metaphors become

insufficient guides to a complex terrain, attention turns to the

possibility of designing "holistic" institutions in which inner and

outer complexity would adequately match one another.59

Ecology has been one of the sources in the twentieth century

inspiring a holistic approach to nature that recalls an earlier

organicism.  With the rise of the mechanistic world order,

organicism was sharply attenuated, compromised, nearly eclipsed, by

the rise of a mechanistic world order:  the universe came to be

seen in terms of discrete elements that could be clearly known,

assembled and disassembled, with particular things treated as

separate from everything else.  Under the influence of a holistic

orientation, environmentalism tends to challenge the mechanistic

outlook: "Ecology necessarily must consider the complexities and

the totality.  It cannot isolate the parts into simplified systems

...." It focuses attention instead on "cyclical processes" and "the

interconnectedness of all things."60

Environmentalism, although significantly influenced by the
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modern natural sciences and informed by systems-theoretic concepts,

also questions the whole mode of objectification characteristic of

modern epistemology.  While ecology often exhibits features typical

of modern scientific disciplines, the scope and nature of its

concerns also often rule out convincing causal explanations,

thereby frustrating the quest for predictability and control. 

Ecology, indeed, does not simply remain the name for a scientific

discipline, but is conceived as a path to ecological consciousness-

-a sensitivity attuned to natural interdependencies, informed by a

reconceptualization of the human/nature relationship, and guided by

attitudes and values that prize the natural world for its own

sake.61  Ecological consciousness is thus subversive of both the

subject-object dualism of modern epistemology and the value

neutral, reductionist scientism dependent on it.  The new way of

looking at things lends credence to local and traditional

knowledge, to new metaphors of the biosphere (e.g., the "Gaia

hypothesis"), and to aesthetic and moral judgments.62

Ecological consciousness is clearly at odds with a

technocratically oriented policy professionalism.  Yet the

epistemological influence of environmentalism on policy

professionalism is unlikely to be particularly visible in terms of

promoting some sudden conversion to ecological consciousness that

would dramatically alter the character of deliberations in

established policy arenas.  Such influence has greater likelihood

of being exerted in more subtle ways.  One such way--as we have

seen in the toxic waste case--is through modes of problem
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definition which, though they pose no direct threat in principle to

prevailing analytic practices, promote a focus of inquiry in which

the epistemological sufficiency of these practices is thrown into

question.  Another way is through critique of the supposed

rationality of policy professionalism.  The notion of rationality

prevalent in professional circles has indeed been squarely

contested--portrayed as overly narrow and simplistic--by

postpositivist figures championing a broader conception. 

Environmentalism offers an important dimension to such critique.

Evidence of environmental damage often tends to undermine the

exuberant confidence that has inspired the advent of the industrial

order.  Lapses in control--as in the case of toxic wastes--signal

that the rationality of this order is not necessarily to be taken

for granted.  Indeed, this rationality can be challenged in the

name of an "ecological rationality" necessary for any viable

society.  What is at stake here is the "life-support value of

ecosystems": "The preservation of the life-support systems on which

human beings depend is a precondition to the continued existence of

society itself and its institutional forms ...."63  Ecological

rationality can be understood in terms of "an order of

relationships among living systems and their environments"64 within

which any human society must somehow fit. A society becomes

"ecologically irrational" when it fails to fit, when its forms of

epistemic authority and institutional practice threaten the eco-

systemic relations on which it relies.65

The quest for ecological rationality is not altogether new,
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but informs past efforts at resource management that, dating to

incipient stages of industrialization, became especially prominent

during the Progressive era as early conservation policies were

inspired by  a "gospel of efficiency."66  These efforts, however,

typically remained guided by pre-environmentalist presuppositions;

in particular, they lacked much appreciation of the enormous

natural and social complexities that the rise of industrialism

tended to override and obscure: there was little humility in the

face of uncertainty and ignorance.

Even as environmentalism came to be celebrated with the first

Earth Day in 1970, the quest for ecological rationality was at

times supported by an epistemic confidence lending credence to the

notion that environmental problems could be solved through reliance

on the very forms of thinking and institutional design that had

supported the rise of industrialization.  Various authoritarian and

technocratic modes of governance were advanced as necessary

solutions to an escalating environmental crisis in which human

beings were rapidly destroying their niche in the biosphere.  Quite

early on, however, William Leiss was able to formulate the clear

conundrum that would arise for any such neo-Hobbesian proposal: "a

concern with ecology necessarily becomes part of a social movement"

which, in facing the environmental destruction wrought by

established power, is not able to avoid "challenging the

authoritarian decision-making powers vested in corporate and

governmental institutions."67

Ecological rationality cannot have recourse to the reductive
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moves and simplifying assumptions that allowed scientism to gain

its epistemic authority in the course of industrialization.  Here

the most telling level of epistemic challenge emerges, as

experience with environmental problems throws into question the

assumption that scientific procedures can supply the knowledge

necessary to handle such problems.  The concept of "trans-

scientific" issues, for example, draws attention to questions of

key policy relevance that can be framed in conventional scientific

terms but are entirely impractical to answer through scientific

procedures.68  The overall problem, as Robert Gibson argues, is not

only one of uncertainty, but of enormous ignorance: it is not a

matter of "gaps" in knowledge, but of a "general darkness with

scattered pinpoints of light."  What Gibson, in effect, suggests is

that ecological rationality is inseparable from "an attitude of

environmental humility":  an orientation which guards against

problems that arise when humans fail "to respect the complexity and

vulnerability of the environment, and to appreciate the limits of

human knowledge and understanding."69  He argues against the common

notion that we are "near the point at which properly supervised and

directed scientists and administrators, assisted by specialized

experts, could identify the right responses to most policy

problems."  These beliefs are exposed as "dangerous fictions" when

one considers "evidence of environmental abuse" from "toxic

releases" and in similarly complex issues such as "acid rain," "the

greenhouse effect," and "holes in the ozone layer."70

Since the challenge to scientism is cast in terms of socially
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constructed institutional practices, the challenge does not remain

narrowly epistemological, but emerges as also being societal and

institutional.  The problem of "respecting ignorance and

uncertainty,"71 as Gibson puts it, indicates that "the self-

confidence of large-scale industrial societies is unfounded" and

suggests a "distant and difficult goal of establishing societies

that respect the boundaries imposed by human ignorance."72  For the

moment, however, efforts to promote institutional designs

consistent with environmental humility must confront the

difficulties posed by established policy processes.  Here key tasks

involve enhancing "the transparency of decision making," exposing

"the breath of expertise and understanding used," promoting "an

institutionalization of openness to scrutiny," and incorporating

diverse "critical perspectives."73  With particular reference to the

toxic waste issue, Bruce Williams and Albert Matheny have similarly

advocated establishing the conditions for a "policy dialogue,"

emphasizing that such a dialogue requires "strong citizens" able to

exercise a "right-to-know" in gaining access to information

previously shielded from public view.  In the context of such a

dialogue, they maintain, serious attention can shift from the mere

disposal of toxic wastes to ways of reducing them at source.74 

Pursued with such a societal and institutional focus, the

epistemological challenge to scientism raises the possibility of a

reorientation within policy professionalism, of practices which--

while concerned with immediate issues of reform--are also attuned

to a larger agenda animated by a spirit of dissent.
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VI. Dissenting Professionalism

Policy professionalism has at times faced the problem of

counter-expertise: experts siding with the voices of dissent,

aligning themselves with social movements opposed to established

social and political order.  The resulting politics of expertise,

however, carries with it an implicit questioning of the role of

expertise itself, drawing attention to issues in which non-expert,

as well as expert, opinion is clearly relevant.75  The response

among some policy professionals has been to introduce innovations

that clearly depart from scientistic and technocratic

presuppositions.  At the same time, a significant current of

postpositivism has emerged in policy theory and practice, staking

out a position which is emphatically anti-scientistic and anti-

technocratic.  The current of postpositivism, moreover, is itself

clearly influenced by the advent of social movements such as

environmentalism and constitutes a voice of dissent within policy

professionalism itself--a dissenting form of professionalism.

A key question is how to create an appropriate forum for

discussing issues in which both non-expert and expert opinion are

relevant.  As we have seen, Tesh focuses on the burden of proof as

a key concept for promoting an environmentalist epidemiology

relevant to concerns posed by the anti-toxics movement.  This

concept also suggests the framework of jurisprudence and the

possibility of employing some type of "science court"--not one

restricted to experts judging clearly factual questions, but one
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involving citizens as well as experts in deliberating upon a range

of issues that cannot be neatly demarcated in advance by a fixed

epistemological position.76  As important as expert opinions, in

this context, are those opinions that draw attention to expert

bias.

The problem of expert bias, when recognized and taken

seriously within policy professionalism, throws the whole edifice

of scientism into question.  In this regard, Giandomenico Majone

has recommended a "generalized jurisprudence."77  Focusing

particularly on the assessment of technological development, Majone

has maintained that open criticism and public debate are necessary

to counteract a central bias of experts:

Technical experts are naturally biased in the assessment

of proposals and are more likely to be sceptical of any

evidence of possible adverse effects than someone less

committed to that particular project. The initial

assumption is that the innovation will achieve what the

innovator claims for it and that it will have no

negative consequences that could reduce the

attractiveness of its practical implementation.

Majone's conclusion is that "technological expertise cannot be

relied upon to discover the characteristic risks and social

implications of new technologies."78  Indeed, in the case of energy

policy, especially as involving nuclear power, Amory Lovins
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similarly maintains that "too much expertise tends to obscure

rather than illuminate the basic questions at issue."79

Such observations can be extended to the prevailing pattern of

development in advanced industrial society.  As we have seen,

environmental impact assessment was advanced--along with technology

assessment and social impact assessment--as a way of coming to

grips with neglected difficulties in this pattern of development,

or at least as a kind of "worm in the brain" unsettling to the

normal boundaries of administrative rationality.  Nonetheless,

expert bias often appears here both as an unquestioning attitude

toward the prevailing pattern and as a tendency to constrain

inquiry according to scientistic notions.  Thomas Berger, who

headed one of the most significant exercises in impact assessment,

drew attention to this expert bias as obscuring "the nature of

human affairs"80 and pointed inquiry in a different direction:

If you are going to assess impact properly, you have to weigh

a whole series of matters, some tangible, some intangible. 

But in the end, no matter how many experts there may be, no

matter how many pages of computer printouts may have been

assembled, there is the ineluctable necessity of bringing

human judgement to bear on the main issues.  Indeed, when the

main issue cuts across a range of questions, spanning the

physical and social sciences, the only way to come to grips

with it and to resolve it is by the exercise of human

judgement.81
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The inquiry Berger headed was significant not so much for the

exercise of judgment by an individual, however, as for the process

of inquiry itself, which brought citizens and experts together in a

forum that tended to equalize their standing.82

In such a context, the focus of attention breaks decisively

with the framework of a technocratically oriented policy

professionalism: "The supreme analytic achievement," as Majone puts

it, "is no longer the computation of optimal strategies, but the

design of procedural rules and social mechanisms for the assessment

of incomplete and often contradictory evidence."83  With this

proposal we encounter, within policy professionalism, an

epistemological shift from scientism to "discursive design," as

Dryzek has suggested.84  Similarly, according to Fischer, the shift

involves decreased faith in the epistemic authority of technocratic

experts together with an enhanced context of public communication,

encouraging the development by citizens of "participatory

expertise."85

Such a communicative shift, or "argumentative turn," has

especially been advanced within the policy literature through the

advent of postpositivism.86  Postpositivism, though, has not emerged

in isolation from dissenting social movements, but both reflects

their influence and renders policy professionalism more receptive

to that influence.  By posing a challenge to the conventional

epistemology and commitment of policy professionalism,

postpositivism voices its own dissent.  Directly contesting the
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identity and purpose of policy professionalism, the postpositivist

current constructs policy inquiry not as a fixed instrumentality,

but as a site of contention.  Indeed, policy inquiry has not

emerged with a fixed identity insulated from context, but has

always been a site of contention where different interests and

perspectives are brought to bear.87  While positivism did seek to

fix the identity of policy professionalism as a technocratic

instrument contained by a scientistic epistemology, postpositivism

tends to disrupt that identity by promoting participatory expertise

and designs for open discourse that anticipate a more vigorously

democratic public life.

VII. Conclusion

The voices of dissent--as seen in the case of environmental

politics--have significantly influenced policy professionalism by

introducing challenges to agenda, problem definition, and

epistemology.  At the same time, policy professionalism is being

contested from within by a postpositivist orientation that has both

been shaped by the influence of social movements and has encouraged

a hearing for the voices of dissent in the domain of professional

policy discourse.

As suggested in the introduction, the postpositivist movement

in policy theory and practice might thus seem to provide support

for a project of a transformative politics.  However, such a

connection is by no means unproblematic.  From the standpoint of a

transformative politics, the connection could appear suspect, if
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not alarming; for transformative politics proceeds from an counter-

hegemonic posture which would resist the reformist implications of

association with the professional policy domain.88  From this

position, the promotion of participatory expertise and discursive

designs could readily be construed as constituting not a challenge

to established order, but as a means of reinforcing it.

Even though postpositivism encourages more open and

participatory procedures of inquiry, the focus indeed remains upon

procedure--orderly and systematic processes of investigation and

argument.89  These stand in sharp contrast to the unruly practices90

which a transformative politics often seeks from dissenting social

movements.  From the perspective of transformative politics, the

orientation of the postpositivist approach would appear too

thoroughly responsible, too apt to be incorporated into the

established order.

The accent on diversity and inclusion in transformative

politics here clearly encounters a serious problem to the extent

that a dissenting, oppositional posture requires a clearly

identified foe.  This problem has strategic implications.  The

project of a transformative politics is based upon the capacity of

diverse social movements to effect change, but displays a distinct

disillusionment with prior theory and practice of social

revolution.  The idea of transformative politics has been developed

to avoid problematic features of the Marxian legacy without giving

up on the prospect of social transformation.  Abandoning dependence

upon a strategic center, transformative politics is oriented by a
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counter-hegemonic posture toward established institutions.  Neither

the source nor character of this opposition is homogeneous; both

involve diverse social forces which resist efforts at comprehensive

coordination and direction.  Under the influence of Foucault, the

focus shifts from a single social movement to a diversity of social

movements arising in resistance to what are conceived as

contemporary forms of power/knowledge.  Yet the transformative

promise of such resistance comes from linking it to an explicitly

post-Marxist project, drawing upon Gramsci, of counter-hegemonic

struggle.  Among Marxist theorists, Gramsci focused perhaps the

most clearly upon historical ironies and paradoxes as he stressed

the need for a revolutionary movement to establish alliances and

tactical compromises among diverse social interests: "reality

produces a wealth of the most bizarre combinations."  To guarantee

overall coherence and strategic thrust, however, Gramsci still

relied upon the agency of a centralized party.91

The project of a transformative politics dispenses altogether

with a centralizing move and relies strategically upon the

emergence of a decentered hegemony through the complementary

interplay of heterogeneous social movements.  The strategic

coherence of transformative politics depends upon its counter-

hegemonic posture: opposition to a prevailing configuration of

power/knowledge.  However, a Foucauldian manner of resistance,

focused upon the local and the particular, would be insufficient

for the coherent conceptualization of a post-Marxist strategy

defined in terms of comprehensive change toward radical democracy.
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 In contradistinction to Marxism, the project of a transformative

politics does promote the inclusion of diverse social forces.  Yet,

even though this transformative orientation explicitly encourages

openness, there is an at least provisional identity--hence

principle of exclusion--already implicit in the notions of

opposition and transformation.  In strategic terms, this principle

of exclusion is often purchased at the price of neglecting the

significance of historical irony and paradox.

Current departures in policy professionalism promise to make

dissenting voices more significant in policy discourse.

Consequently, those engaged in the theory and practice of

transformative politics cannot afford to ignore policy

professionalism and the incipient changes within it.  One possible

response would be to reaffirm a rigorously oppositional stance that

would reject any reformist tendencies.  Such a response, of course,

might well be guided by a reasonable assessment of power alignments

in particular contexts.  Yet, another possibility in certain

contexts would be to avoid the temptation--against which theorists

of transformative politics often warn--to think in exclusionary

terms and to imagine that social change can be directed from some

untainted posture of theoretical purity.  This possibility suggests

the need for a flexible orientation, for a greater appreciation of

irony and paradox.  If those guided by the agenda of a

transformative politics were to move in this direction, abandoning

a standpoint of pure refusal and engaging more directly with policy

professionalism as a site of contention, the significance of the
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voices of dissent could become even clearer.92
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